Scaling Execution in Complex Technology Organizations

A practical operating model for scaling execution in complex technology organizations, drawn from a 25-year career
delivering hardware and software products at scale.

About This Document

This is a representative operating model for how a complex technology organization turns strategy into predictable
execution as it scales. It reflects a 25-year career delivering complex hardware and software products at global scale:
commercializing smartphones at Motorola, where | led engineering for products that shipped 35 million units across
50-plus countries; building software and cloud platforms at HP; leading a billion-dollar consumer-robotics portfolio
at iRobot; and establishing lifecycle governance at Sony Interactive Entertainment.

Across that arc the constant was making execution predictable as scale and complexity grew. Most recently | have
built and run that capability as an enterprise program-management function, an execution center of excellence for
the whole organization, though the discipline was formed over decades in engineering and product delivery. The
subject of this document is the operating system as a whole: how priorities get set, decisions get made, risks surface
early, and commitments get delivered.

The practices here were not borrowed from a methodology. They are the ones | keep returning to because they
held up under real constraints: shifting roadmaps, supplier delays, capacity ceilings, conflicting priorities, and
decisions that arrived later than they should have. My intent is that, after reading it, a leadership team understands
how | think, how | lead, and how | would help an organization execute its strategy at scale.

Hosung Park

Global Program & Portfolio Management Executive

hosung028@gmail.com - linkedin.com/in/hosungpark - hosungpark.com
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1. EXECUTIVE PERSPECTIVE
1.1 Why Organizations Struggle to Execute

Over the course of my career, | have observed that organizations rarely fail for lack of talented people. They struggle
because priorities are unclear, decisions are delayed, dependencies go unmanaged, and execution systems do not
scale as the organization grows.

Whether the product was a smartphone, a cloud platform, a consumer robot, or a gaming platform, the underlying
problem was remarkably consistent. The teams were capable. What varied was whether the organization had an
operating system that turned strategy into funded priorities, priorities into commitments, and commitments into
predictable outcomes.

1.2 The Operating System for Execution

My job is not to manage projects. It is to build the operating system that lets an organization execute its strategy
repeatedly and predictably, so that delivery does not depend on a few extraordinary individuals working heroically,
but on mechanisms that work every quarter, with every team.

The strategy-to-execution gap is rarely a planning problem; it opens in execution, in the decisions that don’t get
made, the trade-offs left implicit, and the risks that surface too late. The function at the center of this model
earns its place by closing that gap: making priorities explicit, decisions timely, status objective, and accountability
clear. In each role | built that system rather than inherited it, founding a technical program-management office at
HP, scaling and modernizing the R&D delivery system at iRobot, and establishing lifecycle governance at Sony
Interactive Entertainment.

Great organizations do not depend on extraordinary individuals.

They depend on operating systems that make good execution repeatable.

2. THE CAPABILITIES REQUIRED TO SCALE EXECUTION

2.1 Overview

As an organization scales, the failure points are consistent:

e Alignment between strategy and execution frays.

e Priorities collide and trade-offs go unmade.

¢ Decisions slow as more stakeholders weigh in.

e Dependencies multiply across teams and partners.

e Visibility into true status drops.

e (Capacity becomes the binding constraint.

e Product complexity outgrows the way the work is run.
Every complex technology organization needs these capabilities to scale. What differs is how each is delivered.
Some | deliver directly as a leader, setting strategy-to-execution alignment, framing the executive decisions, and
establishing single-owner accountability over the most critical programs, whether or not a formal function exists
beneath me. Others must be institutionalized to hold up at scale: a rhythm of business, a single source of truth,
the systems and analytics, and the development of the craft itself need a standing function with cadence, tooling,
and a team. Most are a blend, leadership judgment made durable through mechanisms, so it works across the

whole portfolio rather than only where | am personally present. The enterprise PMO is how | institutionalize the
capabilities that need it. It is the mechanism, not the point.
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| describe each capability the same way, so the model is easy to assess and adopt: what it is, why it matters, how
it operates, the practices | have used, the failure modes to avoid, how success is measured, and how Al is used in
practice.

These capabilities are not a menu. They reinforce one another: planning sets direction, governance allocates
investment, capacity makes commitments honest, decision support keeps things moving, and the rhythm of
business ties them together into a repeatable cycle.

2.2 Detailed Capabilities
2.2.1 Strategic Planning & Roadmap Alignment

What itis. The capability to translate enterprise strategy into an executable, funded, and sequenced portfolio,
and to keep that portfolio aligned to strategy as conditions change.

Why it matters. Strategy that is not translated into a sequenced set of resourced commitments is just intent.
The most common waste | have seen is not bad work; it is good work on the wrong things, because the link
between strategy and the portfolio was never made explicit.

How it operates

¢ Maintains a strategy-to-execution map that links each objective to the programs meant to deliver it and the
outcomes that prove it.

¢ Runs an annual planning cycle with quarterly re-planning checkpoints, so the roadmap absorbs change with
discipline rather than reactively.

e Ensures every funded program traces to a strategic objective; work that cannot be traced is challenged.

Example practices

e AtiRobot, as strategy advisor to the Chief R&D Officer, | built and maintained the R&D roadmap that
translated corporate strategy and the annual operating plan into a sequenced, funded program portfolio,
and kept it aligned as priorities shifted.

¢ | publish a portfolio-on-a-page view that lets leadership see the whole roadmap, its sequencing, and where
strategy and capacity collide.

Common failure modes

e Treating planning as an annual event, so the roadmap is stale by Q2 and teams re-prioritize on their own.

¢ Confusing a long list of approved projects with a strategy: everything is “a priority,” which means nothing is.

Success measures

¢ Share of investment (budget and headcount) directed to the top strategic priorities versus everything else.
e Roadmap stability: the rate of unplanned mid-cycle additions and re-sequencing.

¢ Planning cycle time, from strategy and annual plan to a funded, sequenced portfolio.

In practice with Al. Al drafts roadmap options from objectives and inputs and flags programs that have no
clear strategic linkage. Choosing the strategy and the bets stays human.

2.2.2 Portfolio Governance & Investment Management

What it is. The capability to decide what gets funded, in what order, and when funding should stop, allocating
investment against priorities and holding each funded program to its business case for as long as it consumes
budget, continuously rather than only at fiscal-year boundaries.

Why it matters. Capacity is finite and demand is not. Without a disciplined front door and stage-based funding,
the portfolio fills with low-value work, and the organization over-commits and under-delivers.
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How it operates

¢ Runs a single intake path with a scored rubric (value and ROI, strategic fit, feasibility, capacity, and risk) so
go / no-go decisions are evidence-based and fast.

¢ Ranks programs with a structured framework such as RICE (reach, impact, confidence, effort) and against
the annual operating plan and reassesses as conditions change.

¢ Maintains one ranked portfolio backlog and governs funding in stages tied to phase gates rather than
annual lump sums.

e Holds quarterly portfolio reviews to rebalance against capacity and emerging priorities, and makes trade-
offs explicit, naming what is deprioritized as clearly as what is approved.
Example practices

e At HP, | standardized requirement intake and feasibility review, which improved go/no-go decision speed
by 50% and cut assessment time from two weeks to one.

e As VP of PMO at iRobot | owned development and resource priority for the R&D organization, balancing
competing executive asks (cost savings, marketing campaigns, new launches) against limited engineering
capacity, using ROl and short-term versus long-term business impact to decide.

Common failure modes

¢ No real front door, so work enters through relationships and side channels, and prioritization becomes
who-asked-loudest.

e Funding programs once and never revisiting; sunk-cost momentum keeps weak programs alive while strong
ones starve.

Success measures

e Demand versus funded programs: incoming requests against what the portfolio actually approves.

e Number of active programs versus the sustainable limit.

e Decision latency: time from a request entering intake to a fund, defer, or stop decision, and time from a
gate request to a staged-funding decision.

In practice with Al. Al summarizes intake requests, pre-scores them against the rubric, and drafts the go/no-
go brief. The fund, defer, or stop decision stays human.

2.2.3 Capacity Planning & Resource Management

What it is. The capability to hold a live view of demand versus skilled supply across the portfolio and to make
capacity an explicit input to every commitment.

Why it matters. In my experience, capacity is almost always the real constraint. Organizations commit to
more than they can staff, then express the shortfall as slipped dates and burnout rather than naming it as an
over-commitment.

How it operates

¢ Maintains a capacity model mapping committed and planned demand against available supply, by discipline.

e Forecasts demand bottom-up: classifies each planned program by archetype (large, medium, or small, by
the scale of hardware and software change), applies a standard resource profile by competency and month,
and lays those profiles across the planning horizon to produce a demand curve against supply.

e Models scenarios against that curve, adding, deferring, accelerating, or re-mixing programs, so leaders see
the capacity impact of a portfolio choice before they make it.

e Treats over-allocation as an escalation in the rhythm of business, not a silent risk teams absorb.
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Example practices

e AtiRobot| managed a S15M+ program budget and global resource capacity, aligning investment to priorities
and reallocating capacity to its highest-value use.

e AtiRobot, large programs ran on the order of twenty months and medium ones twelve; building the forecast
from those archetype durations, | worked with the engineering lead to reallocate engineering capacity
between sustaining work and new programs against the business forecast rather than by guesswork.

¢ | make capacity visible at the portfolio review, so leaders trade off in the open rather than quietly overloading
the same critical teams.
Common failure modes

¢ Planning in dollars but not in people: the budget balances while the two teams everything depends on are
150% allocated.

¢ Hidden demand: maintenance, support, technical debt, and “small asks” that never appear in the plan but
consume the capacity it relies on.

Success measures

¢ Planned versus actual capacity utilization over the period.

e Sustained over-allocation: the number of teams or skill areas held above capacity, and for how long.

¢ Share of commitments made with an explicit capacity check.

In practice with Al. Al forecasts demand against capacity and surfaces over-allocation hot spots from historical
actuals. The trade-off on who is overloaded stays human.

2.2.4 Executive Decision Support

What it is. The capability to equip leaders to make high-quality decisions quickly, framing options, trade-offs,
and risks, and ensuring decisions, once made, are recorded and followed through.

Why it matters. Most schedule slips | have assessed were not execution failures. They resulted from decisions
that were owed but arrived late or not at all. Accelerating decisions isamong a PMOQ's highest-leverage activities.

How it operates

¢ Produces concise executive decision briefs (recommendation, options, business impacts, trade-offs, risks,
and the specific ask) rather than status narratives.

e Facilitates cross-functional alignment early in scoping, bringing product, engineering, commercial, finance,
and supply chain to a shared objective, and mediates the trade-offs (cost versus features, schedule versus
cost, margin versus cost) with the data in the room.

¢ Maintains a decision and action log with owners and due dates, and reports status to closure in the rhythm
of business.

¢ Provides scenario analysis for major bets instead of single-point recommendations, so leaders can see the
shape of the trade-off.

Example practices

e AtiRobot, | developed the executive decision briefs that framed technology direction, risk, and investment
trade-offs for the Chief R&D Officer and leadership team.

¢ With major seasonal launches to hit, | aligned product, commercial, GTM, finance, and supply chain around
the business outcome and drove the trade-offs to a decision; when a cost-reduction push needed engineers
the active programs could not spare, | phased the resource roll-off to capture most of the savings without
slipping the launches.

e At Sony Interactive Entertainment, | redesigned portfolio reviews into action-oriented forums that drove
accountability, timely trade-offs, and escalation rather than read-outs.
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Common failure modes

e Bringing problems without options, so leaders are asked to do the analysis the PMO should have done.

e Decisions and action items made in a forum but never captured with an owner and a due date, and never
reported back, so commitments quietly lapse and the same debate recurs a month later.

Success measures

e Decision latency on escalated items.

e Percentage of open decisions with an owner and a due date.

In practice with Al. Al turns status into a first draft of the one-page brief that names the decisions owed and
the options, so people spend their time deciding rather than assembling the brief. The decision stays human.

2.2.5 Integrated Program Delivery & Execution Accountability

What it is. The capability to place a single accountable leader over the highest-stakes programs, owning
execution end to end from concept through launch, integrating every function and supplier into one plan with
one owner. Routine delivery stays with the functional teams; the flagship programs get an owner accountable
for the whole.

Why it matters. Complex products fail in the seams between functions, not inside them. Someone has to own
the integrated plan, the critical path across hardware, software, operations, and GTM, and the outcome. When
no single leader is accountable end to end, status is reported in parts and no one owns the gap between them.
How it operates

e Assigns a single accountable program leader to each flagship program, responsible for the integrated plan,
the critical path, and delivering the outcome within the program's guardrails, not just coordination.

¢ Integrates all workstreams (engineering, product, quality, operations, GTM, and finance) into one schedule,
one set of milestones, and one risk view.

e Ownsthe program from concept through launch and into early sustaining, holding the cross-functional team
to its commitments and driving the decisions that keep the critical path moving.

e Stepsin directly when a program is in trouble: re-plans, escalates, and makes the calls needed to recover
the date or reset it honestly.
Example practices

e AtiRobot | placed a single accountable owner over each of the most critical NPI programs and built the
structure around them, integrating engineering, operations, and GTM across the US and OEM partners in
China, with the rhythm and governance that drove the decisions protecting the launch windows.

¢ When a late component shortage threatened a launch, | modeled the build-plan scenarios, adjusted the SKU
mix, and authorized air-shipping where it preserved the date, owning the recovery rather than escalating it.

Common failure modes

e Accountability split across functions, so everyone owns a piece and no one owns the launch.

e A program manager who tracks and reports but cannot make a call, so decisions wait for a meeting.

Success measures

¢ On-time, on-quality launch of flagship programs against the committed plan.

e Recovery time when a program goes off track, back onto the committed plan.

e Qutcomes delivered against the commitment made at funding.

In practice with Al. Al keeps the integrated plan and critical path current across every workstream and surfaces
the decision that is owed before it slips. Owning the program and making the call stays human.
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2.2.6 Product Development Governance

What it is. The capability to define and govern the end-to-end product lifecycle, from concept through launch
and post-launch, with phase gates, entrance and exit criteria, and readiness reviews across hardware, software,
and connected platforms.

Why it matters. Product development is where the organization commits the most investment, in budget and
resources, and where the cost of a mistake multiplies the later it is caught. Across hardware, software, and
cloud the failure pattern is the same: each function declares itself done on its own terms, the gaps surface at
integration, and by then there is no time or budget to recover. The discipline that prevents it is simple but
unforgiving: decide what "ready" means before each phase and inspect against it honestly.

How it operates

¢ Defines a phase-gate model with explicit entrance/exit criteria and the required artifacts for each phase.

e Anchorsthe framework in clear accountability: a RACI for the lifecycle and its gate decisions, so responsibility
is unambiguous at every phase.

e Separates the negotiable from the non-negotiable: cadence, governance depth, and report artifacts flex by
program risk, while integration points, milestones, decision forums, and the issue-tracking method do not.

e Coordinates mixed methodologies, hardware on a waterfall rhythm and software on agile sprints, around
shared milestones and integration points rather than forcing one process on every team.

e Scales the rigor to the risk: in regulated programs, the same gated discipline runs to a higher bar, with
requirements traceability, verification and validation against the baseline, hazard and safety analysis, and
certification evidence, because here a field failure is a recall or a safety event, not a quick fix.

¢ Runs formal gate reviews with documented decisions, and treats cross-discipline dependencies (hardware,
software, cloud) as first-class gate criteria.

e Governs release readiness beyond engineering: production-start criteria, compliance and certification,
channel and marketing readiness, and country-specific localization for global launches.
Example practices

¢ AtiRobot | redesigned and scaled the NPD operating model (iPDP) by standardizing the phase-gate
lifecycle, program plans and milestones, and inspection checkpoints, which accelerated time-to-market by
five months and reduced development cost by 25%.

e | drove adoption by co-designing the model with engineering and functional leaders and piloting it on a
flagship program before scaling, which is what turned governance from overhead into something teams
used by choice.

e At Motorola | owned carrier certification from Lab Entry through Ship Authorization across 50+ operators,
managing test coverage, defect resolution, and approvals, a hard external gate where “almost ready”
means “not shipping.”

Common failure modes

e Gates that become rubber stamps, reviewed for attendance, not for whether exit criteria were truly met.

e Software, hardware, and operations tracks governed separately, so integration risk surfaces at the worst
possible moment.

Success measures

e Gate decision quality: share of programs passing each gate clean versus with conditions, and whether
conditions close on time.

¢ Risks burned down on schedule, with launch confidence above the threshold at the plan-of-record gate.

¢ Launch outcomes: on-time launch against the committed date, production ramp meeting throughput and
yield targets, and a low post-launch defect and escape rate.
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In practice with Al. Al checks gate evidence against the published exit criteria before each review, flags the
criteria not yet met, and clusters and triages open defects, so the team walks into the gate with a clear
readiness picture instead of a slide-building scramble. Whether the gate is passed stays human.

Representative gates

Concept / Strategic Fit Is this the right product, and does it fit the portfolio and strategy?

Is this the right investment, with the business case quantified (revenue, gross margin,

Business Case . )
operating income), the scope defined, and the development or supply partner selected?

Is this the right plan: credible, resourced, with requirements baselined, risks and safety

Plan of Record concerns identified, and launch confidence above the agreed threshold?

Is the design sound and low-risk: requirements traced to the design, interfaces and

Design Review . ] " . .
g integration understood, and critical and safety risks analyzed and being burned down?

Is the design verified and validated against the requirements baseline, with the design

Design Validation ) P .
& frozen and compliance and certification evidence on track?

Production / Operational Is everything ready to deliver: manufacturing, supply chain, quality, and certification for a
Readiness physical product; deployment, operational, and support readiness for software?

Did we launch the right product, on time and at quality, ramping to throughput, yield, and

Launch field-quality targets?

Did we deliver the intended outcome, is the product stable in the field, what do customer

Post-Launch Review and field feedback (reviews, ratings, support and telemetry data) tell us, and what do we
carry forward?

2.2.7 Rhythm of Business (ROB)

What it is. The capability to run a connected cadence of forums and reviews through which the organization
inspects progress, surfaces risk, and makes decisions.

Why it matters. The rhythm of business is the heartbeat of execution. When it is well designed, decisions
happen on a predictable cadence and nothing festers; when it is ceremonial, the same risks are discussed
every week and resolved in none of them.

How it operates

¢ Defines for every forum its purpose, required inputs, decision rights, and escalation path, and it retires
forums that do not produce decisions.

e Assigns decision rights with a RACI for each forum and each major decision type, so accountability is explicit
and decisions are not re-litigated.

e QOperates a tiered cadence (team, BUs, cross-portfolio, leadership) with clear escalation between tiers.

¢ Time-boxes status and reserves forum time for risks, trade-offs, and decisions.

Example practices

e At Sony Interactive Entertainment | designed the rhythm of business as the primary execution cadence and
elevated program managers from facilitators to accountable owners with inspection rights.

e AtiRobot | set up a unified cross-functional cadence across hardware, software, app, and cloud teams,
with standardized NPI reviews (report formats, meeting cadence, and decision structure), so a portfolio of
interdependent programs stayed aligned and predictable rather than drifting out of sync.

¢ | keep a single action and decision log across the cadence, reviewed for aging items every session.
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Common failure modes
¢ Meetings that report status to people who could have read it, while the real decisions wait for another room.

e Escalation paths that exist on paper but, in practice, dead-end, so teams stop escalating.

Success measures

e Decisions made per review, the test of whether forums produce decisions or just status.

e Average age of open actions and escalations.

¢ Share of forum sessions with every decision seat covered, by the decision-maker or an empowered
delegate who can commit on their behalf.

In practice with Al. Al generates pre-reads, captures decisions and actions, and flags aging items between
sessions. What gets escalated, and to whom, stays human.

Cadence at a glance

Weekly Execution sync on the critical few: risks, blockers, and  Unblock, escalate, assign owners.
decisions owed this week.

Monthly  Program and portfolio health review against Course-correct; confirm or reset commitments.
commitments.

Quarterly  Portfolio re-planning, capacity rebalance, and Re-prioritize; fund, defer, or stop programs.
investment review.

Annual Strategy-to-portfolio planning and budget alignment.  Set the roadmap, funding, and execution
structures.

2.2.8 Partner & Vendor Program Governance

What it is. The capability to extend execution governance to external partners and suppliers, OEMs, ODMs,
JDMs, contract developers, and strategic vendors, so partner work meets the same delivery, quality, and
milestone discipline as internal programs.

Why it matters. Much of what a product organization ships depends on partners it does not directly manage.
When partner milestones, quality, and decisions live outside the operating system, integration risk surfaces
late and the launch window is the first thing to suffer.

How it operates

e Establishes joint governance with each key partner: shared milestones, integration points, a common risk
view, and a regular sync cadence (joint reviews at a set frequency).

e Defines integration and readiness criteria in the statement of work, and tracks partner deliverables on the
same phase gates as internal work.

e Runs a structured response when a partner slips: assess the schedule impact, find root cause with the

partner, agree a recovery plan, mitigate the business impact, and bring in supply chain and legal where
cost or liability is at stake.

Example practices

e | govern external partners on the same milestones and gates as internal teams, and | close gaps in person
when the schedule is at risk. At iRobot, with five concurrent NPI programs at an OEM partner in China and
scope only 70% locked against the deadline, | went on site for two weeks, drove the open decisions, and
brought scope to 95%, enough to lock the plan of record and protect the seasonal launch windows.

e When a partner slips, | run the same recovery play every time rather than improvising under pressure, so
the response is predictable and the team is not inventing a process mid-crisis.

Hosung Park - Scaling Execution in Complex Technology Organizations 10



Common failure modes

e Treating a partner as a black box, visible only at milestone reviews, so problems appear when there is no
time to absorb them.

e Letting partner commitments live in side channels instead of on the program critical path.

Success measures

¢ Partner milestone adherence and first-pass acceptance against the SOW, at parity with internal programs.
e Time-to-recovery after a partner slip, back onto the committed plan.

e Escaped-defect rate traced to partner deliverables.

In practice with Al. Al reconciles partner status against our own plan and flags divergence early. The decision
on how to respond to a partner slip stays human.

2.2.9 Program Health & Single Source of Truth

What it is. The capability to define what program health means, establish one authoritative source for status,
and keep that view objective, comparable, and current.

Why it matters. Visibility changes behavior. When status is objective and shared, teams self-correct before a
review even happens. When it is subjective and scattered, leaders debate whose number is right instead of
what to do.

How it operates

¢ Defines standard health dimensions (scope, schedule, cost, quality, compliance, resources, dependencies,
risk, and value) with objective criteria, not sentiment.

¢ Maintains a single RAID log (risks, actions, issues, and decisions) and a risk register as the backbone of
inspection, each item with an owner, a due date, and a severity, reviewed on cadence.

e Manages risk proactively: identifies exposures early, models mitigation scenarios, and tracks issue arrival
versus closure so problems are worked down, not just logged.

e Reads metrics at three levels: team progress toward the next gate (milestone readiness and risk burndown,
or sprint velocity and burndown on agile software tracks), program KPIs against plan and business case, and
a portfolio view of cross-program risk, dependencies, and capacity.

e Establishes a single source of truth and discontinues competing status decks.

¢ Does not trust a green dashboard on its own: stays close to the teams to catch the test failure or slip that
has not been reported yet.

e Standardizes a one-page program status format used by every program, with status rolled up automatically.

Example practices

e At iRobot | built the single source of truth for milestones, dependencies, risks, and financials, with early-
warning signals that flagged at-risk programs ahead of the gate, so teams could act while there was still
time to recover the date.

e At Sony Interactive Entertainment | drove the standardization of program reporting onto a single Confluence
page, one consistent view of KPIs, milestones, risks, and dependencies, so leadership reviews shifted from
debating whose numbers were right to deciding what to do.

Common failure modes

e Health by adjective: “green” because no one wants to be the bearer of yellow.

e A RAID log filled in for the audit and never used to drive action.

e Three versions of the truth: a team tracker, a PMO deck, and an executive summary that never reconcile.
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Success measures
e Schedule accuracy: planned versus actual milestone dates.
¢ Risk burn-down and the issue arrival-versus-closure trend.

In practice with Al. Al predicts slip risk and flags programs whose reported status diverges from the underlying
data. The call on what to do about it stays human.

2.2.10 Systems & Analytics

What it is. The capability to provide the tooling, dashboards, automation, and data governance that make
visibility easy and status transparent, so reporting takes almost no manual effort.

Why it matters. If status costs a day of manual effort per program per week, people stop producing it or
produce it badly. The system has to make the truth easy and transparent to produce, so accurate status is a
by-product of doing the work rather than a separate burden.

How it operates

¢ Invests in dashboards that draw from the single source of truth, so there is no separate reporting step.

e Automates roll-ups and standard metrics; treats reduction of manual reporting effort as a measured goal.
¢ Owns data governance (definitions, ownership, and quality) so metrics mean the same thing everywhere.

Example practices

e At iRobot | moved milestone, risk, and financial metrics onto live Tableau dashboards fed from the single
source of truth, so status was always current rather than reassembled by hand for each review, and program
managers spent review prep on the story, not on rebuilding numbers.

¢ | pilot tooling changes with one team before any enterprise rollout, so we learn before committing at scale.

Common failure modes
e Buying a tool and calling it a system: tooling without standards just digitizes the chaos.
e Dashboards no one trusts because the underlying definitions are inconsistent.

Success measures

e Manual reporting effort removed: analyst-hours per reporting cycle before versus after consolidation.

e Portfolio coverage: share of programs whose status lives in the system rather than tracked off to the side.

e Tool consolidation: number of overlapping systems used for the same purpose, trending toward one
authoritative source.

In practice with Al. Al turns the single source of truth into draft roll-ups and plain-language status narratives,
so the team starts from a draft instead of a blank page. The data definitions and what the numbers mean stay
human-owned.

2.2.11 Capability Development

What it is. The capability to build the program-management discipline itself: the competency model, career
paths, onboarding, and coaching that turn program managers into accountable delivery leaders.

Why it matters. The operating system runs on people. A PMO that invests in tools but not in the craft of its
program managers will always be limited by the weakest practitioner in the room.
How it operates

e Defines the program-management craft: a competency model built on what actually separates a strong
PM, gate and risk governance, cross-functional influence without authority, decision facilitation, and
business-case fluency, with an explicit progression from coordinator to accountable delivery owner.
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e Develops PMs on live programs: stretch assignments of increasing complexity with a senior program leader
coaching alongside, since the craft is learned by running programs, not in a classroom.

e Runs a community of practice for the discipline: shared playbooks, gate and status standards, and cross-
program lessons learned, so a fix found on one program becomes the standard on all of them.

¢ Holds the craft to one standard across regions so a PM in any location operates the same way, not only at
headquarters, and calibrates performance against real program outcomes, not activity.
Example practices

e AtiRobot, | built and mentored a 30-member global PMO, established expectations and coaching practices
that raised employee engagement from 50% to 75% and elevated PMs into accountable leaders.

e Across my career | have led teams in the US, Brazil, India, China, Taiwan, and Korea, holding them to one
operating rhythm across time zones.
Common failure modes

e Expecting ownership to emerge on its own, without a competency model, coaching, or a real path from
coordinator to accountable owner.

e Treating engagement and growth as HR’s problem rather than a driver of delivery performance.

Success measures

e Share of programs led by a PM who owns the outcome and makes the call, versus one who only coordinates
and escalates.

e Internal fill rate for senior program roles, promoting from within rather than hiring externally.

In practice with Al. Al maps each program manager's record against the competency model to surface skill
gaps and keeps cross-program lessons searchable. Coaching and the readiness call stay human.

2.2.12 Benefits & Value Realization

What it is. The capability to define how value is committed, tracked, and validated, connecting the business
case at funding to the outcome after delivery.

Why it matters. A program is not successful because it shipped on time. It is successful because it delivered
the value it was funded to create. Closing that loop is what keeps a portfolio honest and improves the next
round of investment decisions.

How it operates

¢ Requires a quantified benefits commitment at funding (revenue, gross margin, operating income, NPV,
time-to-market, and field-quality measures such as customer ratings) with an accountable benefit owner.

e Tracks those measures over the program life, committed versus actual, and reports directional trends:
what changed since the plan of record and why.

¢ Defines leading and lagging value metrics and conducts post-launch value reviews at set intervals.

e Feeds realized-versus-committed results back into prioritization and planning.

Example practices

¢ AtiRobot, disciplined lifecycle governance produced measurable value (five months faster to market, 25%
lower development cost, and S10M+ in annual savings), and we tracked gains rather than assuming them.

¢ |introduced a directional-trends report that tracked every business-case change from early definition
onward with the reason behind it, which kept the executive team focused on whether each program still
met the targets it was funded against.

¢ | define the value measure for a program before it is funded, so success is not redefined after the fact.
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Common failure modes
e Declaring victory at launch and never checking whether the promised value appeared.

¢ Benefits owned by no one, so commitments are optimistic at funding and forgotten afterward.

Success measures

e Realized versus committed value, and the share of programs with tracked post-delivery outcomes.
e Committed-to-actual value variance at program close.

¢ Number of funded programs stopped or rescoped because realized value was not meeting the plan.

In practice with Al. Al tracks realized versus committed value and drafts the post-launch value review from
the outcome data. What counts as value delivered stays human.

3. THE OPERATING MODEL BEHIND IT

The executive accountable for execution owns the design of the operating model; the PMO is the standing
function that runs it. This section describes both: the mission and principles that govern how the model works,
and the structure and sizing of the function that operates it day to day. That is the role | have built and held:
designing the model and building the function that runs it.

3.1 Mission & Mandate

The PMO exists to turn strategy into predictable execution, ensuring the organization works on the right things,
makes timely decisions, and delivers them with discipline and transparency.

What the PMO owns
¢ The operating system: governance, the rhythm of business, lifecycle standards, and decision mechanisms.
¢ Portfolio visibility: an objective view of what is underway and what matters most.

¢ The single source of truth: the authoritative status data and the tooling that keeps it current, so reporting
draws from one source rather than competing decks.

¢ The prioritization process: the intake, scoring, and ranked backlog that produce a defensible prioritization,
while the funding and trade-off calls stay with leadership.

¢ Decision support: framing trade-offs, surfacing risks, and equipping leaders to decide quickly and well.

¢ Decision rights and escalation: defining who decides what, so program managers make the day-to-day calls
and escalate only what genuinely exceeds their authority.

¢ The program management discipline: methods, standards, tools, and the people who practice them.

What the PMO does NOT own
¢ Delivery outcomes of individual programs, which belong to the program teams and their functional leaders.

¢ Strategic and investment decisions: funding, prioritization, and major trade-offs belong to leadership; the PMO
frames them and ensures they are timely, informed, and followed through.

¢ The technical solution: engineering and product own the “what” and “how” of the product.
| am deliberate about this boundary. In my experience, PMOs that try to own delivery become a bottleneck and

quickly lose credibility. PMOs that own the system (the mechanisms by which work is prioritized, governed, and
inspected) scale with the organization and earn a seat at the table.

Not every capability in this model requires a PMO. The function exists to institutionalize the ones that do, the
cadence, visibility, tooling, and discipline that must operate continuously and at scale, so they hold up across the
organization rather than depending on any one leader being in the room.
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3.2 Operating Principles

These principles guide every mechanism in this model. When a process and a principle conflict, the principle wins.

¢ Execution first. Governance is valuable only when it improves execution outcomes. If a forum or report does
not change a decision or an action, it is overhead and should be removed.

¢ Decisions over reporting. Reviews exist to make decisions, dashboards exist to expose decisions, and escalations
exist to accelerate decisions, not to narrate status.

e Transparency over optimism. An honest yellow is worth more than a hopeful green. The system must make it
safe and normal to surface bad news early.

¢ Accountability over activity. Effort is not progress. We measure commitments met and outcomes delivered,
not the volume of work in motion.

¢ Predictability through discipline. Predictability is not luck; it is the product of consistent standards, cadences,
and follow-through.

¢ Systems over heroics. We design so that ordinary, well-supported teams can execute extraordinarily, rather
than relying on a few people to save every program.

¢ Al drafts; people decide and own. Al removes the manual work of reporting, synthesis, and search, but
accountability for decisions and commitments never moves from people.

3.3 Design Rationale

The function that institutionalizes these capabilities is what | would stand up for a technology organization of
roughly 1,000 to 2,000 people. It deliberately separates two distinct mandates that are often conflated: portfolio
and investment governance (what we fund and prioritize) from operations and delivery excellence (how we
execute). In my experience, combining them under one leader causes one to starve the other: prioritization
debates crowd out the unglamorous work of building repeatable execution, or vice versa.

| size the PMO to the decision load, not the project count. A lean central team that owns the system, supported by
embedded program directors on the highest-stakes initiatives, is what scales with the organization.

3.4 Roles & Responsibilities

The five roles below form the core of the operating model. Each is defined by what it owns and the background
that tends to succeed in it.

VP / Head of PMO Owns the operating system as a whole: PMO strategy, executive alignment, resource
governance, and the PMO's credibility with the executive team.

Director, Portfolio & Governance Owns the portfolio and investment mandate (what we fund): portfolio management,
the prioritization process, capacity planning, and investment governance.

Director, PMO Operations & Owns the operations and delivery-excellence mandate (how we execute): the rhythm of
Excellence business, governance mechanisms, lifecycle standards, PM methodology, and capability
development.

Program Directors / Principal PMs Own the highest-stakes programs end to end: cross-functional execution, integration,
and the delivered outcome for the most critical work.

PMO Systems & Analytics Lead Owns the single source of truth and tooling layer: reporting, dashboards, automation,
and data governance that keep status current for the whole model.

Beyond the roles themselves, | make accountability explicit with a RACI for the major decision types and phase
gates, so who is responsible, accountable, consulted, and informed is clear before a program starts.
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3.5 Sizing the Function

| size a PMO from the work it has to govern, not from a benchmark. The model below assumes the same roughly
1,000 to 2,000-person organization, and the ratios scale to other sizes. | use these as a starting point and then
calibrate to the actual business.

Assumptions

¢ |size against the product-development staff (engineering, product, and quality), not total headcount.
Manufacturing direct labor and large GTM or retail organizations should not drive PMO sizing.

e This group typically runs about 40 to 50% of a product-led organization's professional staff: higher in product-
led software and outsourced-manufacturing hardware, lower where a large sales force or in-house
manufacturing workforce dominates. For a roughly 2,000-person organization | use about 45%, or 900 people.

e Total PMO headcount runs about 4% of that product-development staff, roughly one PMO professional per 25,
the level | have found right for execution-intensive product development.

e One program director or principal PM covers a small number of concurrent strategic programs; analysts and
systems support scale with reporting load.

Two independent ratios that converge are more convincing than one. Applied to about 900 product-development
staff, the 4% ratio implies about 36 PMO professionals, or 1.8% of total headcount. Checking the same number
from the demand side, the count of concurrent strategic programs against a sustainable coverage ratio, lands in
the same range. This balanced level is the anchor | have operated at; the stages below show how the same logic
scales, lighter for a simpler portfolio, richer where interdependence and analytics load are heavier.

Stage PMO % of product- | Typical PMO size When it fits
development staff | (=2,000-person org)

Lean / Foundational ~2.5t03% ~22to27 A lighter-touch PMO standardizing the basics:
intake, status, and a single source of truth.

Balanced / Governance  ~4% ~32to0 40 An established operating system running a full

+ Execution portfolio with active governance.

Mature / Portfolio ~5%+ ~45 to 50+ Multiple portfolios with heavy interdependence,
Optimization where forecasting, scenario modeling, and

analytics carry real load.

The five roles in 3.4 map onto any point in that range: one VP, two central directors (portfolio and governance,
and PMO operations and excellence), a systems and analytics lead, and a scaling band of program directors,
principal PMs, and analysts. In my experience the failure mode is sizing to raw project count and building a large
administrative PMO that tracks everything and decides nothing. | keep the central team lean, size it to decision
load and concurrent program count, and put senior program directors on the highest-stakes initiatives.

4. LEADERSHIP & LESSONS

4.1 Program Leadership Expectations

The mechanisms in this model only work if the people running them lead. | hold program managers to a leadership
standard, not an administrative one. Regardless of title, | expect every program leader to:

¢ Create clarity. Turn ambiguity into a plan, owners, and next decisions, especially when the situation is messy.

¢ Drive decisions. Identify the decision owed, frame it, and pursue it to closure rather than waiting to be told.

¢ Surface risks early. Raise the hard truth while there is still time to act. Early bad news is a service, not a failure.
¢ Influence without authority. Move teams through credibility, clarity, and trust, not org-chart power.
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Own outcomes. Be accountable for the result, not just for running the process or reporting the status.
Challenge assumptions. Ask the uncomfortable question, respectfully, before it becomes an expensive surprise.
Communicate with transparency. Say what is true to the people who need to hear it, up, down, and across.

Develop the team. Build the people around you and coach them toward ownership.

When | evaluate a program manager, | am not asking whether the deck was on time. | am asking whether risks
surfaced early, decisions moved, and the team trusted them in the room.

4.2 Lessons Learned

A few convictions | keep returning to. Most were learned the hard way.

A forum exists to decide. One that does not is a status meeting in disguise; | learned to spot those early, retire
the ones everyone attended and no one needed, and give the calendar back to the work.

Most schedule slips begin as unresolved decisions. | learned to hunt the owed decision after watching
programs slip while every task list still looked green; the late task is usually the symptom, not the cause.

Capacity is the real constraint, not ideas. My hardest trade-offs were never short on good ideas; they were
short on the few specialists every program wanted at once. | plan in people, not only dollars.

What gets seen gets managed. Once the same live numbers sat in front of everyone, drawn from one source
rather than rebuilt each review, | stopped chasing teams for status; they corrected course before the meeting
because the gap was already visible. Shared status did the work an escalation used to.

Predictability is a leadership choice, not luck. Heroics and late nights neither scale nor repeat. Predictability
comes only from consistent standards and held follow-through.

Standardization is what makes delivery efficient. When | rebuilt a product-development model, the efficiency
came from consistency, standard gate reviews and artifacts, clear roles, one source of truth, not from adding
controls. Make the standard easy to follow and the work moves faster with less waste.

Being right is not the same as being effective. | have lost calls | was right about because | had the analysis but
not the room. Now | build the coalition and frame the decision in each stakeholder's terms, not just the
analysis. The best recommendation fails if it does not move the organization; influence is part of the job.

Build systems, not dependencies. The teams | am proudest of kept running after | left. | design so execution
survives the departure of any individual, including me; that is the test of a system.

A PMO’s ultimate measure is not how much it tracks, but how predictably the organization decides, executes,
and delivers because the system it built is working.
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