CENTRELINE CLARITY

Structural Report

Before You Sign

What the Status Reports cannot tell you

A Note on This Report

The Barings Bank report asked what a structurally aware advisor would have seen a year before
collapse, if they had been looking at the right things. The City Harvest report asked what
happens when the questions could have been asked, answered, and still not acted upon. The
WeWork report asked what happens when everyone could see the problem clearly and the
incentive structure made acting individually irrational. The Wirecard report asked what happens
when the scrutiny function is not merely suppressed but actively hunted.

This report asks a quieter question: What happens when nobody is a villain?

At Barings, there was a rogue trader. At City Harvest, there was a leadership structure that
crossed legal lines. At WeWork, there was a founder extracting personal value from a collapsing
system. At Wirecard, there was deliberate fraud.

Here, there is none of that.

There is a software company building what its clients requested. There is an implementation
methodology functioning as designed. There are administrators making rational procurement
decisions. There are project owners measured against timeline completion. And there are the
people who will actually live inside the system every day (physicians, nurses, pharmacists,
frontline staff) who had little authority over the decision and no meaningful structural channel
through which to make the burden visible to the people approving it.

No fraud. No corruption. No malicious actor. Just a decision made at one level of an institution
whose consequences land almost entirely at another level.

This report is about that gap.

This report is illustrated through a large-scale electronic health records implementation
because healthcare makes the consequences visible in ways other sectors often obscure. But
this is not fundamentally a healthcare problem. It appears anywhere the authority to choose a
system belongs to different people than the obligation to live with it.



The General Condition Before the Specific Case

A large organisation decides to implement a major enterprise technology system. The goals are
legitimate: unified data, interoperability, compliance, operational consistency, reporting
integrity, efficiency improvement. The procurement process is rigorous. The vendor is
reputable. The project governance structure is professionally managed.

The people who made the decision will not use the system daily. The people who will use the
system daily had little meaningful authority over the decision. Between those two facts, a gap
opens:

« Cognitive Tax - the cumulative cost of using a system not designed for the people using it.
« Workarounds that appear within days, because the system and the work do not match.
« Documentation that consumes the hours the work itself was supposed to occupy.

« Staff who leave the job earlier than they planned, because the job got harder than they signed
up for.

« And the slow widening of the distance between what the institution believes is happening and
what the people inside it know.

This gap has a name.

IMPLEMENTATION DISPLACEMENT

The fifth failure mode in the Centreline Clarity series

Implementation Displacement: the structural condition in which the authority to choose a
system and the obligation to live with it belong to different people. The people experiencing
the burden are not the people who approved the configuration. The people approving the
configuration will never experience the burden at operational depth.

The structure appears across every sector:

— An ERP implementation where finance leadership approves the system and accounts staff
live inside the workflow.

— A CRM deployment where sales leadership chooses the platform and frontline
representatives absorb the administrative load.

— A government digital transformation where ministries approve the procurement and
caseworkers navigate the operational consequences.

— A banking core replacement where the board authorises the investment and branch staff
explain the outages to customers.

— A healthcare implementation where administrators approve the clinical system and
physicians, nurses, pharmacists, and operational staff carry the Cognitive Tax for years
afterward.



The healthcare setting makes the consequences easier to see. The structure itself is universal.

A Note on the Technology ltself

This report is not an indictment of enterprise healthcare systems as technologies. The systems
themselves can be comprehensive, interoperable, compliant, widely respected.

The problem is not technological incompetence either. The problem is a mismatch. These
systems are designed within the logic of billing, legal defensibility, regulatory documentation,
and enterprise reporting. The people who must use them daily require something different:
enough cognitive clarity to do their work without harming anyone.

Those two design logics do not always produce the same system.

There is no malfunction to fix. The complexity exists because complexity was specified. The
burden exists because the surrounding institutional requirements generated it. The system is
functioning correctly.

That is precisely why this failure mode is difficult to see.

The Hypothetical Commissioner

This report is written from the perspective of a figure we will call the Operational Director.

She is not based on any real person. She is a structural construct: a senior operational leader
with decades of frontline exposure who has maintained the habit of remaining physically
present in the operational environment her institution manages.

She supported the procurement decision. She reviewed the implementation plans. She believed
(and still believes) in the long-term rationale for the implementation. She is not anti-technology.
She is not attempting to stop the project.

But she has spent the last two weeks on the floor. And what she is hearing from frontline staff
does not resemble the project status reports arriving on her desk.



Milestone completion at 92% Workflow mismatch
Training completion at 87% Alert overload
Configuration finalised Fragmented navigation
Go-live on schedule Documentation burden

Informal workarounds already developing during
training

Exhaustion before the system is even live

The go-live approval sits on her desk. The finance director says delay is too costly. The project
owner says the implementation is on track. The implementation team says every organisation
feels this way before go-live.

She is being asked to sign a document that will commit tens of thousands of employees to a
system she herself has never used for a full operational shift. She decides to think it through
structurally before she signs. What follows is that thinking.

Why This Case Requires the Framework's Most Significant Departure

The prior reports in this series focused on identifiable actors, named institutions, and dateable
collapses. This report is different in three ways.

— The harmful condition is not generated by a single actor. It emerges from
thousands of individually rational decisions interacting structurally.

— The harm is not event-based. It accumulates gradually: in Cognitive Tax, fragmented
workflows, operational depletion, post-shift documentation, reduced attention,
workaround culture, and institutional adaptation to unsustainable conditions.

— The system is functioning correctly. The implementation burden is not a malfunction.
It is a consequence of the surrounding design logic. This means the report cannot merely
diagnose failure. It must also function as a translation layer for implementation language
itself, NOT because implementation teams are lying, but because implementation systems
naturally produce metrics that satisfy reporting requirements more effectively than they
illuminate operational reality.



STRUCTURAL DIAGNOSTIC

Phases 0-10 - Before You Sign

Identity Classification

Actor Classification Primary Stake
Frontline Operators Load - Bear the operational consequences of a decision they
(collective workforce) Distributed had no meaningful authority over. Every unnecessary
Burden/Cognitive alert is a cognitive withdrawal. Every additional
Tax subtype documentation field is a cognitive withdrawal. Every

workflow mismatch requiring mental translation is a
cognitive withdrawal. Individually small. Collectively
enormous. No single operator's burden is visible to
the authority level; aggregated, it constitutes a
significant depletion of operational capacity.

Individual Frontline Load The physician overriding repetitive alerts, the nurse

Operator constructing workflow adaptations, the pharmacist
processing hundreds of warnings; each experiences
the burden continuously and alone.

Operational Director Structural Stake Accountable for operational quality while lacking full
control over implementation incentives.

Project Owner Structural Stake Incentivised toward timeline completion and
implementation success metrics.

Implementation Vendor ~ Exposure Financial and reputational incentives tied to
successful go-live execution.

Finance Director Structural Stake Incentive structure tied to cost control and schedule
continuity.

Service Recipients Unclear Bear downstream consequences while remaining
structurally invisible in implementation reporting
logic.

Distributed burden obscures moral visibility. Institutions recognise attrition, declining
satisfaction, productivity deterioration, adverse events. But they often fail to see the
thousands of smaller cognitive withdrawals that produced them. The physician staying late
to complete documentation. The nurse memorising unofficial workflow shortcuts. The
pharmacist processing warning after warning until meaningful attention becomes
physiologically difficult to sustain. The burden is not distributed across an abstraction. It is
carried, continuously and individually, by actual people.



Information Landscape

The Operational Director is holding two accounts of the same reality. One is produced by the
implementation apparatus. One is produced by the workforce. They do not describe the same
situation.

The implementation apparatus describes The workforce describes
Progress Strain

Completion Fragmentation
Readiness Overload

Adoption Confusion

Schedule integrity Adaptation pressure

The institution therefore enters a condition where accurate metrics generate inaccurate
confidence.

Key Constraints

Constraint Structural Effect

Contract structured around go-live Delays trigger financial and political pressure.

Vendor incentive structure Measured against implementation completion rather than
operational sustainability.

Project owner reputational Timeline slips become reputationally costly.

investment

Training programme design Built around ideal workflows rather than real operational
conditions.

Configuration decisions Frontline operators not systematically centred in
configuration logic.

Sunk cost pressure Financial commitment reframes caution as threat.

Decade-long lock-in The go-live decision shapes operational reality for years.

Contested authority Operational concerns lack decisive authority over timeline
pressure.

The defining constraint remains: the people bearing the consequences are not the people
making the decision.



Pressure Map

Pressure Building

— The go-live date is presented as fixed.

— Financial commitment is already sunk.

— Compliance deadlines create schedule pressure.

— The implementation team frames uncertainty as normal transition anxiety.

Meanwhile the frontline environment shows materially lower confidence than the metrics imply,
visible workflow strain, escalating concern in informal conversations, and adaptation behaviour
emerging before go-live.

Pressure Leaking

The real pressure exists below the formal reporting system. It appears in corridor conversations,
in private operator concerns, in informal warnings between peers, in quiet discussions about
leaving, in unofficial workaround logic developing during training.

Pressure Redirecting

Redirected from Redirected to

Workflow burden Training completion metrics.
Configuration overload Compliance benefits.

Workflow mismatch Training deficiency framing.
Operational concern Pre-go-live anxiety normalisation.

Latent Pressure — The Alert Environment

If alert volume reaches projected levels, operators will begin acknowledging warnings
reflexively, not because they stopped caring, but because the system is asking for more sustained
attention than any human being can continuously provide.

Most alerts will be routine. Some will not.

The pharmacist who has processed two hundred low-value warnings during a shift does not
become careless. She becomes depleted. And when the meaningful warning arrives, it looks
exactly like the ones before it. Same visual form. Same cognitive speed. Same moment of
decision in an already-exhausted decision-making environment.

Somewhere downstream of that moment, a patient receives a medication combination that
should have triggered intervention.

The event review will examine whether the pharmacist followed procedure.



It will not examine how many warnings she processed before that one.

Latent Pressure — The Documentation Environment

If documentation burden reaches projected levels, operators will begin completing records in
ways that satisfy the system without fully reflecting what actually happened: template entries,
abbreviated reasoning, notes written after the shift ends rather than during it.

The record will be compliant. A lawyer could defend it.

But the clinical reasoning that should live inside the record (the specific observations, the
hesitations, the contextual judgments that distinguish this patient from the last one) will have
been compressed out of it by fatigue and time pressure.

The system will have no way of knowing. The metrics will show full documentation compliance.
Latent Pressure — Workaround Culture

If workflow concerns are not addressed before go-live, operators will begin working around the
system within days, not to subvert it but to keep the work survivable. Handwritten notes.
Memorised shortcuts. Corridor explanations passed between shifts. Unofficial sequencing logic
that exists nowhere in the project documentation.

NONE of this will appear in the go-live status report.

It will exist in the gap between what the system requires and what the work actually demands...
carried silently by the people doing the work, invisible to the people who approved it.

The pressure to proceed originates from the authority layer. The pressure to slow down
originates from the execution layer. The execution layer has no formal authority over the
decision. And the authority layer is not receiving the information required to understand
what slowing down would actually prevent.

The project management apparatus is not lying. It is measuring the wrong things. Meanwhile
the people who could tell it what it is missing have no structural mechanism through which to
make that information count.

Irreversibility

This implementation does not produce a single catastrophic threshold. It produces gradual
irreversibility.

The go-live date matters because after go-live the system is already embedded, workflows are
already adapting, Cognitive Tax is already normalising, behaviour patterns are already forming,
and configuration correction becomes slower and politically harder.



The most dangerous consequence is not immediate collapse. It is the embedding of operational
conditions that become difficult even to describe after they normalise.

This is the most insidious form of irreversibility in the series: the kind that produces no single
accountable moment.

Failure Mode Classification

— Primary Driver - Power Asymmetry (Consequence-Execution Gap sub-type):
The authority to decide and the obligation to live with the decision belong to different
people. The people choosing the system will never experience what it feels like to use it for
a full operational shift. The people using it every day had little meaningful authority over
the decision.

— Interpretive Inertia (Metric Displacement sub-type): The implementation
apparatus measures milestone completion, training completion, configuration sign-off, and
deployment schedule integrity. These metrics are real. But they are not measures of
operational readiness. The training metric says 87%. It does not answer: what percentage
of operators can complete core workflows accurately under live operational pressure
without unsafe cognitive overload? Those are different questions. The implementation
system has only asked the first one.

Tertiary Driver - Cognitive Tax: Every unnecessary alert is a cognitive withdrawal. Every
additional documentation field is a cognitive withdrawal. Every workflow mismatch requiring
mental translation is a cognitive withdrawal. Individually small. Collectively enormous.

The most important consequence of Cognitive Tax is not exhaustion. It is the loss of the capacity
to notice. The operator managing alerts, fragmented workflows, documentation overhead, and
time pressure cannot step back far enough to ask whether any of it makes sense. The system
does not suppress that question through coercion. It simply ensures there is never enough left
over to ask it.

The system suppresses critique not through coercion but through depletion. The operator does
not conclude: "The system s structurally incoherent.” The operator concludes: "I am
struggling to keep up." The burden is experienced individually even when its origin is
systemic.

What They Will Say... and What It Means

The Operational Director will hear the following statements. Each is measurably accurate. None
answers the operational question that determines whether the system can be lived inside
sustainably.



What they say

"Training completion is at
87%."

"Every organisation feels this
way before go-live."

"The system is compliant and
interoperable."

"Reference sites went live
successfully."

"Milestone completion is at
92%."

"Configuration is finalised."

"The workflow is technically
correct.”

"The system is functioning as
designed."

What it answers

Did people attend training?

Is pre-go-live anxiety common?

Does it satisfy technical
requirements?

Did other organisations activate
the system?

Is the project progressing?

Have settings been selected?

Does the workflow satisfy process
logic?

Is the technology operating
correctly?

| What it does not answer

Can they function safely under
real operational pressure?

Is this anxiety proportionate to
the operational risk?

Does it respect the cognitive
environment of the workforce?

What were their attrition rates,
workaround patterns, and error
profiles?

Is the workforce operationally
ready?

Were the people selecting them
the people who will live with
them daily?

Does it match operational reality?

Was the design logic
operationally survivable for the
workforce?

None of these statements are necessarily false. That is what makes them dangerous. They
answer adjacent questions. They answer measurable questions. They answer procurement
questions. But they often fail to answer the operational question that actually determines
whether the system can be lived inside sustainably.

Implementation Displacement consumed a specific individual capacity: the ability to see the
harm before committing to it. For the Operational Director, that window is six months. For the
frontline operator, it never opened at all.

Primary Risks

Risk of proceeding as currently configured

Go-live proceeds. Cognitive Tax embeds before configuration adjustment becomes feasible.
Operational burden converts productive capacity into compliance activity. Workarounds
develop and become invisible. Over time: operator satisfaction declines, attrition increases,
near-misses accumulate, operational trust deteriorates, and adverse events become attributable
to individuals rather than systems.



Risk of delaying without structural correction

Delay alone does not solve the problem. Delay without remediation merely postpones the same
burden.

Risk of raising concerns without documentation

Without documentation, concerns become opinion. With documentation, they become
governance record.

Risk of proceeding without independent feedback mechanisms

Without a post-go-live reporting channel independent of the implementation apparatus, the
institution will assess the post-go-live period using the same metrics that failed to identify the
pre-go-live concerns.

Recommended Actions

Immediate

— Commission an operational readiness assessment independent of the implementation
vendor; assess workflow completion under time pressure, time-on-task, Cognitive Tax
indicators, operator confidence, and workaround emergence.

— Convene a frontline configuration review panel: not specialist staff, not governance
personnel but the actual people who will live inside the workflows.

— Document floor observations formally. Not as opposition. As governance record.

— Establish an independent post-go-live feedback mechanism reporting directly to
operational leadership, NOT through the implementation apparatus.

— Request phased go-live options where possible.

If structural concerns are confirmed

— Make go-live conditional upon configuration review completion, operational workflow
validation, functioning post-go-live reporting channels, and Cognitive Tax remediation
where feasible.

The intervention is not: "Stop the implementation."” It is: "Create conditions under which the
implementation can be lived inside sustainably."

Expected Reactions

The resistance mechanism in this case is not overt suppression. It is processual, metric-based,
administratively rational.

— The project owner will defend the implementation metrics.

— The finance director will quantify the cost of delay without quantifying the cost of
proceeding under degraded operational readiness.

— The implementation vendor will describe the concerns as normal pre-go-live anxiety.

— Reference site comparisons will focus on activation success rather than long-term
operational consequences.



— Frontline operators will feel simultaneously relieved that their concerns are being taken
seriously... yet anxious that raising them may become professionally visible.

Resistance arrives dressed as evidence.

The statements from the diagnostic tool above will reappear here, in this meeting, delivered with
professional confidence. This is Assurance Laundering: the condition in which accurate metrics
are deployed as substitutes for operational readiness, each statement answering a real question
while collectively producing false confidence.

When Compliance Becomes Moralised

In some organisational cultures, compliance becomes psychologically moralised.
Documentation becomes synonymous with diligence. Process adherence becomes synonymous
with professionalism. Questioning workflow burden becomes associated with personal
inadequacy rather than structural critique.

In such environments, operators do not lack awareness of burden. They lack cognitive
permission to interpret the burden as evidence.

The implementation system and the organisational culture reinforce one another. The system
generates burden. The culture individualises it.

The framework cannot fully free operators from that condition while they remain inside it. What
it can do is preserve the record:

that the burden was real
that it was structurally generated
that it was widely shared

and that the resulting exhaustion was structurally produced - not evidence of personal
inadequacy, but evidence of a system that distributed its cost to the people least able to
refuse it

Monitoring Signals

Positive indicators — situation is manageable

— The operational readiness assessment is commissioned and conducted by a team
independent of the implementation vendor.

— The configuration review is conducted by frontline operators rather than specialist staff.

— The implementation vendor engages substantively with the workflow concerns rather
than characterising them as training gaps.



A phased go-live option is explored with genuine openness to adopting it.

The board receives the operational readiness assessment alongside the project status
report.

The post-go-live feedback mechanism is established and tested before go-live.

Negative indicators — decision required

The Operational Director's floor findings are characterised as anecdotal and not
incorporated into formal project documentation.

The operational readiness assessment is conducted by the implementation vendor's own
team.

The configuration review is deferred to post-go-live.

The go-live timeline is presented as immovable without a quantified assessment of the
operational risk of proceeding.

The post-go-live feedback mechanism is folded into the existing project management
reporting structure.

Senior operators who raised concerns begin to moderate their expressed concerns when
they sense that the go-live is proceeding regardless.

Decision checkpoint: If the operational readiness assessment is not completed within sixty
days, or if its findings are not incorporated into the go-live approval decision, the Operational
Director must decide whether she can sign the go-live approval in good conscience... and what
her documented position will be if she does or does not.

A leader who signs a go-live approval over documented operational readiness concerns bears
a different accountability than one who raises those concerns formally, requests specific
remediation, and signs only after that remediation is confirmed.

Documentation is not bureaucracy. It is the mechanism by which professional accountability
is discharged in conditions of genuine uncertainty.

Avoid:

Non-Actions

Raising concerns informally without a documented record.
Accepting training completion metrics as equivalent to operational readiness.

Allowing the financial cost of delay to be quantified without quantifying the operational
cost of proceeding.



— Treating the implementation vendor's reference site data as independent evidence of
operational readiness.

— Allowing configuration review to be deferred to post-go-live. Cognitive Tax embeds itself
in operational culture within weeks and is significantly harder to correct after it has
become normal.

— Accepting the characterisation of floor findings as pre-go-live anxiety.

— Signing the go-live approval without a documented record of what concerns were raised,
what remediation was requested, and what was or was not addressed before signing.

Documentation over assumption. Operational reality over process metrics. Visibility over false
reassurance.

Executive Summary — Stage 1

A large organisation is six months from go-live on a major technology implementation. The
project management metrics say the implementation is on track. The Operational Director's
floor observations say the workforce is not ready, not because they haven't been trained, but
because the system they've been trained on is configured in ways that will generate
unsustainable Cognitive Tax from day one.

The configuration will produce alert fatigue within weeks. The documentation and workflow
burden will convert operational capacity to compliance activity at a rate the workforce cannot
sustain. Workarounds will develop before the end of the first week.

None of this is in the project status reports. Not because the project management apparatus is
lying, but because it is measuring the wrong things.

The Operational Director's window is six months. In that time, configuration can be reviewed by
frontline operators. Workflow concerns can be addressed. Training can be augmented. A phased
go-live can be explored. A post-go-live feedback mechanism can be established.

After go-live, all of these things are significantly harder, because they must be done in a live
operational environment that does not pause while its technology infrastructure is reconfigured.

The correct move is an operational readiness assessment, independent of the implementation
vendor, before the go-live approval is signed.

If the system is ready, the assessment confirms it. If it is not, the assessment identifies what
must change before it can be.

The window is six months. That is longer than Barings had. Longer than City Harvest had.
Longer than WeWork had. Significantly longer than Wirecard had.

Use it.



STAGE 2 — STRUCTURAL INTERVENTION MAPPING

Building on Phase 0-10 findings - Before You Sign

Missing Structural Function

The system currently lacks an operational reality channel: a structural mechanism through
which the lived experience of the operational workforce can reach the authority level in a form
that influences go-live decisions.

The project management apparatus produces upward-flowing information about process
milestones. It has no mechanism for capturing the qualitative, distributed, experiential
information that the Operational Director gathered on two weeks of floor observation. That
information exists. It is known to every frontline operator in the organisation. It simply has no
structural path to the people making the go-live decision.

Distortion generated

Without an operational reality channel, the go-live decision is made on the basis of the
information the project management apparatus produces, i.e. accurate as far as it goes, and
systematically incomplete in the ways that matter most.

The distortion is not deliberate. It is structural. The project management apparatus was
designed to track process milestones because process milestones are measurable. Operational
readiness is harder to measure. So it goes unmeasured. And unmeasured things do not enter
decisions.

This is the implementation-specific variant of information asymmetry. At Barings, London
didn't know what Singapore was doing. Here, the authority level doesn't know what the
execution level is experiencing, not because the information is concealed, but because no one
has built the channel through which it could flow.

Load Redistribution Map

Unassigned Load | Structural Cost if Unchanged
Frontline Operators Absorbing Cognitive Tax generated by = Burnout, attrition, workarounds,
implementation decisions they had error risk
no authority over
Operational Director Carrying accountability for outcomes  Professional exposure if adverse
she doesn't fully control events occur post-go-live
Project Owner Carrying project accountability in a Reputational exposure when

framework measuring process rather  post-go-live problems surface
than operational readiness



Service Recipients Receiving service from a workforce Quality and safety risk invisible

(patients, customers, navigating an unfamiliar system until it produces an event

citizens) under time pressure

The Organisation Bearing the long-term cost of Invisible on the balance sheet
embedded workarounds, attrition, until it becomes visible in
and operational culture adaptation performance

Load most requiring redistribution: The Cognitive Tax of the implementation must be partially
redistributed from the execution layer to the project management process, through
configuration review, workflow redesign, and training augmentation that addresses the
specific concerns the operational readiness assessment identifies.

This is not about making the implementation easier. It is about ensuring that the Cognitive Tax
the implementation imposes on the operational workforce is proportionate to what that
workforce can absorb without compromising the work it exists to do.

Propagation Path — If Nothing Changes

Phase A — Go-Live (Month 0-1)

The system goes live. The operational workforce begins using it in a live environment. Cognitive
Tax is immediately higher than the current system. Task completion times are immediately
longer. Workflow steps require more translation between system logic and operational logic.
Administrative operators make errors they correct manually, generating workarounds not
captured in any system. The project management apparatus reports a successful go-live.
Milestone completion is one hundred percent. The system is live.

Phase B — Embedding (Month 1-6)

Cognitive Tax embeds. Operators develop processing patterns, responses to system demands
that satisfy the system without fully engaging with its content. Documentation patterns develop
that satisfy compliance requirements without fully reflecting operational reasoning.
Workarounds become standard operating procedure, invisible to the project management
apparatus. Operator satisfaction scores begin to decline. Early attrition is attributed to normal
workforce turnover. The post-go-live project team begins to demobilise.

Phase C — Accumulation (Month 6-24)

Cognitive Tax accumulates across the operational workforce. The operators who reduced their
hours or left have been replaced (at significant recruitment cost) by people less familiar with the
organisation's specific operational environment. The operational culture has adapted to the
system in ways that are now invisible because they are normal. One or more adverse events
occur in conditions that a structural review would attribute, at least in part, to Cognitive Tax or
workflow mismatch. They are classified as individual operator errors. The organisation's quality
function investigates the individuals. Nobody investigates the system.

Estimated Timeline to Embedded Harm: Six to twelve months post-go-live. Not a single event. A
gradient that becomes normal before it becomes visible.



Locked Decision

The currently unavailable decision is: a go-live configuration optimised for operational
cognitive efficiency rather than compliance and liability protection, with alert and notification
thresholds set at the level that frontline operators judge to be operationally meaningful,
workflows designed around operational reasoning rather than reporting requirements, and
training programmes that measure operational readiness rather than training completion.

It cannot be made because:

The system's base configuration reflects the accumulated requirements of compliance,
regulatory documentation, and liability protection built into its architecture across thousands of
client implementations. Individual organisations have configuration options within that
architecture, but the architecture itself cannot be changed.

The implementation vendor's methodology is designed to deliver a compliant, functional system
on schedule, NOT to optimise the system for the cognitive environment of a specific operational
workforce.

The configuration that will produce Cognitive Tax is also the configuration that protects the
organisation against liability... and the legal risk of reducing configuration sensitivity is borne by
the organisation, not the vendor.

The documentation burden that will convert operational capacity to compliance activity is
driven by regulatory, billing, and legal record standards that exist outside the implementation
and cannot be changed by reconfiguring the system.

Structural change required: Within the constraints that cannot be changed, maximum use
must be made of the configuration options that are available. This is a smaller intervention
than the prior reports' structural changes. But it is the intervention that is available. And in a
system where the architecture is fixed and the contract is signed, the available intervention is
the one that matters.

Structural Beneficiaries

Current Gain Duration

Technology Reference site at scale; contract Ongoing
Provider revenue; implementation fees
Implementation Go-live completion; reference site Until post-go-live support period
Vendor relationship; demobilisation on ends
schedule




Project Owner Project completion; board relationship | Until post-go-live problems are
maintained attributed to implementation
decisions
Finance Director Financial timeline maintained; Until post-go-live costs are
efficiency improvement on schedule quantified
Board Implementation milestone achieved; Until post-go-live operational
compliance maintained outcomes surface

Beneficiary most capable of slowing correction: The project management apparatus
itself, not as a human actor with interests, but as a structural mechanism that produces the
information the authority level uses to make decisions, calibrated to measure what is
measurable rather than what matters.

This is the most unusual beneficiary in this series. In the prior reports, the actor most capable
of slowing correction was a person. Here, it is a process: the project management
methodology that has been designed, without malice, to make the implementation look on
track regardless of what the operational workforce is experiencing.

Acceleration Triggers

Trigger Effect Response Likelihood

Window
Go-live proceeds Harm accumulates from Months Go-live proceeds without
without operational day one without visibility operational readiness
readiness assessment mechanism assessment

Cognitive Tax embeds Operational culture adapts =~ Months to years Cognitive Tax embeds in
in first weeks around the burden; first weeks

correction requires culture

change, not just

configuration change

Implementation Institutional knowledge of ~ Weeks Implementation vendor

vendor demobilises configuration leaves the demobilises
organisation

Senior operator Operational capacity lost; Months Senior operator attrition

attrition begins recruitment cost incurred begins

Adverse event occurs Individual accountability Immediate Adverse event occurs

triggered; system factors
not investigated

Post-go-live feedback Problems accumulate Months Post-go-live feedback
mechanism absent without visibility until they mechanism absent
produce events



Trigger most likely within timeframe: Cognitive Tax embedding in the first weeks post-
go-live. This is not a probabilistic concern; it is a near-certainty given the configuration the
frontline operators have described. The question is not whether it will happen but whether the
organisation will have the visibility mechanism to identify it before it becomes embedded as
operational culture.

Secondary trigger: Implementation vendor demobilisation. The project team that knows
the configuration (what was set, why, and what the options are) will begin to demobilise
within weeks of go-live. After demobilisation, addressing configuration problems requires the
technology provider's direct involvement, which is slower and more expensive than
addressing them while the project team is still present.

Intervention Leverage and Sequencing

Primary Leverage Point The go-live approval decision. This is the last point at which the
Operational Director has formal authority to condition the implementation on specific
operational readiness requirements. After she signs, her authority over the implementation is
significantly reduced.

Move 1 — Immediate (next Commission the operational readiness assessment. Frame it as the

30 days) Operational Director's professional obligation before signing the go-
live approval, not opposition to the implementation. This framing is
accurate and makes the assessment difficult to resist without the
project owner explicitly arguing that the Operational Director's
judgment is irrelevant to a go-live decision.

Move 2 — Structural Convene the configuration review with frontline operators. This is the

Correction (within 60 days) highest-leverage configuration action available. Reducing Cognitive
Tax before go-live is significantly more effective than reducing it after,
because after go-live, the processing patterns have already developed
and changing the configuration does not automatically change the

behaviour.
Move 3 — Conditional Sign the go-live approval conditional on three specific milestones:
Approval configuration review completed with documented operational

rationale; time-on-task assessment confirming core workflows are
completable within acceptable timeframes; and post-go-live feedback
mechanism established and tested.

What must not be rushed: The configuration review. Cognitive Tax is the fastest-embedding
and slowest-reversing consequence of an inadequately configured implementation.

What must not be delayed: The formal documentation of concerns. Every week without a
documented record is a week in which the organisation's leadership can characterise the
concerns as informal and unactionable.



Monitoring for Structural Shift

High-signal Positive Indicators Post-Go-Live
— Cognitive Tax indicators are below the threshold frontline operators projected.
— Task completion times are within an acceptable range of the current system.
— No significant workarounds have been identified in the first two weeks.

— The post-go-live feedback mechanism has received substantive reports from frontline
operational leads.

— The implementation vendor's project team has committed to remaining available for
configuration adjustments for a defined period post-go-live.

High-signal Negative Indicators Post-Go-Live
— Cognitive Tax indicators exceed the threshold within the first two weeks.

— Operators are completing system requirements outside the system (on paper, in personal
notes) and transcribing later.

— Operational leads report workarounds that were not in the training scenarios.

— Post-go-live feedback mechanism reports are being summarised by the project
management apparatus rather than reported directly to the Operational Director.

— Senior operators begin conversations about reducing commitment within the first
month.

Signal that changes everything

A near-miss event that an operational lead attributes, even partially, to system factors (such as
Cognitive Tax, workflow confusion, documentation distraction) in the first weeks post-go-live.

This is not a failure of the implementation. It is information. The question is whether the
organisation has the structural capacity to receive it as information rather than as an individual
accountability matter.

The post-go-live feedback mechanism exists precisely for this moment.

Executive Summary — Stage 2

The Phase 0—10 report identified the structural condition: a go-live decision being made by
people who will not bear its operational consequences, on the basis of metrics that measure
process milestones rather than operational readiness, in an environment where the information
that would change the decision has no structural path to the authority level.



Stage 2 reveals what happens if nothing changes.

The go-live proceeds. Cognitive Tax embeds within weeks. Operational capacity converts to
compliance activity at the rate the training environment predicted. Workarounds develop and
become invisible. The implementation vendor demobilises. The project management apparatus
declares success.

Over the following months, the harm accumulates invisibly... individually, in each operator's
additional burden, each near-miss that isn't reported, each service encounter that is shorter than
it should be because the system demands more than it should.

Until something is not invisible. Until an event occurs that is large enough to be investigated.
And the investigation finds the individual, not the system.

The only intervention that changes this trajectory is operational readiness assessment before go-
live, configuration review by frontline operators, and a post-go-live feedback mechanism that
makes the accumulating harm visible before it becomes embedded.

Not to stop the implementation. To give it the conditions under which it can succeed.

What This Report Would Have Done
If the organisation's leadership had commissioned this report six months before go-live:

They would have understood that training completion metrics and operational readiness are
measuring different things AND that the difference determines outcomes.

They would have seen that Cognitive Tax is the fastest-embedding and slowest-reversing
consequence of the implementation, and that reviewing configuration before go-live is the
highest-leverage intervention available.

They would have known to document floor observations formally, immediately, as a governance
record.

They would have understood that the go-live approval carries professional and legal weight...
and that signing it without documented readiness conditions does not discharge that weight.

They might still have presided over a difficult go-live. What they would have had is a
documented record of what was known, what was raised, what was addressed, and what was not
AND a feedback mechanism making the harm visible before it became irreversible.

That is the difference between an organisation that learns from its implementation and one that
adapts to its consequences without ever understanding what caused them.

The system is the vessel. The water was already there.

But the people who chose the vessel should know what shape it makes.



What the structure reveals
The implementation failure mode is the quietest in this series and the most widespread.

Nobody fled. Nobody was convicted. Nobody lost an institution that had stood for two hundred
years.

Tens of thousands of employees went to work in a system that was not built for them. Countless
service recipients received service from a workforce navigating a new system under time
pressure. And the harm accumulated - quietly, individually, without a name - until it became
normal.

This is Implementation Displacement.

And it is happening right now, in health systems, in government departments, in financial
institutions, in any organisation where the authority to choose a system and the obligation to
use it belong to different people.

The structure is the same. The harm is the same. The invisibility is the same.

The only thing that changes it is visibility.

Which is, in the end, what this entire series of reports has been about.



AFTERWORD

The Harm That Has No Name

The prior reports in this series ended with visible events. A collapse. A conviction. A scandal. A
regulatory failure.

This report ends differently.

It ends with thousands of people going to work inside systems that were never primarily
designed around the cognitive reality of the work itself.

The failure is quieter. Which is precisely why it is difficult to see.

Somewhere after go-live, a clinician stays after shift completing documentation that could not be
completed during patient care hours because the system demanded continuous interaction
throughout the day.

Earlier that afternoon, during a medication reconciliation task interrupted repeatedly by low-
value alerts, a warning appeared indicating a potentially significant interaction. The warning
was acknowledged. The medication proceeded. Nothing catastrophic happened. The patient
experienced a complication requiring additional monitoring and prolonged care.

The investigation that followed examined whether procedure was followed. It did not examine
whether the warning environment itself had made meaningful attention unsustainable.

The record was compliant. The implementation metrics remained technically accurate. The
system functioned as configured. The structure that produced the conditions remained
untouched.

This is the harm that has no name. Not because the consequences are unreal. But because they
accumulate below the threshold at which institutions recognise them structurally.

The harm lives in the extra hours people spend finishing documentation after their shift is
supposed to be over. In the warnings they process too quickly because no one can pay real
attention to that many alerts and still do their job. In the records that check every compliance
box while saying less and less about what actually happened. In the workarounds that become
"just how we do things here" instead of being flagged as signs that the system isn't working. In
the experienced people who leave earlier than they planned because the work got harder than
they signed up for.

The burden builds one person at a time. So institutions only see it in numbers: turnover, sick
days, engagement scores, near-misses, trust surveys going the wrong way.

The system didn't create this alone. The reporting requirements were already there. The
compliance rules were already there. The legal protections were already there. The procurement



logic was already there. The implementation just became the pipe that delivered all of it at once
into the daily work of the people who had to use it.

And once it's embedded, people stop talking about it. Not because they don't feel it. Because
feeling it and having the distance to name it are two different things... and the structure makes
sure they rarely get to do both.

FOR THE FRONTLINE READER

If you have spent years inside a system that made your work harder than it needed to be, and
you were told the problem was your adaptability, your resilience, your training, or your
attitude... this report is about the language that explained that burden to you.

It is about the difference between operational difficulty and structural incoherence.

This report cannot remove the burden from inside the workflow. What it can do is preserve the
possibility that your experience was not personal failure.

If you are a teacher, a social worker, a caseworker, or anyone whose work has been reshaped by
systems designed for compliance rather than for the people using them, the structure this report
describes is not specific to healthcare. The system may be from any tech vendor. The structure is
everywhere.

The exhaustion was real. The workarounds were predictable. The overload was structurally
generated. The system may have been failing you long before you believed you were failing it.

FOR THE PERSON WITH THE PEN

If you are approving the implementation, signing the procurement, authorising the go-live,
reviewing the status reports, or carrying responsibility for a major technology rollout, this report
is about the language you will encounter.

It is about the metrics that will reassure you, the concerns that will be reframed, and the
operational burden that may remain invisible despite accurate reporting.

You may be told that training completion is high, milestones are being met, configuration is
finalised, and reference sites have gone live successfully. These statements may all be true.

This report is concerned with a different question:

Can the people who must live with the system perform their work safely,
effectively, and sustainably once the implementation becomes irreversible?



The most dangerous implementation environments are rarely the ones filled with obvious
deception. They are the ones where the metrics are accurate, the milestones are real, the
reporting is professionally produced, and the governance process appears sound, however the
operational burden remains structurally invisible to the people with authority to stop it.

If the decision to implement was made by people who will not use the system daily, if project
metrics measure milestone completion rather than operational readiness, if frontline concerns
are absent from executive reporting, and if reversal becomes increasingly expensive with each
passing phase, then you are standing where the Operational Director stood before go-live.

The industry does not matter. The structure repeats.

Most importantly, this report is about the questions the implementation apparatus is not
structurally designed to ask... and why the answers that matter most are often held by the people
with the least authority to influence the outcome.

Before you sign anything, find out what the people who will use the system are actually
experiencing. Because once go-live occurs, the question is no longer whether the structure was
visible. Only whether it was recognised in time.

If you need another look at the structure before that point, situations like this can be mapped.

Submissions — htips://centrelineclarity.com/snapshot/
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ABOUT THIS REPORT

This analysis was produced using the Centreline Clarity diagnostic framework: a structured
approach to mapping decision environments, identifying where pressure accumulates, and
preserving optionality before thresholds become irreversible.

Within these case studies, the framework has been applied across five institutional types:
financial, charitable, commercial, corporate-regulatory, and operational technology. The failure
modes identified across the series are:

Failure Mode

Structural Condition

| What the Individual Loses

Power Asymmetry

Authority Sacralization

Incentive Capture at Scale

Regulatory Inversion

Implementation Displacement

Decision influence and
consequence exposure are
completely misaligned. One
actor controls all information;
another bears all risk.

Informal authority consumes
the structural space that formal
governance requires. Scrutiny
has been made morally
illegitimate.

Every actor with standing has
been financially invested in the
problem continuing. Acting on
known concerns becomes
individually irrational.

Institutional mechanisms that
should protect scrutiny instead
increase the cost of using them.
The channels through which
evidence should flow have been
made too costly to carry it.

The authority to decide and the
obligation to live with the
decision belong to different

people. The harm is structurally
positioned to accumulate below

the level where evidence is
collected.

The ability to know,
independently, what is
happening

The ability to question without
being seen as disloyal

The ability to act with
institutional effect

The ability to use institutional
channels of redress without
reprisal

The ability to see the harm
before committing

These are not five separate problems. They are five expressions of the same underlying
condition: the structural gap between where decisions are made and where their

consequences are felt.



If you recognise that gap in your organisation, your board, or a situation you are currently
navigating, the intake is where this analysis begins for your specific situation.

The same structural method.

Your specific constraints, your specific role, your specific window.
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