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Abstract

Enterprise infrastructure organizations often treat the individual request as the unit of work and the
resulting feature, configuration change, or technical function as the unit of value. That bespoke model is
indispensable for novel, exploratory, low-volume, emergency, and genuinely exceptional work. It
becomes costly, however, when recurring and standardizable demand is repeatedly fulfilled as a one-off.
Ownership fragments, consumption paths diverge, lifecycle obligations remain implicit, and value is
difficult to observe.

This paper makes a qualified case for service-driven delivery as the default where demand is recurring,
standardizable, and economically reusable. It defines a four-level hierarchy — service area, service,
service function, and service operation — then connects that hierarchy to intake, concept definition,
delivery, consumption, lifecycle governance, and cross-team planning. It also presents Seven
Perspectives for Capability Definition, explicit decision rights, a governed exception lane, an
operational scorecard, and a twelve-week pilot mandate. The objective is not to eliminate bespoke
engineering. It is to route each class of work into the delivery model that produces the best combination
of speed, control, reuse, and business value.
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1. EXECUTIVE PROPOSITION

Infrastructure, platform engineering, and security teams are often measured by the visible output of
individual requests: tickets closed, features enabled, configurations changed, and projects completed.
Those measures are useful for workload management, but they do not establish whether the
organization has created a capability that can be consumed repeatedly, governed coherently, supported
predictably, and improved over time.

The operating-model question is therefore not whether bespoke work is good or bad. The question is
where bespoke fulfillment should remain intentional and where it has become the default response to
demand that is already recurring. Service-driven delivery should replace bespoke fulfillment as the
default only when three conditions are present:

* Recurring demand. The same problem class has appeared repeatedly or is predictably likely to
recur.

+ Standardizable delivery. A stable eligibility model, consumer interface, control set, and
operational outcome can cover a meaningful share of cases.

* Economic reuse. The expected reduction in repeated design, implementation, support, risk, or
delay justifies the cost of defining and maintaining the service.

When those conditions are not met, bespoke delivery may be the better choice. Novel engineering, low-
volume needs, experiments, active incidents, time-bound regulatory responses, and genuinely
exceptional situations should not be forced into a service construct prematurely. Even then, the work
should retain proportionate ownership, security, risk, change, and retrospective controls.

The central thesis is consequently narrower and more practical than a universal preference for services:
recurring, standardizable, economically reusable demand should be managed as a service;
nonrecurring or uncertain demand should use a governed bespoke path until evidence supports
standardization.

2. THE FAILURE MODE OF REPEATED BESPOKE FULFILLMENT

A bespoke lifecycle can appear disciplined. A user, application team, business unit, or adjacent
technology group raises a request. An infrastructure team introduces a product, enables a feature,
builds an automation, grants access, or changes a configuration. The requester accepts the result,
support is provided for the underlying implementation, and the engagement closes.

This pattern can be effective for a true one-off. The problem emerges when repeated demand continues
to enter the same path. Each request can create its own interface, approval chain, implementation
variant, documentation standard, support expectation, and exception. Skilled engineers keep the
environment working through judgment and personal knowledge, but the organization accumulates
dependencies and implicit promises that are hard to see or govern.

2.1 Consumption Is Enabled but Not Designed

A delivered feature does not automatically define a consumption model. The organization may still be
unable to answer who may use it, how it is requested, which configurations are supported, what
evidence is required, how long fulfillment should take, what service level applies, or how retirement
will be handled. Subsequent consumers then negotiate their own path, creating divergent workflows
and hidden lifecycle commitments.
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2.2 Value Is Difficult to Observe

When consumers and operations are not defined, value is difficult to aggregate. Engineers may build
automations that support hundreds of workflows, yet reporting still counts tickets because there is no
consistent service boundary or operation identifier. Leaders can see activity but cannot reliably connect
that activity to recurring business outcomes, risk reduction, or unit economics.

2.3 Governance Is Unstable at the Request Level

Prioritization, architecture, security, funding, and lifecycle decisions require a stable object with
defined scope and ownership. A request rarely provides that structure on its own. It can therefore be
assessed as an isolated delivery decision even when it creates long-lived obligations for shared
platforms and support teams.

This is a model problem, not an indictment of the people doing the work. Fast improvisation, deep
technical memory, and calm incident response remain valuable. They are insufficient on their own for
a model that must produce repeatable, testable, supportable, and measurable capability.

3. CHOOSING THE RIGHT DELIVERY PATH

The service path and bespoke path should coexist. Intake should make the choice explicitly rather than
allowing urgency, hierarchy, or requester preference to decide by default.

Table 1. Delivery-path decision guide

Path Use when Minimum governance EXxit or review trigger

Existing service Demand meets published Standard intake, policy Repeated exceptions, control
eligibility and can be fulfilled validation, execution evidence, failure, material demand shift, or
through an existing operation or service-level measurement lifecycle review

supported configuration

Service extension The problem class is recurring, Concept definition, architecture Production readiness and
but an existing service needs a and security review, funded confirmed reuse beyond the

reusable function, operation, or capacity, versioned release, initiating consumer

supported variant catalog update

Net-new service Demand is recurring or Full minimum viable service Gate decision to scale, revise,
predictably recurrent, definition, named owner, pause, or retire
standardizable, and investment decision, pilot, stage

economically reusable, and no gates, operational acceptance

current service provides it

Governed bespoke Work is novel, low-volume, Named owner, rationale, Recurrence threshold, material
exploratory, emergency, or proportionate risk, or evidence that a stable
genuinely exceptional; reuse architecture/security/change service boundary now exists

economics are unproven or controls, cost and outcome

unfavorable record, expiration or review date
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The threshold for recurrence should be set locally. Request count alone is not enough: a low-frequency
activity may justify a service when the control risk or failure cost is high, while a high-volume activity
may remain unsuitable if every case is materially different. The decision should combine demand
frequency, similarity, risk, expected lifespan, implementation cost, and maintenance burden.

4. A CONCRETE EXAMPLE: NETWORK DEVICE CONFIGURATION
COMPLIANCE

Suppose several application and operations teams need standardized SNMPv3 configuration across a
physical network estate so monitoring and event correlation can be improved. In a bespoke model, the
work may arrive as a ticket: "Enable SNMPv3 on these devices." An engineer identifies device types,
writes or modifies scripts, applies configurations, validates the result, and closes the request.

The change may be technically correct. The monitoring team may receive the data it needs. Yet the
organization has not necessarily created a reusable capability. It may still lack a defined owner,
supported device families, versioned configuration variants, credential-handling rules, drift detection,
onboarding objectives, lifecycle events, a catalog entry, operational telemetry, and an exception
process.

In a service-driven model, intake reframes the request as a problem class: the organization needs a
governed way to apply and maintain secure monitoring configurations across supported device
families. That problem maps to a service area such as network automation or observability enablement.
The team then defines a consumable service such as Network Monitoring Configuration
Standardization.

The service can use several service functions:

+ vendor-specific Ansible playbooks and configuration templates;
+ inventory and credential-vault integrations;

» pre-change validation and policy checks;
 compliance-validation and drift-detection jobs;

* monitoring-platform registration;

+ approval, exception, and evidence workflows; and

* rollback and remediation mechanisms.

Those functions expose observable service operations such as apply SNMPv3 baseline, validate
monitoring configuration, register device with the monitoring platform, remediate drift, roll
back a failed change, and report compliance status.

A production-ready definition also specifies control boundaries. SNMPv3 authentication and privacy
settings are represented in a versioned schema; secrets are retrieved through least-privilege identities
rather than embedded in playbooks; input data is validated against inventory; changes follow approved
windows or emergency rules; each operation emits an immutable result and correlation identifier;
failed changes invoke a tested rollback; and unsupported devices route to an explicit exception path.
Human review remains mandatory where policy, device criticality, or change risk requires it.

The distinction is not that one model uses automation and the other does not. Both can use scripts or
orchestration. The distinction is that the service model turns the automation into a governed, versioned,
measurable capability with a stable consumption path and lifecycle ownership.
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5. DEFINITIONS AND THE FOUR-LEVEL SERVICE HIERARCHY

Terminology must remain precise because the terms are related but not interchangeable.

Table 2. Core terms

Term

Working definition

Example in the SNMPv3 case

Capability

Service area

Service

Product

Platform

Service function

Service operation

The organization's ability to achieve an
outcome by combining people, process,

technology, information, and controls

A durable domain of responsibility that
contains related services and owns their

collective roadmap and lifecycle

A governed, consumable capability that
solves a recurring problem class through a

defined interface and service commitments

A technology asset or packaged solution
used to implement one or more service

functions; it is not the service contract itself

Shared technical foundations, runtime
environments, data, and tools on which

multiple products, services, or teams depend

A versioned technical mechanism or
component through which the service is

delivered

A discrete, observable transaction, state

change, validation, or lifecycle action

performed by the service

Maintain compliant monitoring

configuration across the supported network

estate

Network automation or observability
enablement

Network Monitoring Configuration
Standardization

Ansible Automation Platform, a network-
management suite, or a device operating

system

Automation control plane, inventory,

credential vault, and monitoring platform

Vendor-specific playbook, template

renderer, inventory lookup, compliance job

Apply baseline, validate configuration,

remediate drift, or report status

5.1 Service Area

A service area defines a named capability boundary owned end to end. Examples include network
automation, identity lifecycle management, compute provisioning, certificate management, security
operations automation, endpoint configuration, observability enablement, and privileged access
management. A service area is neither merely a product team nor merely an operations group. It has a
backlog, roadmap, consumers, service definitions, measurable outcomes, dependencies, and lifecycle

responsibilities.

5.2 Service

A service is the consumer-facing, governed unit of repeatable value within a service area. It abstracts
implementation choices into a stable contract: the problem class addressed, who is eligible, how the
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capability is invoked, what result is produced, which service levels apply, and how support and change
are handled.

A device-management product is not the same as SNMPv3 standardization. A certificate-authority
platform is not the same as certificate lifecycle automation. A privileged-access-management tool is
not the same as emergency access provisioning. Products and platforms enable services; they do not by
themselves define the consumer promise.

5.3 Service Function

A service function is a versioned technical mechanism through which a service is delivered. Functions
may include playbooks, APIs, policy engines, templates, validation jobs, data adapters, inventory
lookups, and approval workflows. They can be upgraded, replaced, composed, or retired without
changing the service contract, provided compatibility and control obligations are maintained.

5.4 Service Operation

A service operation is the smallest discrete output that should be observed and measured: a
configuration transaction, state change, validation event, workflow execution, or lifecycle action.
Operations make performance, control evidence, failure, and cost visible. They also provide a useful
boundary for automation because inputs, approvals, results, and rollback behavior can be defined
explicitly.

The hierarchy is therefore:
+ Service area: the owned capability domain.
* Service: the consumable promise for a recurring problem class.

* Service function: the versioned mechanism that fulfills the promise.

+ Service operation: the observable execution or state transition.

6. SEVEN PERSPECTIVES FOR CAPABILITY DEFINITION

A service must be understandable to multiple stakeholders without forcing every concern into a single
feature request. The following construct is deliberately called Seven Perspectives for Capability
Definition. It is a set of complementary views, not a maturity score or universal framework.
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Table 3. Seven Perspectives for Capability Definition

Perspective Working parameter Delivery objective Value definition
Technical Service Service function Service operation
Operational Lifecycle Workflow Deliverable
Execution Epic Story Task
Implementation Architecture Design Deploy
Developmental Product Function Feature

Solution Problem Outcome Success criteria
Roadmap Business need Business outcome Business function

The perspectives expose different but legitimate questions. The business owner may care about reliable
monitoring and reduced operational risk. Enterprise architecture may care about standard patterns and
dependency coherence. Cybersecurity may care about credentials, approved cryptography,
segmentation, and evidence. The platform owner may care about change safety and runtime reliability.
Delivery teams may care about epics, stories, tasks, and deployable units.

In the SNMPv3 example, the technical perspective describes the service, its vendor-specific functions,
and its configuration and validation operations. The operational perspective describes onboarding, drift
management, incident handling, and retirement. The execution perspective expresses the work as
epics, stories, and tasks. The implementation perspective connects architecture to design and
deployment. The developmental perspective describes the products, functions, and features involved.
The solution perspective ties inconsistent monitoring configuration to measurable outcomes. The
roadmap perspective connects the service to monitoring reliability, incident response, and risk
objectives.

These perspectives will not always align. Architecture may favor a reusable abstraction while a
business deadline favors a narrower release. The value of the construct is to make the disagreement
explicit and route it through defined decision rights. The service owner resolves tradeoffs within
approved standards and funding; architecture, cybersecurity, risk, platform, and business authorities
retain the decisions assigned to them in Section 8.

7. THE MINIMUM VIABLE SERVICE DEFINITION

The service catalog should be a governed registry, not a brochure. A service should not enter
production until its minimum definition is explicit enough to support consumption, operation,
accountability, and change. The initial definition can be concise, but it must be testable and maintained.

Every production service should include:

» Name and service area: the consumable capability and its domain of ownership.

* Problem class and intended outcome: the recurring need addressed and the result promised.
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» Consumers: eligible teams, systems, business units, or workflows.

» Consumer interface: catalog request, API, event, workflow trigger, or platform integration,
including input schema and version.

+ Eligibility, constraints, and exclusions: supported platforms, conditions, policies, limits, and
explicitly unsupported cases.

* Service functions and operations: the mechanisms used and the observable outputs they perform.

* Roles and decision rights: accountable service owner, platform owner, support owner, business
owner, and required control authorities.

+ Lifecycle state: proposed, concept, pilot, production, deprecated, or retired, with effective dates.
* Support and change model: incident, request, release, maintenance, escalation, rollback, and
continuity arrangements.

+ Service levels: measurable objectives or commitments, with clock start, clock stop, exclusions, and
evidence source.

* Security, risk, and compliance controls: data classification, identity, least privilege, approval,
logging, retention, testing, and residual-risk treatment.

* Metrics and data lineage: scorecard measures, formulas, systems of record, owners, and review
cadence.

* Dependencies and economics: upstream and downstream services, products, platforms, data,
capacity, run cost, and expected reuse.

* Roadmap and retirement: planned improvements, compatibility policy, deprecation notice,
migration path, and exit criteria.

A catalog entry without these elements may still be useful as communications material, but it should
not be mistaken for an operational service definition.

7.1 Relationship to IT Service Management

This model uses vocabulary familiar from IT service management, but it is not a claim that a catalog or
process rollout alone changes delivery. Its narrower contribution is the linkage among the four-level
technical hierarchy, problem-oriented intake, explicit decision rights, delivery stage gates, measurable
operations, and lifecycle ownership. Organizations using formal ITIL practices can map those
practices to this model; the authoritative framework remains the official ITIL site (PeopleCert).

8. GOVERNANCE AND DECISION RIGHTS

A service model without decision rights is documentation. Governance should identify who is
accountable for a decision, which authorities must concur, who is consulted, and what evidence records
the result. "Consulted" does not imply a veto; "must concur" applies only within the authority's defined
control boundary. Unresolved conflicts should be time-boxed and escalated to the executive sponsor
with options, impacts, and a recommended decision.


https://www.peoplecert.org/browse-certifications/it-governance-and-service-management/ITIL-1
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Decision Accountable decision Required concurrence  Consulted / informed Required evidence
owner

Define or materially Service owner Business owner for Enterprise architecture, Versioned service

change a service contract, outcome commitments; cybersecurity, definition and decision

eligibility, or service
level

Approve architecture
pattern  or  material

deviation

Approve security control

design

Accept residual business

or compliance risk

Allocate investment and

protected capacity

Set platform runtime
constraints, release
readiness, and

operational acceptance

Set business priority and

accept intended outcome

Approve adoption,
communications,
training, and

organizational readiness

plan

Approve a standard-

service exception

Enterprise architecture

Cybersecurity

Designated business risk
owner under enterprise
policy

Funding authority

Platform owner

Business owner

Change-management

owner

Service owner

platform  owner for

operability

Platform owner;

cybersecurity for
security-impacting

design

Platform  owner  for

implementability

Risk/compliance;
cybersecurity for security

risk analysis

Executive sponsor

Cybersecurity and
change authority where

controls require

Funding authority for
material scope/cost

change

Business owner

Relevant  architecture,
cybersecurity, risk,
platform, funding, or

business authority based

on the deviation

risk/compliance, change

management,  funding
authority
Service owner, design

engineer, business owner

Service owner, enterprise
architecture,

risk/compliance

Service owner, funding
authority, legal or

privacy when applicable

Service owner, platform

owner, business owner

Service owner,
architecture, support
owner

Service owner, change
management, consumer

representatives

Service owner, support
owner, consumer

representatives

Intake engineer, change
management, support

owner

log

Architecture decision
record and exception, if

any

Threat/control
assessment, test plan, and

evidence requirements

Time-bound risk
acceptance,
compensating controls,
and review date
Approved charter,
budget, capacity plan,

and benefits hypothesis

Readiness checklist, test
evidence, rollback result,

support acceptance

Prioritized outcome,
acceptance criteria, and

benefits owner

Stakeholder,
communication, training,

and readiness plan

Complete exception
record defined in Section

10
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Decision Accountable decision Required concurrence  Consulted / informed Required evidence
owner
Authorize production Service owner Platform owner, Enterprise architecture, Gate approval with
launch cybersecurity, change management, scorecard baseline and
risk/compliance, support owner open-risk disposition

business owner; funding

authority if ongoing cost

changes
Deprecate or retire a Service owner Business owner and Funding authority, Impact assessment,
service platform owner architecture, migration plan, notice,

cybersecurity, and retirement evidence
risk/compliance, change

management, consumers

8.1 Role Boundaries

The service owner is accountable for service coherence, lifecycle, roadmap, consumer value,
scorecard, and tradeoffs within approved guardrails. The service owner does not unilaterally waive
architecture standards, security controls, regulatory obligations, platform safety limits, or funding
constraints.

Enterprise architecture owns enterprise patterns, target-state coherence, and architecture exceptions.
It should define constraints and reusable patterns early, not act only as a late-stage approval body.

Cybersecurity defines and assures security control requirements, including identity, secrets, least
privilege, data protection, logging, testing, and incident integration. Cybersecurity analyzes residual
risk but does not substitute for the designated business risk owner who accepts that risk.

Risk and compliance interpret applicable obligations, define evidence expectations, challenge control
design, track accepted risk, and verify that expiration and review obligations are met. Where policy
assigns a formal compliance decision elsewhere, that policy prevails.

The funding authority approves investment, capacity, and material scope or economic changes.
Funding decisions should account for build cost, ongoing ownership, expected reuse, and retirement
obligations rather than only initial delivery.

The platform owner is accountable for the reliability, capacity, operational standards, and lifecycle of
the shared platform on which service functions run. The platform owner may stop an unsafe release and
is responsible for operational acceptance evidence.

The business owner owns the business outcome, priority, adoption commitment, and benefits
realization. The business owner also serves as residual-risk owner when enterprise policy delegates
that authority to the role.

Change management owns the stakeholder, communication, training, adoption, and readiness plan
and coordinates production-change governance where assigned. It does not redesign the service or
accept technical risk on behalf of the relevant authority.
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9. DELIVERY OPERATING MODEL

The operating model connects demand to the four-level hierarchy through intake, concept definition,
implementation, consumption enablement, lifecycle management, and cross-team planning.

9.1 Intake as Problem Triage

Intake should translate a request into a problem statement before committing to a solution. The intake
engineer identifies the consumer, desired outcome, urgency, affected environment, constraints, and
evidence of recurrence. The initial disposition is one of four paths: existing service, extension of an
existing service, net-new service, or governed bespoke work.

This step protects consumer intent while avoiding premature commitment to the requester's preferred
implementation. It also creates the data required to measure eligible demand, reuse, exceptions, and
recurrent bespoke patterns.

9.2 Concept Definition as a Protected Phase
Concept definition establishes the service framing before implementation. It should answer:

» What problem class and outcome are in scope?

* Who are the consumers, and what makes demand eligible?

» Which existing services, functions, products, or platforms can be reused?

» What service functions and operations are required?

» Which schemas, interfaces, controls, approvals, observability, and rollback behaviors are required?
» What lifecycle and support obligations will be created?

» What are the architecture, security, risk, compliance, funding, and adoption constraints?

» What evidence will demonstrate value and readiness?

A short concept sprint — sometimes about one week — is a useful heuristic for a bounded, well-
understood problem, not a universal duration. Complex, regulated, cross-domain, or poorly understood
work may require more time; simple service extensions may require less. The phase should be time-
boxed according to uncertainty and risk, with explicit outputs and a stop decision if evidence does not
support investment.

A practical sequence is: understand the problem and stakeholders; explore technical building blocks
and options; align on the strongest approach; build a testable proof of concept and rough roadmap
where useful; and validate the proposed service with intended consumers before full implementation.

9.3 Functional, Execution, and Consumption Work

Functional work defines the problem, service, architecture, dependencies, controls, proof of concept,
and implementation plan. Its output is a coherent definition ready for investment and delivery.

Execution work implements the approved design as tested, documented, versioned, and supportable
service functions and operations. Implementation engineers build against acceptance criteria rather
than a vague feature request.

Consumption work makes the capability usable at scale through the catalog, APIs, workflow
integration, documentation, enablement, lifecycle automation, reporting, feedback, and support
readiness. Deployment is not the final step; verified consumption and operational acceptance are.
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9.4 Cross-Team Planning Every Two Weeks

During a transition or active pilot, a cross-team planning forum every two weeks is a useful default and
should be adapted to delivery tempo. Service-area leads and control partners review outcomes,
scorecard trends, lifecycle events, dependencies, capacity conflicts, roadmap tradeoffs, exceptions, and
upcoming gate decisions. The forum should resolve decisions or assign a decision owner and deadline;
it should not become a status-reading ceremony.

10. EXCEPTION GOVERNANCE

A designed exception lane preserves speed without allowing exceptional handling to become the
normal path. Exceptions are appropriate when standard fulfillment cannot meet a legitimate need and
at least one eligibility condition applies: active incident or material operational threat; binding deadline
that the standard path cannot meet; novel or exploratory work; low-volume need with unfavorable
reuse economics; unsupported but necessary technology; or a genuinely exceptional business
requirement.

Every exception record must contain:

+ Eligibility category and scope: the qualifying condition, affected consumers and assets, and what
is outside the standard path.

» Approver: the service owner plus any authority whose standard, control, risk, platform, funding, or
business commitment is being varied.

» Rationale: why the standard path is unsuitable and why delay or rejection would be materially
worse.

+ Compensating controls: time-bound measures that reduce the added operational, security,
compliance, or continuity risk.

» Expiration: a date or objective condition after which the exception is invalid. As a starting rule,
emergency exceptions expire within 30 days and other exceptions within 90 days unless enterprise
policy requires a shorter period or the executive sponsor approves a documented extension.

» Retrospective deadline: within five business days after stabilization for emergency work and
within twenty business days for other exceptions.

+ Standardization decision: standardize into an existing service, define a net-new service, retain as
governed bespoke work with a stated review trigger, retire the implementation, or reject further
use.

» Evidence: change records, approvals, tests, operational results, incidents, costs, and consumer
outcome.
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Table 5. Exception approval rules
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Exception type Primary approver Additional concurrence Required retrospective
decision
Active incident or emergency Platform owner or incident Cybersecurity for security- Within five business days:

change

Architecture deviation

Security-control deviation

Unsupported ~ consumer  or

platform

Schedule or funding constraint

Exploratory or low-volume

work

authority, with service owner

notified

Enterprise architecture

Designated business risk owner

Service owner

Funding authority

Business owner and service

owner

control bypass; risk owner for

residual risk

Platform owner; cybersecurity if

security-relevant

Cybersecurity and

risk/compliance

Platform owner and funding

authority if run cost changes

Business owner and service
owner

Cybersecurity, risk,
architecture, and  platform

standardize, remediate, retain

temporarily, or retire

Confirm target-state path and

expiration

Confirm compensating controls,

risk treatment, and removal date

Add supported variant, keep
bespoke with review trigger, or

decline

Rebaseline scope/capacity or

stop work

At review trigger, standardize,

continue as bespoke, or retire

authorities as applicable

The exception register should be reviewed every two weeks during the pilot and at least monthly in
steady state. Expired exceptions should be treated as control failures, not silently renewed. Recurring
exceptions are demand signals and should enter the standardization decision process.

11. ROLES AND THE TALENT TRANSITION

The operating model depends on clear handoffs as well as decision rights. These responsibilities may
be assigned to existing job titles, especially during a pilot, but each responsibility must have one named
accountable person.

11.1 Delivery Roles

The intake engineer converts incoming demand into a validated problem statement, captures
eligibility and recurrence evidence, and routes the work. The output is a problem definition and
disposition, not an implementation promise.

The design engineer translates the validated problem into service architecture, functions, operations,
interface schemas, controls, dependency choices, and an implementation plan. The design engineer
makes options and tradeoffs visible for the designated decision owners.

The implementation engineer builds, tests, versions, documents, and supports the approved design.
Engineering quality includes reuse, testability, observability, rollback, documentation, compatibility,
and lifecycle awareness — not only working code.



From Order-Taker to Capability Provider Page 140£22

The architecture partner connects the design to enterprise patterns and shared-platform direction,
records decisions, and identifies where a reusable pattern or formal exception is needed.

The consumer representative validates that the service can be requested, understood, integrated, and
used by its intended consumers. Consumer acceptance includes workflow and outcome, not only a
technical demonstration.

The support owner accepts operating procedures, telemetry, escalation paths, runbooks, on-call
expectations, and known-error records before production launch.

11.2 Changing What the Organization Rewards

Engineers who excel in bespoke environments often bring exceptional diagnostic ability, urgency, and
contextual knowledge. Those capabilities remain important, particularly in incidents and exploration.
They are insufficient on their own for a repeatable service model, which also requires abstraction from
individual requests to problem classes, stable interface design, documentation, testing, version control,
policy-as-code where appropriate, and lifecycle ownership.

Leaders must make those expectations concrete. Protected capacity is required for concept definition,
refactoring, documentation, controls, and consumption enablement. Performance recognition should
value reduction in repeated effort, quality of service operations, successful adoption, removal of
obsolete variants, and disciplined exception closure — not only heroic response or ticket volume.

12. AUTOMATION AND AI-ASSISTED CONSUMPTION

A service model is an enabling foundation for automation and Al-assisted consumption, not a universal
prerequisite. Automation can improve bespoke work, and an Al system can interact with nonservice
interfaces. The service model becomes valuable when repeated automation needs a stable contract,
consistent controls, ownership, and observable outcomes.

For programmatic or Al-assisted consumption, each operation should define:

* a versioned input and output schema with validation and compatibility rules;

* identity, authorization, and least-privilege scopes appropriate to the operation;

* policy guardrails for eligible consumers, assets, environments, and change classes;
* required approvals, including points where human review is mandatory;

* rate limits, idempotency, concurrency behavior, and safe retry semantics;

» complete observability: requester identity, model or automation identity where relevant, inputs,
approvals, decision trace, change record, result, and correlation identifier;

* pre-change checks, bounded execution, tested rollback, and failure containment;
+ data minimization, secret handling, retention, and redaction requirements;

+ confidence or validation thresholds for Al-generated recommendations; and

* a clear separation between recommendation, approval, and execution authority.

Human review should be risk-based rather than ceremonial. High-impact, novel, low-confidence,
policy-sensitive, or irreversible actions require explicit human approval. Low-risk, well-bounded,
reversible operations may proceed automatically when controls and monitoring demonstrate
acceptable performance. The platform owner and cybersecurity authority define the technical
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guardrails; the business risk owner accepts residual risk under policy; the service owner monitors
outcomes and can suspend the operation.

The goal is not maximum automation. It is reliable consumption at an appropriate level of autonomy,
with enough evidence to detect error, limit blast radius, recover safely, and learn from outcomes.

13. OPERATIONAL SCORECARD

A service model should change the management conversation from activity to consumption, reuse,
quality, lifecycle, risk, economics, and outcome. The scorecard below is an operating specification.
Targets are starting guidance, not universal benchmarks; the pilot team should capture a baseline
during the first two weeks, document data limitations, and set approved thresholds before Gate 2.

For all measures, the service owner is accountable for the scorecard, while metric owners are
responsible for data quality. Definitions and eligibility rules should be version-controlled. Counts
should be reproducible from systems of record, and a sample of underlying records should be reviewed
every two weeks during the pilot and quarterly in steady state.

Table 6. Operational service scorecard

KPI Definition and formula Owner, data source, cadence Target or baseline guidance

and anti-gaming control

exit

Audit

Eligible-demand reuse rate Eligible demand items fulfilled Service owner; intake system Baseline first; pilot

through an existing published linked to  catalog/service- guidance 70%+.

service operation or supported operation IDs; every two weeks exclusions; do not remove failed

service function without net-new  and monthly trend or abandoned eligible requests

consumer-specific engineering / from the denominator.
total eligible demand items x

100

Intake classification coverage

Time to consume

Operation success rate

Demand items with a

documented problem class,
consumer, eligibility result, and
disposition / all demand items

received x 100

Median and 90th-percentile

elapsed business time from
receipt of a complete, eligible
request to verified availability of

the result

Successful operations without
rollback or severity-1/2 defect /

all operation attempts x 100

Intake owner; request and work-

management systems; weekly

Service owner; intake,

workflow, and  telemetry

timestamps; every two weeks

Platform owner; orchestration

logs, monitoring, incident

records; weekly

Pilot guidance 95%+. Reconcile

against all entry channels;

sample for superficial

classifications.

Establish baseline; improve the

90th percentile without

degrading  quality. Include
paused/reopened work; do not

report averages alone.

Set by criticality; pilot guidance
95%+ with no unresolved high-

severity control failure.




From Order-Taker to Capability Provider

Page160f22

KPI

Definition and formula

Owner, data source, cadence

Target or baseline guidance

and anti-gaming control

Straight-through completion

rate

Lifecycle-definition

completeness

Exception rate

Exception closure timeliness

Consumer outcome and
satisfaction
Unit cost per successful
operation

Business-outcome linkage

Eligible operation attempts

completed without manual
intervention outside approved
automated approvals / all

eligible operation attempts x 100

Required, current  service

artifacts that pass quality
checks / total required artifacts x

100

Approved exception demand
items / all demand items in

scope x 100

Exceptions closed, standardized,
or formally extended before
expiration / exceptions due in

the period x 100

Service-specific outcome
measure plus satisfaction score

and response rate

Fully loaded run cost plus

amortized change and platform

cost / successful service
operations

Production services with a
named business owner,

measurable outcome, baseline,
and review date / production

services in scope x 100

Platform  owner; workflow

telemetry; monthly

Service owner; service registry

and document  repository;
monthly

Risk/compliance owner;
exception register linked to

intake; every two weeks

Risk/compliance owner;
exception register; every two

weeks

Business owner for outcome;
service owner for experience;
inventory/compliance  system

and survey; monthly

Funding authority or FinOps
owner; finance, time, platform,

and telemetry data; monthly or

quarterly
Business owner and service
owner; service registry and

benefits log; quarterly

Baseline first; increase only

where risk-appropriate. Require

machine-generated step
evidence.

100%  required for pilot
production exit.
Expired/placeholder  artifacts

count incomplete.

Baseline and declining trend;

pilot guidance under 15% after

stabilization. Unapproved
bypasses count as control
failures.

100% on time; zero silent
renewals. Extensions require
new approval.

Baseline at Gate 1; pilot

guidance 90%+ compliant with
median 4/5+ and 60%+ team
response. Publish denominator

and nonresponse.

Establish baseline and trend;

publish allocation rules to
prevent cost shifting.
100% for pilot scope. A

narrative benefit without metric,
baseline, owner, and date does

not qualify.

No single KPI should become a performance target in isolation. High reuse with poor quality is failure;
high automation with excessive risk is failure; perfect lifecycle documentation with no consumption is

failure. Gate decisions should consider the balanced set and record tradeoffs.
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14. PILOT MANDATE: SNMPV3 CONFIGURATION COMPLIANCE

The transition should begin with a bounded pilot tied to real demand. The following mandate is
intentionally concrete and can be adapted to local scale.

14.1 Executive Charter

Executive sponsor: a senior infrastructure or operations executive with organization-wide authority to
remove cross-team barriers. A named incumbent must sign the charter before Gate 0.

Scope: Define and pilot Network Monitoring Configuration Standardization for SNMPv3 across two
supported device families, two to three consumer teams, and an initial cohort of at least fifty eligible
devices. Include request intake, eligibility, inventory validation, credential retrieval, configuration
application, monitoring registration, compliance validation, drift reporting, exception handling,
telemetry, and rollback. Exclude unsupported legacy devices and broad network redesign; route them
through the exception process.

Protected capacity for twelve weeks: one accountable service owner at 0.5 FTE; one design engineer
at 0.5 FTE through Gate 2; two implementation engineers at 1.0 FTE each; one platform owner or
delegate at 0.25 FTE; one cybersecurity architect at 0.2 FTE; one risk/compliance partner at 0.1 FTE;
one change-management lead at 0.2 FTE; and named consumer representatives. The funding authority
approves the capacity and backfill or priority tradeoffs; pilot capacity cannot be reassigned without
sponsor approval.

Named owners: service owner, platform owner, business owner, architecture authority, security
authority, risk/compliance authority, funding authority, and change-management owner. Each of these
roles must be assigned to a named individual in the charter before Gate 0, regardless of the individual's
job title.

Timeline: twelve weeks, with stage gates at Weeks 0, 2, 5, 9, and 12. A one-week concept sprint may
be used inside Weeks 1-2 if uncertainty and stakeholder availability make that duration practical.

Mandate: deliver a production-capable pilot, not merely a demonstration. At Gate 4, decide whether to
scale, revise and extend, retain a narrower service, or stop and retire the pilot assets.

14.2 Stage Gates
Table 7. Pilot stage gates and measurable criteria
Gate and timing Entry criteria Exit criteria and threshold Decision authority
Gate 0 — Authorize, Week 0 Sponsor identified; recurring Signed charter; named Executive sponsor and funding

demand and problem evidence individuals assigned to all authority
available;  candidate  scope decision roles; protected
proposed capacity and funding approved;

initial risks and systems of

record identified
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Gate and timing Entry criteria

Exit criteria and threshold

Decision authority

Gate 1 — Problem and baseline,

Week 2

Gate 0 complete; access to
intake, inventory, compliance,

change, and incident data

Gate 2 — Design ready, Week 5 Gate 1 accepted; concept

outputs available

Gate 3 — Controlled production Gate 2 complete; test

pilot, Week 9 environment and consumer
readiness confirmed

Gate 4 — Scale or stop, Week 12 At least three weeks of

controlled production evidence;

exceptions and incidents

reviewed

Validated  problem  class;
eligible-demand rule frozen for
pilot; baseline demand and
compliance measured; two to
three consumer teams
committed; at least fifty eligible
devices identified; bespoke
alternative and reuse economics

documented

Versioned minimum service
definition; input/output
schemas;  architecture  and

security design approved; risk

disposition  recorded; test,

observability, approval,
rollback, support, and change
plans accepted; no unresolved

critical design issue

End-to-end tests pass; rollback
demonstrated; 100% of pilot
operations emit required audit
records; no unresolved high-
severity security or operational

defect; support owner accepts

runbooks;  pilot  consumers
trained;  production  cohort
authorized

Guidance:  70%+ eligible-

demand reuse, 95%+ operation
success, 90%+ eligible-device
100%

compliance, lifecycle-

definition completeness, under

15% exception rate after
stabilization, 100% on-time
exception  closure, median

satisfaction 4/5+ with 60%+
team response; cost and capacity
to scale approved; all deviations
explicitly accepted or

remediated

Service owner, business owner,

enterprise architecture

Service owner with required
concurrence from architecture,
cybersecurity, risk/compliance,
platform owner, and change

owner

Platform owner and service

owner, with cybersecurity,
risk/compliance, business, and

Change concurrence

Executive sponsor and funding
authority on recommendation of

service and business owners
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Thresholds are provisional. Gate 1 may adjust them when the baseline reveals that a threshold is
technically inappropriate, but any change must be recorded before production data is evaluated. A
threshold must not be relaxed after results are known without sponsor approval and a stated rationale.

14.3 Pilot Cadence and Reporting

The service owner chairs a thirty-minute operating review every week and a cross-team decision forum
every two weeks. The weekly review covers delivery, risks, controls, and metric integrity. The every-
two-weeks forum resolves scope, architecture, funding, exception, and adoption decisions. The
sponsor receives a one-page gate pack containing the scorecard, exceptions, decisions needed, capacity
status, outcome evidence, and recommendation.

15. PRACTICAL TRANSITION SEQUENCE

The broader transition should follow a deliberate sequence. The sequence is preserved even if
individual activities overlap.

15.1 Inventory Current Demand

Review incoming work over a meaningful period and classify it by problem class rather than requester,
product, or ticket label. Identify repeated manual workflows, recurring exceptions, repeated
engineering steps, shared risks, and demand that appears different but solves the same underlying
problem. Record volume, variability, lead time, failure, cost, and affected consumers where data
permits.

15.2 Define Initial Service Areas

Choose a small starting set where repeatability, governance, and consumption matter. Three to five
service areas can be a useful heuristic for a medium-size organization, but the number should reflect
capacity and scope; a single well-chosen pilot may be sufficient, while a large organization may need
parallel pilots. Favor areas with recurring demand, material manual effort, security or compliance
importance, measurable pain, stable technical boundaries, and an identifiable business owner.

15.3 Create Minimum Viable Service Definitions

For each candidate, define the problem class, consumers, interface, eligibility, service functions,
operations, ownership, controls, support model, service levels, dependencies, metrics, economics, and
lifecycle. Do not attempt to map the entire enterprise before learning from actual consumption.

15.4 Change the Intake Conversation

Require a problem statement and disposition before implementation begins. Connect all entry channels
to the intake record so direct requests and escalations are visible. Route demand to an existing service,
service extension, net-new service, or governed bespoke path.

15.5 Protect Concept Definition and Capacity

Treat the service definition, architecture, control design, implementation plan, and adoption plan as
funded deliverables. Make the work visible in plans and prevent urgent demand from consuming all
capacity. Use the exception lane for genuine urgency rather than silently bypassing the model.
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15.6 Deliver, Enable Consumption, and Operate

Build the service functions and operations, then complete catalog integration, APIs or workflows,
documentation, training, support readiness, telemetry, and rollback. Establish a baseline before
declaring improvement. Confirm that consumers can achieve the intended outcome without informal
intervention.

15.7 Measure and Decide

Use the operational scorecard and stage gates. Measure eligible-demand reuse, not reuse against a
selectively defined denominator. Review quality, exceptions, lifecycle completeness, outcome, and
cost together. Decide whether to scale, modify, retain as bespoke, or retire.

15.8 Expand Deliberately

Extend the model to adjacent domains only after the pilot demonstrates useful patterns. Reuse the
decision-rights model, service-definition template, metric dictionary, exception record, and gate pack.
Expansion should follow demonstrated demand and ownership, not a top-down taxonomy exercise
detached from delivery.

16. WHEN BESPOKE DELIVERY IS THE RIGHT CALL

Bespoke work remains a first-class delivery mode when it is chosen deliberately. It is appropriate for:

» Novel work: the problem has not repeated and the solution space is still uncertain.
* Low-volume work: recurrence is too limited to justify the cost of a maintained service.

» Exploratory work: prototypes, experiments, and discovery need freedom to change before a stable
interface is known.

+ Emergency work: active incidents, urgent threats, or binding deadlines require a fast path.

* Genuinely exceptional work: a valid business need falls outside supported conditions and cannot
economically be standardized.

Bespoke does not mean uncontrolled. The work still needs a named owner, a proportionate design and
control record, secure implementation, operational evidence, and a review trigger. The trigger may be a
date, a recurrence count, a risk threshold, an adoption threshold, or a material change in economics. If
similar exceptions recur, intake should treat that recurrence as evidence for a service extension or net-
new service.

The service model itself becomes an anti-pattern when it adds fixed governance cost to work that is too
uncertain or too infrequent to reuse. The objective is disciplined routing, not universal standardization.

17. ANTI-PATTERNS THAT RECREATE BESPOKE DELIVERY

17.1 Renaming Teams Without Changing Intake

Calling a group a platform, service, or capability team changes little if demand still moves directly
from requester to engineer. Intake must classify the problem and select the delivery path.
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17.2 Treating the Catalog as a Brochure

A list of offerings without ownership, eligibility, lifecycle state, operations, service levels, controls,
metrics, and consumption paths is communications material, not a governed catalog.

17.3 Skipping Concept Definition

Moving from request to implementation can save time in the moment but often leaves the problem
class, interface, controls, and lifecycle obligations unresolved. The phase should be proportionate and
time-boxed, not omitted by default.

17.4 Automating Tasks Instead of Governing Operations

A script that makes a one-off task faster may be valuable. It becomes a reusable service function only
when its inputs, outputs, ownership, controls, observability, rollback, compatibility, and support
obligations are defined.

17.5 Measuring the Old Model While Asking for the New One

If leadership rewards only ticket closure, raw delivery volume, and heroic escalation response, teams
will rationally optimize for those outputs. A balanced scorecard must value reuse, quality, lifecycle
completion, outcome, exception closure, and cost.

17.6 Allowing Exceptions to Become the Normal Path

Urgency should not erase evidence. Unapproved bypasses, silent renewals, and repeated "temporary"
variants indicate that the exception lane is replacing standard intake. Expiration and retrospective
decisions are mandatory.

17.7 Creating Services Without Reuse Economics

A service that serves one uncertain case can create more overhead than value. The investment case
should state expected demand, commonality, lifespan, maintenance cost, risk reduction, and the trigger
for stopping.

17.8 Automating Without Guardrails

Self-service or Al-assisted execution without validated schemas, approvals, least privilege,
observability, rollback, and human review at risk-based points can increase the speed and scale of
failure. Autonomy should expand only with evidence.

17.9 Diffusing Decision Rights

A governance forum in which every participant can veto every decision creates delay without
accountability. Assign each decision to one accountable owner, identify only the required
concurrences, and escalate unresolved conflicts to the sponsor.

18. CONCLUSION: START WITH ONE RECURRING PROBLEM

Service-driven infrastructure delivery is not a universal replacement for bespoke engineering. It is the
preferred default when demand is recurring, standardizable, and economically reusable. Bespoke



From Order-Taker to Capability Provider Pag0220f22

delivery should remain available — and respected — for novel, low-volume, exploratory, emergency,
and genuinely exceptional work, with controls proportionate to its risk and duration.

The practical next step is specific: select one recurring problem class with a measurable baseline and a
willing business owner; name the executive sponsor, service owner, platform owner, and control
authorities; fund protected capacity for twelve weeks; freeze eligibility and metric definitions before
evaluating results; and run the pilot through explicit stage gates. At the final gate, use evidence to scale,
revise, retain a narrow bespoke path, or stop.

The transformation becomes real when the organization can answer two questions with operational
evidence rather than aspiration: What capability can IT deliver repeatedly? and How can an
eligible consumer use it safely, predictably, and measurably? A governed service model provides
that answer where reuse is justified. A governed bespoke path protects the work for which it is not.
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