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ABSTRACT
Multi-year human services technology transformation programs, spanning eligibility system modernization, case
management replacement, and integrated data hub implementation, routinely engage multiple concurrent systems
integrators, software vendors, and infrastructure providers, each managing its own project-level risk register with
limited native visibility into other vendors' risk, assumption, issue, and dependency (RAID) items. Without a
program-level RAID governance function consolidating and cross-referencing these vendor-specific logs,
dependencies between vendors, and the risks and issues those dependencies create, frequently surface only after
they have already caused schedule delay or scope rework.
This research article presents a dependency and RAID log governance framework for multi-year, multi-vendor
human services technology transformation programs. The article examines RAID log structure and taxonomy,
cross-vendor dependency mapping, a tiered escalation governance model, and a five stage RAID governance
maturity model, with particular attention to how program vendor count and duration affect governance
complexity. Findings are illustrated with simple three-dimensional bar charts depicting RAID item volume,
dependency resolution time, and escalation patterns across program dimensions, and are supported throughout by
an extensive set of large, detailed grid-style data tables covering RAID taxonomy, governance roles, escalation
criteria, and program benchmarks.
Drawing on program and portfolio management literature, public sector systems integration research, and multi-
vendor governance guidance published through November 2024, this article finds that programs operating a
consolidated, cross-vendor RAID governance function report substantially faster dependency resolution and
materially fewer schedule-impacting escalations than programs relying on vendor-specific, unconsolidated risk
registers alone.
4 RESEARCH NOTE
All statistics and figures in this article are illustrative, drawn from and consistent with patterns reported in program
governance and multi-vendor systems integration research published on or before November 2024, and are intended to
represent general industry patterns rather than any single named program's reported results.
Keywords:
RAID log, dependency management, program governance, multi-vendor, human services technology
transformation, risk register, escalation management, portfolio governance.
01 | Introduction and Research Context
Human services technology transformation programs, particularly those spanning eligibility modernization,
CCWIS-aligned case management replacement, and cross-program data hub implementation examined
throughout this research series, routinely span three to seven years and engage multiple concurrent vendors,
each responsible for a distinct system component but each also dependent, in practice, on the timely delivery of
other vendors' components.
= 1.1 Research Objectives
e Objective 1: Characterize why consolidated, cross-vendor RAID governance is structurally necessary in
multi-year, multi-vendor human services transformation programs.
e Objective 2: Present a RAID log taxonomy, dependency mapping approach, and tiered escalation
governance model.
e Objective 3: Quantify illustrative RAID item volume, dependency resolution time, and escalation patterns
across program dimensions.
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e Objective 4: Provide a maturity model, governance role structure, and implementation roadmap for
program-level RAID governance functions.

= 1.2 Scope and Methodology

This research draws on the following source categories, all published prior to December 2024:
e Program and portfolio management literature addressing risk register design and multi-project governance.
e Public sector systems integration research addressing multi-vendor program coordination.
e Published guidance from project management standards bodies addressing risk, issue, and dependency

management practice.

e Human services technology transformation literature addressing program governance across the systems
examined in this research series.

Table 1 defines the four RAID log

RAID Component

components addressed throughout this article.

Risk

Definition

A potential future event that, if it

occurs, would negatively affect
program scope, schedule, or budget.

Typical Program Example

A vendor's proposed integration
approach may not scale to full
production case volume.

product, decision, or deliverable
requires completion of another before
it can proceed.

Assumption A statement accepted as true for Assuming a specific data exchange
planning purposes without current standard will be finalized before a
verification, carrying risk if later dependent vendor's build phase
proven false. begins.

Issue A risk that has materialized into a A vendor's delivered component fails
current, active problem requiring integration testing against another
resolution. vendor's interface.

Dependency A relationship in which one work Case management vendor build

depends on finalized data exchange
specifications from the data hub
vendor.

02 | Why Multi-Vendor Programs Require Consolidated RAID Governance

Understanding the governance framework presented in this article requires first understanding precisely why
vendor-specific risk registers, however well maintained individually, are insufficient at multi-vendor program

scale.

= 2.1 Structural Gaps in Vendor-Specific RAID Management
\ Structural Gap Description Consequence If Unaddressed

Limited cross-vendor visibility

Each vendor's risk register reflects
only that vendor's own work, without
visibility into other vendors' risk that
may affect it.

A risk visible to one vendor, but
consequential to another, is never
communicated across the vendor
boundary.

Inconsistent risk scoring methodology

Vendors may score risk likelihood
and impact using different,
incompatible scales or criteria.

Program leadership cannot reliably
compare or prioritize risk across
vendors using vendor-reported scores
alone.

Dependency blind spots

A vendor may not know that another
vendor's deliverable depends on its
own, absent explicit program-level
dependency mapping.

A vendor deprioritizes a deliverable
without realizing another vendor's
schedule depends on it, per the
dependency example in Table 1.

Fragmented escalation paths

Each vendor escalates issues through
its own contract management
structure, without a consistent,
program-wide escalation path.

Program leadership learns of a
significant cross-vendor issue only
after it has already caused schedule

impact.

2.2 The Case for a Program-Level RAID Governance Function
e Structural necessity: A program-level function, distinct from any individual vendor's project management
office, is necessary to consolidate, normalize, and cross-reference RAID items across all vendors.
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e Relationship to vendor-level management: This function does not replace vendor-level RAID
management; it operates as an additional, program-wide layer consuming and reconciling vendor-level

inputs, consistent with

03 | RAID Log Structure and Taxonomy
A consistent, program-wide RAID log structure is the foundation enabling cross-vendor consolidation and

comparison.
= 3.1 Core RAID Log

governance patterns examined in prior multi-system research in this series.

Description Applies To
Item ID A unique, program-wide identifier All RAID types
distinct from any vendor-specific
internal identifier.
Item type Classification as Risk, Assumption, All RAID types
Issue, or Dependency per the
taxonomy in Table 1.
Originating vendor The vendor or program function that All RAID types

identified and logged the item.

Affected vendor(s)

All vendors whose work is or may be
affected by the item, distinct from the
originating vendor.

All RAID types, particularly critical
for dependencies

Likelihood score

A standardized, program-wide
likelihood rating, addressed further in
Section 6.

Risks

Impact score

A standardized, program-wide impact
rating, addressed further in Section 6.

Risks and Issues

Validation status Whether an assumption has been Assumptions
validated, remains unvalidated, or has
been invalidated.

Dependency direction Which party is the dependency Dependencies

provider and which is the dependency
consumer.

Target resolution date

The date by which the item should be
resolved, distinct from any individual
vendor's internal target.

Issues and Dependencies

Escalation tier The current governance tier reviewing | All RAID types
the item, per the model in Section 10.

Status Current lifecycle status (open, in All RAID types
progress, resolved, closed, escalated).

Last updated date The most recent date the item's status | All RAID types

or detail was updated.

= 3.2 Why Standardized Fields Matter at Multi-Vendor Scale
e Comparability: Standardized fields, particularly likelihood and impact scoring per Section 6, enable

program leadership to compare and prioritize items across vendors using a common basis, addressing the

inconsistent scoring gap identified in Section 2.1.

e Visibility: The affected vendor(s) field directly addresses the cross-vendor visibility gap identified in

Section 2.1, making

04 | Cross-Vendor Dependency Mapping

dependency and risk relationships explicit rather than implicit.

Dependency mapping, extending the dependency direction field introduced in Table 2, is the specific
governance practice most directly addressing the dependency blind spot gap identified in Section 2.1.
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= 4.1 Dependency Mapping

\ Mapping Component

Dependency inventory

https://ijetrm.com/

Components

Description

A comprehensive, program-wide
catalog of all known cross-vendor
dependencies.

Governance Purpose

Establishes a complete baseline
against which new dependencies can
be compared and validated.

Dependency direction diagram

A visual representation of which
vendor provides and which vendor
consumes each dependency.

Makes dependency direction
immediately visible to program
leadership without requiring detailed
log review.

Critical path dependency flagging

Explicit flagging of dependencies
whose delay would directly affect the
overall program critical path.

Focuses limited governance attention
on the dependencies with the greatest
schedule risk.

Dependency health status

A recurring assessment of whether
each dependency remains on track, at
risk, or already delayed.

Provides an early warning signal
before a dependency becomes a full
issue per the RAID taxonomy in
Table 1.

= 4.2 Illustrative Dependency Types by Program Domain
Program Domain Ilustrative Dependency Typical Providing Vendor | Typical Consuming
Vendor

Eligibility and case Finalized data exchange Data hub vendor Case management

management integration specification integrator

Identity and access Federated identity provider | Identity vendor All application-facing

management configuration vendors

Reporting and analytics Canonical data model Data hub vendor Reporting and analytics
finalization vendor

Infrastructure and hosting Environment provisioning Infrastructure vendor All application vendors
completion requiring environment

access

05 | RAID Item Volume Patterns Across the Program Lifecycle

RAID item volume, and its composition across risk, assumption, issue, and dependency types, follows
characteristic patterns across the multi-year program lifecycle.

Year 1

Year 2
Risks

Year 3
Figure 1. Illustrative RAID log item volume by category and program year.
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= 5.1 Volume Pattern Observations
RAID Category Ilustrative Year 1 Ilustrative Year 2 Ilustrative Year 3 Observed Trend

Count Count
Risks 42 55 61 Increasing, as
program scope and
vendor count expand.
Assumptions 30 24 18 Decreasing, as early-
program assumptions
are validated or
invalidated over time.
Issues 26 38 33 Peaking mid-program
as integration testing
across vendors
surfaces active
issues.
Dependencies 48 62 70 Steadily increasing as
more vendor
components reach
integration-dependent
phases.

= 5.2 Interpreting the Volume Trend

e Assumption decline: The declining assumption count over the program lifecycle, illustrated in Figure 1
and Table 5, is a healthy pattern reflecting assumptions being resolved into validated facts or invalidated
risks, per the assumption tracking practice described in Section 7, rather than assumptions simply being
abandoned or forgotten.

e Dependency increase: The steadily increasing dependency count reflects the structural reality that later
program phases involve more integration points between vendor components than earlier, more
independent build phases.

e Warning pattern: A program observing a rising issue count without a corresponding rise in dependency
resolution activity, examined in Section 9, may be accumulating unresolved dependencies that will surface
as issues later rather than resolving them proactively.

06 | Risk Register Design and Scoring Methodology
Standardized risk scoring, introduced in the likelihood and impact fields in Table 2, requires a documented

methodology to ensure vendors apply scores consistently.
= 6.1 Illustrative Likelihood Scale

\ Score Label Description

1 Rare Less than 10 percent estimated
probability of occurrence within the
relevant program timeframe.

2 Unlikely Approximately 10 to 30 percent
estimated probability of occurrence.

3 Possible Approximately 30 to 60 percent
estimated probability of occurrence.

4 Likely Approximately 60 to 85 percent
estimated probability of occurrence.

5 Almost Certain Greater than 85 percent estimated
probability of occurrence.

= 6.2 Illustrative Impact Scale
\ Score Label Description

1 Negligible No meaningful effect on program
schedule, budget, or scope.

2 Minor Limited effect, absorbable within
existing program schedule and budget
contingency.
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Moderate

Noticeable effect requiring schedule
or budget adjustment, but not
affecting overall program milestones.

Major

Significant effect threatening a major
program milestone or requiring
substantial budget reallocation.

Severe

Effect threatening overall program
viability, federal certification
timeline, or core program objectives.

= 6.3 Combined Risk Scoring and Escalation Threshold
A combined risk score, typically the product of likelihood and impact scores, informs both prioritization and the
presents an illustrative escalation threshold mapping.

escalation tier described in Section 10. Table 8

Combined Score Range Risk Category Illustrative Escalation Tier

1to4 Low Working group level, tracked but not
escalated.

5t09 Moderate Program management level review.

10to 15 High Program management level with
executive visibility.

16 to 25 Critical Executive steering committee
escalation, per the tiered model in
Section 10.

07 | Assumption Tracking and Validation

Assumptions, per the taxonomy in Table 1, require active validation tracking rather than passive documentation
alone, given their potential to convert into significant risk if left unvalidated.
cle

Description Governance Action
Logged The assumption is documented with Confirm the assumption meets the
its planning rationale and the party RAID log standard fields in Table 2.
responsible for eventual validation.
Validation pending The assumption remains unverified as | Track time-in-status; assumptions
of the current reporting period. pending validation beyond a defined
threshold should be reviewed for risk
conversion.
Validated The assumption has been confirmed Close the assumption item; document
true through evidence or decision. the validating evidence for audit
purposes.
Invalidated The assumption has been proven Convert the item to a risk or issue, per
false. the taxonomy in Table 1, and assess
downstream impact on dependent
work.

= 7.2 Common Assumption Tracking Gaps
e Assumptions are sometimes logged once at program initiation and never revisited, allowing invalidated
assumptions to persist unaddressed for extended periods, undermining the healthy decline pattern

examined in Section 5.2.

e Assumption ownership, the party responsible for eventual validation, is occasionally left unassigned,
resulting in assumptions with no clear path to resolution.
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08 | Issue Management and Root Cause Discipline
Issues, representing materialized risk per Table 1, require root cause discipline to prevent recurring issues from
repeatedly consuming governance attention without underlying resolution.
= 8.1 Root Cause Categories in Multi-Vendor Programs

\ Root Cause Category Description Ilustrative Example

Interface specification ambiguity

An interface specification between
vendors was insufficiently precise,
leading to incompatible
implementations.

Two vendors interpret a shared data
field's format differently, causing
integration failure.

Schedule misalignment

Dependent vendors were not
sequenced with adequate lead time for
the dependency to complete before it
was needed.

A vendor begins integration testing
before an upstream dependency's
interface is finalized.

Vendor resource constraint

A vendor lacks sufficient staffing or
expertise to meet a committed
deliverable date.

A vendor's specialized integration
staff are reassigned to another
concurrent program.

Undocumented legacy system
behavior

A legacy system behaves in a way not
fully documented, discovered only
during integration.

A legacy interface returns data in an
undocumented format under specific
edge-case conditions.

= 8.2 Root Cause Analysis Discipline
e Practice 1: Every issue closure should document root cause using a category from Table 10 or an
equivalent taxonomy, not merely the immediate symptom resolved.

e Practice 2: Recurring root cause categories across multiple issues should trigger a program-level
corrective action, such as revising interface specification standards program-wide, rather than resolving

each recurrence independently.
09 | Dependency Resolution Time Across Vendors and Severity

Dependency resolution time, the duration between a dependency being flagged at risk or delayed and its
eventual resolution, varies by both the vendor pair involved and the dependency's severity classification.

Illustrative Dependency Resolution Time by Vendor and Severity
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Figure 2. lllustrative dependency resolution time by vendor and severity.
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= 9.1 Resolution Time Observations
Vendor Pair Illustrative Low Severity Ilustrative Medium Illustrative High Severity
(Days) Severity (Days) (Days

Eligibility integrator 4 9 21
Case management 5 11 26
integrator

Data hub vendor 3 8 17
Identity vendor 6 13 29

= 9.2 Interpreting Vendor-Level Variation
Fastest resolution: The data hub vendor shows the fastest illustrative resolution time across all severity

levels, potentially reflecting that data hub dependencies are frequently well-specified interface contracts

rather than more open-ended integration work.
Slowest resolution: The identity vendor shows the slowest illustrative resolution time, potentially

reflecting that identity and access management changes often require coordinated testing across every
dependent application vendor simultaneously, consistent with the shared infrastructure coordination

complexity examined in prior multi-system governance research in this series.
Severity correlation: High severity dependencies take disproportionately longer to resolve relative to low
severity dependencies across every vendor pair examined, suggesting severity classification correlates with

genuine resolution complexity rather than serving as an arbitrary label.
10 | The Tiered Escalation Governance Model

The tiered escalation model, introduced in the combined scoring table in Section 6.3, structures how RAID
items move through increasing levels of program governance attention.

lllustrative RAID Item Escalation Volume by
Governance Tier and Quarter

- 20
- 10

[llustrative Item Count

Executive
Steering
Program
Management
Q3 Working

Q4 Group

Q1
Q2

Figure 3. lllustrative RAID item escalation volume by governance tier and quarter.
= 10.1 Governance Tier Descriptions
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Review Cadence Typical Item Volume

Composition
Vendor leads and program- | Weekly
level RAID governance

High volume; most RAID
items are resolved at this
tier.

Working group

analysts.

Program management Program management Biweekly to monthly Moderate volume; items
office leadership and exceeding working group
vendor program managers. resolution capacity or

scoring in the moderate to
high risk range.
Agency executive sponsors | Monthly to quarterly Low volume; only critical-

scored items or items with
significant budget or
timeline implications.

Executive steering
and vendor executive

leadership.

= 10.2 Escalation Volume Trends
As illustrated in Figure 3, escalation volume at every tier is illustrated declining from Q1 through Q4, consistent

with a program governance function maturing over successive quarters and resolving items more effectively at

the working group tier before they require higher-tier escalation.
Caution in interpretation: A declining trend at the working group tier alongside a stable or rising trend at

the executive steering tier would instead suggest that lower-tier resolution capacity is improving while the
underlying risk severity of escalated items is not, a pattern warranting closer governance attention than the

overall decline illustrated in Figure 3.
11 | The Five Stage RAID Governance Maturity Model

Programs can be classified into one of five maturity stages describing overall RAID governance readiness, with
maturity distribution varying meaningfully by program vendor count.

Illustrative RAID Governance Maturity Distribution
by Program Vendor Count
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Figure 4. Illustrative RAID governance maturity distribution by program vendor count.
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\ Stage Name

1

Fragmented

Description
Each vendor maintains its own RAID

log with no program-level
consolidation or standardization.

Consolidated

RAID items are consolidated into a
single program-level log, per Section
3, but scoring and escalation remain
inconsistent.

Standardized

Standardized scoring, per Section 6,
and dependency mapping, per Section
4, operate consistently across all
vendors.

Tiered and Governed

The full tiered escalation model in
Section 10 operates with defined
governance roles and cadence, per
Section 12.

Predictive

Dependency health monitoring, per
Section 4.1, proactively flags
emerging risk before formal

escalation is required.

= 11.1 Maturity Distribution by Vendor Count
As illustrated in Figure 4, larger programs, defined here as those with six or more concurrent vendors, show a
maturity distribution shifted toward higher stages relative to smaller programs, despite facing objectively greater

coordination complexity. This pattern is examined further in Section 16.
Sustained RAID governance effectiveness requires clearly defined roles operating on a consistent cadence
across the tiers introduced in Section 10.

= 12.1 Governance Roles

Governance Tier

Program-level RAID governance lead

Primary Responsibility

Owns the consolidated RAID log,
standardized scoring methodology,
and dependency mapping.

All tiers, primary owner

Vendor RAID liaison

Represents each vendor's RAID items
in the consolidated log and working
group reviews.

Working group

Program management office lead

Reviews escalated moderate and high-
scored items and coordinates cross-
vendor resolution.

Program management

Executive sponsor

Reviews critical-scored items and
makes final resolution or resourcing
decisions beyond program
management authority.

Executive steering

= 12.2 Governance Cadence Detail
\ Cadence
Weekly

Activity

Working group review of new and
updated RAID items; dependency
health status update per Section 4.1.

Participants
Vendor RAID liaisons and program-
level RAID governance lead.

Biweekly to monthly

Program management review of
escalated items; cross-vendor
resolution coordination.

Program management office lead and
vendor program managers.
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Monthly to quarterly Executive steering review of critical Executive sponsors and vendor
items; resourcing and scope decisions | executive leadership.
as needed.

Quarterly Full RAID governance maturity Program-level RAID governance lead
reassessment per Section 11. and program management office.

13 | Tooling and Consolidation Approaches
Consolidating RAID data across multiple vendors' own project management tooling requires a deliberate

technical and process approach.

= 13.1 Consolidation Approach Comparison

Approach Description

Primary Tradeoff

Single shared program-level tool

All vendors log RAID items directly
into a single, program-owned tracking
tool.

Highest consistency, but requires
vendor adoption of a tool outside their
own standard tooling.

Vendor-native tools with periodic
manual consolidation

Each vendor maintains its own tool; a
program-level analyst periodically
consolidates items into a master log.

Preserves vendor tooling autonomy,
but introduces consolidation lag and
manual effort.

Vendor-native tools with automated
integration

Each vendor's tool feeds a program-
level consolidated view through
automated data integration.

Reduces consolidation lag, but
requires upfront integration
engineering investment across each
vendor's distinct tooling.

= 13.2 Selecting a Consolidation Approach
e Consideration 1: Smaller programs with fewer vendors may find periodic manual consolidation sufficient
given the more limited volume of cross-vendor items to reconcile.

e Consideration 2: Larger, longer-duration programs generally benefit from investing in either a single
shared tool or automated integration, given the higher illustrative RAID volume and maturity expectations

shown in Figures 1 and 4.

14 | Risk Assessment and Mitigation Planning
RAID governance programs themselves carry risks that program leadership should evaluate and mitigate

deliberately.
\ Risk Likelihood Impact \ Mitigation Approach

Vendors underreport risk to | Moderate to High High Establish a no-fault

avoid contractual scrutiny reporting culture and
standardized scoring
methodology per Section 6.

Dependency blind spots Moderate High Conduct recurring

persist despite mapping dependency health status

effort review per Section 4.1, not
a one-time mapping
exercise.

Escalation fatigue reduces Moderate Moderate Maintain escalation tier

executive engagement over discipline per Section 10,

time reserving executive tier for
genuinely critical items
only.

Consolidation tooling lag Moderate Moderate Select a consolidation

delays cross-vendor approach per Section 13

visibility appropriate to program
scale.

Root cause analysis skipped | High Moderate Enforce root cause

under schedule pressure documentation discipline
per Section 8.2 as a non-
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negotiable closure
requirement.

= 14.1 Risk Prioritization Guidance

e  Vendor underreporting risk should be treated as highest priority, since it undermines the accuracy of every
other governance activity built on top of RAID log data.

e Dependency blind spot risk, despite active mapping effort, should be mitigated through recurring rather
than one-time review, consistent with the health status practice in Section 4.1.

e Escalation fatigue and root cause discipline risks are best addressed through consistent governance practice

and cultural reinforcement over time, per Sections 8.2 and 10.2.
15 | Implementation Roadmap

Translating this framework into an executable program requires sequencing RAID structure standardization,

dependency mapping, and governance formation.

Approximate Timeframe
Months 1 to 2

RAID Structure Standardization

Key Milestones

Establish the standardized fields in
Table 2 and scoring methodology in
Section 6 across all vendors.

Initial Consolidation and Dependency | Months 2 to 4

Mapping

Build the initial dependency inventory
per Section 4.1 and consolidate
existing vendor RAID logs.

Tiered Escalation Model Rollout Months 3 to 6

Implement the tiered escalation model
in Section 10 with defined
governance roles per Section 12.

Tooling Consolidation Months 4 to 8

Implement the selected consolidation
approach per Section 13.

Sustained Operations and Maturity Months 8 onward

Progression

Operate the governance cadence in
Section 12.2 and track progression
against the maturity model in Section
11.

= 15.1 Governance Cadence Quick Reference
e  Weekly: Working group RAID review.

e Biweekly to monthly: Program management review of escalated items.
e Monthly to quarterly: Executive steering review of critical items.

e Quarterly: Full RAID governance maturity reassessment.
16 | Case Patterns and Industry Benchmarks

This article synthesizes recurring patterns observed across published program and portfolio management
literature and public sector multi-vendor systems integration research through late 2024, rather than reporting on

a single named program.
| Pattern Observed Reported Association

Standardized RAID scoring methodology applied across
all vendors

Improved program leadership ability to prioritize cross-
vendor risk consistently (Section 6).

Recurring dependency health status review rather than
one-time mapping

Reduced incidence of dependency blind spots surfacing as
unexpected issues (Section 4.1).

Root cause documentation enforced as a closure
requirement

Fewer recurring issues attributable to the same underlying
root cause category (Section 8.2).

Tiered escalation discipline maintained consistently

Sustained executive engagement without escalation fatigue
over multi-year program duration (Section 10.2).

Automated tooling integration for larger, longer-duration
programs

Reduced consolidation lag compared to manual
consolidation approaches (Section 13).

= 16.1 Why Larger Programs Show Higher Illustrated Maturity
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The pattern illustrated in Figure 4 and discussed in Section 11.1, in which larger, more complex programs show
higher RAID governance maturity than smaller programs, may initially seem counterintuitive. Published
program management literature suggests several explanations.

e Explanation 1: Larger programs more frequently justify dedicated, resourced program-level governance
roles, per Section 12.1, given their larger overall budget base, whereas smaller programs may treat RAID
governance as an informal, collateral responsibility.

e Explanation 2: Larger programs more frequently engage experienced systems integrators and program
management firms bringing established RAID governance practice from prior engagements, transferring
maturity into the new program from the outset.

e Explanation 3: Smaller programs may reasonably judge that the coordination overhead of full tiered
governance, per Section 10, is disproportionate to their more limited vendor count, rationally choosing a
less formal approach rather than lacking governance capability.

17 | Key Performance Indicators for Ongoing Governance

Sustaining RAID governance value across a multi-year program requires an ongoing measurement framework
spanning item volume, resolution time, and escalation effectiveness.

Definition Ilustrative Target
RAID item volume by category Counts of risks, assumptions, issues, Consistent with expected lifecycle
and dependencies, tracked over time patterns per Section 5.1; unexpected
per Figure 1. deviations warrant investigation.
Dependency resolution time by Average days to resolve Stable or improving over successive
vendor and severity dependencies, benchmarked against program quarters.
Figure 2.
Assumption validation rate Percentage of logged assumptions High, reflecting active validation
validated or invalidated within a discipline per Section 7.
defined target timeframe.
Issue recurrence rate by root cause Percentage of issues sharing a root Low and declining, reflecting
category cause category with a previously effective corrective action per Section
closed issue, per Section 8.1. 8.2.
Escalation volume by tier RAID item counts at each governance | Declining or stable at all tiers, without
tier, benchmarked against Figure 3. a shift toward higher-severity
escalated items.
RAID governance maturity stage Composite score tracked against the Steady progression toward higher
progression five stage model in Section 11. maturity stages over the program
lifecycle.

¢ GOVERNANCE REMINDER

KPIs should be reviewed on the weekly, program management, and executive cadence described in Section 12.2, with
particular attention to whether escalation volume trends reflect genuine risk reduction, per the interpretation caution in
Section 10.2, rather than simply reduced escalation activity.

18 | Conclusion and Recommendations

Consolidated, cross-vendor RAID log governance is a structural necessity, not merely a best practice
enhancement, for multi-year, multi-vendor human services technology transformation programs. Programs
relying on vendor-specific, unconsolidated risk registers alone consistently discover cross-vendor dependencies
and risks later, and at greater cost, than programs operating a dedicated, program-level RAID governance
function.
= 18.1 Summary of Key Findings
e Vendor-specific RAID management alone leaves structural gaps, including limited cross-vendor visibility,
inconsistent scoring, dependency blind spots, and fragmented escalation paths, that only a consolidated,
program-level function can address.
e RAID item volume and composition follow characteristic lifecycle patterns, with dependencies increasing
steadily and assumptions declining as the program matures, providing a useful diagnostic baseline against
which deviations can be assessed.
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e Dependency resolution time varies meaningfully by vendor and severity, with identity and access
management dependencies showing the slowest illustrative resolution given their broad, cross-vendor
coordination requirements.

e Larger, more complex programs show higher illustrated RAID governance maturity than smaller
programs, likely reflecting greater resourcing capacity and integrator experience rather than smaller
programs' governance deficiency.

= 18.2 Recommendations

e Recommendation 1: Establish a standardized, program-wide RAID log structure and scoring
methodology, per Sections 3 and 6, before attempting cross-vendor consolidation.

e Recommendation 2: Conduct recurring, not one-time, dependency health status review, per Section 4.1,
to prevent dependency blind spots from persisting undetected.

e Recommendation 3: Enforce root cause documentation discipline at issue closure, per Section 8.2, to
reduce recurring issues sharing an unaddressed underlying cause.

e Recommendation 4: Sclect a RAID consolidation tooling approach appropriate to program scale, per
Section 13, investing in automated integration for larger, longer-duration programs.

= 18.3 Closing Note

Programs that invest deliberately in consolidated, cross-vendor RAID governance, rather than assuming
individual vendors' own risk management practice is sufficient at program scale, are positioned to identify and
resolve cross-vendor risk and dependency earlier, sustaining schedule and budget discipline across the full

multi-ﬁear duration of comﬁlex human services technoloiﬁ transformation ﬁroirams.
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