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THESIS

The Infrastructure Layer Most Programs
Never Build

Compliance programs in regulated industries typically invest heavily in two layers: policy (the rules,
frameworks, and regulatory requirements) and people (the analysts, reviewers, and managers who execute
the work). These investments are necessary. They are also insufficient.

There is a third layer — operational infrastructure — that determines whether the policies are actually
enforced and whether the people can actually perform. This layer includes the processing pipelines, tracking
systems, analytics dashboards, reporting cadences, and project management frameworks that connect raw
operational data to executive decision-making.

In the majority of compliance programs we have assessed, this layer is either absent, improvised, or built on
tools that were never designed for the purpose. The result is a structural condition we term the Compliance
Operations Maturity Gap: a measurable distance between the operational infrastructure a program has and
the infrastructure it requires to function at its stated objectives.

Why This Gap Persists

The maturity gap is not caused by negligence. It persists for three structural reasons that are rarely addressed
directly:

Infrastructure is no one's job. Policy is owned by legal and compliance. People are owned by HR and
management. But the operational infrastructure between them — the dashboards, the pipelines, the tracking
systems — typically has no owner. It emerges organically through workarounds, inherited spreadsheets, and
tools configured by whoever happened to be available. According to ISACA's 2024 State of IT Audit, 71% of
compliance teams report that their operational tooling was configured by someone who has since left the
organization.

The investment case is invisible until failure. Infrastructure investments compete with visible, urgent needs
(hiring, training, regulatory response) and lose — because the cost of missing infrastructure is diffuse and
chronic rather than acute. A 2025 Thomson Reuters Regulatory Intelligence report found that compliance
programs that experienced a material operational failure had, on average, 3.2 years of deferred infrastructure
investment preceding the event.

Al has complicated the picture. The emergence of Al tools has created an expectation that technology alone
can close the gap. Organizations deploy Al-powered dashboards, automated report generators, and copilot
tools — and experience genuine productivity gains. But productivity is not the same as operational judgment.
MIT Sloan Management Review's 2025 research on Al in operations found that organizations using Al without
structured human governance experienced a 23% increase in what the researchers termed 'confident but
contextless' decision patterns — decisions that are data-supported but organizationally uninformed.

This brief provides a diagnostic framework for measuring the maturity gap in your organization, a cost
model for quantifying its impact, and a decision framework for determining how to close it.
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DIAGNOSTIC FRAMEWORK
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The Operations Infrastructure Maturity Model

Aeyth's Operations Infrastructure Maturity Model (OIMM) measures compliance program readiness across

seven dimensions. Each dimension is scored 1-5 based on observable operational characteristics — not

aspirational goals.

This model was developed from direct operational experience inside programs managing compliance across 40+ operational units
and refined through assessments of organizations in municipal enforcement, government contracting, healthcare compliance, and

financial services regulation.

1— Ad Hoc 3 — Structured 5 — Systematic

Data Visibility =~ Data scattered across
spreadsheets, email, and tribal
knowledge. No unified view
exists.

Processing No stage-by-stage tracking.

Pipeline Cycle times unknown or
manually estimated.

Reporting Reports assembled manually

Infrastructure  each cycle. 4+ hours per
assembly. Often outdated on
delivery.

Tool Tools purchased but not

configured for compliance
workflows. Generic defaults in
use.

Configuration

Scalability
Architecture

Adding a new program requires
rebuilding infrastructure from
scratch.

Al Governance No Al usage, or Al used without

operational oversight or output

validation.
Knowledge Critical processes depend on
Continuity 1-2 individuals. No

documentation. High departure
risk.

Interpretation Framework

Dashboards exist for some
programs. Adoption
inconsistent. Manual refresh
required.

Key stages tracked. Some
automation. Significant manual
gaps remain.

Partial automation. Still requires
manual synthesis and
formatting.

Partially configured. Some
compliance-specific views.
Maintenance is ad hoc.

Some reusable components
exist. Onboarding is manual and
slow (weeks).

Al tools deployed for specific
tasks. No unified governance
framework.

Some documentation exists.
Key-person dependencies
identified but not resolved.

Real-time unified dashboard
across all programs.
Auto-refreshed. Used daily by
leadership.

Every stage instrumented.
Durations auto-calculated.
Bottlenecks surface in real time.

Fully automated cadence.
Reports delivered before
meetings. Zero manual
assembly.

Fully configured for
program-specific workflows.
Documented. Maintained on
schedule.

New programs onboard into
existing infrastructure in days.
Architecture is modular.

Al accelerates routine work.
Human operators govern all
decisions and exceptions.

All systems documented,
automated where possible.
Team operates independently of
any individual.

Total Maturity Operational Characteristics Infrastructure Prescription

Score Stage

7-14 Ad Hoc Operations depend on individual effort and Immediate operational audit required. Begin with data
improvised systems. Leadership lacks reliable visibility and processing pipeline instrumentation.
visibility. Processing performance is inconsistent and  Highest-ROI intervention: unified dashboard
unmeasured. High key-person risk. deployment.

15-21 Structured Foundational systems exist but adoption is Structured buildout of pipeline tracking and reporting

automation. Focus on tool configuration, adoption,
and documentation. Highest-ROI: reporting
automation (typically yields 70-86% time reduction).

inconsistent. Manual processes persist in critical
workflows. Scaling requires significant rework. Al
usage is opportunistic, not governed.
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22-28 Functional Most systems operational. Gaps in specific Targeted optimization. Address remaining
dimensions — most commonly Al governance single-dimension gaps. Build scalability architecture.
(Dimension 6) and knowledge continuity (Dimension Implement Al governance framework. Lowest-risk
7). Growth is feasible but not yet systematic. stage for fractional engagement.

29-35 Systematic Infrastructure is durable, automated, documented, Maintain and refine. Extend infrastructure to new
and team-independent. Processing performance is programs. Consider advanced analytics (predictive
consistent and measurable. Organization is ready for =~ modeling, anomaly detection). Minimal external
systematic growth. support needed.

Note: Organizations consistently overestimate their maturity when self-assessing. We recommend validating scores through a structured Discovery Audit,
which uses direct observation of operational systems rather than self-reported capabilities. In our experience, externally validated scores average 4—7 points
lower than self-assessments.
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COST ANALYSIS

Quantifying the Maturity Gap: The Three Cost
Centers

The maturity gap imposes costs across three categories. Most organizations can quantify the first within
minutes. The second requires data they often don't have (which is itself diagnostic). The third is invisible until it
materializes.

Cost Center 1: Reporting Labor Overhead

Manual report assembly is the most immediately quantifiable cost of missing infrastructure. It is also, in our
experience, the cost most organizations have normalized — accepting it as an inherent part of compliance
operations rather than recognizing it as an infrastructure deficit.

Hours per report cycle 6-12 hours
Report frequency — Weekly (4x/mo)
Fully-loaded hourly cost — $45-$75/hr
Annual reporting labor cost Hrs x Freq x 12 x Rate $12,960-$43,200
Post-automation cost (86% Annual x 0.14 $1,814-$6,048
reduction)

Recoverable annual value — $11,146-$37,152

The 86% reduction benchmark is derived from engagements where manual weekly reporting was replaced with automated Tableau
dashboards on a defined refresh cadence. The remaining 14% represents human review and exception handling time, which we
recommend retaining.

Cost Center 2: Processing Cycle Inefficiency

Every excess day a case spends in the processing pipeline has a compounding cost — in delayed revenue
recognition, increased risk exposure, regulatory attention, or simply degraded organizational velocity. The
challenge: most organizations cannot measure this cost because they lack the stage-by-stage instrumentation
to quantify processing variance.

Industry Typical Cycle Time Achievable Cycle Reduction Primary Cost Driver
(Ad Hoc) Time (Systematic) Potential

Municipal 5-12 days 1-2 days 75-85% Revenue delay, case backlog
Enforcement

Gov. Contracting 8-20 days 3-5 days 60-75% Contract compliance risk
Healthcare 10-30 days 3-7 days 65-80% Audit exposure, patient safety

Compliance
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Financial Services 5-15 days 1-3 days 70-80% Regulatory penalty risk

RegTech / SaaS 3-10 days 1-2 days 60-80% Customer churn, SLA breach

Benchmarks based on Aeyth engagement data and published regulatory processing standards. 'Ad Hoc' reflects organizations
scoring 7-14 on OIMM. 'Systematic' reflects scores of 29-35. Actual results depend on program complexity, case volume, and
organizational readiness.

Cost Center 3: Key-Person Dependency

Infrastructure deficits create implicit dependency on individuals who hold institutional knowledge. This
dependency is the most dangerous cost because it is invisible until triggered — and when triggered, the cost is
disproportionate.

Key person Degraded operations. Reporting $15K—$40K in lost productivity =~ 2—4 weeks
extended leave delayed. Decisions deferred.

Key person Institutional knowledge lost. Systems ~ $150K-$300K (recruiting + 3-6 months
departure unmaintained. Rebuild required. ramp + lost productivity)

Key person Inability to produce required data on Variable — potentially material ~ Unpredictable
unavailable during regulatory timeline.

crisis/audit

Durable infrastructure eliminates key-person dependency by design. When processing logic is
encoded in pipelines, reporting is automated, and systems are documented — the program operates
independently of any individual. This is not a feature of infrastructure. It is the purpose of
infrastructure.
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Al ANALYSIS

The Al Governance Gap in Compliance
Operations

Al adoption in compliance operations has followed a predictable pattern: rapid tool deployment, initial
productivity gains, and then a plateau — or in some cases, a regression — in decision quality. Understanding
why requires distinguishing between two categories of operational work.

Execution Work vs. Judgment Work

Execution work is procedural, repeatable, and rule-based: generating dashboards, formatting reports,
populating project boards, processing standard cases. Al excels here. It is faster, cheaper, and more consistent
than human execution for these tasks.

Judgment work is contextual, political, and ambiguous: determining which metric matters most for a specific
organizational moment, navigating stakeholder dynamics during program onboarding, deciding which of three
bottlenecks to fix first given budget and political constraints, interpreting why a dashboard metric moved and
what to do about it. Al cannot perform judgment work — and when it attempts to, it produces outputs that are
syntactically correct but organizationally wrong.

The Capability Spectrum

Operational Al Capability Human Capability Optimal Model
Function

Dashboard High — fast, scalable Slow but contextually precise Al generates.
generation Human configures
for decision-makers.
Report assembly High — automated, Time-intensive, Al assembles.
consistent error-prone at scale Human validates

and contextualizes.

Bottleneck Moderate — statistical High — root cause Al flags.
detection anomaly flagging diagnosis from org context Human investigates
and resolves.

KPI architecture Low — can suggest High — designs KPIs Human-led.
generic KPIs for specific org needs Al supports with
benchmark data.

Stakeholder None Essential — requires Human-only.
navigation relationships and trust Al irrelevant.
Program Low — can replicate High — manages politics, Al scaffolds setup.
onboarding technical templates exceptions, timeline risk Human manages the

human complexity.

Long-term system  Low — requires High but time-intensive Al monitors.
governance human oversight without automation support Human governs
and evolves.

The optimal model in every case is Al-augmented, human-led: Al accelerates execution work while human
operators retain authority over judgment work. Organizations that deploy Al without this governance layer
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experience what we term the confidence paradox — decisions become faster and more data-supported while
simultaneously becoming less contextually informed.

This is the core of Aeyth's operational model: we use Al to accelerate every element of infrastructure
development while ensuring that operational judgment — the decisions about what to build, what to
prioritize, and what the data actually means for your organization — remains with experienced human
operators.
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DECISION FRAMEWORK

The Compliance Operations Maturity Gap -

Build Internally vs. Hire vs. Fractional
Operations

Organizations closing the maturity gap have three structural options. Each is the right choice under specific

conditions. The decision framework below is designed to identify which option is optimal for your organization's

current state.

Year 1 fully-loaded
cost

Time to operational
impact

Experience depth

Scalability

Al governance

Post-engagement
system durability

Risk profile

Right when

$180K-$350K

6—12 months

Depends on existing
team capability

Limited by team
bandwidth

Often ad hoc

Variable — depends
on documentation

High — learning
curve, opportunity cost

Strong internal talent.
6+ months to invest.
Budget for team.

$180K-$280K

3-6 months

Single hire.

Candidate-dependent.

Single person.
Fixed capacity.

Individual-dependent

Risk if director
departs

Medium — single
point of failure

Need full-time
presence. $250K+
budget available.

$60K-$102K

6-11 weeks

Senior operator with
multi-program experience

Adjustable hours.
Scale up/down as needed.

Built into methodology

Systems designed to
outlast engagement.
Full documentation.

Low — flexible
commitment, no
dependency created

Need director-level
ops now. Flexible
commitment. Systems
that outlast you.

The fractional model is not universally superior. It is specifically superior when an organization needs senior

operational expertise on a timeline that internal hiring cannot meet, at a cost that a full-time director exceeds,

with systems designed to be transferred rather than retained.

April 2026
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ENGAGEMENT MODELS

How Aeyth Closes the Gap

Methodology: Four-Phase Engagement
01 Discovery Audit - 2-3 weeks

Comprehensive mapping of operational systems, data flows, processing durations, team structure, and reporting infrastructure.
Produces a validated OIMM score and prioritized infrastructure roadmap.

Deliverable: OIMM assessment + prioritized roadmap + cost-benefit analysis for recommended interventions.

02 Planning Brief - 1-2 weeks

Infrastructure design scoped to validated OIMM gaps, organizational KPIs, existing tool stack, and team capacity. Milestone-based
implementation plan with measurable success criteria.

Deliverable: Implementation plan for leadership approval. Includes timeline, KPI targets, and investment requirements.

03 Execution Track - 4-8 weeks

Infrastructure deployment: dashboards, pipelines, project systems, reporting cadences. Progress measured weekly in the same
systems being built.

Deliverable: Operational infrastructure in production. Real-time progress visible to all stakeholders.

04 Performance Review + Transition - Ongoing - Handoff

Measurement against agreed KPIs. Iterative optimization until targets are met and sustained. Full documentation and team training.
Structured transition to internal ownership.

Deliverable: Performance report. System documentation. Training materials. Transition plan.

Investment
_

Investment $4,999 one-time $8,499/month Custom

Scope Full OIMM audit + prioritized 10-15 hrs/wk embedded. Dashboards + 15-20 hrs/wk embedded.
roadmap pipelines + weekly reporting. Multi-program + board-ready quarterly

presentations.

Duration 2-3 weeks Monthly retainer Monthly retainer

Ideal for OIMM score unknown or OIMM score 7-21. Managing 5-20 OIMM score 7-21. 20+ programs.
unvalidated. Want clarity before ~ programs. Need embedded ops now. Director replacement. Enterprise
commitment. scale.

"We stopped arguing about what the data said and started acting on what it showed. The
infrastructure Aeyth built is still running — our team maintains it without them."

April 2026
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NEXT STEPS

Three Paths Forward

This document was designed to provide value regardless of whether you engage Aeyth. The OIMM scorecard,
cost models, and decision framework are yours to use. Here are three ways to proceed:

Path 1: Use this document internally.

Run the OIMM assessment with your leadership team. Complete the cost models with your actual numbers.
Use the decision framework to determine whether internal buildout, a full-time hire, or fractional operations is
the right structural choice. If you can close the gap internally, this document just saved you $4,999.

Path 2: Validate with a scoping call.

30 minutes with a senior operator. We'll review your OIMM self-assessment, discuss your program's specific
operational challenges, and provide an honest assessment of whether Aeyth is the right fit. If we're not, we'll tell
you — and we'll tell you why. No pitch. No obligation.

Path 3: Begin with a validated OIMM assessment.

Our Signal engagement ($4,999, one-time) produces a professionally validated OIMM score through direct
observation of your operational systems — not self-reporting. The output includes a prioritized infrastructure
roadmap with cost-benefit analysis for each recommended intervention. Zero obligation to continue with Aeyth
afterward. The roadmap is yours to execute however you choose.

hello@aeyth.com
aeyth.com
aeyth.com/book

Washington, DC Metro

AEYTH.

The infrastructure between your data and your decisions.



