RCoE Blueprint

GAP ACKNOWLEDGMENT APPENDICES

Appendices A-E: Structural Gaps and Directional Guidance

The principles in this framework have been validated across organizational contexts ranging from mid-market
manufacturing scale-ups to centralized global recruiting functions supporting thousands of hires annually in
enterprise technology environments. These five appendices address known structural gaps in the blueprint's
coverage. Each gap represents an area where the blueprint provides directional guidance but not a fully
operationalized framework. Each appendix identifies what currently exists in the blueprint, what is absent, and
what must be developed locally. This transparency is intentional. No general-purpose implementation model can
fully address change management complexity, training curriculum design, financial modeling, technology vendor
evaluation, or jurisdiction-specific compliance requirements. Organizations that understand these boundaries
before implementation begins are better positioned than those who discover them under operational pressure.

A Change Management Framework

B Training and Enablement Architecture
C Budget and Resource Planning

D Technology Selection Criteria

E Global and Multi-Geography Adaptation

Appendix A: Change Management Framework

GAP NOTICE: The blueprint provides directional change management guidance within Section
E (Transformation Roadmap). A standalone, fully operationalized change management
program requires local development. This appendix identifies what exists, what is missing,
and what you need to build.

What the Blueprint Covers

The blueprint addresses change management in operational context. Specifically:
- Section E identifies three resistance archetypes: authority resistance, bandwidth resistance, and
skepticism resistance - along with targeted response strategies for each.

- Section F identifies change fatigue as a hard constraint on implementation pace, with a recommendation
to limit active workstreams to 2-3 simultaneously.

- Section E Phase 4 treats hiring manager enablement as the primary behavior change lever, with
emphasis on consequence visibility and structured practice over classroom instruction.

- Section F discusses pilot vs. enterprise launch trade-offs as a function of organizational change
readiness.

What Is Not in the Blueprint
The blueprint does not contain a structured change management methodology. The following are absent and
must be developed locally:

- Stakeholder analysis and influence mapping by role and business unit

- Communication plan with sequenced messaging by audience and phase

- Sponsorship coalition architecture and executive reinforcement protocol

- Resistance escalation protocol beyond the three archetypes named
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- Change impact assessment by function and geography
- Adoption measurement framework with behavioral milestones
- Post-implementation sustainability plan

Directional Guidance for Local Development

Sequencing Logic
Change management effort must front-load sponsorship work. Organizations that begin with process rollout
before securing visible executive behavior alignment will encounter resistance that communication cannot

resolve. The correct sequence: secure sponsorship, communicate the burning platform, pilot in receptive units,
demonstrate results, then expand.

The Core Behavioral Change Targets

Two behaviors determine RCoE success or failure. Hiring managers must participate in structured intake before
requisitions open. Recruiters must present evidence-based recommendations, not status updates, in executive
conversations. Everything else is operational. Change management resources should concentrate on these two
behavioral shifts above all others.

Resistance Is Predictable

Resistance from senior hiring managers is not a failure signal - it is an expected phase. Organizations that treat it
as a crisis will make political concessions that undermine governance. Organizations that treat it as a sequenced
challenge to be addressed through data and demonstrated outcomes will move through it. Resistance typically
peaks at 60-90 days post-implementation and declines when early metrics demonstrate visible improvement.

Quick-Reference: Local Development Priorities

1 - Critical Executive sponsor identification and commitment protocol
2 - Critical Stakeholder influence map by business unit

3 - High Phase-specific communication calendar

4 - High Resistance response playbook (beyond 3 archetypes)

5 - Medium Adoption milestone scorecard

6 - Medium Sustainability and reinforcement plan (12+ months)
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Appendix B: Training and Enablement Architecture

GAP NOTICE: The blueprint specifies what recruiters and hiring managers need to be capable
of doing. It does not provide a structured training curriculum, delivery format, or competency
assessment framework. This appendix maps what is specified and what must be built.

What the Blueprint Covers

The blueprint is explicit about required competencies and behavioral outcomes. From Section E:
- Recruiters must develop five specific capabilities: market interpretation, stakeholder influence, financial
literacy, decision architecture, and pattern recognition.

- Hiring managers require behavioral training on structured intake, competency-based interviewing, and
calibration sessions - with emphasis on consequence visibility over classroom instruction.

- The recruiter progression framework identifies a coordinator-to-advisor transition pathway with TSA
readiness as the apex.

- Calibration decay is flagged as a specific risk: calibration currency expires within 90 days in high-volume
environments and must be refreshed on tenure-based triggers, not observed performance decline.

What Is Not in the Blueprint

The blueprint names the destination but does not build the road. Missing elements:
- Structured curriculum design for either recruiter or hiring manager tracks
- Competency assessment rubrics with proficiency levels (novice/developing/proficient/advanced)
- Delivery format specifications (live facilitation, e-learning, simulation, coaching)
- Training sequencing calendar mapped to transformation phases
- Role-specific onboarding protocols for new RCoE team members
- Certification or credentialing framework to validate capability attainment
- Manager-as-coach enablement for RCoE leaders managing recruiter development

Directional Guidance for Local Development

Build Capability Around the Two Behavioral Targets

Recruiting training programs frequently fail because they train broadly rather than targeting the two behaviors that
produce results: evidence-based intake conversations and advisory-quality executive communication. All training
investment should be evaluated against its direct contribution to these two outputs.

The Simulation Principle

The blueprint is direct on this point: competency-based interviewing cannot be learned in a classroom. This
applies equally to the full recruiter advisory skill set. Training architecture should prioritize structured simulations
with calibrated feedback over knowledge transfer sessions. Ratio target: no more than 30% lecture or reading,
70% structured practice with observation and debrief.

Calibration as Ongoing Training

Calibration sessions are not a governance mechanism - they are the primary ongoing training format for hiring
manager behavioral alignment. Design calibration sessions with explicit learning objectives, not just process
compliance goals. Hiring managers who understand why calibration produces better outcomes comply voluntarily.
Those who view it as HR overhead comply minimally.

Training Architecture Framework
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New Recruiters Decision architecture, structured intake facilitation, financial literacy basics

Developing Recruiters Market interpretation, stakeholder influence, pattern recognition
Senior Recruiters / TSA Track Executive presence, predictive accuracy, advisory positioning

Hiring Managers (New) What structured intake is and why it matters, interviewing mechanics
Hiring Managers (Ongoing) Calibration refresh (90-day trigger), consequence visibility updates
RCOE Leadership Coaching skills, data narrative delivery, governance enforcement
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Appendix C: Budget and Resource Planning

GAP NOTICE: The blueprint references resource requirements in general terms and provides
team sizing guidance by organizational scale. It does not contain financial modeling, budget
templates, or ROI calculation frameworks. This appendix provides what exists and what must
be modeled locally.

What the Blueprint Covers

The blueprint contains specific resource guidance in Section F:
- Minimum viable team for organizations under 500 employees: 1 FTE dedicated to implementation for 12-
18 months with protected time from operational recruiting.
- Standard team for 500-2,000 employees: 2-3 FTEs including RCoE leader, talent strategy capability (can
be contractor initially), and a project manager or change lead.
- Enterprise team for above 2,000 employees: Dedicated Talent Strategy team supporting the full RCoE
governance model.

- The blueprint identifies that organizations underestimate the dedicated capacity required and that
attempting implementation without adequate resources guarantees failure.

- OPEX impact metrics from the Unimacts case: $1M annual OPEX savings, 15-day time to fill, 100% offer
acceptance, 350 hires over 2 years.

What Is Not in the Blueprint

The blueprint does not provide financial planning tools. Missing elements:
- Budget model templates with line-item cost categories
- Technology stack cost benchmarks by organizational size
- ROI calculation framework with time-to-value modeling
- Build vs. buy vs. contract analysis for RCoE capability components
- Phased investment schedule aligned to transformation phases
- Cost-per-hire benchmarks by role tier and hiring volume
- Opportunity cost quantification methodology for vacancy duration

Directional Guidance for Local Development

Start With the Cost of the Current State

Budget conversations for RCoE investment are easier when framed against documented current-state cost.
Calculate your current cost-per-hire, average vacancy duration multiplied by fully-loaded role cost, agency
dependency spend, and mis-hire replacement cost. These numbers, honestly calculated, typically reveal that the
status quo is more expensive than the transformation. The business case builds itself.

Phase Investment to Proof Points

Organizations that request full-program budget upfront face higher rejection rates than those who sequence
investment against demonstrated ROI. Phase 1 and 2 investment (diagnostic work and foundational design) is
low-cost relative to total program. Build the case for subsequent phases from Phase 1 outcomes. Data from early
execution funds the argument for continued investment.

Technology Is Typically Overinvested Early

The blueprint's process-before-tools principle has direct budget implications. Most organizations over-invest in
technology in Year 1 and under-invest in the people and process work that determines whether the technology
produces value. Budget allocation should weight personnel and process design in Year 1, with technology
investment scaling in Year 2 once workflow is stable.
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Resource Planning Reference

Cost Category Notes for Local Modeling

RCoE Leadership FTE Fully loaded cost plus protected implementation time (not split with
operations)

TSA Capability Can be internal elevation, new hire, or contractor - model all three

Technology Stack ATS, CRM, assessment platform, analytics layer - sequence to process
readiness

Training and Enablement Initial build plus recurring calibration and onboarding costs

Change Management Often excluded from budget; include as dedicated resource line

Measurement / Analytics Data infrastructure and ongoing reporting capability
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Appendix D: Technology Selection Criteria

GAP NOTICE: The blueprint provides strong conceptual guidance on technology sequencing
and selection failure modes. It does not contain a vendor evaluation framework, RFP structure,
or scoring methodology. This appendix consolidates what the blueprint covers and provides
directional selection criteria for local development.

What the Blueprint Covers

Section C contains the most operationally specific technology guidance in the blueprint:
- Five-component core technology stack: ATS, CRM, market and compensation intelligence tools,
assessment platforms, and analytics/reporting layer.

- Four technology selection failure modes: buying tools before stabilizing process, tool sprawl! through
decentralized procurement, feature-rich selection over workflow alignment, and implementation without
change management.

- The process-before-tools principle with explicit sequencing: manual process first (60-90 days), then
identify technology requirements, then select and configure tools, then implement with documentation and
training.

- Technology ROI timeline: organizations that follow the sequence achieve ROI within 12-18 months; those
that skip process stabilization typically require 24-36 months.

- Governance requirement: all recruiting technology spend requires enterprise RCoE approval -
procurement cannot be delegated to IT or individual business units.

What Is Not in the Blueprint
The blueprint does not provide an evaluation framework for choosing among specific tools. Missing elements:
- Vendor evaluation scorecard with weighted criteria
- RFP or RFI template structure
- Integration requirements specification methodology
- Reference check framework for vendor due diligence
- Contract negotiation guidance or SLA standards
- Implementation governance structure for technology projects
- User adoption measurement methodology post-deployment

Directional Guidance for Local Development

The Sequencing Test

Before any technology evaluation begins, answer one question: has the process this technology will support been
defined in writing, operated manually, and validated as producing the intended outcomes? If the answer is no,
stop. Technology selection before process stability guarantees expensive reconfiguration. The urgency pressure
to select tools quickly is the single most common driver of technology failure in RCoE implementations.

Workflow Alignment Over Feature Breadth

The selection criterion that matters most is whether the tool enforces your process without requiring users to work
around it. Tools selected for feature richness but deployed against processes they do not natively support are
used at 20-30% of capability. During vendor evaluation, map your defined workflow against the tool's native
workflow before evaluating any advanced features.

Integration as Tier-One Criterion

A recruiting technology stack that does not move data cleanly between components creates manual work, data
quality problems, and reporting gaps. Integration capability should be evaluated as a first-tier criterion, not an
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implementation detail. Evaluate native integrations, API availability, and the vendor's track record on data
interoperability before evaluating any other feature set.

Technology Evaluation Framework

Evaluation Criterion What to Assess

Process Alignment (Tier 1) Does native workflow match your defined process without workarounds?

Integration Capability (Tier 1) Native integrations, API quality, data migration track record

Configurability Can the tool be configured to enforce your process without custom
development?

User Adoption Risk Implementation history, training resources, Ul complexity for non-technical
users

Data Quality Controls How does the tool prevent incomplete records and data decay?

Reporting and Analytics Does the tool surface your defined KPIs natively, or require custom
reporting?

Total Cost of Ownership License, implementation, training, maintenance, and configuration costs

over 3 years

Vendor Stability Company financial health, product roadmap, customer retention rate
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Appendix E: Global and Multi-Geography Adaptation

GAP NOTICE: The blueprint addresses multi-geography organizational design in the context of
centralized vs. hybrid model selection. It does not provide country-specific compliance
guidance, localization frameworks, or global governance operating models. This appendix
identifies what the blueprint covers and what requires local development for multi-geography
implementations.

What the Blueprint Covers

The blueprint addresses geography in the context of organizational design decisions. From Section B:
- Hybrid models are explicitly identified as appropriate when regional labor markets differ materially in
compensation structure, talent availability, or regulatory environment.

- The centralized model is appropriate when the organization operates in similar labor markets across
geographies and when leadership is committed to enterprise-wide process consistency.

- Section B identifies that hybrid models require more governance overhead and more sophisticated
leadership than centralized models - and that organizations frequently choose hybrid as a compromise
when centralized is not politically feasible.

- Section F addresses post-acquisition integration as a distinct organizational archetype, with guidance on
determining integration approach (full integration vs. autonomous operation) before implementing
structure.

What Is Not in the Blueprint

The blueprint does not provide country-specific implementation guidance. Missing elements:
- Employment law and compliance requirements by country or region
- Localization framework for job postings, intake processes, and candidate communication
- Compensation benchmarking methodology for multi-currency and multi-market environments
- Cross-border mobility and visa/work authorization process design
- Regional talent market intelligence methodology beyond general labor market benchmarking
- Global governance model for TSA authority in decentralized or hybrid structures
- Cultural adaptation guidance for recruiter advisory roles in different business contexts
- Data privacy and regulatory compliance (GDPR, CCPA, and regional equivalents) for recruiting data

Directional Guidance for Local Development

Governance Before Geography

The most common global RCoE implementation failure is attempting to replicate a centralized model across
geographies before the governance model is proven in a single market. Establish the RCoE model in your primary
market, demonstrate that process compliance holds under operational pressure, and then design geographic
expansion with documented governance architecture. Do not scale geography and governance simultaneously.

The Hybrid Model Discipline Requirement

If your organizational footprint requires a hybrid model, recognize that it requires more governance rigor than a
centralized model - not less. The failure mode is treating regional autonomy as justification for process variance.
Define what is non-negotiable at the enterprise level (assessment criteria, offer approval protocol, quality-of-hire
measurement) and what is locally adapted (sourcing channels, compensation benchmarks, posting language).
Without this distinction documented in writing, hybrid becomes decentralized by default.

Data Privacy Is Not a Post-Implementation Problem

Recruiting data crosses jurisdictions in multi-geography organizations from day one. GDPR in the EU, PDPA in
Southeast Asia, and CCPA in California impose different consent, retention, and transfer requirements.
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Technology selection, data architecture, and process design must account for these requirements before
implementation begins. Retrofitting compliance into a deployed system is significantly more expensive than
building it in from the start. Engage legal counsel during Phase 1 diagnostic work if operating across regulated
jurisdictions.

Regional Adaptation Framework

m Enterprise Standard vs. Regional Adaptation

Assessment Criteria Enterprise-standard competency definitions; regional adaptation of
behavioral examples

Compensation Benchmarking Enterprise governance over methodology; regional execution against local
market data

Sourcing Channels Enterprise oversight of channel mix; regional authority over local platform
selection

Posting Language and Regional authority for language and legal compliance; enterprise brand

Requirements standards

Offer Approval Protocol Enterprise-standard approval hierarchy; regional adaptation for currency
and benefits

Quality-of-Hire Measurement Enterprise-standard metrics and thresholds; regional context in
interpretation

Data Privacy Compliance Regional legal requirements are non-negotiable; enterprise governance

over data handling

A Note on Scope

These five appendices represent the known structural gaps in the blueprint's coverage. They are not failures of
the framework - they are gaps that reflect the inherent limitation of any general-purpose implementation model.
The blueprint is built to be directionally universal. These elements require local knowledge, legal review, and
organizational context that no external framework can fully supply.

The value of naming these gaps explicitly is that implementation teams know where to focus local development
energy before they discover missing elements under operational pressure.
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