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A case study.

This paper examines a difficult institutional control mandate in which the initiating event is serious but containable, while
the organisation's own subsequent decisions are capable of creating much larger customer, financing, leadership, and strategic

consequences.

The analysis treats evidence, authority, reversibility, stakeholder behavior, liquidity, leadership, and specialist work as one
decision system. E. Cartier & Co does not replace engineers, lawyers, regulatory specialists, insurers, accountants, lenders,
investigators, or other professionals whose specialist responsibilities remain their own. The mandate keeps the enterprise

objective and the interdependencies around those disciplines coherent.

The governing standard is simple: the client retains the decision; evidence must be capable of changing the recommendation;
specialist work remains within the appropriate professional perimeter; and the mandate is incomplete if the client cannot

govern what follows.

The purpose is not to create certainty before action. It is to preserve
enough control that the organisation can keep making rational decisions
while certainty remains incomplete.
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Pressure changes the economics of the decision.

The problem is not simply that time is short. Evidence, authority, and stakeholder timetables begin
moving at different speeds.

A question that could responsibly have been investigated for three weeks on Friday may require a provisional answer within
three hours on Monday. A customer whose normal governance process tolerates seven days may demand assurance before
tomorrow's market opens. A lender may have contractual rights linked to forecasts that management has not yet

reconstructed. Employees, regulators, insurers, and journalists form positions on different timetables.

E. Cartier describes this condition as Decision Compression. The board faces two risks simultaneously: act too early and it
may commit the institution before the evidence can support the position; act too late and an option closes, another

stakeholder acts first or uncertainty itself acquires economic consequence.

Serious events rarely remain inside one discipline. An operating failure becomes a customer issue; customer uncertainty alters
cash; cash alters covenant headroom; financing action changes the market narrative; leadership action changes access to

knowledge required by the investigation. The initiating event is only the first variable.

Pressure does not remove the need for evidence. It increases the cost of
deciding what level of evidence is sufficient for the next action.
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INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL

02 / INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL

The danger is often not bad advice. It is good
advice optimised against different definitions of
success.

Institutional Control is the ability to keep choosing rationally while evidence remains incomplete.

EVIDENCE QUALITY DECISION AUTHORITY

Know enough to justify the next action. Know who may decide, approve, and escalate.

REVERSIBILITY STAKEHOLDER COHERENCE

Know what can still be changed if evidence moves. Keep consequential stakeholders aligned with the evidence
they need.

FINANCIAL CAPACITY INSTITUTIONAL COUPLING

Retain enough liquidity and headroom to choose rather See where a decision in one workstream changes the

than react. economics of another.

Resilience is not the absence of pressure. It is the preservation of enough
evidence, authority, capacity, and optionality to keep choosing rationally
while pressure remains.
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The E. Cartier Institutional Pressure Map

A risk register identifies what may go wrong. The Pressure Map shows how one response can alter

several other parts of the enterprise.

PRESSURE SURFACE WHAT MUST REMAIN VISIBLE

Operations Continuity, containment, safety, technical dependencies
Evidence Known facts, disputed facts, missing evidence, next proof
Authority Decision owner, reserved approval, escalation, communication rights
Legal / Regulatory Obligations, restrictions, investigations, professional perimeter
Customers Exposure, contractual rights, confidence, renewal, continuity
Capital / Liquidity Cash, covenant headroom, insurance, financing options
Leadership Authority, capability, accountability, continuity, conflicts

People Critical talent, information flow, confidence, internal dependency
Stakeholders Influence, timing, evidence requirements, reaction pathways
Trust / Reputation Credibility created or destroyed by institutional behavior

The Pressure Map is useful only if it exposes interaction. A contained operating
problem can become a refinancing problem because of the decisions made
between those two points.
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The first responsibility is not reassurance.

The board needs an explicit boundary between fact, interpretation, uncertainty, and the next proof

required.
Evidence sufficiently established to support action or The current interpretation: supported but not yet proved.
communication.
Material facts still capable of changing the conclusion. Evidence required before the organisation makes the next

commitment.

The distinction becomes particularly important in external communication. A company may truthfully say that it has found
no evidence of a wider failure, but if the investigation required to establish whether that failure exists has barely started, the

sentence can create a conclusion the evidence has not earned.

The board must also keep three questions separate: what happened; what does it mean; and what should the enterprise do.
Specialist investigation, professional interpretation, and enterprise decision making belong inside one architecture, but they

are not the same responsibility.

The objective is evidence calibrated confidence: communicate what the
evidence permits. No less. No more.
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Urgency and irreversibility are different
dimensions.

The board needs to know what must be decided now, what can wait and who has authority to commit

the institution.

DECISION TYPE REVERSIBILITY KEY QUESTION

Internal working hypothesis High What evidence would change it?

Temporary operating restriction Medium / high What is the cost of delay versus over restriction?
Customer assurance Medium What specific claim can be supported now?

Categorical public statement Low Can later evidence make this look misleading?
Permanent executive removal Low Is personal attribution sufficiently established?
Distressed equity / asset sale Very low Have less permanent options genuinely been exhausted?

For every high consequence matter, E. Cartier makes authority explicit: decision owner, evidence threshold, specialist
recommendation, reserved approval, communication authority, decision deadline, escalation condition, and recorded

rationale. Without that clarity, decisions begin travelling through whoever is available, influential, or anxious enough to act.

Reversibility is not an argument for delay. It identifies where speed is safe and
where speed becomes expensive.
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Confidentiality and stakeholder engagement
are both operating disciplines.

The question is not who is interested. It is who can change the outcome, what evidence they need and

what happens if they hear it elsewhere first.

Too little access prevents good decisions. Too much access creates leaks, contradictory records, privilege issues, version

problems, and a larger security surface. Purpose based access asks who needs the information, why, which version, for which

decision, until when and through which authorised route.

The same discipline applies externally. A customer may represent 14% of group EBITDA. A lender has no connection to the

technical event but acquires significance if the forecast changes. Employees lack formal authority yet determine whether

service continuity survives. A regulator may have little commercial influence and enormous legal consequence.

STAKEHOLDER POTENTIAL CONSEQUENCE

Major customer Revenue, renewal, service continuity
Regulator Permission, remediation, enforcement
Lender Liquidity, covenants, refinancing
Employees Continuity, capability, retention
Insurer Recovery, coverage, litigation posture
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DECISION THEY ARE MAKING

Continue, pause, renew, terminate

Accept evidence, require action, escalate
Maintain capacity, tighten terms, intervene
Stay, leave, escalate, execute

Reserve, accept, challenge coverage



E. CARTIER & CO

GLOBAL STRATEGIC ADVISERS

CASE STUDY / 03

CASE STUDY / 03

At 07:18 on Monday morning, the board

believed it had a £29 million operating problem.

Thirty six hours later, more than £500 million of commercial relationships, liquidity and strategic

optionality had become capable of being exposed by what the company did next.

£1.24bn

REVENUE

1%

CONTRACTED / RECURRING

L£112m 3.5x £246m
EBITDA NET DEBT / EBITDA AVAILABLE LIQUIDITY
49% 5 weeks £29m

TOP SIX CUSTOMER REVENUE CEO TRANSITION DIRECT EVENT EXPOSURE

The organisation is not failing. Its advisers are not incompetent. Several
competing responses are genuinely rational. That is precisely what makes the

mandate difficult.
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A strong institution with little tolerance for an
uncontrolled earnings shock.

The business enters the event with financial capacity, strategic opportunity, and a leadership transition

already in motion.

MEASURE STARTING POSITION
Revenue £1.240bn
EBITDA £112m
EBITDA margin 9.0%
Net debt £389m
Net debt / EBITDA 3.5x
Available committed liquidity £246m
Employees 13,400
Core jurisdictions 8
Contracted / recurring revenue 71%
Revenue from six largest institutional customers 49%

A refinancing is expected to launch within five months. Two major contract renewals representing approximately £308m of
annual revenue are due within four months. A public sector procurement decision worth approximately £126m is expected

within twelve days.

The group is five weeks away from a planned CEO transition. The outgoing CEO remains one of the organisation's most
important customer, lender, and institutional relationships; the incoming CEO has strong internal support and is expected to
lead the next stage.
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The event moves from operating failure to
enterprise consequence before the facts mature.

The chronology matters because every new fact changes what a rational next decision looks like.

Technical failure interrupts critical service. Initial direct exposure is estimated at ~/29m.

Regulator asks whether weakness could exist elsewhere. Engineering cannot yet answer; a major customer demands

assurance by 17:00.
Maintenance note surfaces several prior exceptions. None individually indicates the eventual failure.
Industry publication obtains part of the note and asks whether management ignored warnings.

Second major customer, ~£142m annual relationship, warns that discretionary work may pause without adequate

assurance.

Downside model shows customer deterioration plus lost procurement could push EBITDA below £60m and leverage
above 6.5x.

Insurer reserves rights; counsel wants caution; communications want reassurance; engineering cannot exclude wider

weakness.
Chair proposes executive suspension; the executive also holds knowledge required by the investigation.

CFO proposes £180m precautionary draw, improving cash while altering debt and refinancing narrative.

The event has not become larger because the original failure worsened. It has
become larger because the consequences around it are now coupled.
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Six defensible actions. One potentially
incoherent enterprise response.

The case is deliberately constructed so that management is not made to look foolish.

Suspend the operating executive.

State publicly that there is presently “no evidence of wider systemic failure.”
Freeze approximately £74m of discretionary capital expenditure.

Draw approximately £180m of available liquidity.

Accelerate the incoming CEO's assumption of full authority.

Begin preparatory work for possible non core asset disposals.

Legal protects legal position. Finance protects liquidity. Communications protects confidence. Governance protects
accountability. Operations protects continuity. Leadership protects succession. Each objective is defensible; their combined

consequences are not automatically coherent.

The danger was not bad advice. It was good advice optimised against
different definitions of success.
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THE FIRST E. CARTIER DECISION

10 / THE FIRST E. CARTIER DECISION

Do not rank the six actions. Define what the
institution must presetrve.

The response is reorganised around six conditions rather than six professional workstreams.

TRUTH CONTINUITY
Evidence must mature faster than speculation. The unaffected enterprise must continue operating.
AUTHORITY LIQUIDITY

Every consequential decision must have an explicit owner. Capacity must be protected without prematurely behaving

like a distressed company.

STAKEHOLDER CONTROL REVERSIBILITY
Critical stakeholders receive evidence through controlled Irreversible decisions do not outrun the evidence unless
routes. waiting is more dangerous.

Preserve continuity, evidence integrity, liquidity, stakeholder confidence, and
strategic choice while the company establishes the cause of the event and
corrects any material weakness.
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The first 72 hour control architecture

Speed is increased where delay is dangerous and constrained where premature commitment is hard to

reverse.
MATTER DECISION
Immediate operating containment ACT NOW
Evidence preservation ACT NOW
Highest consequence customer contact ACT NOW
Regulatory cooperation through specialists ACT NOW
Decision authority clarification ACT NOW
Protect remediation critical expenditure ACT NOW
Permanent executive culpability conclusion WAIT FOR DEFINED EVIDENCE
Categorical public causation position DO NOT MAKE YET
Full £180m facility draw STAGE AGAINST TRIGGERS
Distressed asset process PRESERVE OPTION; DO NOT LAUNCH
Accelerated CEO transition TEST AGAINST DECISION QUALITY

The architecture is neither move fast nor wait for certainty . It determines
where speed is safe and where speed becomes expensive.
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The £29m event is not the true value at risk.

Within thirty six hours, E. Cartier separates direct loss from value capable of becoming exposed

through second order consequences.

£29m: value directly affected by the initiating failure. £500m+, customer relationships, procurement, financing, and
strategic options capable of becoming exposed through subsequent
decisions.

This does not mean £500m has already been lost. It means the event has created pathways through which substantially more
value could become exposed. The distinction changes what the board protects first: the direct loss has to be managed, but the

larger job is preventing the response from converting contingent exposure into realised damage.

The majority of value at risk did not sit inside the original incident. It sat
inside the decisions the incident was capable of forcing next.
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A technically defensible statement is rejected
because the evidence has not earned the
conclusion.

This is a judgement intervention, not a communications rewrite.

There is currently no evidence of wider systemic failure.

At that moment, the sentence may be technically defensible. But the investigation required to establish whether the issue is

wider has not progressed far enough to support the institutional implication the wording creates.

The statement is replaced with a narrower evidence based position. Ten days later, the investigation identifies a wider
control architecture weakness, though not the catastrophic technical failure initially feared. Had the first reassurance been

issued categorically, the company would now possess a second problem: its own eatlier statement.

E. Cartier did not improve messaging. It prevented incomplete evidence from
becoming an irreversible institutional position.
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The organisation had information. It did not
have the information as one enterprise pattern.

The remediation therefore has to correct the decision system, not simply the technical failure.

Reliability anomalies

ENTERPRISE CONSEQUENCE
REVIEW

Supplier deterioration
Evidence

Potential combined consequence
Customer complaints Named owner
Decision threshold
Deferred resilience capex Required specialist input

Escalation condition

Control exceptions

Separate observations

An institution can possess every fact required to foresee a problem and still
fail to know what those facts mean together.
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The proposed £74m freeze is reconstructed line
by line.

Protecting cash indiscriminately can delay the evidence needed to protect cash later.

PROPOSED DISCRETIONARY FREEZE REMEDIATION CRITICAL SPEND IDENTIFIED

£22m relates directly or indirectly to control remediation, technical resilience, monitoring, customer evidence, or work

required to demonstrate operating reliability. Non essential expenditure is suspended; remediation critical expenditure is

protected.
£22m critical spend Faster remediation Faster customer proof Higher retention Cash receipts preserved Less financing intervention
protected probability

The board can now see why spending £22m may preserve liquidity rather than
merely consume it.
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The customers are not making the same

decision. They should not receive the same
reassurance.

Confidence is built around the evidence required for each customer's next action.

CUSTOMER EXPOSURE WHAT THE CUSTOMER NEEDS

A £184m annual relationship Direct technical evidence, continuity plan, named remediation ownership, senior access
B £142m annual relationship Proof that the relevant control weakness does not affect its service environment

© No direct technical exposure Institutional credibility and consistency of factual position

D Renewal approaching Proof that remediation will not impair service or balance sheet capacity

Each account receives a decision specific evidence architecture: exposure, known facts, customer consequence, remediation,
decision owner, next evidence date, contractual rights, continuity plan, and escalation route. The objective is not to make

every customer feel better. It is to give each enough grounded confidence to make its next decision without assuming what
the company has not yet proved.

Confidence sufficient for the next stakeholder decision is a more useful
standard than reassurance.
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The executive accountability decision and the
CEO transition are governed together.

Visible action is not allowed to destroy knowledge; continuity is not allowed to preserve ambiguity.

The senior operating executive is neither casually protected nor immediately sacrificed. Temporary restrictions are introduced
where necessaty, evidence access remains controlled and permanent conclusions wait. On Day Ten, the investigation shows
that warning information existed in fragments across several systems, but no forum assembled the pattern. Personal

accountability still requires determination; the institutional weakness is now demonstrably larger than one person.

The CEO transition is due in five weeks. Accelerating it completely would sactifice valuable customer, lender, and
institutional continuity; delaying it indefinitely would damage the incoming CEO's authority. E. Cartier therefore designs a
controlled overlap: the incoming CEO progressively assumes operating authority while the outgoing CEO retains defined

continuity responsibilities, with every shared area assigned explicit decision rights.

MEASURE DAY 0 MONTH 12
Consequential decisions involving outgoing CEO 29

Material external relationships with only one executive owner 13

Principal operating forums chaired by incoming CEO 1/6

Succession is proved when authority moves in behavior, not when a title
changes.
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The £180m draw becomes an
evidence triggered ladder.

Cash is preserved without allowing uncertainty to force a distressed financing posture before the

evidence requires it.
Internal cash preservation without damaging remediation or critical service.
Working capital acceleration and selective expenditure controls.
Partial committed facility draw once agreed operating and cash thresholds are reached.
Covenant, refinancing or additional financing action if downside conditions materialise.

Strategic capital or asset action only if preceding protections fail.

The company ultimately draws materially less than £180m, not because the
future was known, but because the financing decision was tied to evidence.
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The Decision Clock

The board can now distinguish urgency from irreversibility rather than treating every issue as simply
“red.”

DECISION EVIDENCE REVERSIBILITY COST OF DELAY LATEST RESPONSIBLE POINT
Immediate containment Sufficient High Extreme Immediate

Customer A engagement Sufficient Medium Extreme Hours

Public causation conclusion Low Very low Moderate initially Evidence gate

Permanent executive action Low / medium Low Moderate Post factual phase

£180m full facility draw Medium Medium Low initially Liquidity trigger

Remediation critical capex Strong High High if delayed Protect now

Asset disposal launch Low Very low Low initially Financing trigger

CEO transition acceleration Low Low Material if wrong Authority review
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20 / THE MANDATE CONTROL TOWER

One live view of the objective, decisions, proof,

and value.

MANDATE CONTROL TOWER

The mandate does not become simpler. The system governing it becomes coherent enough to cope

with the complexity.

OBJECTIVE

Preserve continuity, liquidity, credibility, and strategic
choice while establishing and correcting the underlying
failure.

PROOF

Known. Believed. Unknown. Next proof.

EXECUTION

Actions, dependencies, resources, and intervention rights.

RISK

Operational, customer, regulatory, leadership, financial and
information consequences.

DECISIONS

Owner. Evidence. Deadline. Approval. Rationale.

ACCESS

Who needs which information, through which authorised
route.

VALUE

Direct loss, customer exposure, protected value, avoided
loss, and remediation cost.

TRANSFER

Which mechanisms remain after exceptional governance
ends.

The mandate should never become more complex than the system used to

govern it.
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Four phases move the otganisation from
containment back to strategic choice.

Each phase uses a different evidence standard and deliberately retires exceptional controls when they

are no longer justified.
First 72 hours

Contain the event, protect evidence, clarify authority, engage highest consequence stakeholders, preserve remediation capacity, and avoid

unsupported irreversible claims.
Days 4-30

Specialist investigations mature, Signal Assembly Gap identified, customer exposure quantified, accountability separated from control weakness

and downside cases refined.
Days 30-90

Control architecture redesigned, customer specific evidence delivered, Enterprise Consequence Review operating, remediation progressing and

CEO authority transferring.
Months 3-12

Renewals proceed, refinancing returns to a controlled process, emergency capital remains unused, normal investment restarts and exceptional
> 5 y >

governance is deliberately retired.

Exceptional governance is a temporary instrument. The institution should
retain only the mechanisms that improve normal decision quality.
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The Decision & Evidence Ledger

Milestones record activity. Evidence gates determine whether the organisation deserves to make the

next commitment.

DECISION
Operational restart
Customer assurance
Executive action
Liquidity

Public position

CEO transition

Strategic restart

EVIDENCE REQUIRED

Technical verification; adjacent control
testing

Exposure analysis; remediation evidence

Investigation; authority records; control
evidence

Cash; covenant; retention scenarios

Verified factual base + specialist review

Decision quality; continuity; successor
authority

Control effectiveness; liquidity; stakeholder
stability
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NEXT COMMITMENT

Controlled restoration

Renewal / extension

Permanent role decision

Next financing level

Expanded communication

Complete handover

Resume capital / growth

REVISE / STOP IF

Failure mechanism unresolved

Claim cannot be supported

Responsibility materially disputed

Headroom below threshold

Material facts can reverse
statement

Governance ambiguity increases

Exceptional mode still required
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23 / THE TWELVE MONTH RESULT

TWELVE MONTH RESULT

A serious event still damages the year. The
question is how much additional damage the
response creates.

The governed route is compared with a credible fragmented response counterfactual.

MEASURE STARTING FRAGMENTED RESPONSE E. CARTIER GOVERNED
Revenue £1.240bn £928m £1.168bn

EBITDA £112m £53m £98m

EBITDA margin 9.0% 5.7% 8.4%

Net debt acisicly} £498m £411m

Net debt / EBITDA 3.5x 9.4x 4.2x

Available liquidity £246m £58m £194m

I1:eotziii;(dstrate(_:jic customer relationships 6/6 4/6 6/6

Emergency equity / distressed asset action No Required Not required

Refinancing Planned Impaired / delayed Returns after stabilisation

The company does not escape damage. Revenue and EBITDA fall, leverage
worsens, remediation consumes capital and management attention is diverted.
What survives is governability.
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The result is reconstructed rather than

asserted.

Revenue, EBITDA, and liquidity differences are traced to observable mechanisms.

REVENUE PRESERVED VS FRAGMENTED COUNTERFACTUAL

REVENUE DRIVER

Customer A continuity / retention
Customer B retained activity

Other major account renewal economics

Pending procurement / discretionary activity

EBITDA DRIVER

Retained customer volume

Avoided blanket operating restrictions
Targeted rather than indiscriminate cost action
Profitable activity enabled by faster evidence
Lower duplication / response cost

Incremental governance / remediation cost

EBITDA PRESERVED

LIQUIDITY PRESERVED

PRESERVATION

£105m

£73m

£35m

£27m

EFFECT

+£24m

+£9m

+£6m

+£4m

+£4m

-£2m

Nothing magical is requited. Evidence changes customer behavior; customer
behavior changes cash; cash preserves financing optionality.
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Same initiating event. Different institutional
consequence.

The case becomes visible when the downstream consequences are shown as a chain rather than as

separate risk categories.

£29m direct incident £29m direct incident
Customer uncertainty Containment
£500m+ exposure pathway Evidence architecture
Revenue deterioration Customer specific proof
EBITDA deterioration Revenue retention
Ci ] r ing p Cash preservation
Emergency financing Financing optionality
Distressed capital / asset action Strategic choice retained

Strategic capacity loss

The intervention did not remove the event. It prevented the event from
acquiring consequences it did not originally possess.
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Decision quality, succession, and trust are
measured through behavior.

The case avoids invented “trust scores” and vague claims that governance improved.
te) te)

MEASURE START LATER POSITION
Consequential decisions involving outgoing CEO 29

Material external relationships with only one executive owner 13

Principal forums chaired by incoming CEO 1/6

High consequence decisions / uncertainties open 31

With explicit enterprise decision owner 12

Median exceptional decision time 9.4 days historic

High consequence items without owner / evidence gate / escalation 19

Trust is observed through decisions stakeholders remain willing to make: six major relationships remain; two renewals
complete; discretionary activity resumes; committed lender facilities remain available; no customer exercises termination

rights; critical suppliers maintain terms; refinancing returns; and exceptional daily governance is eventually retired.

Trust is the level of commitment stakeholders remain willing to make while
uncertainty still exists.
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The alternative route is allowed to be
competent, and the E. Cartier thesis is allowed
to fail.

That discipline is what separates analysis from a retrospective success story.

Suspension might have been reasonable. Drawing liquidity might have been prudent. A stronger public reassurance could
have stabilised some stakeholders. Accelerating the CEO transition might have worked. A capex freeze could have conserved

cash. The fragmented route does not require incompetent management; it assumes each workstream optimises its own risk.

The governed route wins only if making the interactions visible creates a better enterprise outcome. It should therefore be
abandoned or revised if central governance slows urgent operations, stakeholder sequencing causes harmful delay, customer
specific proof fails to improve retention, preserving reversibility causes necessary action to be missed, leadership continuity

compromises investigative independence, or liquidity preservation creates unacceptable financial risk.

IF THE EVIDENCE SHOWS... THEN THE ROUTE CHANGES...

Systemic technical failure Operating restrictions expand

Customer rejects remediation evidence Liquidity assumptions deteriorate; financing level advances
Covenant headroom falls below threshold Financing intervention begins earlier

Executive knowingly ignored clear warning Leadership action accelerates

Regulator requires broader remediation Non critical growth expenditure reduces further

Incoming CEO fails to establish authority Transition architecture changes

The recommendation must remain capable of being proved wrong.
Otherwise, it is belief, not advice.
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TEN DECISIONS

28 / THE TEN DECISIONS

Ten decisions changed the architecture of the
outcome.

The value was preserved by sequence rather than one heroic intervention.

01
02
03
04
05
06

07
08

09
10

Separate direct incident exposure from second order enterprise exposure.

Prevent absence of evidence becoming evidence of absence in the public position.

Accelerate containment while delaying irreversible conclusions unsupported by evidence.
Replace blanket stakeholder reassurance with decision specific proof.

Protect approximately £22m of remediation critical investment from the £74m capex freeze.
Convert the proposed £180m precautionary draw into an evidence triggered liquidity ladder.

Separate temporary operating restrictions from permanent personal culpability.
Use the CEO transition to transfer authority deliberately rather than symbolically.

Identify and correct the Signal Assembly Gap.

Keep emergency capital and asset disposal behind explicit financing thresholds.

No single decision created the result. The value was preserved because the

sequence prevented one necessary response from becoming the cause of the next
problem.
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The operating result belongs to the
organisation. The mandate should leave
decision infrastructure behind.

Precise attribution makes the case more credible, not less impressive.

E. Cartier did not determine technical causation, provide legal advice, determine regulatory obligations, or replace
investigators, engineers, insurers, accountants, lenders, or other specialist professionals. The board retained its reserved

decisions and management continued operating the enterprise.

E. Cartiet's contribution was the architecture around those disciplines: defining the objective that had to survive; establishing
decision authority; making Institutional Coupling visible; creating Known / Believed / Unknown / Next Proof; protecting the
Reversibility Window; sequencing stakeholder engagement; governing the Control Tower; identifying the Signal Assembly

Gap; and converting liquidity uncertainty into evidence triggered action.

WHAT THE ORGANISATION RETAINS PURPOSE

Institutional Pressure Map Shows where consequential risks can interact

Decision Authority Architecture Authority, evidence, approval, and escalation

Evidence State Ledger Known / Believed / Unknown / Next Proof

Reversibility Window Options, closing points and cost of delay

Stakeholder Consequence Map Who can alter the outcome and what evidence they need
Signal Assembly System Combines weak signals capable of enterprise consequence
Liquidity Response Ladder Evidence triggered financial actions

Mandate Control Tower One live environment for objective, proof, decisions, and value
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The trigger is not simply that an event is
serious.

The pathway becomes relevant when several conditions have to move together for the enterprise
J te)

objective to survive.

Operational event begins affecting commercial confidence. Investigation must proceed while the organisation continues trading.
Leadership transition occurs under pressure. Family, sharecholder, and executive interests begin diverging.
Turnaround requires strategic, financial, leadership and stakeholder decisions to

Board is divided over a consequential response.

. - . . move together.
Multiple specialist workstreams exist but nobody owns their

combined consequence. Information itself becomes sensitive enough to require deliberate access

e architecture.
A regulator, government body or major institutional

stakeholder becomes material. Several irreversible decisions artrive before the certainty the board would

Y . . normally require.
Liquidity or refinancing becomes connected to an operating

problem.

A contained technical problem should remain technical if it genuinely has no broader enterprise consequence. A regulatory
question should remain with the appropriate specialist where that is sufficient. A personnel dispute should not become

“Institutional complexity” merely because it is uncomfortable. Selectivity is part of the standatd.
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The organisation did not avoid the crisis. It
avoided allowing the crisis to become the
strategy.

The defining feature of a high stakes situation is that consequential decisions must continue while

uncertainty remains and the cost of a poor sequence is increasing.

That changes what valuable advice looks like. It is not enough to identify risks, assemble prestigious advisers, communicate
confidently, or move quickly. The enterprise has to know what it is trying to presetve; which facts ate strong enough to
suppott the next decision; where authority sits; which stakeholders can change the outcome; what remains reversible; what

financial capacity remains; and how one appatently rational action changes the economics of another.

The original event did not disappear. Revenue was affected. EBITDA declined. Leverage increased. Remediation cost money.
What did not happen was equally important: customer loss did not become a financing crisis; financing uncertainty did not
become a distressed capital event; leadership pressure did not become unsupported attribution; and incomplete evidence did

not become an irreversible credibility problem.

DIRECT EVENT EXPOSURE SECOND ORDER EXPOSURE PATHWAY REVENUE PRESERVED EBITDA PRESERVED

LIQUIDITY PRESERVED KEY CUSTOMER RELATIONSHIPS RETAINED UNOWNED HIGH CONSEQUENCE ITEMS AT DISTRESSED CAPITAL / ASSET ACTION
DAY 30

CONTROL BEFORE CERTAINTY.
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PRIVATE REVIEW

APRIVATEHIGHSTAKES DECISION & INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL REVIEW

When several risks are moving at once,
establish what must remain under control
before the next irreversible decision 1s made.

Private. Senior led. For consequential situations where clarity is incomplete, time is limited and the
cost of an incoherent response may exceed the cost of the original event.

E. Cartier & Co works with boards, owners, and senior leaders where operational, commercial, leadership, stakeholder,
reputational, regulatory, or financial considerations have become sufficiently connected that treating them independently

would weaken the enterprise decision.

The review establishes the objective that must survive; the current evidence position; where authority sits; which stakeholders
can change the outcome; areas of Institutional Coupling; financial and operating dependencies; reversibility of contemplated

actions; specialist capability legitimately required; and decisions that cannot responsibly be made until defined evidence exists.

The conclusion may support immediate intervention, containment, independent investigation, leadership action, customer
engagement, financing action, governance redesign, controlled communications, additional specialist expertise, or

deliberate restraint. There is no requirement to manufacture activity merely because the situation is serious.

That is the point.
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