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Designing the first 100 days for enduring impact

Introduction

The defining question of any executive
transition is not how to perform in the
first quarter. It is: What enduring impact
willmy mandate create?

The first 100 days are a structural
inflection point. Early choices
compound over time and hardwire
patterns of decision-making, capital
allocation, and leadership behavior that
shape the institution long after the initial
mandate has stabilized. What is set in
motion — and what is ruled out -
determines whether a tenure becomes
incremental or transformational.

This window is brief but uniquely
powerful. At the outset of a mandate, a
new leader has both the permission
and the obligation to question
fundamentals, surface uncomfortable
truths, and put structural problems on
the table - addressing them
constructively rather than deferring
them. Issues can be confronted without
being attributed to personal failure.
That protection is temporary.

Within months, unresolved problems
are no longer inherited - they are
owned.

This opportunity unfolds amid
escalating complexity. Expectations are
immediate and often contradictory.
Precisely because the environment is
demanding, the transition must be
proactive and anchored in long-term
intent.

The first 100 days are not
an operational sprint.
They are the decisive
period in which direction
is clarified, structural
problems are addressed,
and the foundations of
enduring institutional
impact are deliberately
laid.

Alan Mulally - President and Chief Executive Officer of Ford Motor
Company, 2006 - 2014 - Institutionalized Transparency

When Alan Mulally took over at Ford, he encountered an organization in which
problems were managed privately and escalation was avoided. He introduced
weekly Business Plan Review meetings in which leaders were required to flag
issues transparently. Initially, no problems were reported — until he rewarded the
first executive who admitted one. Transparency was not encouraged; it was
institutionalized. The turnaround was driven by embedding problem-solving into
operating rhythm.
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Using long-term intent to navigate structural constraints

The early mandate offers permission — and obligation — to surface structural
problems. But that mandate does not unfold in a vacuum. Every transition begins
inside inherited capital structures, governance routines, power dynamics, and
cultural norms. Framing decisions against a long-term intend horizon disciplines
judgment, clarifies trade-offs, and prevents early moves from locking the
organization into unintended trajectories.

Three constraints dominate early:

e First, responsibility concentrates immediately. Authority to lead comes with sole
accountability for choices and consequences, often before clarity is complete
and before stakeholders are comfortably aligned. The most consequential early
decisions must be made under ambiguity, and competing interests. Anchoring
trade-offs in the question of enduring impact reduces short-term appeasement
and forces coherence.

e Second, culture acts as a silent filter. Performance depends on whether the
organization absorbs or resists change. Cultural fractures are rarely visible at
entry, yet they determine execution reliability. Framing cultural interventions
around long-term ambition ensures building a system capable of enabling and
sustaining results.

¢ Third, credibility is fragile. Momentum is expected, yet poorly grounded action
destroys trust. The discipline lies in earning credibility through targeted, intent-
consistent actions while protecting the time required for deep understanding.
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Executive Transition Architecture: Structuring
complexity to drive change

Managing this complexity and simultaneity requires architecture. Without structure,
there is a predictable drift toward personal comfort zones, leaving critical
dimensions under-addressed.

We therefore structure transitions along four leadership imperatives:

@)

Set the strategic direction, value-creation ambition, and performance targets
Reallocate capital and redesign the operating model and talent base

Shape and mobilize the enterprise ecosystem behind the chosen direction
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335 Institutionalize personal effectiveness and leadership integration

Together, these imperatives connect ambition with execution and prevent blind
spots across structural dimensions.

Four phases to sequence the transition

Focus must be deliberately sequenced. Transitions are not passive onboarding; they
progress from surfacing reality, to tackling critical problems, to institutionalizing
direction and driving sustainable change. Transitions typically unfold in four phases:

e Phase 0 (4-12 weeks pre-Day 1): Secure the mandate and prepare the ground

e Phase 1 (Days 1-30): Surface realities, create transparency, and confront critical
issues

e Phase 2 (Days 31-60): Redesign structures and institutionalize disciplined

problem-solving
e Phase3 (Days 61-100): Commit, launch, and drive sustainable execution

The framework is holistic, but prioritization remains situational and judgment
determines emphasis. What matters is not completing phases mechanically, but
using the early mandate to question fundamentals, address structural issues, and
embed the conditions under which problems surface early — not when they have

already escalated.
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THE FOUR LEADERSHIP IMPERATIVES

Leadership imperative

Set the strategic direction, value-
creation ambition and
performance targets

Separates direction from
execution mechanics and anchors
ambition in measurable outcomes

Reallocate capital and redesign
the operating model and talent
base

Ensures that finite resources,
organizational structures, and
talent and culture are aligned to
execute strategy credibly and
effectively

Shape and mobilize the enterprise
ecosystem behind the chosen
direction

Manages complexity driven by
external factors and ensures
stakeholder backing

Institutionalize personal
effectiveness and leadership
integration

Ensures personal success and
energy

2.1

2.2
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3.1

4.1

Domain

Direction & value-
creation ambition

Capital & resource
allocatio

Governance &
operating model

People & culture

External
stakeholder &
market system

Personal
effectiveness &
integration

Leadership question

What future are we building and how

will value be created and measured to

ensure enduring impact?

Where must we reallocate finite
resources to realize our ambition?

How must we redesign the organization,

decision-making and governance to
reliably execute our strategy?

Which leadership, capability, and

cultural shifts are required to deliver our

strategic ambition?

How do we mobilize and secure the

mandate, legitimacy, and stakeholder

backing required to execute our
strategy?

How will the leader institutionalize a
sustainable leadership rhythm that
reinforces long-term impact?
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LEADERSHIP QUESTIONS EVOLVING OVER TIME

Phase 0
(Pre-day1)

Secure the mandate and prepare

the ground

Phase1
(Days1-30)

Surface realities

Phase 2
(Days 31-60)

Redesign and
embed

and confront critical issues

problem-solving

Phase 3
(Days 61-100)

Commit, launch,
and drive
execution
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Phase 0 is about clarifying the mandate before execution begins.

What constitutes success? Over what time horizon? Against which quantified
measures? Many transitions falter not because the strategy is flawed, but because
expectations were never explicitly aligned. At the same time, the organization must
be understood as it is — in its financials, structures, capabilities and cultural norms.

This phase is diagnostic, but not passive. It produces working hypotheses on value
creation, clarifies non-negotiables, and defines leadership intent.

Entering Day 1 with clarity of mandate, structural constraints, and personal stance
transforms the first 100 days from reactive onboarding into deliberate institutional
design.

| CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 0

Written mandate + quantified success metrics (3-5 clear measures)
Initial value-creation thesis (1-2 pages, quantified where possible)
Summary of financial flexibility (cash, debt, covenants)

List of major committed capex

Documented decision-rights clarity

Overview of value-critical roles & capabilities

Cultural hypothesis (what will support vs resist change)

External stakeholder power map

Risk heatmap (external legitimacy risks)

Written leadership intent statement
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Phase 1 replaces assumption with evidence — and opens the window for radical
transparency.

The first weeks are not for declaring direction. They are for rigorously questioning the
status quo, putting structural problems on the table, and confronting issues that
must be addressed before a new trajectory is set. The early mandate is the period in
which inherited weaknesses can be surfaced without being automatically attributed
to personal failure. That window narrows once direction is formalized and
responsibility consolidates.

A disciplined listening effort across frontline operations, key sites, customers, and
critical stakeholders surfaces realities that rarely appear in dashboards. Financial
patterns, capital deployment, decision-making habits, leadership depth, and cultural
norms are tested against the emerging ambition. Structural misalignments come
into view — and the most critical issues are tackled constructively.

By the end of Phase |1, the leader holds a quantified performance baseline, a clear
view of structural misalignments, and a grounded value-creation thesis.
Transparency is established. Early problems are addressed. Judgment is sharpened.

| CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 1

Quantified performance gap analysis (growth, margin, ROIC, cash)
Validated /[ refined value-creation thesis

Structural risks requiring immediate attention

Fact-based capital allocation baseline

List of underperforming investments

Confirmed single source of truth for performance data

Defined personal information rhythm

Leadership and capability heatmap & immediate mismatches
Defined priority cultural shifts

External perception summary

Insight log & validated / refined leadership intent



Designing the first 100 days for enduring impact

Phase 2 is where transparency gives way to choice.

The window to question is still open — but it now demands decision. Enterprise
priorities are defined with clarity: where to play, how to win, and what will deliberately
not be pursued. Ambition is translated into quantified performance targets and a
coherent value-creation logic that makes trade-offs explicit.

Capital follows strategy. Resources shift toward the chosen priorities; legacy
initiatives that dilute focus are exited. Governance and decision rights are
redesigned so accountability is unambiguous and escalation happens early -
before issues harden into structural constraints.

Leadership choices become structural, not symbolic. Critical roles are confirmed or
changed. Capability gaps are addressed with intent. Cultural expectations are linked
to measurable standards and consequences.

By the end of Phase 2, direction is no longer provisional. Structural decisions have
been taken. Governance reinforces priorities. The organization understands the
trade-offs.

| CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 2

Endorsed strategic direction & quantified target set

Clear value-creation agenda (3-5 priorities + non-pursuits)
Documented capital reallocation decisions

Stop/exit list of low-return initiatives

Target operating model blueprint

Clear accountability map (enterprise priority ownership)
Confirmed leadership backbone (who we back)

Visible decisive actions taken
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Phase 3 is where intent is institutionalized — and ownership consolidates.

The strategy is no longer a thesis; it is codified and enforced. Priorities are translated
into measurable outcomes and embedded into performance management. Capital
allocation principles, budgeting, and incentive logic begin to reflect the new
ambition. What was decided in Phase 2 is no longer a plan — it is the rule set.

Governance and operating rhythm are activated to surface issues early and enforce
accountability. Leadership and culture shift from declaration to reinforcement.

By the end of Phase 3, the transition ceases to be transitional. The mandate is fully
owned. Results — across both inherited realities and new choices — are now
inseparable from leadership. The institution operates with direction, discipline, and
momentum sustained beyond the first 100 days.

| CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 3

Published 12—24-month strategic roadmap
Budget aligned with strategic priorities
Governance framework adopted

Capability development roadmap activated
Externally validated strategic narrative

Sustainable leadership operating rhythm

10
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The discipline of enduring impact

This paper offers a disciplined architecture for executive transitions — linking
ambition, structural choices and sequencing of focus to one defining question: What
enduring impact willmy mandate create?

Lasting impact is the result of deliberate choice — about what to pursue, what to stop,
which problems to confront early, and which standards to institutionalize. When a
transition is framed against enduring impact, a change of role becomes an act of
stewardship.

At the end of a mandate, what remains is rarely the initiatives launched. It is the
institution left behind — and the accountability assumed along the way.

Lou Gerstner - Chairmman and CEO of IBM, 1993-2002
Strategic Coherence

When Lou Gerstner assumed leadership of IBM in 1993, the company was losing
billions and widely expected to be broken apart. As an outsider, he confronted
uncomfortable realities quickly. He stopped the development of 0S/2 — an
internally favored but strategically misaligned bet — and rejected calls to split
the company. Instead, he anchored IBM around a long-term conviction: clients
needed integrated solutions, not fragmented technology businesses. That
decision reshaped how IBM was doing business. Decisions became fact-based
and client-focused rather than hierarchical. Innovation was valued only insofar
as it translated into relevance and economic return. By restoring strategic
coherence and embedding execution discipline in service of long-term
relevance, Gerstner reset IBM's trajectory.

1



| CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 0: PRE-DAY 1

[ ] written mandate + quantified success metrics (3-5 clear measures)
Initial value-creation thesis (1-2 pages, quantified where possible)
Summary of financial flexibility (cash, debt, covenants)

List of major committed capex

Documented decision-rights clarity

Overview of value-critical roles & capabilities

Cultural hypothesis (what will support vs resist change)

External stakeholder power map

Risk heatmap (external legitimacy risks)

ODO00000000

Written leadership intent statement

| CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 1: DAYS 1- 30

[ ] Quantified performance gap analysis (growth, margin, ROIC, cash)
[ ] validated / refined value-creation thesis

Structural risks requiring immediate attention

Fact-based capital allocation baseline

List of underperforming investments

Confirmed single source of truth for performance data

Defined personal information rhythm

Leadership and capability heatmap & immediate mismatches
Defined priority cultural shifts

External perception summary

000000000

Insight log & validated / refined leadership intent
12



[ CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 2: DAYS 31 - 60

O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O

| CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 3: DAYS 61 - 100

O

ODo0000

Endorsed strategic direction & quantified target set

Clear value-creation agenda (3-5 priorities + non-pursuits)
Documented capital reallocation decisions

Stop/exit list of low-return initiatives

Target operating model blueprint

Clear accountability map (enterprise priority ownership)
Confirmed leadership backbone (who we back)

Visible decisive actions taken

Published 12—24-month strategic roadmap
Budget aligned with strategic priorities
Governance framework adopted

Capability development roadmap activated
Externally validated strategic narrative

Sustainable leadership operating rhythm

13



Dr. Thomas Trautmann ‘3, Sébastien Cailliau
Partner Partner
thomas.trautmann@cylad.com *i sebastien.cailliau@cylad.com

Steffen Petersen
Partner
' steffen.petersen@cylad.com

Alexandre van den Berg
Partner
alexandre.van.den.berg@cylad.com

=G

Carolin Schlinkert
Principal
carolin.schlinkert@cylad.com

Independent consulting firm, CYLAD advises executives from industries and associated
services to overcome performance, transformation and growth challenges. The firm
combines Consulting Methodology with Senior Experts’ experience for sustainable
results for its clients of all sizes, offering a comprehensive range of services. CYLAD
supports companies, especially in the Aerospace & Defence, Pharmaceutical/Health,
Energy, Electronics and Transportation sectors.

CYLAD currently has 150 employees and 22 Partners across eleven offices: Paris and
Toulouse in France, Hamburg and Munich in Germany, Zurich (Pfaffikon SZ) and Geneva
in Switzerland, Vienna in Austria, Sydney and Adelaide in Australia and Montreal and
Toronto in Canada.

© CYLAD Consulting. All rights reserved. Confidential and proprietary document. This document and all nformation contained herein is
the sole property of CYLAD Consulting. No intellectual property rights are granted by the delivery of this document or the disclosure of
the content. This document shall not be reproduced or disclosed without the written agreement of CYLAD Consulting.



	INSIDER’S PERSPECTIVE
	EXECUTIVE TRANSITION ARCHITECTURE
	Designing the first 100 days for enduring impact


	Using long-term intent to navigate structural constraints
	The early mandate offers permission – and obligation – to surface structural problems. But that mandate does not unfold in a vacuum. Every transition begins inside inherited capital structures, governance routines, power dynamics, and cultural norms. Framing decisions against a long-term intend horizon disciplines judgment, clarifies trade-offs, and prevents early moves from locking the organization into unintended trajectories.
	Three constraints dominate early:
	First, responsibility concentrates immediately. Authority to lead comes with sole accountability for choices and consequences, often before clarity is complete and before stakeholders are comfortably aligned. The most consequential early decisions must be made under ambiguity, and competing interests. Anchoring trade-offs in the question of enduring impact reduces short-term appeasement and forces coherence.
	Second, culture acts as a silent filter. Performance depends on whether the organization absorbs or resists change. Cultural fractures are rarely visible at entry, yet they determine execution reliability. Framing cultural interventions around long-term ambition ensures building a system capable of enabling and sustaining results.
	Third, credibility is fragile. Momentum is expected, yet poorly grounded action destroys trust. The discipline lies in earning credibility through targeted, intent-consistent actions while protecting the time required for deep understanding.

	Executive Transition Architecture: Structuring complexity to drive change
	Managing this complexity and simultaneity requires architecture. Without structure, there is a predictable drift toward personal comfort zones, leaving critical dimensions under-addressed.
	We therefore structure transitions along four leadership imperatives:
	Set the strategic direction, value-creation ambition, and performance targets
	Reallocate capital and redesign the operating model and talent base
	Shape and mobilize the enterprise ecosystem behind the chosen direction
	Institutionalize personal effectiveness and leadership integration
	Together, these imperatives connect ambition with execution and prevent blind spots across structural dimensions.


	Four phases to sequence the transition
	Focus must be deliberately sequenced. Transitions are not passive onboarding; they progress from surfacing reality, to tackling critical problems, to institutionalizing direction and driving sustainable change. Transitions typically unfold in four phases:
	Phase 0 (4-12 weeks pre–Day 1): Secure the mandate and prepare the ground
	Phase 1 (Days 1–30): Surface realities, create transparency, and confront critical issues
	Phase 2 (Days 31–60): Redesign structures and institutionalize disciplined problem-solving
	Phase 3 (Days 61–100): Commit, launch, and drive sustainable execution
	The framework is holistic, but prioritization remains situational and judgment determines emphasis. What matters is not completing phases mechanically, but using the early mandate to question fundamentals, address structural issues, and embed the conditions under which problems surface early – not when they have already escalated.

	Phase 0 - Secure the mandate and prepare the ground
	Phase 0 is about clarifying the mandate before execution begins.
	What constitutes success? Over what time horizon? Against which quantified measures? Many transitions falter not because the strategy is flawed, but because expectations were never explicitly aligned. At the same time, the organization must be understood as it is – in its financials, structures, capabilities and cultural norms.
	This phase is diagnostic, but not passive. It produces working hypotheses on value creation, clarifies non-negotiables, and defines leadership intent.
	Entering Day 1 with clarity of mandate, structural constraints, and personal stance transforms the first 100 days from reactive onboarding into deliberate institutional design.
	/ CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 0
	Written mandate + quantified success metrics (3–5 clear measures)
	Initial value-creation thesis (1–2 pages, quantified where possible)
	Summary of financial flexibility (cash, debt, covenants)
	List of major committed capex
	Documented decision-rights clarity
	Overview of value-critical roles & capabilities
	Cultural hypothesis (what will support vs resist change)
	External stakeholder power map
	Risk heatmap (external legitimacy risks)
	Written leadership intent statement


	Phase 1 - Surface realities, create transparency, and confront critical issues
	Phase 1 replaces assumption with evidence – and opens the window for radical transparency.
	The first weeks are not for declaring direction. They are for rigorously questioning the status quo, putting structural problems on the table, and confronting issues that must be addressed before a new trajectory is set. The early mandate is the period in which inherited weaknesses can be surfaced without being automatically attributed to personal failure. That window narrows once direction is formalized and responsibility consolidates.
	A disciplined listening effort across frontline operations, key sites, customers, and critical stakeholders surfaces realities that rarely appear in dashboards. Financial patterns, capital deployment, decision-making habits, leadership depth, and cultural norms are tested against the emerging ambition. Structural misalignments come into view – and the most critical issues are tackled constructively.
	By the end of Phase 1, the leader holds a quantified performance baseline, a clear view of structural misalignments, and a grounded value-creation thesis. Transparency is established. Early problems are addressed. Judgment is sharpened.
	/ CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 1
	Quantified performance gap analysis (growth, margin, ROIC, cash)
	Validated / refined value-creation thesis
	Structural risks requiring immediate attention
	Fact-based capital allocation baseline
	List of underperforming investments
	Confirmed single source of truth for performance data
	Defined personal information rhythm
	Leadership and capability heatmap & immediate mismatches
	Defined priority cultural shifts
	External perception summary
	Insight log & validated / refined leadership intent


	Phase 2 - Redesign structures and institutionalize disciplined problem-solving
	Phase 2 is where transparency gives way to choice.
	The window to question is still open – but it now demands decision. Enterprise priorities are defined with clarity: where to play, how to win, and what will deliberately not be pursued. Ambition is translated into quantified performance targets and a coherent value-creation logic that makes trade-offs explicit.
	Capital follows strategy. Resources shift toward the chosen priorities; legacy initiatives that dilute focus are exited. Governance and decision rights are redesigned so accountability is unambiguous and escalation happens early – before issues harden into structural constraints.
	Leadership choices become structural, not symbolic. Critical roles are confirmed or changed. Capability gaps are addressed with intent. Cultural expectations are linked to measurable standards and consequences.
	By the end of Phase 2, direction is no longer provisional. Structural decisions have been taken. Governance reinforces priorities. The organization understands the trade-offs.
	/ CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 2
	Endorsed strategic direction & quantified target set
	Clear value-creation agenda (3–5 priorities + non-pursuits)
	Documented capital reallocation decisions
	Stop/exit list of low-return initiatives
	Target operating model blueprint
	Clear accountability map (enterprise priority ownership)
	Confirmed leadership backbone (who we back)
	Visible decisive actions taken


	Phase 3 - Commit, launch, and drive sustainable execution
	Phase 3 is where intent is institutionalized – and ownership consolidates.
	The strategy is no longer a thesis; it is codified and enforced. Priorities are translated into measurable outcomes and embedded into performance management. Capital allocation principles, budgeting, and incentive logic begin to reflect the new ambition. What was decided in Phase 2 is no longer a plan – it is the rule set.
	Governance and operating rhythm are activated to surface issues early and enforce accountability. Leadership and culture shift from declaration to reinforcement.
	By the end of Phase 3, the transition ceases to be transitional. The mandate is fully owned. Results – across both inherited realities and new choices – are now inseparable from leadership. The institution operates with direction, discipline, and momentum sustained beyond the first 100 days.
	/ CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 3
	Published 12–24-month strategic roadmap
	Budget aligned with strategic priorities
	Governance framework adopted
	Capability development roadmap activated
	Externally validated strategic narrative
	Sustainable leadership operating rhythm


	FIRST 100 DAYS CHECK LISTS
	/ CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 0: PRE-DAY 1
	/ CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 1: DAYS 1- 30

	FIRST 100 DAYS CHECK LISTS
	/ CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 2: DAYS 31 - 60
	/ CHECKLIST FOR PHASE 3:  DAYS 61 - 100

	Contacts
	Dr. Thomas Trautmann Partner thomas.trautmann@cylad.com
	Steffen Petersen Partner steffen.petersen@cylad.com
	Carolin Schlinkert Principal carolin.schlinkert@cylad.com
	Sébastien Cailliau Partner sebastien.cailliau@cylad.com
	Alexandre van den Berg Partner alexandre.van.den.berg@cylad.com
	About CYLAD   Independent consulting firm, CYLAD advises executives from industries and associated services to overcome performance, transformation and growth challenges. The firm combines Consulting Methodology with Senior Experts' experience for sustainable results for its clients of all sizes, offering a comprehensive range of services.  CYLAD supports companies, especially in the Aerospace & Defence, Pharmaceutical/Health, Energy, Electronics and Transportation sectors.
	CYLAD currently has 150 employees and 22 Partners across eleven offices: Paris and Toulouse in France, Hamburg and Munich in Germany, Zurich (Pfäffikon SZ) and Geneva in Switzerland, Vienna in Austria, Sydney and Adelaide in Australia and Montreal and Toronto in Canada.
	www.cylad.com


