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Transformation study 2026

Transformation 2026
The study

As part of a structured survey, 1,115 executives from 15 countries shared their
experiences from their most recent transformation. The study not only highlights
trends and challenges but also provides you with practical recommendations for
your IT transformation.




Dear Readers,

Based on the experiences of more than 1,100 international executives
and I'T professionals, the 2026 edition of this study clearly shows that
transformation today is far more than just a tcchnological upgradc —itis

a key driver of competitiveness, innovation, and agility.

By far the most important driver of IT transformations is artificial
intelligence. Traditional motives such as cost reduction are taking a

back seat. Among top management, the perspective is changing, with
transformations now viewed as a path to long-term competitiveness and
innovation. What also impressed me while reading was the honesty of the
results. In practice, transformation is not a linear process. It is complex,
dynamic — and often different from what was originally planncd.

One finding stands out in particular: 71% of companies had to adjust
their migration methodology during the course of the project; for

example, they changed their greenfield or brownfield roadmaps. This
is a clear sign that successful transformations require a great deal of

flexibility. Anyone launching a project today must be prepared

to question assumptions, reassess decisions, and adjust course when

conditions change.

As always, a solid analysis and sufficient planning experience reduce
risks. In addition, the ability to respond properly during the course of
the project becomes a key success factor.

At the same time, it becomes clear that management must think
stratcgica]]y about transformation. Topics such as artificial intclligcncc,
innovation capacity, flexibility, autonomy, and security are at the
forefront today — and are fundamentally changing the role of IT.
Transformation is therefore no 10ngcr a purcly technical disciplinc, but
rather a leadership mandate.

For me, this Study is therefore more than just an analysis —itisa
practical guide. The Transformation Study shows where companies truly
stand today, what challenges they must overcome, and which approaches

have proven effective in practice.

Enjoy the read!
Sincerely,

Jan Gilg

Global President Customer Success & Americas
Member of the Extended Board, SAP



Transformation 2026

The study

It covers 1,115 executives and IT experts from 15 countries.

All of them have undergone an IT transformation.
All of them have had experiences — good, bad, or costly.

We've compiled them here.

How successful are IT
transformations, actually?

The result shows that fewer than one in five companies stays on budget
and on schedule. Nearly half postpone the go-live. And the goals they set?
On average, 71% are achieved.

Not a disaster. But no reason for complacency either.

And then there’s AL For 60% of respondents, it’s the most important
driver of their transformation — and at the same time, one of the

biggest stumbling blocks. This study explains why. It reveals what drives
companies, where they stumble — and what those who do better are doing
differently. Based on real projects, real numbers, and real mistakes.




The structure of the
Transformation Study 2026

Benefit from the experiences of others And what would have happened if they hadn'e?

Motivation Category

Why did companies embark on the transformation in
y P

How do companies migrate their data and processes from legacy IT What did they set out to do? Where did they run into problems?
systems to modern, future-proof I'T environments? What would they do differently today? This provides insights and

recommendations for anyone facing a transformation of their own
That's exactly what we wanted to know. The Transformation Study 2026 — and who doesn’t want to start from scratch. They help you plan
by Natuvion and NTT DATA Business Solutions aims to answer this transformation projects in a structured way, identify typical picfalls
question — drawing on the insights of 1,115 CEOs, CIOs, and IT and carlier, and achieve your own goals more efficiently.

transformation leaders from I5 countries, all of whom have one thing in

common: they've just gone through the process themselves.

Implementation Category

00

Our understanding of transformation

In short, transformation is more than just a system change. It involves

the strategica]ly driven transformation of the entire I'T environment: Whart was crucial during the transformation — both

processes, structures, data architectures, and ways of working. The goal is technically and organizationally? What role did AT play?

to become more modern, faster, and more capable of innovation. How did companies handle their data, for example, in
e 9 b

terms of migration paths, data protection, testing, and

This study focuses on I'T transformations — specifically on migration, the quality assurance?

technical transition of systems and data to new target environments.

Preparation Category

How did companies set up the project? What
methodology, timeline, and budget were used? Did they
switch ERP providers? How old were the systems before
the transformation? And what was the biggest challenge
before the project began?

Experience Category

Was the budget met? Was the schedule kept? What came
as a surprise, and what was underestimated? And what
would the respondents do differently next time — what

d0€S that mean fOI‘ future transformations?



Selection of

study participants

Respondents' roles and experience

We didn't just ask anyone. We surveyed CEOs, CIOs, as well as IT and
transformation leaders from medium sized to largc encerprises, all

with one prerequisite: they had to have been actively involved in an IT
transformation within the past two years. Participants were selected and

SU,I'VCyCd 31’101’1}71’110[151}7 by an il’ldeCI’ldCﬂt markct I'CSC'AI'Ch ﬁrm

The sample represents a broad range of management levels: 34.4% of
respondents are members of executive boards or senior management,
42.6% hold department or business unit leadership positions, and 23.0%
are group or team leaders. The survey was conducted in January and

February 2026.

B Department management,
division management

Board of directors/
top management

22.98%

Team management

34.38%

Figure 1: Respondents’ role in the organization



Company size and

revenue

The majority Ofrcspondcnts work for largcr organizations. More than
80% are employed by companies with over 1,000 employees, and around
19% work for organizations with more than 10,000 employees. The
remaining respondents are primarﬂy employed by companies with

between 250 and 999 employees.

A similar pattern can bt‘ seen in terms OfCOTIlp‘Al’ly revenue. Overall,

81.6% of respondents work for organizations with annual revenues of at

250 to 999 employees

W 1,000 to 4,999 employees

W 5,000 to 9,999 employees

19.30%

Over 10,000 employees

19.39%

18.94%

Figure 2: Number of employees in the respondents’ organization

least €350 million, while 37.4% are employed by companies generating
more than €1 billion in annual revenue. The remaining 18.4% come from

organizations with annual revenues between €150 million and €349 million.

This was a deliberate choice. We wanted insights from organizations
that have experience with transformation initiatives and where
transformations are typically large, complex projects racher than firse-
time endeavors.

W €150 to €349 million

€350 to €999 million

18.40%

€1 billion or more

37.43%

4417 %

Figure 3: Revenue of the respondents’ organization




Regions and countries surveyed this year

UK
(155|13.91 %)

USA
(155|13.91 %)

Germany (1059.43 %)
Austria (50[4.49 %)
Switzerland (554.49 %)

Region unknown
(110.1 %)

Hun
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NORDICS (116]|10.4 %)

Sweden (30[2.69 %)
Denmark (30]2.69 %)
Norway (29]2.6 %)
Finland (27|2.42 %)

India (205]18.4 %)

Eastern Europe (118]10.58 %)

Poland (454.04 %)
Czech Republic (25]2.24 %)

gary (25]2.24 %)

Slovakia (23]2.06 %)

Regions and countries

To ensure comparability with previous years, we surveyed the same
regions as in the past three editions of the study. The only new addition
this year is India.

The survey includes CEOs, CIOs, and IT and transformation decision-
makers from the United States, the United Kingdom, France, the DACH
region, the Nordics, Eastern Europe, and India.

To ensure statistically meaningful sample sizes, several countries were

grouped into regions. Eastern Europe comprises Slovakia, Hungary,
Poland, and the Czech Republic. The Nordics include Sweden, Finland,
Norway, and Denmark. The DACH region consists of Germany, Austria,
and Switzerland.

Each region is represented by at least 100 and up to 250 respondents. In
total, the study surveyed 1,115 I'T decision-makers from companies with

annual revenues of at least €150 million.
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Key findings
at a glance

Al is the primary driver of
transformations - with one catch.

With 60% of respondents citing the adoption of modern technologies such as
artificial inte]ligence, Al has become by far the most important driver of IT
transformation — an increase of 10 percentage points compared to the previous
year. Traditional motivations such as cost reduction have moved into the
background.

For top management, this marks a clear shift. Transformation is no longer
measured solely by efficiency gains, but by its contribution to long-term
competitiveness and innovation. Organizations that fail to recognize this risk

falling behind structurally.

= .

Transformation is a leadership

responsibility - whether you like it or not.

Transformation expertise (35.2%) and data transparency (34.4%)
have emerged as the most important success factors for the future.
Technology alone is not enough. What matters is the ability to

manage complex change effectively.

Transformations have grown.
Planning often hasn't.

44% of organizations plan their transformation projects to last one to
two years. Budgets between €5 million and €50 million have become
the norm, with 52.7% ofrespondents falling within this range.

Yet despite these plans, 82.2% exceed their budget and 79.5%

Therefore, strong leadership commitment is essential. Without that,
organizations are more 1ikcly to face conﬂicting priorities, unclear
decision-making, and project delays. This is not a new challenge — but
one that is becoming increasingly apparent.

Transformation cannot be planned as a linear process. Organizations
that trear it like a conventional project usually realize this too late.
Realistic contingencies, a robust project setup, and the ability to
deal with uncertainty are no longer optional. They are the minimum

However, there is one important catch. The very foundations required ‘. . ) ) >
for successful Al initiatives are also among the bigges‘t Challenge< of IT .. e miss their timeline. This is not the exception — it is the rule. requirement for successful transformation.
transformation. Data quality, data transparency, governance, and test ’
management are consistently underestimated or addressed too late. AT does Business
Models

not succeed in isolation. It depends on high-quality data, stable processes, and
resilient system landscapes. For many organizations, these fundamentals will
ultimately determine whether Al delivers on its promise.
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Data quality.
Once again.

A total of 26.4% of respondents identify data quality as the biggest
unexpected challenge in their transformation projects. Since 2022,

it has consistently ranked at the top of the list. Every year. Without
exception.

Inconsistent data, missing standards, and weak governance

structures often go unnoticed in day-to-day operations.

The biggest challenge is what
already exists.

A total 0f39% Ofrcspondcnts idcntify analyzing the existing I'T
landscape as the biggest challenge during the planning phase. This is
followed by overall project complexity at 29%.

The real challenge is not the target architecture - it is dealing with

what already exists: legacy structures, dependencies, and technical
debt. Much of this only becomes visible once the project is already

16

During a transformation, however, their impact becomes impossible
to ignore. As high-quality data is also the foundation for AT and
data-driven business models, what once seemed like an operational
issue has become a strategic risk. Organizations that address it too
late end up paying the price twice.

underway. A deep understanding of the existing system landscape is
therefore not just a best practice. It is the foundation for everything
that follows.

Switching methodologies mid-project

comes at a cost.

A total of 71% of organizations adjust their migration methodology
during the course of a transformation project, with 26.5% making
fundamental changes. The link to budget overruns and schedule
delays is clear. The impact on overall project success is equally
significant. Organizations that had to make substantial changes to

their methodology achieved their transformation goals in only 63% of

cases, compared to an average of 71%.

In the end, efficiency still
matters most.

Despite all strategic ambitions, improving Cfﬁcicncy remains the
most important measurable outcome of transformation projects,
cited by 29.5% of respondents. Innovation (19.1%) and flexibility
(15.2%) follow, but their benefits typically materialize only over the
medium to long term.

7

The findings show that success is not determined by choosing

the right methodology at the outset. It depends on the ability to
implement necessary changes quickly, in a scructured way, and
without losing control. This is where the right transformation partner

makes all che difference.

Efficiency provides the short-term business case that justifies
investment and creates operational capacity. At the same time, it
lays the foundation for everything that follows — innovation, agility,
and long-term competitiveness. The most successful transformations
achieve both: immediate efficiency gains and a clear strategic
direction for the future.



Category

Motivation

Why do organizations transform in the first place? The answer
has changed signiﬁcantly over the past few years — and hy 2026,

the shift is impossible to ignore.

In the past, traditional motives dominated: reducing COStS,
optimizing structures, Or SUpporting mergers, acquisitions, and
divestitures. Today, organizations are transforming because they
have to. The world around them is changing too quickly to stand
still.

Geopolitical tensions, economic uncertainty, volatile markets,
and increasing regulatory requirements are reshaping the
business environment. New regulations such as NISz and the

Cyber Resilience Act are adding further pressure, making

transformation a business necessity rather than a strategic option.

At the center of this shift is artificial intelligence. 60% of
respondents identify the adoption of new technologies such as Al

as the primary driver of their transformation initiatives.

This aligns with broader market developments. According

to McKinsey, 79% of organizations already use generative Al
regularly in at least one business function. Al adoption is no
longer a question of if, but how quickly organizations can turn its
potential into business value.

Innovation ranks second among the key transformation drivers
at 46.5%, followed by greater flexibility at 42.2%. Cost reduction,
which was the leading driver as recently as 2024, has dropped to
fifth place.

Sustainability has also become firmly established as a
transformation driver. It has moved from ninth to sixth place and
remains stable year over year at 39.2%.

The priorities vary slightly depending on company size. Among
organizations with annual revenues exceeding €1 billion, cost
reduction remains more important, ranking third after having
placed second the previous year. Smaller organizations, by contrast,

place greater emphasis on improving customer service, where it

ranks third, compared with fourth or fifth among larger enterprises.
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Motivation

External influenCing faCtorS Costs would rise

Trade tariffs, wars, and geopolitical disruption — the world has continued The answer is clear: 94.8% say they have. The leading factor, cited by 72.1%

to change since the last edition of this study. That is why, for the of respondents, is the growing need for data and technology sovereignty. Process adjustments would

first time, we asked whether external developments have influenced Geopolitical tensions and security concerns rank second at 44.6%, closely become more difficult

organizations' transformation strategies. followed by energy and industrial policy at 44.2%.
External developments are no longer just shaping the business ncompatibiity with
environment — they are directly influencing transformation decisions. the latest technologies

What would have happened
without the transformation?

Increasing time pressure

Transformation is demanding. But not transforming comes at a cost as Slower
well — and respondents are well aware of it. business decisions
The biggest concern, cited by 37.6% of respondents, is capacity and

performance limitations. High costs follow closely at 35.8%, while Reduced flexibility/

incompatibility with new technologies ranks third at 35.4%. responsiveness

Priorities differ depending on company size. Among organizations with ;
Capacity an

annual revenues exceeding €1 billion, high costs are the primary concern, performance issues

cited by 41.5% of respondents. Smaller organizations, by contrast, are

most concerned about incompatibility with new technologies.

Loss of
competitiveness

Regional differences are equally scriking. In the United States and India,
increasing time pressure and the need for faster decision-making are

among the biggest concerns. In the United States, they rank alongside Other

high costs at 43.2%, while in India they are cited by 46.4% of respondents.
0fo 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50 %
In the DACH region, however, the dominant concern is more strategic: B USA France HWUK B DACH Eastern Europe M NORDICS India
the risk of losing competitiveness. Here, transformation is no longer just

a question of cost — it is a question of long—term business survival. Figure 4: Regional Differences in the Estimated Risks of a Failure to Transform
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The 2026 Transformation Study shows that Al

18 increasingiy becoming the main driving force
of corporate development. Those who use it to
optimum effect and in a scalable manner will
modernize systems, activate data, and 1ay the
foundation for new business models — and that is
precisely what we support our customers with all
across the globe.

The companies that strategically anchor Al today
will strengthen their efficiency and secure their
competitive edge for the future.

Norbert Rotter
CEO NTT DATA Business Solutions
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Transformation often succeeds or fails long before the first go-live —
even during the planning phase.

Organizations that cut corners here — whether in analyzing the existing
environment, budgeting, scheduling, or risk management — pay the price

later. So what did organizations plan for? What made planning difficult?
And what were the biggest obstacles before the transformation even began?

Category

Preparation

Nearly 64% of respondents planned their transformation projects
<500,000 € By
to last more than one year. The largest group, accounting for

> 500,000 to 1 million € 44%, Cxpcctcd their transformation to take between one and two

years. Another 19.8"0 planned for more than two years, while 5.3%

>1to 2 million € anticipated projects lasting more than four years. Compared to

the previous year, when 22.7% planned for more than two years
>2to 5 million € P y s 7% P y "

project timelines have become more realistic. The proportion

>5t0 10 million € oforganizzltions planning to comp]etc their transformation in

less than six months also declined slightly, from 8.3% to 7.4%. A
> 10 to 20 million € 5 .
project duration of one to two years has clearly emerged as the
> 20 to 50 million € industry standard.

> 50 million €

Regional differences are noticeable. Organizations in the DACH

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% region tend to plan significantly longer transformation timelines

than those in the United States and the United Kingdom. While

Figure 5: What is a rough estimate of the total budget for your transformation project? On]y 14.2% of U.S. respondents expect their projects to last more

(Including personnel, training, license costs, consultant costs, change management, etc.) than two years, the figure rises to 22.9% in Gcrmany and 30.9%

in Austria. At the same time, fewer organizations in the DACH

region plan to complete their transformation in less than six
months — 5.7% compared with 10.3% in the United States.
Budgct planning has also become more realistic than in previous

years.

The most common budgct range is between €10 million and €20
million, cited by 20.2% of respondents. Overall, more than half of
organizations (52.7%) budget between €5 million and €50 million,

up from 45.4% in the previous year.

As cxpc‘ctcd, budgets increase with company size. Oréanizations
with annual revenues Ofup to €349 million most Commonly
allocate between €1 million and €2 million (27.9%). Mid-sized
organizations with revenues between €350 million and €999
million most often budget between €10 million and €20 million
(24.4%). Among organizations with annual revenues exceeding €1
billion, the most common budgct range is between €20 million

and €50 million (21.6%).




reparation

-2 -2-5 5-10 10-20 20-50 >5
m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. €

-2 -2-5 5-10 10-20 20-50 >5
m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. €

Figure 6: What was the planned budget?

m. €

1-2
m. €

-2-5
m. €

5-10
m. €

10-20  20-50

m. €

m. €

>50
m. €
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<1
m. €

<1 1-2 -2-5 5-10 10-20 20-50 >50
m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. €

<1 1-2 -2-5 5-10 10-20 20-50 >50
m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. €

-2 -2-5 5-10 10-20 20-50 >5 <1 -2 -2-5 5-10 10-20 20-50 >5
m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. € m. €

Challenges during the
planning phase

Large projects come with large challenges — and the planning phase is no
exception. We asked respondents to identify their three biggest planning
challenges.

For yet another year, analyzing the existing I'T environment ranks first,
cited by 39.1% of respondents. This comes as no surprise. Organizations
that want to implement Al need high-quality data. And to improve data
quality, they first need a clear understanding of what they already have. It
sounds straightforward. In reality, it rarely is.

Project complexity ranks second at 29.1%, followed by budget
management at 25.9%, which moves up from fourth place last year. Close
behind, in fourth place, is early and continuous communication between
stakeholders and departments at 22.9%, dropping one position from the
previous year. The two challenges have simply switched places.

Company size also makes a difference. Among smaller organizations,
project complexity ranks third at 23.8%. For larger organizations, it rises
to second place, with 33.6%.

Regional differences reveal distinct priorities. In the United States,
analyzing the existing I'T environment dominates the ranking at 46.5%,
well ahead of all other Challenges. In the DACH region, the picture

is reversed. Here, project complexity ranks first at 35.2%, while I'T
environment ana]ysis comes second at 30.0%. Two regions — two very

different challcnges.




reparation

| What was the planned

Analyzing the existing IT environment and data 46.45%
(detailed inventory analysis) . 0 d ° ° d 7
High coordination effort 28.39% O\N ntll I le \N In O\N °
Developmént and establishment ofr‘egular 28.39%
commumc?tlon betwee‘n managers‘and departm‘ents ‘ No transformation comes without downtime — that is the reality. up from 27.5% in the previous year. At the same time, the proportion of
éjr;zfézgl :\f}:netff;iggal&;rsl;/ironmentand data 31.61% But organizations are becoming less willing to accept it. They expect organizations accepting up to one business day of downtime has declined
Budget ma‘nagemem ‘ 30.32% transformations to have as lictle impact on business operations as from 24.3% to 19.7%. The trend is clear: downtime must be shorter, more
i i i i ! possible. Ideally, none at all. controlled, and almost invisible.
Development of a solid transformation scenario 26.45% . .. .
| | | | | ‘ Expectations also vary significantly across regions. In France, 29.0% of
Analyzing the existing IT envi t and dat L . . :
(detaledinventory analysiy o 40.00% A total of 9.5% of respondents say that no downtime is acceptable. The respondents consider downtime of up to one business day acceptable. In
Complexity of the overall project 34.19% largest group, 30.3%, is willing to tolerate only a few hours of downtime —  the United States, it is just 11.6%.
{ { |
Budget management 30.97%
\ \ \ \ \ \
Complexity of the overall project 35.24%
] Analyzing the existing IT environment and data 30.00%
/2ing . .00%
g (detailed |nyentory anal¥5|s) ‘ No interruption
Meeting regulatory requirements 27.62%
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ A few hours at most
Analyzing the existing IT environment and data 30.51%
(detailed inventory analysis) : 0 One working day at most
1 1 |
Budget management 2712%

One weekend at most

Complexity of the overall project 24.58%

‘ ‘ ‘ | 24.58%

Development of a solid transformation scenario

Maximum 3 days (one weekend
and one working day)

[}
o
o
=
=]
w
c
=
[
-
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[}
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Maximum one week

43.10%
More than one week

0
37.07% 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% ()
26.72%
‘ N Figure 8: What is the maximum duration of business interruption that a transformation can
50.24% cause in your company without generating noticeable effects? .

Analyzing the existing IT environment and data
(detailed inventory analysis)

i 7 |

Development and establishment of regular

communication between managers and departments
i i i i

30.24%

Selecting and setting up the project methodology 29.27%

% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55%

o

Figure 7: What were your biggest challenges during the planning phase? Elt mO St ’cl fCW hOllI'S
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O Preparation

How old were the legacy systems?

Most organizations rep]ace systems that are between six and ten years
old, with 43.5% of respondents falling into this category. Overall, 38.4% of
the systems being replaced are more than ten years old, while 9.9% have
been in operation for more than sixteen years. Compared to the previous

year, these figures have remained largely unchanged.

A clear pattern emerges: the older the system, the larger the budget and
the longer the planned project duration. Among systems older than
sixteen years, 18.0% of transformation projects have budgets exceeding

€20 l’l’lﬂ]iOl’l7 and 54.2% are planned to run fOI‘ more than fOLll' years.

At the same time, another trend stands out. Even relatively new systems —
no more than five years old — are already being transformed. Half of
these projects are completed in less than six months, and 31.0% have
budgets below €500,000.

The reason is simple: technical age is no longer the only trigger for
transformation. Cloud strategies, Al readiness, integration requirements,
mergers and acquisitions, and rcgu]atory Changes all play an increasingly
important role. Today, systems age not only technologically, but
strategically as well.

30

3.41%

18.13%

6.46%

43.45%

28.55%
16 to 20 years W 6to 10 years 11 to 15 years
M >20years

Figure 9: How old were the IT systems that were replaced or upgraded?

)

In ajust a few years, we
will ask ourselves how
companies ever managed
to transform without
Al After all, Al turns
experience into scalable
knowledge and makes
transformation a more
predictable process.

Patric Dahse
CEO Natuvion

Companies used to

transform their IT to
reduce costs. Today, they
transform to ensure their

future success.

Holger Strotmann
CEO Natuvion



reparation

What role did data
protection play?

A total of 38.9% of respondents identify data protection as a key driver
of IT transformation — an increase of five percentage points compared
to the previous year. Among them, 77.6% also cite data sovereignty as a
significant influencing factor.

Regional differences are striking. In India and the United States, data
protection is considered a major driver of transformation. Only 1.0%
Of‘rcspondcnts in India and 2.6% in the United States say it plays no
Signiﬁcant role, compared with 10.0% in the DACH region.

At first glance, this may seem contradictory, but it is not. In Europe, data

protection has long been embedded in everyday business through the
GDPR. It is already integrated into processes and governance structures,
making it less visible as a distinct transformation driver because it

has become the norm. One trend has remained consistent throughout

all editions of the study: data protection is primarily viewed as a
transformation driver by senior management. By contrast, there are only

minor differences across organizations of different sizes.

Data protection was a driving force
behind the transformation.

B The improvement in data protec-
tion was a positive added benefit.

38.87%

4.67% '
56.46%

W Data protection was not a deciding
factor.

Figure 10: What role did data protection play in your transformation project?
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Al: key driver or just an
added benefit?

Al was a key driver of the
transformation.
40.31% B Leveraging Al opportunities was a
positive additional benefit.

B The introduction and utilization of
Al was not relevant in our
transformation project.

8.26%

51.44%

Figure 11: What role did the introduction and use of artificial intelligence (Al) play in your
transformation project?

For 40.3% of respondents, Al is the most important driver of their
transformation — a record high. At the same time, the share of
respondents who say A played no role has fallen from 11.6% to 8.3%.

AT has become ﬁrmly established. The rapid growth seen in previous
years is beginning to level off — not because interest is declining, but
because organizations have already recognized its strategic importance.
India leads the ranking, with 55.6% ofrcspondcnts idcntifying Al as the
primary transformation driver, followed by the United States at 46.5%.
The Nordics rank lowest at 23.3%. Conversely, Eastern Europe has the
highest share of respondents who say Al played no role, at 16.1%, while
India reports the lowest share at just 2.9%.

The results also reveal a clear leadership gap. More than half of senior
executives (55.4"0) view Al as a key transformation driver, Compared
with only 21.9% of team leaders. While executive leadership is pushing Al
forward, its strategic importance has yet to be fully embraced at lower

management levels.




O Preparation

Change ERP provider - or not?

Transformation forces organizations to ask fundamental questions. One
of them is whether to stay with their current ERP provider or use the
transformation as an opportunity to switch.

Overall, 51.4% of organizations remained with their existing ERP
provider. The United Kingdom shows the highest level of loyalty at 63.2%,
closely followed by the DACH region at 62.4%. The United States stands
out as a notable shift. After being the region most likely to change ERP
providers in previous years, 57.4% of U.S. organizations stayed with their
existing provider this year, compared with just 42.0% the year before.
One possible explanation is the impact of recent political and economic
developments.

India shows the highest willingness to switch providers, with 67.8% of
organizations choosing a new ERP provider, followed by the Nordic
countries at 57.6%. Company size also plays arole. Among organizations
with annual revenues exceeding €1 billion, 56.4% stayed with their
current provider, compared with only 47.8% of organizations generating
between €350 million and €999 million in annual revenue.

The reasons for switching are diverse. Organizations frequently reassess
their ERP strategy during mergers, carve-outs, or the replacement of
legacy systems. Other common drivers include cloud migration and

the resulting reduction in licensing, maintenance, and operating costs,
better support for specific business requirements, stronger compliance
and sccurity capabilities, and the consolidation of system landscapes
fol]owing organizational Change.

One finding is particularly noteworthy. Organizations that identify

Al as a key driver of their transformation are significantly more likely
to switch ERP providers. The ability to integrate Al has become an
increasingly important competitive differentiator for ERP providers.

B No. We stayed with the
same provider

Yes. We have changed
providers (either
completely or in part).

51.44%

48.56%

Figure 12: Was there also a change in ERP vendor or manufacturer as part of the
transformation?

USA

France

UK

DACH

Eastern Europe
NORDICS

India
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M No. We stayed with the same Yes. We have changed providers
provider (either completely or in part).

Figure 13: ERP vendor switching: a regional comparison
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The impact of switching ERP providers

One finding up front — we'll explain the details later. Among
organizations that completed their transformation on schedule, 71.2%
stayed with their existing ERP provider. Among those that remained
within budget, the figure is even higher at 76.5%.

This is despite the fact that organizations switching providers typically
plan for larger budgets from the outset. Nearly half (49.7%) of those

that changed ERP providers allocated more than €10 million to their
transformation, compared with just 34.8% of organizations that stayed.
This does not necessarily mean that switching ERP providers is the cause
of these challenges. Provider changes often go hand in hand with broader
strategic and organizational transformations, which are inherently more
complex to plan. Even so, the results point to a clear trend: Organizations
that switch ERP providers should expect to invest more time, more
budget, and greater organizational effort.

We stayed
on schedule.
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B No. We stayed with the same Yes. We have changed
provider providers (either completely
orin part).

Figure 14: Switching ERP providers and adherence to the schedule

We stayed within our
budget.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B No. We stayed with the same Yes. We have changed
provider providers (either completely
orin part).

Figure 15: Switching ERP providers and staying within budget

35

by

Today, legacy systems are no longer just

technologically outdated. They are
strategically outdated — especially when
they hinder innovation,

Al or new business models.

Bernd Krakau
COO & Member of the Executive Board, Komm.ONE (A6R)
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A successful I'T transformation is based on a
structured approach backed by industry knowledge
and experience with disruptive technologies such

as Al The key enablers are technology, data, and
peopie, which, together with a cieariy defined strategy,
quaiiﬁed specialists, strong ieadership, and a culture
of openness to change and continuous improvement,
form the basis for sustainable transformation success.

Christoph Eymann,

Associate Partner, IBM Deutschland GmbH
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Implementation

With the decision to implement a new ERP system comes the
next big question. How should the migration be approachcd?
This is far more than a technical decision. It shapes the entire
project — from budget and timeline to the overall outcome.

There are three main approaches. Brownfield: take everything
with you. Keep existing processes and migrate all your data. Fast.
Efficient. But only if what you have is worth kccping.

Greenfield: start from scratch. Maximum freedom. Maximum
effort. Selective Data Transition: the middle ground. Take only
what you rcally need. Leave the rest behind. Then there are hybrid
approaches, combining brownfield or greenfield with selective

data migration.

So, what did organizations choose?
A total of 34.4% opted for brownfield. Another 25.3% selected
selective data transition. Hybrid approachcs account for 20.3%,

while 20.0% chose greenfield. The takeaway is clear. Nearly half of

all organizations (45.6%) deliberately migrated only part of their

data and left the rest behind. At the same time, 80.0% retained at
least some of their existing data. A complete fresh start remains
the exception, not the rule.

System age also plays a role. brownfield is most common among
newer systems, with 43.1% of organizations choosing it for systems
that are no more than five years old. That makes sense. If a system
has only recently been modernized, keeping it is often the 10gical
choice. But when you're dealing with a lS—szlI‘—O]Cl system, the

decision becomes far less obvious.

Regiona] differences are equa]ly striking. France is the greenfield
champion, with 36.1% of organizations opting for a complete
restart — the highest share of any region. The United Kingdom

is at the opposite end of the spectrum. Only 10.3% choose
greenfield, while 41.3% prefer brownfield. Eastern Europe leads
in selective data cransition, with 34.8% ()f‘organizati()ns ch()osing
this approaeh. India, by contrast, strong]y favors brownfield at
45.4% and records the lowest adoption of selective data transition

at just 19.5%.
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Is the migration approach adjusted during the transformation?

The short answer: yes. Most of the time.

A total of 71% of organizations adjust their migration approach during
the course of a transformation project. More than one in four (26.5%)
make fundamental changes. That is no minor adjustment. Changing your
migration strategy halfway through a project means rethinking decisions
that have already shaped the transformation. Start over? Keep going?
There is no easy answer — but there are clear consequences.

vo T T
tirove NN .
Europe
0%  10% 20%  30% 40% 50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%
W (Brownfield) All (Greenfield) M (Selective Data W A combination
existing data and A complete new Transition) of selective data
processes were/ start on new Selective Data migration and
are migrated to system Migration one of the other
the new system. two migration
methods

Figure 16: A regional comparison of migration strategies

Greenfield projects are the most likely to change course. Only 16.6%

stay with their original approach from start to finish. In other words,
83.4% eventually discover that, in one way or another, they still need
historical data. Brownfield projects are considerably more stable, with
44.0% following their original migration approach throughout the entire

project.
18.21%
6.91%
0.09% o [ ]
About 0% About 25% About 100%

Figure 17: To what extent were the goals achieved through transformation?
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What happens when the migration approach changes?

Quite a lot. Among organizations that exceeded their project timeline by
more than 20%, 75.4% had to change their migration approach during the
project. Among those that exceeded their budget by more than 20%, the
ﬁgure is even higher at 76.1%.

The findings make one thing clear: success is not determined by choosing
the "right" migration approach at the outset. It depends on the ability to

adapt when circumstances Change - quickly, Conﬁdently, and without

losing momentum.

If chat capabﬂity is missing — whether within the project team or from
the implementation partner — the costs rise quickly. Choosing the right
partner is therefore not a minor decision. It is one of the most important

factors for a successful transformation.

2%

Don't knvoer £ unable to evaluate

27%

4%
Thie migration approach was
completely changed
23%
The strategy was substantially
adjusted

aa% N

The original migration strategy was

consistently maintained

The strategy was adjusted
selectively

Figure 18: Was the strategy changed during the migration?

41

The migration approach was changed
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Has the operating model changed in favor of the cloud?

Yes — and this has been the case for years.

In the first three editions of the Transformation Study (2022-2024),
around 55% of organizations reported using more cloud services after
their transformation than before. Last year, that ﬁgure increased to 65%.
In 2026, it remains vircually unchanged at 64.9%, confirming that cloud
adoption has reached a consistently high level.

The results also reveal an interesting difference across management levels.
Senior executives are more likely to believe that cloud usage has remained

unchanged. Departmcnt and business unit leaders see a different picture:

We do not use cloud services
(on-premises)

4.40% We use more cloud services
since the transformation

B We use fewer cloud services
since the transformation

. B We use the same amount of
21.90% 64.99% cloud services as before

Figure 19: Did the transformation involve a shift of the operating model to the
cloud (in whole or in part)?

42

71.2% report that cloud usage has increased. Those closer to day-to-day
operations experience the impact of cloud adoption more directly.

Regional differences are equaﬂy Striking. In previous years, the United
Kingdom (73.0%) and the United States (68.4%) led the way in cloud
adoption. This year, Eastern Europe takes the lead at 72.9%, followed
close]y by the United Kingdom at 69.0%. The DACH region ranks last by
a considerable margin, with 52.9% reporting increased cloud usage after
their transformation. At the same time, 30.5% say their cloud usage has
remained unchanged, suggesting that many organizations in the region
had already invested heavily in cloud technologies before beginning

their transformation.

on .
e [ .
| - I
ot [ .
Eastern
Europe
e | .
0% 10% 20% 30%  40% 50%  60% 70% 80% 90%  100%
B We do not use We use more cloud B We use fewer cloud B We usethe
cIoud‘services (on- services since the services since the same amount of
premises) transformation transformation cloud services as

before

Figure 20: Regional comparison of cloud operating model changes

Why did you choose the cloud?

The cloud is no longer an experiment — it has become the strategic
standard. But what motivates organizations to make the move?

The 1cading reason, cited by 47.4% ofrcspondcnts, is faster and easier
access to technological innovation — particularly AL It ranks well ahead
of every other factor.

The second and third most important reasons are almost tied: data
security at 37.7% and greater flexibility and adaprability at 37.6%.

The message is clear. Organizations no longer see the cloud as just a
technology upgrade. They see it as a strategic enabler for building more
resilient, agile, and innovation-driven IT landscapes.

Faster and easier access to technological
innovations (e.g., Al, automation)

Higher data security

Greater flexibility/
faster customization options

Minimization of maintenance and servicing costs
for in-house hardware and software

Better and easier scaling

Easier and faster technical updates (application
modernization)

Accelerating business processes

Better price/performance ratio (reduce costs)

Minimization of downtimes /increased system
stability

Better usability

Higher standardization /
greater use of standards

Increased sustainability

Shorter project durations (time to value)

Other

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Figure 21: Why are you using more cloud services today?
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What's the best way to approach a transformation project?

Project management may sound administrative, yet in transformations
of this scale, it is a survival strategy. A total of 90.3% of organizations rely
on agile or at least partly agile project management methods — a slight
increase from 86.0% in the previous year. The most common approach is
a hybrid model combining agile and waterfall methodologies, chosen by
52.8% of respondents. Fully agile approaches account for 37.5%, while the
traditional waterfall model alone ranks a distant chird at just 8.3%.

The message is clear: organizations that still rely exclusively on waterfall
are going against the trend.

Regional preferences vary considerably. France is the scrongest advocate
of fully agile project management, with 61.3% of organizations choosing
this approach — by far the highest share of any region. India, by
contrast, makes relatively little use of fully agile methods (18.5%) and
overwhelmingly favors the hybrid approach at 74.6%. The United States
has the highest adoption of the traditional waterfall model at 13.6%,
while France reports the lowest at just 1.9%.

W Waterfall method

1.35% 8.35% Agile project management

B A mixture of agile project
management and waterfall
method

37.43%

B Other method

52.87%

Figure 22: What project management methods did you use to plan, implement, and
manage your transformation?

Did the project management approach change?

The short answer: in nearly two-thirds of projects — yes.

A total of 63.5% of respondents changed their project management
approach at some point during the transformation. The most common
shift was from agile to hybrid, cited by 24.2% of respondents. That tells
an interesting story. Organizations often start with the best intentions to
stay flexible, but eventually realize they need more structure — and adapt
accordingly.

Overall, 36.0% moved away from a fully agile approach. Among those
using waterfall, 27.6% changed methodologies during the project, with
15.6% switching to agile and 11.9% to a hybrid approach.

India shows the highest rate of change, with 81.8% of organizations
adjusting their project management approach, followed by France at

No

From agile project management to hybrid

From the waterfall method
to agile project management

From the waterfall method to hybrid

From agile project management
to the waterfall method

Don't know

75.7%. The DACH region is the most consistent, with only 42.0% making
changes. In the United Kingdom, just under half of organizations (47.4%)
switched approaches.

The DACH region reveals an especiaﬂy interesting pattern. Around 13.0%
moved from agile to hybrid in search of greater structure and control.

At the same time, 12.1% switched from waterfall to agile to gain more
flexibility. Two seemingly opposite trends, yet both point to the same
conclusion: there is no perfect project management approach.

Success depends on choosing the right approach at the right time.
Because every transformation has one thing that cannot move: the go-live
date. At some point, the switch has to be flipped—no matter how agile
the project has been.

Flexibility is not an end in itself. It only creates value when it serves the goal.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Figure 23: Did you change the project management method during the transformation project?
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NORDICS
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Figure 24: Regional comparison of goal achievement Figure 25: To what extent have you achieved your goals with
the transformation?

Category

Experience

Transformation can be planned on paper. In reality, it rarely unfolds
as expected.

On average, organizations achieved 71% of their transformation
goals. That is the honest answer to the question of the extent to
which thcy actually accomplishcd what thcy had originally set
out to do.

Not bild. But not CX?ICtly a reason to cclcbratc CithCI‘.

Larger organizations perform slightly better than smaller ones.

Companies with annual revenues of up to €349 million achieve an

This chaptcr looks at what actually happened: what caught organizations
by surprise, what they underestimated, what worked well — and what they
would do differently the next time.

average of 66.4% of their objectives. Mid-sized organizations reach
71.8%, while organizations with revenues exceeding €1 billion

achieve 73.2%.

Regional differences are equally noticeable. The United Kingdom
leads the ranking with an average goal achievement ()f76.7%,
closely followed by the United States at 76.5%. Eastern Europe
ranks last at 61.1% — a significant gap compared with the other

regions.
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Was Al used in the transformation - and where?

A total of 76.3% of respondents used Al at some stage of their One difference stands out. Organizations with annual revenues

transformation. The more interesting question is: where? exceeding €1 billion are significantly more likely to use Al for quality
assurance and testing, with 54.4% doing so compared with 39.4% of

The most common use case is technical analysis, cited by 63.4% of smaller organizations. Larger enterprises increasingly view Al as a way to

respondents. Al is no longer just an assistant — it has become an scale transformation activities, while many smaller organizations have yet

operational tool that directly supports execution. Close behind is data to fully realize its potential.

quality and migration at 59.8%. Meanwhile, 55.8% already use Al for

strategic analysis and planning, making it not only an execution tool but
also a foundation for decision-making.

bp

For me, the most exciting finding of the study

In technical analysis
(e.g., mapping, custom code analysis
and customization, migration logic)

I Yes

B No

In data quality & migration
W Notsure (e.g., analysis, cleansing, enrichment,
optimization of migration runs)

is the Al paradox: Al is regarded as the most
important driver of innovation — at the same time, data

In strategic analysis and planning
(e.g., roadmap, scoping, scenarios,

decision support)

quality, rest management, and governance are among the

In quality assurance and testing

. . . (e.g., risk identification, plausibility checks,
greatest Chaﬂenges m tranS£Ormat10n prO]@CtS. ¢ test case generatior’?, test autgmation)
In change management, enablement, and
Michael FiChtl’lCI‘ communication (e.g., training content,
4.49% knowledge transfer, support for business units)

CIO, FC Bayern Miinchen 77
. In other areas

Figure 26: Was Al systematically used in your transformation project? Figure 27: Where was Al systematically used in your transformation project?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

48 49
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What did the transformation actually cost?

More than planned. Almost every time.

A total of 82.2% of organizations exceeded their transformation budget.

For more than half of them (50.8%), the overrun was between 1% and 19%.

While relatively moderate, these figures highlight a clear pattern: budget
overruns are the norm, not the exception.

Nearly one-third of organizations (31.4%) exceeded their budget by
more than 20%, and 17.8% overshot it by more than 30%. Both figures
have increased slightly compared to the previous year. Only 17.9% of
organizations stayed within or below their planned budget, almost
unchanged from last year's 17.6%.

Larger budgets do not provide greater protection against overruns —
quite the opposite. Among projects with budgets between €20 million
and €50 million, more than half (51.2%) exceeded their budget by over
20%. For projects with budgets between €1 million and €2 million, that
figure drops to 22.7%. The reason is straightforward: larger budgets
typically reflect more complex projects, and complexity is much harder
to predict.

The migration approach also makes a difference. Greenfield projects are
the most likely to exceed their budget, with 37.8% reporting overruns
of more than 20%. Hybrid approaches perform best, with only 26.1%
crossing the 20% threshold. This makes Selective Data Transition and
hybrid migration approaches the most budgetfriendly options.
Regional differences are equally pronounced. The United Kingdom
performs best, with 25.2% oforganizations staying within budget,
followed by the Nordics at 21.6%. At the other end of the spectrum is

India, where 57.6% of organizations exceeded their budget by more than

20%—Dby far the highest rate worldwide. Eastern Europe follows at 33.1%.

The data also delivers another clear message. Organizations that
struggled during the planning phase to develop a robust transformation
strategy or establish the right project methodology were significantly
more likely to exceed their budget by more than 20%, with 40.5% falling
into this category.

Good preparation pays off. Poor preparation does too—just in a very
different way.

We required less budget than planned. -

We hit our budget exactly.
Exceeded by 1% to 9%
Exceeded by 10% to 19%

Exceeded by 30 % bis 49 %

Exceeded by 50 % bis 79 % -

Exceeded by more than 80 % .

0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Figure 28: How far did you exceed your budget?
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30%
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Was the timeline met?

A similar picture emerges when it comes to project timelines — with one
small bright spot. A total of 79.5% of organizations exceeded their planned
timeline. Among them, 43.7% reported delays of more than 20%, down
s]ightly from 44.8% in the previous year. It is only a modest improvement,
but an improvement nonetheless. The most common delay falls becween
10% and 19%, cited by 23.8% of respondents. Meanwhile, 20.5% of
organizations completed their transformation on or ahead of schedule —
virtually unchanged from the previous year.

The pattern is similar to budget performance. The longer a project is
planncd to run, the more likcly it is to exceed its timeline. The largcr and
more complex the transformation, the more unforeseen challenges arise.
That is not an excuse. It is mathematics.

We finished faster than we
had planned in our schedule.

We met our schedule exactly.
1%to9%

10 % to 19 %

20 % to 29 %

30 % to 49 %

50 % to 79 %

>80 % -

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Figure 29: How much longer did the project take than planned?

chional differences are once again signiﬁcant. India reports the 1argcst
schedule overruns, with more than half of all organizations experiencing delays
of over 20%. France follows at 45.2%. The United Kingdom performs best, where

only 32.3% of organizations exceeded their timeline by more than 20%.

Which measures had the greatest impact?

Success depends on both technical and organizational measures. And
compared to last year, priorities have shifted slightly.

On the technical side, improving system and data security ranks first at
55.3% — a significant increase from 47.0% in the previous year.

This reflects more than just the growing number of cyberattacks. It also
high]ights the increasing importance of data and tcchno]ogy sovereignty.
Data security is no longer simply an operational safeguard — it has become
a strategic foundation for resilient and controllable IT environments.
Second place goes to improving data quality, followed by establishing
and testing dedicated test environments. The latter moves up from fourth
place last year, while I'T environment analysis drops from third to fourth,
with the two measures effectively swapping positions.

Regional differences are also evident. India (66.8%) and the United
Kingdom (64.5%) placc the greatest Cmphasis on improving system and
data security, while Eastern Europe ranks lowest at 42.4%.

On the organizational side, developing new skills remains the top
priority at 39.6%, unchanged from the previous year. Second place goes to
introducing cross-functional reporting and project management structures

at 38.1%, followed closely by optimizing project management at 37.6%.

52

More than one in four organizations (27.7%) rely on managed service
providers to support their transformation projects. Why? The main
reasons are regulatory requirements (61.5%), the need for 24/7 operations
(58.9%), and resource constraints (49.5%).

External partners are no longer seen as a temporary solution. They have
become strategic extensions of the project team, providing specialized
expertise that is often unavailable in-house.

Larger organizations are also more likely to invest in cross-functional
communication (40.5%) and external consultants (31.9%) than smaller
organizations, where the figures are 29.1% and 20.4%, respectively. This is
hardly surprising. Larger transformations require greater coordination
and additional specialist support.

Increase system and data security
Check and increase data quality

Set up test systems and testing

Run analysis
(inventory/assessment/readiness check)

Acquisition of software _
Decommissioning the old systems
Acquisition of hardware
Reduce the data volumes _
Other |
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Figure 30: Which technical measures were of decisive importance in the transformation process?
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chional differences are cqually noticeable. The United Kingdom
places the strongest emphasis on establishing effective communication
structures, with 50.3% of organizations identifying this as a key success
factor. The figure drops to 33.8% in the DACH region and just 26.3% in
Eastern Europe.

Building new capabilities is particularly important in the United States,
where more than half of organizations identify it as a critical success
factor. In France, by comparison, only 31.0% do so.

Build up new competences
(e.g. train and develop staff)

Introducing cross-departmental
reporting and project management

Optimizing project management

Establishing communication channels
between all parties and departments

Hiring external consulting companies

Hiring managed service providers
(MSP) to free up internal resources

Change management
Restructuring departments
Reorganizing responsibilities
Hiring additional staff

Use of a shoring model

Other

0% 5% 10% 5% 20% 25% 30%

35%

40%

Figure 31: Which organizational measures were of decisive importance in the transformation process?
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What came as the biggest surprise?

Data quality tops the list once again at 26.4%. Since 2022, it has ranked
number one every single year. Every. Year. What goes unnoticed in day-

to-day operations becomes impossible to ignore during a transformation:

inconsistent data, duplicates, and missing standards. And every time, it

catches organizations off guard.

The biggest surprise comes in second place: meeting regulatory
requirements at 23.9%, up from eighth place last year. A remarkable
jump. Compliance cannot simply be transferred to a new system.
Regulatory requirements are often addressed too late, while new
technologies introduce additional obligations that many organizations
fail to anticipate.

Test management ranks chird at 23.5%, up from fifth place last year.
As system environments become more connected and interfaces

more complex, testing effort is consistently underestimated. Limited
automation, unclear responsibilities, and late test planning only make
matters worse. Organizations that treat testing as an afterthought pay
the price.

The larger the organization, the bigger the surprise. Only 18.0% of
organizations with annual revenues of up to €349 million idcntify
test management as an unexpected challenge, compared with 25.2% of
organizations generating more than €1 billion in revenue. The more
complex the landscape, the greater the shock.

54

Problems with data quality

Meeting regulatory requirements

Test management/effort

Lack of stability/continuity of the
project participants/consultants

Lack of expertise among employees

Lack of acceptance by the employees
(inadequate change management)

Budget overrun

Time overrun

Lack of experience with the
management of large projects

Shortage of resources (human resources)

We had no major challenges or difficulties

Planning errors

Expectations of external
consultants were not met

Shortage of consultants

Other

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Figure 32: What challenges and difficulties surprised you during the transformation process?
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What was most underestimated?

First place is shared by two topics, cach cited by 32.4% of respondents:
technical implementation and testing. Testing ranked fourth last year.
Now it tops the list.

What already emerged in the previous section becomes even clearer here:

testing is the most underestimated aspect of I'T transformation. Even
though, by now, it should no longer come as a surprise.

Project planning ranks third at 30.2%, unchanged from the previous year.

Fourth place goes to communication across departments at 29.6%.
Company size also makes a difference. Large organizations are far more
likely to underestimate resource planning, with 29.7% citing it compared
with just 18.9% of smaller organizations.

Regional differences are equally revealing. The United States and the
United Kingdom are the only two regions where testing is under-
estimated more often than technical implementation. Everywhere else,
the opposite is true.

Testing

Technical implementation

Project planning

Organizing communication between
departments and divisions

Providing resources

Change management

Selecting a transformation partner

Defining concept/scope

Tender preparation

Go-live & cutover

Other

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Figure 33: Which part of your transformation project did you underestimate the most?

35%

Transformation expertise/experience

Transparency of all data

Continuity in the project team

Commitment of the management

In-depth expertise in our processes

Test management

Expertise and documentation
of previous systems

Right timing

Additional resources
(e.g. consulting company)

Change management

Use of a shoring model

Other
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Figure 34: What were the most important success factors in the transformation process?

35%

What separates successful transformations from unsuccessful ones?

The number one success factor, cited by 35.2% of respondents, is
transformation expertise. Ranked second last year, it now takes the

top spot. Organizations that truly understand the complexity of
transformation make better decisions, identify risks carlier, and manage
projects more effectively.

Second place goes to transparency across all relevant data at 34.4%,

up from third place last year. You cannot transform what you do not
understand. As Al becomes increasingly important, data transparency
becomes even more critical. Reliable AT depends on consistent, high-

quality data.

Third place goes to continuity within the project team at 32.1%.

The United Kingdom stands out with a different perspective. There,
management commitment ranks as the most important success factor
at 45.8%, followed by team continuity. UK organizations tend to take
a stronger top-down approach to transformation. Without visible
executive support, projects struggle to gain the momentum they need.
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Was the go-live delayed? ()
A total of 42.9% of respondents had to delay their go-live. Nearly one in O
every two organizations.

The older the system landscape, the more likely the delay. Among
organizations replacing systems that were 16 to 20 years old, 65.3%
postponed their go-live. For systems between 6 and 10 years old, that

figure drops to just 37.0%. pOStponed t 1€ go 1V€
The migration approach also has a significant impact. Only 37.0%

of brownfield projects delayed their go-live, compared with 57.4% of

greenfield projects.

The larger the project budget, the greater the likelihood of a delay —
another reflection of increasing project complexity. One exception stands
out: projects with budgets between €5 million and €10 million perform

particularly well, with only 31.6% postponing their go-live. This appears 42.82%
to be the sweet spot where project scope and predictability are best Yes.
balanced.

The strongest predictor of an on-time go-live, however, is methodological
stability. Among organizations that did not change their project
management approach, 76.3% met their planned go-live date. For
organizations that kept their original migration approach, the figure is
63.5%.

Good planning leads to more punctual go-lives.

Figure 35: Did you have to postpone your go-live?
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What was the most important outcome of the transformation?

Despite all the strategic ambitions — Al, innovation, and data sovereignty
— improving efficiency remains the most frequently cited transformation
outcome at 29.5%.

It is followed by increased innovation at 19.1% and greater flexibility at 15.2%.

Efficiency increase
Increased ability to innovate
Greater flexibility

Increase in transparency

Cost savings

Greater responsiveness to
market requirements

Other

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Figure 36: What was the most important result/success of your project?
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There is no contradiction here. Efficiency is the short-term business
case. It justifies the investment and creates the operational capacity for
what comes next. Innovation and flexibility deliver their value over the
longer term. The motivation for transformation is changing. The way

organizations measure success is still catching up.

)

Many companies are Currently investing
heavily in Al initiatives. However, the
study also shows that those who cannot
get their data quality and system
Complexity under control will struggle
to generate sustainable business value

from Al

Frank Reitmajer,
Board Member, EnBW Ostwiirccemberg DonauRies AG
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Where did the transformation reduce costs?

Among organizations that identified cost reduction as a key

transformation driver, we asked a follow-up question: where were savings

actually realized?

The clear winner is I'T infrastructure, cited by 48.1% of respondents.

It is followed closely by system landscape harmonization at 35.6% and

reducing data volumes at 35.0%.
The message is clear: consolidation pays off.

Reduced costs for IT infrastructure

Harmonization of the entire system
environment (merger of several systems)

Data reduction

Reorganization of a system
(new number ranges, mergers of
cost accounting structures, etc.)

Redesign and standardization
of processes (leaner processes)

Adaptation and reduction of
customer-specific programs and
customer-specific coding

Less capital tied up due to
less of our own hardware

Other

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Figure 37: Where did you actually achieve cost reduction effects?
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What would organizations do differently next time?

For the first time, we included Al as a response option to this question.
It immediately claimed the top spot. A total of 34.2% of respondents say
they would make greater use of Al in future transformations. It wasn't
even an option last year. Now it ranks first. That says a lot.

Second place goes to placing greater focus on the most critical business
processes after migration (32.4%). Third is improving cross-functional
communication (32.2%) — a recurring theme whose importance is
confirmed year after year. Fourth is investing more in data qualicy
(30.0%), up from seventh place last year. Experience is clearly Changing
priorities.

Company size also influences the resules. Large organizations with
annual revenues exceeding €1 billion prioritize communication (36.7%)
even ahead of AL Mid-sized organizations focus primarily on stabilizing
business processes after migration. Smaller organizations place the
strongest emphasis on Al, with 34.5% identifying it as their top priority
for future projects.

Regional differences are equally striking. India leads by a wide margin,
with 51.2% of organizations planning to make greater use of Al in future
transformations. In the United States, improving communication

ranks first at 41.3%. In the DACH region, the top priorities are closely
grouped: data quality, resource planning, and communication, ecach
cited by around 28% of respondents. Organizations in the Nordics would
primarily allocate more resources and allow more time, both at 35.3%. In
the United Kingdom, the top priorities are more time (37.4%), greater use
of AT (37.4%), and additional resources (36.1%). Eastern Europe focuses
primarily on allocating more resources (29.7%) and placing greater
emphasis on business processes after migration (28.8%).

More/increased use of Al in the project

Stronger focus on the most important processes
that need to run after the migration

Optimize communication between
departments and divisions

Invest more in data quality
Plan more time
Plan more resources

Design the change process better/differently

Ensure early support from influential
people/decision-makers

Utilize momentum (intelligently combine
transformation with other projects)

Involve/engage consulting
companies earlier

Start working on it earlier
Choose a different migration strategy
Use or make greater use of a shoring model

Other

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Figure 38: What would you do differently today as part of the transformation process?
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Figure 39: Improvement potential for future transformations by region

64



04

Experience

Five years of the Transformation Study - what we've learned

This is not just another chaper.
It is a look back at five years of questions, answers, and insights from

What did five years reveal?

A fundamental shift has taken place.

Not overnighti But it is impossible to miss.

In 2022, organizations transformed because they had to. Rising cost
pressure, aging systems, and restructuring were the primary drivers.

Today, El’le transform bccause tlle want to. To innovate. To harncss Al

To stay competitive.

Transformation never stops.

The next five years will raise new questions. Al will no longer be
the newcomer, it will be the foundation. What the next unresolved
challenge will be, we'll find out.

66

more than 4,000 decision-makers across 15 countries — all of whom have

experienced one thing: an I'T transformation.

Cost reduction, once the number one reason for transformartion, has
dropped to fifth place. AL, barely a consideration five years ago, now

ranks first.

What has not changcd is data quality. It has been the number one
challenge for five years in a row.
That is no coincidence. It is a structural problem.
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