CCaaS / UCaaS Advisory Series

Defensible CCaaS & UCaaS Platform Decisions
for Mid-Market CIOs

A practical guide to platform fit, execution risk, and long-term operating reality

Built for ClOs in healthcare, home services, insurance / brokerage, retail / e-commerce, and logistics / 3PL
where practical fit, supportability, and execution discipline matter more than theoretical elegance.
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Executive Summary

For most mid-market ClOs, the risk is not choosing an obviously bad platform. The risk is choosing a
platform that looks acceptable in demos and pricing reviews but becomes harder to run, support, integrate,
and improve after go-live.

Mid-market companies do not usually fail because they lacked access to the 'right' vendors. They fail
because they compress a multi-variable operating decision into a narrower product decision, and then
underestimate what it will take to implement and govern the environment after launch.

This paper is written for ClOs leading decisions in healthcare, home services, insurance / brokerage, retail /
e-commerce, and logistics / 3PL. These organizations usually do not need a Fortune 100 platform-selection
program. They do need a practical, disciplined process that helps them avoid preventable mistakes.

Two practical truths Why they matter for mid-market ClOs

A modest but disciplined buying process, paired with strong
execution, can outperform a more elaborate evaluation
followed by weak implementation.

Strong implementation can matter as much as
selection quality

Extending Microsoft, Cisco, AWS, or another incumbent
ecosystem can reduce risk and complexity — but only if the
fit is tested against workflows, support, and reporting
reality.

Incumbent alignment is often rational

1. Why This Decision Is Different in the Mid-Market

CCaaS and UCaaS decisions have become harder because multiple vendors can now tell a similar high-level
story: Al-enabled workflows, CRM integration, omnichannel engagement, cloud delivery, reporting and
analytics, and flexible routing.

That creates false confidence. Two platforms may look close in a scripted demo and still behave very
differently once they have to support real call flows, queue logic, reporting requirements, user
administration, carrier issues, routing changes, post-go-live support, and future Al use cases.

That matters more in the mid-market because most organizations in this segment do not have excess
capacity to absorb a weak decision. They have leaner IT teams, less evaluation bandwidth, less tolerance for
redesign after launch, and less appetite for complex multi-vendor operating models unless the payoffis
clear.

For a hospital system, the issue may be 24/7 support, scheduling complexity, patient access, or the cost of
disruption across clinics and service lines. For a home services company, the issue may be dispatch,
seasonal spikes, missed-call recovery, and giving supervisors visibility into queue and agent performance
without creating admin burden the team cannot absorb.

The question is usually not which platform is most sophisticated. It is which platform will the business be
able to run cleanly over the next 24 to 36 months without creating avoidable friction.
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2. Start With Business Reality, Not the Shortlist

The wrong first question

A better starting point is: what does this business need to run well after go-live, and what tradeoffs are we
actually willing to accept?

Define success in post-go-live terms

For a mid-market CIO, that means defining success in terms that matter operationally: how customer
interactions need to be routed, what supervisors need to see without spreadsheet rescue, how much admin
burden the team can absorb, how support should work when issues cross platform, carrier, and integration
boundaries, which integrations are necessary versus optional, and which Al use cases are usable now
versus mostly marketing.

The wrong platform rarely announces itself immediately. The more common pattern is slower: reporting feels
weaker than expected, routine changes require too much outside help, support paths are fragmented, Al
capabilities exist but do not materially change the work, and supervisors fall back to manual workarounds.

3. Where Good Platforms Still Fail

A decent platform can still fail if execution is weak. Across troubled rollouts, the recurring patterns are
familiar: the platform itself was not the problem, but the implementation team was underpowered; routing
logic looked fine during selection but broke down under real volume; internal process ownership was weak;
training was treated as a line item instead of a real adoption driver; reporting requirements were never
defined precisely enough before implementation; support ownership across vendor, carrier, integrator, and
internal team was unclear; and no one owned the environment once the project moved out of launch mode.

These are not edge cases. They are common failure modes. That is why a broader comparison process
matters. Not because broader is always better, but because weak evaluation tends to hide the exact
assumptions that later fail in implementation.

4. Five Non-Negotiable Evaluation Criteria

1. Workflow fit

Does routing, queue logic, escalation design, and handoff behavior match how the business actually works?
If workflow fit is weak, the operation will create workarounds no matter how strong the demo looked.

2. Reporting and supervisor visibility

Can supervisors see service levels, queue conditions, agent performance, exception patterns, and workload
issues without exporting data into spreadsheets? If reporting is weak, the platform will be technically live but
operationally under-managed.

3. Admin burden

How hard is it to make routine changes after go-live? This includes users, roles, queues, business hours,
routing adjustments, and reporting changes. Mid-market teams usually cannot absorb an environment that
is elegant in theory but cumbersome to administer.
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4. Support structure

Who owns issues when they cross vendor, carrier, integration, and implementation boundaries? Weak
support models look like finger-pointing between platform and carrier, slow escalation for routine issues, no
clean after-hours path, and too much dependence on outside help for ordinary changes.

5. Realistic operating cost

What becomes more expensive after go-live than it looked during selection? That includes integrations,
change requests, admin overhead, reporting fixes, support escalation, Al and add-on usage, and post-go-live
optimization. Contract price is necessary. It is not enough.

5. Shortlist: Which Types of Platforms to Bias Toward

If your priority is simpler unified operation
Bias toward Microsoft Teams where Microsoft alignment is already strong, Zoom, RingCentral, or Nextiva.

This path usually makes sense when the organization wants lower operating complexity and is not trying to
create highly differentiated customer-engagement logic.

If your priority is stronger voice maturity and telephony control

Bias toward RingCentral, Cisco Webex, or Microsoft Teams where Microsoft alignment already matters. This
is often relevant in multi-site environments, distributed operations, and organizations where voice reliability
and administration matter more than deeper CCaaS complexity.

If your priority is closer UCaaS / CCaaS alighment

Bias toward 8x8, RingCentral + RingCX, or Cisco Webex + Webex Contact Center. This path is attractive
when the business wants communications and customer engagement logic closer together, but it still needs
to be pressure-tested against workflow complexity.

If your priority is heavier CX orchestration, workforce, and analytics

Bias toward Five9, Talkdesk, Genesys, or NICE. This path makes sense where routing complexity, workforce
visibility, analytics, and contact-center control are central to the business case.

If your priority is cloud / data architecture alighment

Bias toward Amazon Connect, Cisco Webex Contact Center, or incumbent ecosystem options where cloud /
identity / support alignment is a real advantage. This path is often rational in companies already committed
to AWS or a broader enterprise ecosystem, but it can create more implementation and support complexity
than mid-market buyers first expect.

When the incumbent is probably the right answer

Staying inside the incumbent ecosystem is often the right answer when identity, security, and device
management are already deeply aligned; support is already known and trusted; workflow needs are not
unusually complex; user adoption and training burden matter more than advanced differentiation; and the
business values simpler operating governance over theoretical flexibility. The incumbent is the wrong answer
when itis being chosen mainly because it is easier to defend internally while clear workflow, reporting, or
support gaps are being ignored.
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6. Five Go-Live Failure Traps

1. A decent platform was implemented poorly

The product was fine. The execution was weak. Common causes include weak implementation leadership,
an underpowered vendor or partner team, and no strong internal decision-maker on workflow design.

2. Internal process ownership was weak

No one really owned routing rules, reporting definitions, queue design, escalation logic, or post-go-Llive
changes. That leads to endless drift.

3. Training was underfunded

Agents and supervisors were expected to 'pick it up' after launch. The result is low adoption, inconsistent
usage, supervisors reverting to old habits, and unnecessary blame placed on the platform.

4. Reporting requirements were never properly defined

This is one of the most common scars in failed rollouts. The team assumed the reporting would 'be there,’
then discovered too late that metric definitions were inconsistent, dashboards did not match how
supervisors actually manage, and exports and spreadsheets remained necessary.

5. No one governed the environment after launch

The project went live and then lost ownership. Admin changes pile up, support issues slow down, no one
drives optimization, and the operation starts tolerating avoidable friction.

7. Directional Budgeting Template for Mid-Market Buyers

This is a directional template, not a benchmark.

Year 1 budgeting bucket Typical share

Licensing 35-50%
Implementation / configuration 20-30%
Integration / middleware / custom work 10-20%
Training / change management 5-10%
Support / optimization / post-go-live tuning 5-10%
Contingency 10-15%

If your team is budgeting almost everything into license and implementation only, the model is too shallow.
The most commonly underestimated buckets are integration, post-go-live admin burden, support
escalation, and reporting rework.

8. Support-Escalation Checklist Before Signature

* How will root-cause analysis be handled for recurring issues?
¢ \What is the escalation path if vendor support stalls?
¢ \What post-go-live stabilization period is included, and who leads it?

¢ \What response times are contractually clear versus assumed?
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¢ \What support model will still work when the original project team is gone?

* \Who can make routine routing and admin changes, and how quickly?

¢ \Who governs the environment 30, 60, and 90 days after launch?

* \Who owns issues that cross platform, carrier, and integration boundaries?
¢ \Who owns reporting fixes and dashboard changes after launch?

* \Who owns Severity 1 issues after hours?

If those answers are vague before signature, they will usually be worse after go-live.

9. What could OGS Group and ATC Add in the Process

For mid-market CIO teams, the challenge is usually not access to vendors. It is limited spare capacity to
compare them on what matters after launch.

Clarifying criteria before the shortlist gets shaped for you

Helping the team define what matters most before vendor narratives, incumbent preferences, or pricing
structures narrow the comparison too early.

Normalizing vendor comparison

Providing a side-by-side view of leading CCaaS and UCaaS options across workflow fit, tradeoffs, support
model, integration implications, and likely operating impact.

Pressure-testing what will be harder after go-live

Helping the team look beyond the demo and ask what will be hard to change, hard to support, where
supervisors will still need workarounds, and where the team will become dependent on outside help.

Supporting selection and transition planning

Bringing structure to pricing review, stakeholder alignment, implementation expectations, transition
planning, and the handoff into support and stabilization.

The pointis not to replace internal ownership. It is to improve decision quality in the part of the process
where mid-market teams usually have the least spare capacity and the least room for error.

Conclusion
* The platform was chosen on surface similarity rather than operating fit
* Workflow and reporting realities were not pressure-tested
® The support model was underweighted
e Execution after selection was not strong enough to compensate for what the evaluation missed

For a mid-market CIO, the most defensible path is usually not the most elaborate one. It is the most
practical one: define decision criteria early, treat incumbent alignment as something to test rather than
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assume, compare platforms on fit, support, and operating burden instead of feature claims alone, and make
sure implementation ownership is strong enough to carry the decision into reality.

This is not just a platform choice. It is a decision about what the business will be able to run, support,
and live with after implementation.
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