
From Assets to Systems: 
Why Your Data Strategy Needs To 
Catch Up with Your Ambitions

Aga Rasinska

Associate Director of Strategy

Phuse SDE, Frankfurt, April 29, 2026



Your process exists. 
Your confidence doesn't.

This gap — between having a process and trusting it — is the entire 

conversation.



The same three patterns. 

Dashboards that impress

They look impressive and answer 

almost nothing.

Governance that documents

Produces documentation instead of 

confidence.

AI-ready pipelines

Still start with a manual export.



A Phase II study. 
Mostly green. 
Still unanswered questions.

What it looked like

The dashboard was well-built:

clean design, sensible layout, mostly green. 

What was tracked

• Endpoint progress

• Data completeness

• Site performance

(…)



"Are we on track?" 

"Will this Phase II succeed or fail - can we already tell?"



The data wasn't missing. It was waiting for lock.

What the dashboard showed

Everything that had been collected. 

A complete picture of the past.

What it said 

Nothing about what was coming. 

The question wasn't unanswerable - it was unasked, by design.

The reality

Nobody had built the system to answer it continuously. 

They'd built it to report at intervals.



That's a design failure.

What we built

An asset - something that holds 

information and reports it on a 

schedule.

What we needed

A system — something that answers 

questions continuously, not just at 

the right point in the calendar.

The difference becomes visible when someone needs an answer at the wrong 

point in the calendar.



Move 1: Own the definition - not just the submission

Before
Submitted it; 

accountable if 
missing

Understand metric 
purpose and context

After
Spot trends before 
lock and act - it's 

not static

You're not waiting for the data to arrive - you're watching it move.



Move 2: Map the friction - then ask why it's there

Classify & 
cut

Count 
manual 

steps

Map 
workflow

Regulation

Steps that exist because they must. 

Keep them. Understand them. Don't apologise for them.

Inertia

Steps that exist because nobody questioned them. 

These are the ones to cut.



Move 3: Audit your "ready" data 
Ask these three questions:

1

How was it assembled?

Trace the actual steps — not the 

documented ones. 

They might not be the same.

2

Who owns the definition?

Not who submitted it. Who can tell you 

what a wrong value looks like and why.

3

When was it last tested?

If the answer is "at lock" - or silence - 

you have work to do.

If any answer involves spreadsheet, email, a manual export, or "we just check at lock" - you have more work to do.



We changed the question we were designing for, 
not the data.

Before

Collect → Lock → Report

After

Own → Observe → Decide



What you can do differently

Name one metric

Find one metric in your current study where ownership means submission, not interpretation. That's your starting point.

Map one workflow

Count the manual steps. Ask which are regulation and which are inertia. Cut the second category.

Audit your last "ready" dataset

Ask how it was actually assembled, who owns the definition, and when it was last tested.

Stop treating lock as the moment data becomes real

Data is real the moment it's collected. Design your systems accordingly.



What changes?

Faster analyses
Decisions don't stall waiting for the "right" version.

Clearer accountability
Ownership is designed in, not assumed.

Less noise in AI output
Because inputs are treated as seriously as outputs.

Decisions built on stability
The system is managed, not just monitored.



You don't have a data 
problem.

You have a system 
problem.
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