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These templates govern data integrity across all four Capability Bridging Framework integration pathways. They must be completed, agreed, and signed by all stakeholders before system launch. Retrospective governance agreement is significantly harder and less reliable than pre-launch agreement.

Each template includes a blank version for completion and a worked example drawn from real multi-pathway integration contexts. The worked examples across all three templates follow the same scenario to show how the three governance mechanisms work together as a system.


Introduction: The Three Governance Mechanisms
The Capability Bridging Framework accommodates four permanent integration pathways, each operating at a different frequency, format, and technical level. Data arrives in real time from Level 1 organisations, in scheduled batches from Level 2, in periodic template uploads from Level 3, and through manual portal entry from Level 4. Without explicit governance rules, this diversity produces unreliable data, unresolvable conflicts, and eroding trust in the national platform.

Three governance mechanisms address this challenge. Together they establish a single authoritative source of truth across all pathways.

1. Authoritative Source Designation. Determines which organisation or pathway is the primary source for each data element. When conflicting data arrives, the authoritative source wins without exception.
1. Time-Stamped Versioning. Ensures every submission from every pathway is logged with a timestamp, source identifier, and version number. Provides the audit trail needed for conflict resolution and data quality monitoring.
1. Conflict Resolution Protocol. Defines what happens when conflicting data is detected, who is responsible for resolving it, how long resolution should take, and how the resolution is recorded.

These three mechanisms are interdependent. Authoritative source designation informs conflict resolution. Time-stamped versioning provides the evidence base for both. Complete all three templates before system launch. Incomplete governance is a primary cause of data integrity failure in multi-pathway integration systems.

The worked examples in this document follow a single scenario across all three templates to demonstrate how the mechanisms connect. The scenario is drawn from a national higher education management information system context, with institutions anonymised. A second example in the Conflict Resolution Protocol section demonstrates the framework applied in a healthcare context.


	TEMPLATE 1
Authoritative Source Designation
Defining the primary source of truth for every data element in the national platform



Purpose
This template establishes which organisation or pathway is the authoritative source for each data element in the national platform. When the same data point arrives from two different sources, the authoritative source designation determines which value is accepted without requiring human intervention for every conflict.

Complete this template in a governance workshop with representatives from all stakeholder organisations before any integration design or development work begins. Authoritative source designation cannot be retroactively applied once data is flowing.

Completion Instructions
1. List every data element the national platform will collect in the Data Element column.
1. For each data element, identify the organisation or pathway level that holds the most accurate, complete, and timely version of that data.
1. Record the designated authoritative source, the submission frequency expected from that source, and the data format.
1. Record secondary sources for the same data element if applicable, and note how secondary source data will be used.
1. Document the adjudication authority, the person or role who has final say if the authoritative source designation is disputed.
1. Obtain signatures from all stakeholder representatives before system launch.

Template 1A: Data Element Register

	Data Element
	Authoritative Source
	Submission Frequency
	Data Format
	Secondary Source (if any)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 



Template 1B: Conflict Resolution Authority

	Platform Name
	 

	Platform Operator
	 

	Data Governance Lead
	 

	Adjudication Authority (name and title)
	 

	Deputy Adjudication Authority
	 

	Escalation Path if Adjudication Authority Unavailable
	 

	Date of Agreement
	 

	Review Date (recommended: annually)
	 



Template 1C: Stakeholder Acknowledgement
All stakeholder representatives listed below confirm they have reviewed and agreed to the authoritative source designations recorded in Template 1A. They understand that the designated authoritative source for each data element will be applied without exception when conflicting data is received.

	Name
	Signature and Date

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 




	WORKED EXAMPLE
Higher Education Sector
National Higher Education Management Information System — Anonymised HEMIS Context



The following example shows how the Authoritative Source Designation template was applied during the HEMIS implementation in The Gambia. Institution names have been anonymised. Data elements reflect the actual categories collected by the national platform.

Template 1A: Data Element Register — Completed Example

	Data Element
	Authoritative Source
	Submission Frequency
	Data Format
	Secondary Source (if any)

	Student enrolment by programme
	Institution A (Level 1)
	Real-time via API
	JSON
	Ministry annual survey

	Student enrolment by programme
	Institution B (Level 3)
	Monthly template upload
	CSV
	None

	Academic staff headcount
	All institutions
	Semester, by pathway level
	API / CSV / Portal
	None

	Programme accreditation status
	National Accreditation Agency (Level 2)
	Quarterly bulk export
	CSV
	Institution self-report

	Examination results
	Examinations Board (Level 1)
	Per examination cycle, real-time
	JSON via API
	Institution submission

	Research output count
	Institutions (self-report)
	Annual template upload
	Excel template
	None

	Financial allocation received
	Ministry of Finance (Level 1)
	Monthly via API
	JSON
	Institution self-report



Template 1B: Conflict Resolution Authority — Completed Example

	Platform Name
	Higher Education Management Information System (HEMIS)

	Platform Operator
	Ministry of Higher Education, Research, Science and Technology

	Data Governance Lead
	Director of Higher Education Planning (MoHERST)

	Adjudication Authority
	Permanent Secretary, MoHERST

	Deputy Adjudication Authority
	Director of Policy and Research, MoHERST

	Escalation Path
	Minister of Higher Education if Permanent Secretary is unavailable for more than 5 working days

	Date of Agreement
	January 2026

	Review Date
	January 2027



Implementation note: In the HEMIS context, the adjudication authority designation was critical because several data elements, particularly student enrolment figures, were reported by both individual institutions and the Ministry's own annual survey. Without a designated authority, disputes between these two sources could not be resolved systematically. Designating the institutional submission as authoritative for current-year data, with the Ministry survey as the validation reference, resolved the majority of conflicts before they arose.


	TEMPLATE 2
Time-Stamped Versioning Logic
Defining how every data submission is logged, versioned, and traced across all four integration pathways



Purpose
This template defines the versioning logic applied to every data submission across all four integration pathways. Time-stamped versioning provides the audit trail required for conflict resolution, data quality monitoring, and regulatory compliance. Without consistent versioning, it is impossible to determine which submission is current, which is superseded, or where a data quality error originated.

Completion Instructions
1. Define the timestamp format to be applied consistently across all pathways.
1. Specify what metadata is recorded with each submission beyond the timestamp.
1. Define the versioning rule: what constitutes a new version of a previously submitted data set.
1. Specify the retention period for superseded versions.
1. Define access rules: who can view submission history and under what circumstances.
1. Document the audit log format and where audit logs are stored.

Template 2A: Versioning Standards

	Timestamp Format (e.g., ISO 8601: YYYY-MM-DDThh:mm:ssZ)
	 

	Timezone Standard
	 

	Submission ID Format
	 

	Version Number Format (e.g., v1.0, v1.1)
	 

	What constitutes a new version (e.g., any resubmission for the same period)
	 

	Superseded version retention period
	 

	Who can view submission history
	 

	Who can delete or archive a submission
	 



Template 2B: Submission Metadata Requirements
Every submission across all four pathways must include the following metadata fields. Record the field name as it appears in the system and mark whether it is required or optional.

	Metadata Field
	Description
	Required / Optional
	Pathway Applicability

	Submission Timestamp
	Date and time of receipt by the platform
	Required
	All pathways

	Submitting Organisation ID
	Unique identifier for the submitting organisation
	Required
	All pathways

	Pathway Level
	Integration pathway used for this submission (1, 2, 3, or 4)
	Required
	All pathways

	Data Period
	The reporting period covered by this submission
	Required
	All pathways

	Submission Version
	Version number if resubmitting for the same period
	Required
	All pathways

	Submitted By (user ID)
	Identity of the staff member who submitted
	Required
	Levels 3 and 4

	Submission Notes
	Free text field for notes about the submission
	Optional
	All pathways

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 



Template 2C: Audit Log Requirements

	Audit log storage location
	 

	Audit log access permissions
	 

	Minimum audit log retention period
	 

	Events that trigger an audit log entry
	 

	Format for audit log export (for regulatory review)
	 

	Responsible officer for audit log integrity
	 




	WORKED EXAMPLE
Higher Education Sector
National Higher Education Management Information System — Anonymised HEMIS Context



The following example continues the HEMIS scenario introduced in Template 1. It shows how the Time-Stamped Versioning template was applied to the same platform, using the same data elements and the same stakeholder organisations.

Template 2A: Versioning Standards — Completed Example

	Timestamp Format
	ISO 8601: YYYY-MM-DDThh:mm:ssZ (e.g., 2026-01-15T09:32:14Z)

	Timezone Standard
	UTC. All submissions normalised to UTC regardless of local timezone.

	Submission ID Format
	ORG-YYYY-MM-SEQ (e.g., INSTB-2026-03-001 for Institution B's first March 2026 submission)

	Version Number Format
	v1.0 for initial submission. v1.1, v1.2 etc. for resubmissions in the same period.

	What constitutes a new version
	Any submission by the same organisation for the same data period, regardless of how many fields have changed.

	Superseded version retention period
	Minimum 7 years. Superseded versions are archived, not deleted.

	Who can view submission history
	Platform administrators and the submitting organisation's designated data steward.

	Who can delete or archive a submission
	Platform administrator only, with written approval from the Data Governance Lead.



Template 2B: Submission Metadata — Completed Example

	Metadata Field
	Description
	Required / Optional
	Pathway Applicability

	Submission Timestamp
	Date and time of receipt by HEMIS platform
	Required
	All pathways

	Institution Code
	MoHERST-assigned unique institution identifier
	Required
	All pathways

	Pathway Level
	Integration pathway (1, 2, 3, or 4)
	Required
	All pathways

	Academic Year
	Reporting academic year (e.g., 2025/2026)
	Required
	All pathways

	Semester / Term
	Reporting semester if applicable (S1, S2, or Annual)
	Required
	All pathways

	Submission Version
	v1.0 for initial, incremented on resubmission
	Required
	All pathways

	Submitted By
	Staff user ID of the person who submitted
	Required
	Levels 3 and 4

	Submission Notes
	Optional notes about data changes or corrections
	Optional
	All pathways

	Validation Status
	System-assigned: PASSED, FAILED, or PENDING REVIEW
	System-generated
	All pathways



Implementation note: In the HEMIS context, the most critical versioning decision was the treatment of resubmissions. Several institutions submitted corrected data after discovering errors in their initial submission. Without a clear versioning rule, it was unclear whether the corrected submission replaced or supplemented the original. The rule adopted, any resubmission for the same period increments the version number and the latest version is treated as current, resolved this immediately. The original submission is retained in the archive for audit purposes.


	TEMPLATE 3
Conflict Resolution Protocol
Defining what happens when conflicting data arrives from different integration pathways



Purpose
This template defines the process for identifying, routing, resolving, and documenting data conflicts in a multi-pathway integration system. A conflict occurs when the same data element for the same organisation and period carries different values in two or more submissions.

Conflicts are inevitable in any multi-pathway system. The goal of this protocol is not to prevent conflicts, which is impossible, but to ensure every conflict is resolved consistently, within a defined timeframe, and with a documented outcome.

Template 3A: Conflict Definition and Detection

	Definition of a data conflict (what triggers conflict status)
	 

	Conflict detection mechanism (how the system identifies conflicts)
	 

	Conflict notification method (how the data steward is alerted)
	 

	Conflict ID format
	 

	Conflict log storage location
	 

	Conflict log access permissions
	 



Template 3B: Resolution Process

	Step
	Action
	Responsible Party and Timeframe

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 



Template 3C: Resolution Criteria
Record the criteria applied when determining which submission is correct. These criteria should reference the Authoritative Source Designation register in Template 1.

	Primary resolution criterion (e.g., authoritative source designation)
	 

	Secondary criterion if primary does not resolve the conflict
	 

	Tertiary criterion if secondary does not resolve the conflict
	 

	Escalation trigger (what happens if criteria cannot determine a resolution)
	 

	Escalation authority
	 

	Maximum escalation resolution time
	 



Template 3D: Resolution Documentation
Every resolved conflict must be documented using the following format. Retain all conflict resolution records for the duration of the platform's operational life.

	Conflict ID
	Data Element
	Conflicting Values
	Resolution Applied

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 



Template 3E: Stakeholder Agreement
All stakeholder representatives confirm they have reviewed and agreed to this conflict resolution protocol. They understand that the protocol will be applied to all data conflicts without exception.

	Name
	Signature and Date

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 




	WORKED EXAMPLE
Higher Education Sector
National Higher Education Management Information System — Anonymised HEMIS Context



The following example continues the HEMIS scenario from Templates 1 and 2. It demonstrates how a conflict was identified, routed, resolved, and documented using this protocol. The scenario involves a conflict between Institution B's monthly template upload and the Ministry's annual survey for the same data element.

The Conflict Scenario
Institution B (Level 3) submitted their student enrolment figure for the 2025/2026 academic year as 2,847 students via monthly CSV template upload. The Ministry's annual survey, submitted via API by the Ministry's planning unit (Level 1), recorded Institution B's enrolment as 2,614 students for the same period. A conflict of 233 students was detected automatically by the HEMIS validation engine.

Template 3A: Conflict Definition — Completed Example

	Definition of a data conflict
	Any instance where the same data element for the same institution and reporting period carries different values in two or more submissions from different sources.

	Conflict detection mechanism
	Automated comparison run at 23:00 UTC daily across all submissions received in the previous 24 hours. Any value variance exceeding zero triggers conflict status.

	Conflict notification method
	Automated email to the designated data steward for the affected data element within 30 minutes of detection. Dashboard flag on the HEMIS administrator portal.

	Conflict ID format
	CONF-YYYY-MM-SEQ (e.g., CONF-2026-01-017 for the 17th conflict detected in January 2026)

	Conflict log storage location
	HEMIS conflict management module. Accessible to platform administrators and the Data Governance Lead.

	Conflict log access permissions
	Platform administrators: full access. Data stewards: read access to conflicts involving their institution. Institutions: access to their own conflict records only.



Template 3B: Resolution Process — Completed Example

	Step
	Action
	Responsible Party and Timeframe

	1
	Conflict detected and logged
	HEMIS system. Automatic. Within 30 minutes of submission.

	2
	Notification sent to data steward
	HEMIS system. Automatic email. Within 30 minutes of detection.

	3
	Data steward reviews both submissions and checks against authoritative source designation
	Designated data steward for student enrolment data. Within 2 working days of notification.

	4
	Data steward contacts both submitting organisations to request evidence if needed
	Data steward. Within 2 working days of notification.

	5
	Data steward applies resolution criteria and records decision
	Data steward. Within 5 working days of notification.

	6
	Resolution applied to HEMIS platform. Superseded value archived.
	Platform administrator. Within 1 working day of decision.

	7
	Resolution documented and both organisations notified
	Data steward. Same day as resolution applied.

	8
	Escalation if unresolved after 5 working days
	Data Governance Lead reviews and adjudicates. Within 3 additional working days.



Template 3C: Resolution Criteria — Completed Example

	Primary resolution criterion
	Authoritative source designation (Template 1A). For student enrolment by institution, the institution's own submission is the authoritative source. Ministry survey data is a secondary source used for validation, not for override.

	Secondary criterion
	Most recently submitted version. If both submissions are from non-authoritative sources, the most recently submitted version with the highest version number takes precedence.

	Tertiary criterion
	Highest evidenced value. If neither primary nor secondary criterion resolves the conflict, the data steward requests evidence from both sources and accepts the submission supported by the stronger documentary evidence.

	Escalation trigger
	Conflict unresolved after 5 working days, or where the data steward determines the conflict cannot be resolved using the established criteria.

	Escalation authority
	Permanent Secretary, MoHERST (as designated in Template 1B).

	Maximum escalation resolution time
	3 additional working days from escalation. Total maximum: 8 working days from conflict detection.






Template 3D: Resolution Documentation — Completed Example

	Conflict ID
	Data Element
	Conflicting Values
	Resolution Applied

	CONF-2026-01-017
	Student enrolment 2025/26 — Institution B
	Institution B submission: 2,847. Ministry survey: 2,614.
	Institution B submission accepted as authoritative per Template 1A. Ministry survey value archived. Institution B asked to provide supporting register to confirm 2,847 figure.



Outcome: Institution B confirmed the 2,847 figure included 233 students enrolled in a newly launched evening programme not captured by the Ministry's annual survey methodology. The Ministry's survey team updated their methodology for the following year to include evening programmes. The conflict drove a data quality improvement at both the institution and the Ministry level.

Key learning from this conflict: The conflict was not caused by an error. It was caused by a definitional gap between what the institution counted and what the Ministry survey captured. Resolving the conflict correctly required engaging both parties, not simply applying the authoritative source designation mechanically. The protocol allowed for this nuance.


	WORKED EXAMPLE
Healthcare Sector
National Health Reporting System — Real World Sample Application



The following example demonstrates the Conflict Resolution Protocol applied in a healthcare context. The scenario involves a conflict between a district hospital's real-time electronic health record submission and the district health office's monthly aggregate report for the same data element and period. This example shows how the same protocol handles a different type of conflict in a different sector.

The Conflict Scenario
District Hospital A (Level 1) submitted outpatient attendance for January 2026 as 4,312 visits via real-time API integration with the national health reporting platform. The District Health Office (Level 3) submitted their monthly aggregate report for the same district for January 2026, which included District Hospital A's outpatient attendance as 3,891 visits. A conflict of 421 visits was detected automatically.

Resolution Process Applied

	1
	Conflict detected
Automated comparison flagged the variance at 23:00 UTC on February 3, 2026, when the district health office monthly submission was processed.



	2
	Data steward notified
The designated data steward for outpatient attendance, a senior health information officer at the national health ministry, received an automated notification within 30 minutes.



	3
	Authoritative source check
The authoritative source designation register identified District Hospital A's own submission as authoritative for its own outpatient attendance data. The district health office aggregate was designated as a secondary source.



	4
	Investigation
The data steward contacted both the hospital and the district health office. The hospital confirmed 4,312 visits including a three-day outreach clinic conducted off-site. The district health office had not received the outreach clinic data before compiling their report.



	5
	Resolution applied
District Hospital A's figure of 4,312 was accepted as authoritative. The district health office was notified and advised to include outreach clinic data in future monthly reports. The district health office updated their data collection process.



	6
	Documentation
Conflict CONF-HEALTH-2026-02-003 documented with full resolution record. Both parties notified. No escalation required. Resolved within 4 working days.



Key Differences from the Higher Education Example
1. The conflict was caused by an aggregation gap, not a definitional dispute. The district health office simply did not have all the data before submitting.
1. The resolution was straightforward because the authoritative source was clearly designated. No secondary or tertiary criteria were needed.
1. The conflict identified a process gap, outreach clinic data not being captured in the monthly aggregation workflow, that was corrected as a result of the resolution process.
1. The total resolution time was 4 working days, well within the 5-day maximum, because the investigation was straightforward and both parties were cooperative.

The Conflict Resolution Protocol is not a punitive mechanism. It is a data quality improvement tool. Every conflict resolved correctly is an opportunity to strengthen the data collection processes that produced the conflict.
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