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USING LEAN TOOLS TO UNLOCK ROI w/Al

When “Just rub a little Alon it..”” won’t do

PREPARED BY LEAMECHNIQUES | © LEAN TECHNIQUES



Who is this talk for?

* For people who think “Good Enough"

is no |onger enough

e For leaders who refuse to

accept the status quo

o For teams that are thrown into

the middle trging to Figure it out



Transforming Jcechnologg

|_T from keeping the |i9h’cs on

to lighting the way forward







Return on AL Investment
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Agents and Workflows and Agentic Workflows, OH MY!
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Workflow

A predefined sequence of tasks or steps
executed in order to complete a specific
process or outcome.
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Workflow

A predefined sequence of tasks or steps
executed in order to complete a specific
process or outcome.

Agent

An autonomous AL system that perceives,
makes decisions, and takes actions
to achieve goals.



Workflow
- - o @ A predefined sequence of tasks or steps

executed in order to complete a specific
process or outcome.

Agent

An autonomous AL system that perceives,
makes decisions, and takes actions
to achieve goals.
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- Ty Agentic Workflow
: A workflow where one or more AL agents
& - - - @ autonomously decide how to execute steps,
2 adapt to changes, and collaborate to

achieve the desired outcome.
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Workflow
- - o @ A predefined sequence of tasks or steps

executed in order to complete a specific
process or outcome.
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Workflows: An Example
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Reduce project onboarding time

Background

Project onboarding is the first experience clients have with the company post-sale. j
It is a long and cumbersome process that ties up time and resources, deferring
revenue capture. Strategic priority for improving cash conversion and client experience.

¥

Current condition

===
Limited availability of legal expertise and a lack of standardization and processes

lead to an opaque and haphazard process, likely overlooking important contract terms.

N

Goal / target condition

»

Lead time: under 5 business days for 80% of projects.
Worst-case under 10 business days. Improve reliability of the contracting process.

2

F—Root cause analysis
L Y

Largely a lack of trained, availabile staff and a lack of standardized processing.

2

@O 0 O

Cotink y Classification/codification of risk tolerance, automated finance notification on signatures.
[ i Status dashboard with step-level SLAs.

N
fImplementafion plan | AT ALL THE THINGS (that make sense)

N2

@ (Follow-up / confirmation

Weekly implementation check-ins with reviews.

C JLJu_JLJ
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Owner: Bob - Date: 2026-05-03



People [ Process Policies

No clear guidance on
what changes are
acceptible

Often lengthy, Lack of audit trail
obtuse text

No standardized

Eequ:rzs specialized workFlows, reviews Coulcll be on either I ,
nowledge go to “who's available" party's paper
Delayed Contracts
25m to 3.6 weeks
Docusign Friction No real system tracking Slow signature returns
Manual review is Lack of standardized E::Ci e.ment often
tedious process makes elr own
% o language/demands
) quantification hard f
2 or changes
2
Z
3 Technology Measurement Customer

N
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Co-creation

| LEAN TECHNIQUES
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MSA MSA
- >
l—l Sigﬂature

Total Lead Time

Processing Time

Wait Time

Process Efficiency

Project Onboarding

L

Customer

sow

Review

Legnl

Notiﬂ,'
SE ’
l—‘ Finance

S ignat ure

Review

—%‘ End

30m-5w

10m-3d

0-23d

12-100%



AT Suitability
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AT Suitability

MSA

CO-PILOT
(Augment)

FIGHTER PILOT
(Human Led)

@ Co-Creating MSA

Co-creation

Cost of Error (Low Stakes vs. High Stakes)

TEST PILOT
(Experimen’c)
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Nature of Task (Algorithmic vs. Nuanced)




AT Suitability

MSA

@ MSA Signa{ure

CO-PILOT
(Augment)

FIGHTER PILOT
(Human Led)

Signature

Cost of Error (Low Stakes vs. High Stakes)

AUTOPILOT
(Automate)

TEST PILOT
(Experimen’c)
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Nature of Task (Algorithmic vs. Nuanced)




AT Suitability

Legal
Review

CO-PILOT
(Augment)

FIGHTER PILOT
(Human Led)

@ Legal Review
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Cost of Error (Low Stakes vs. High Stakes)

TEST PILOT
(Experiment)

Nature of Task (Algorithmic vs. Nuanced)




SOW

Review

AT Suitability

CO-PILOT
(Augment)

FIGHTER PILOT
(Human Led)
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Cost of Error (Low Stakes vs. High Stakes)

TEST PILOT
(Experiment)

Nature of Task (Algorithmic vs. Nuanced)




AT Suitability

— Customer
Signature

CO-PILOT
(Augment)

FIGHTER PILOT
(Human Led)

Cost of Error (Low Stakes vs. High Stakes)

AUTOPILOT
(Automate)

@ Customer Signature

TEST PILOT
(Experiment)

| LEAN TECHNIQUES
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AT Suitability

Notify

CO-PILOT
(Augment)

FIGHTER PILOT
(Human Led)

Finance

Cost of Error (Low Stakes vs. High Stakes)

® Notify Finance

AUTOPILOT
(Automate)

TEST PILOT
(Experiment)

| LEAN TECHNIQUES
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Nature of Task (Algorithmic vs. Nuanced)




AT Suitability

@ MSA Signa{:ure, ] Co-Creo.ting MSA

CO-PILOT [ ] Reviewina SOW o Lesal Review

\Aiggtid) FIGHTER PILOT
(Human Led)

o No‘cifﬂ Finance

AUTOPILOT TEST PILOT
(Automate) (Experiment)

Cost of Error (Low Stakes vs. High Stakes)

@ Customer Signafure
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AT Suitability

TEST PILOT @ Pre-mortems
(Experiment)

Cost of Error (Low Stakes vs. High Stakes)
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Implementation Model
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Implementation Model
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Implementation Model

—>

) Reviewing SOW

Context Depth (General vs. Proprietary Data)

ENGINEERING
DOMAIN EXPERT (Custom Build / Fine-TuninS)
(Skills/Tools)
GENERALIST POWER USER

(Public AT Tools)

(Automation/ Light Coding)
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Implementation Model
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Implementation Model
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Implementation Model

—>

ENGINEERING
(Custom Build / Fine-Tuning)

Context Depth (General vs. Proprietary Data)
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Start

MSA

Co-creation

Project Onboarding

MSA

Signature

Legal

Review

SOW

Review

Notify

Finance

| LEAN TECHNIQUES
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Total Lead Time

Processing Time

Wait Time

Process Efficiency

30m-2. 5w

10m-2.5d

0-23d

20-100%
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ACT

il

Standardize what works.
Adjust what doesn’t.
Plan the next cycle.

Identify the problem
and opportunities.

—

Plan a change or test.

eSS

PDCA

CHECK

Q.

Analyze the results.
What did we learn?

DO

Implement the plan
on a small scale.
Collect data.

Did it work?
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Ques’cions?

bcarlso@leantechniques.com
https://linkedin.com/in/bcarlso
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