You already know it wasn't the technology.

Everyone wants Al delivered, yet the pilots keep stalling. Everyone suspects the reason:
organisational load. Almost nobody can measure it. This brief shows you how to measure it,
and how to carry it.
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This is the short form of the Frontier Line white paper, written for the executive who owns Al delivery and has
twenty minutes. The full paper carries the evidence, the reliability record and the model lineage; this brief carries

the argument and what to do about it. Nothing here is claimed that the paper does not prove.

The argument

Most organisations have already done the hard-looking work: the workshops with the sticky walls, the discovery
that gathered the use cases, the scoring for value and effort, the ranked list that everyone agreed with. Then, twelve

months later, three things have shipped, the rest are stalled, and nobody can quite say why.

Killer question: how many of those cases failed because the technology did not work? None of them. Every

one failed on organisational ground, and every failure was invisible on the scoring sheet.

The reason is that the list measured the wrong thing. Every scoring framework in common use rates a case on what
it is worth and how hard it is to build. None of them rate the thing that actually kills delivery: how much the
organisation itself must change to carry the case once it is live. Who owns it across functions. Which teams must

work differently. What has to exist that does not exist today.

We call that organisational load: everything a case requires the organisation to change in order to run it in
production, and keep running it. It lands at two levels. On the firm: ownership across functions, decision rights,
data-sharing agreements, governance and clearance obligations, the structures that must exist and do not. On its

people: the skills, judgement and trust the case either builds or spends.

Load is a property of the case meeting the organisation, which is why the same case
weighs differently in different firms.

The constraint on enterprise Al was never the technology, which is excellent and improving monthly. It is that firms
and their people cannot absorb change at the rate the technology now offers it, and no scoring framework measures

that absorption capacity. The Frontier Line™ does.



The claim that matters

The claim of this brief is not that organisational load exists. You have lived that: the pilot that worked and then
stopped when its champion moved on, the case that needed two functions' data and died between them. The claim
is sharper and more contested: load can be measured, reliably enough for a board to decide what to fund now,

what needs preparation first, and what to refuse, in two days, from your own evidence.

Everything in this brief depends on that measurement being trustworthy, so everything unusual about the method
exists to prove it. Scores are calculated from evidence rather than stated by a consultant. Every number arrives with
its reasoning and an honest statement of how confident we are in it. If you disagree with a score, it is recalculated in
front of you and the change is recorded. And we publish a case where the method's first answer was wrong and the
process caught it, because a method that never admits doubt is offering opinion. Measurement shows its working.
The tooling that does the calculating, Builder™ and Decider™, is our own product: built, tested, versioned, and

improved with every engagement, which is what makes two days enough.

The measure

Every case is placed on three axes, and one of them is the measure this brief exists for.

1. Horizon states what kind of change each case is: improving what you have, redesigning how work flows, or

becoming a different organisation. It is there so ambition is never confused with deliverability.

2. Experience states what each case changes for customers, and for the people who do the work: whether it
removes drudgery, removes judgement, or removes the on-the-job learning juniors depend on. It is there so a

case that damages a role cannot hide behind its productivity number.

3. Readiness, measured as the Line™, is the measure itself: how much the organisation must change to
deliver and run each case, placed on a six-level ladder that runs from level one, where people have merely

agreed the work matters, to level six, a dedicated unit with its own budget and mandate.

The line is drawn from evidence rather than opinion: what actually happened to the last few pieces of cross-
functional work shaped like these ones. Work that ships only when a determined individual drags it across functions
is level one or two. Work that survives a sponsor change because a team with protected time exists is level three.
Most mid-market firms land at two, and the discomfort of that answer is the method's starting point rather than a

verdict on the firm.



The Readiness view: what the portfolio demands of the organisation
Every case on the six-level ladder against the evidenced line. Gaps close by moving the line up or bringing a case down.
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Figure A. Ten example use cases from the composite portfolio in this brief, each placed on the ladder by the method, against the line
drawn from that organisation’s evidence. Cases at or below the line can be delivered now; those above it need a named change first.

Cases at or below the line are deliverable as the organisation works today. Cases above it are asking the

organisation to become something it currently is not, and the distance is measurable per case.

Ambition and load are different axes, and separating them exposes a common and expensive surprise: a supposedly
simple case can demand regulatory clearance, cross-functional ownership and governance that do not currently
exist, while a transformational case can be straightforward to deliver because the structures it needs already do.

Reading the two apart shows where delivery risk actually lives.

A worked example, from the composite portfolio in the white paper. A wealth firm's ten cases, scored for value and
effort alone, read as one orderly queue. Placed against the line, they read differently. The client portal agent demands
level two and the firm runs at two: deliverable now. KYC and AML automation and the suitability file check demand
level three. Digital advice demands level four. Autonomous rebalancing demands level six, and was refused with the
reasons on file. Then the finding that changed the sequence: five cases shared one missing thing, a standing compliance
clearance route for Al-produced output. Building that single asset lowered all five by a level. Four became deliverable at

once, conduct monitoring moved a level nearer, and nobody restructured anything.



What you do with it

Every gap closes from one of two sides, and they are different decisions with different owners, timescales and

costs.

Moving the line up changes how the organisation runs, and closes the gap to every case above it at once.
Standing a cross-functional team with protected time takes the organisation from level two to level three, and every
case demanding level three becomes deliverable in the same moment. It is slow, it is leadership's to make, and it is
the expensive option, because it changes reporting lines, budgets and decision rights rather than any single piece of

work.

Bringing a case down changes what that case needs, and the line stays where it is. Rescope it. Put a person in
the approval loop. Or build a standing asset, a compliance clearance route, a team that owns the Al models, a data-
sharing agreement, that lowers the same demand on every case needing it. The asset route is the one most often
mistaken for moving the line, and it is usually the first move, because the cases it releases generate the delivery
record and the funding that make the eventual structural move a promotion of something already working rather

than a bet on a slide.

Two ways to close a gap

Move the line up Bring the case down
one structural decision lifts every case at once scope it, keep a person in the loop, or build one asset
sample moves: stand a virtual pod (2—3) - move budget to the value stream (4—5) sample moves: rescope - human in the loop - standing asset (clearance route, CoE)
6 6
5 5

one asset

Slow, leadership’s to make, lifts everything: every level-3 case becomes deliverable itre|s@mstaymmeetstanding capability answers the same demand on every case that

Figure B. The two ways to close a gap: change the organisation so the line rises to meet the case, or change the case, by rescoping it or
building a shared asset, so it comes down to the line.

The result is a portfolio where every case lands in one of four fates: deliver now; deliverable after the line moves;
deliverable after the case comes down; or parked, refused with the reasons on file. A refusal with reasons is a

decision. A case that lingers unscored is a liability.



Place your own line this week

Nothing in this section needs the tooling. Five questions about recent history give a rough placement. When a piece
of work last needed data from two functions and one owner, did it ship, and does it still run today? Who pushed it
through: a standing team, or one determined person? When a sponsor changed job, did their cross-functional
project survive them? When one part of the business needs another part's data, is there a standing agreement, or

does every request start a negotiation? And the last time a model went live, who owned it a year later?

Set the answers against the ladder. Then ask the harder question of your current Al list: for each case, how much

does it ask the company to change, and has anyone measured it?

What the engagement is

The Frontier Line™ is delivered as a two-day executive workshop, run on your own evidence, which is read and
weighed before the session so the two days are spent deciding rather than discovering. The output is a decided
portfolio rather than another ranked list: what to proceed with now, what must change first, what to refuse, and
why, with the reasoning behind every score attached and open to challenge. You leave with one report, the Dream

Book, containing the decisions, the evidence behind each one, and the delivery roadmap.

Before any benefit is counted, we first say what kind it is, because the three kinds are proved differently. Countable
savings are counted against a written starting point. Softer benefits, service quality, trust, count only where there is
a specific measurable stand-in and a named person responsible for tracking it. Avoided risk is valued the way
insurance is: what you would sensibly pay for the bad outcome not to happen. Every build then starts as a small test
designed so it can fail: what must improve, by how much, by when, and what result stops the project, all written
down before building begins, with funding released in stages as the test reports. That answers the question every

CFO asks of an Al programme: what happens to our money if this does not work.

"Over the past 20 years in technology, working with so many partners, the Frontier Impact Studio engagement set a new

benchmark for professionalism and practical future application." Barnaby Davis, CIO, Charities Aid Foundation.

What the decision unlocks

Three pieces of work follow every serious Al portfolio, and none of them can be specified before the portfolio is
decided. Which agents need watching, and against what rules: that depends on the agents you actually deploy.
Which data work is needed: the chosen cases define it, and only that work is worth funding. And whether Al needs
a permanent home in the organisation, and when: that is read off the delivered portfolio rather than asserted on day

one. Frameworks list these as workstreams. The decision makes them specifiable.



The conversation this changes

The board question stops being "which Al cases should we prioritise?" and becomes "which organisational changes
are worth making, and which ambitions are we prepared to defer?" Al stops being a technology conversation and

becomes an operating-model conversation, which is the conversation a board is actually equipped to have.

The proposition in one sentence: most Al portfolios measure value and effort and ignore organisational load; the
Frontier Line™ makes the load visible and gives leadership the real choice: change the organisation, change the

case, or refuse with the reasons on file.

What a board buys in the end is the ability to say which promises it can keep, and to prove it.
Every board has a list. None of them has the line. Where is yours?

The Frontier Line™ and the Line™ are trademarks of Cloud Direct. The full white paper, including the reliability

record, the value discipline and the model lineage, is available from Cloud Direct Studios.
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