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Al ISN'T FAILING.
YOUR DEPLOYMENT IS.

A practical guide for business leaders on why Al initiatives underperform and the
three places it almost always breaks down.

This document is for business leaders whose organizations have already deployed Al tools. If
results are underwhelming, this is where to start.

50% + 95% 0%

of Al projects of generative Al pilots of that
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THE FINDING

The failure is organizational. Not technical.

Gartner found that over 50% of Al projects are abandoned after proof of concept. MIT puts it
higher - 95% of generative Al pilots fail to deliver meaningful value at scale.

Neither number is a technology indictment. Both are a deployment indictment.

The technology works. What consistently doesn't work is the organizational approach

surrounding it: the problem definition, the people strategy, and the data foundation. The same
three patterns appear, reliably, across industries, company sizes, and tool choices.

They are not technical problems. They are business problems. Which means they have
business solutions.

The following pages describe each failure mode, the warning signs that indicate it is present in
your organization, and what the 20% of successful deployments do differently.

THREE FAILURE MODES

Where Al initiatives break down and why

Failure Mode 1
Starting with the tool
Most Al initiatives begin with a purchasing decision.

Leadership approves Copilot licenses. IT deploys them. An announcement goes
out. Employees are expected to figure it out. Nobody defined what the Al was
supposed to solve. Nobody established what success would look like in measurable
terms. Nobody designated an owner accountable for results.

Six months later, utilization is below 30%. Nobody has numbers on whether the
investment is delivering anything. The companies that avoid this problem start
with a question, not a product: what specific business outcome are we targeting,
and is Al the right instrument to get there? Sometimes the answer is no, or not yet.
That discipline is harder than approving a software purchase. It is also the
difference between a deployment and an investment.
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Failure Mode 2
Mandating instead of enabling
Al doesn't fail because employees can't learn new tools.

It fails because employees have no reason to. When Al is announced from the top
and deployed by IT, adoption becomes an obligation rather than a benefit. People
try the tools, find them unreliable, and revert to what works. The more frustrated
employees buy their own Al subscriptions - creating shadow IT that undermines
data governance and security.

Real adoption happens differently. It starts by finding the work people find
tedious, demonstrating that Al handles it better, and letting word spread. The
difference between a 25% adoption rate and a 75% adoption rate is almost never
training. It is whether people see Al making their specific job better.

Failure Mode 3
Deploying on a broken foundation

This is the failure mode that surprises leadership most because it doesn't surface
until after deployment.

Al doesn't fix bad data. It amplifies it. Siloed systems, inconsistent records, and
data that lives in multiple places and doesn't agree with itself don't become
manageable when Al is deployed on top of them. The errors become faster, more
confident, and harder to catch. An Al tool producing a plausible-sounding output
from unreliable data is more dangerous than no Al tool at all.

Integration matters equally. Al tools that operate in isolation from core business
systems produce results that require manual transfer and rework. Teams spend
more time managing the Al than benefiting from it. They stop using it. The
organizations that avoid this fixed the foundation before deployment — not after.
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How to recognize each failure mode in your organization

These are observable symptoms, not survey questions. You can check most of them right now.

Strategy & Outcomes People & Adoption Infrastructure & Data
e You can name the Al tools you're e Fewer than half of licensed users e Al tools and core business systems
using but not the specific business use Al tools on a weekly basis don't share data in real time

problem they're solving

e Success was never formally e Al was communicated via e The same information lives in two
defined; there are no agreed announcement, not taught through or three systems that don't agree
metrics to point to specific use cases

» No single person is accountable for ¢ When employees hit a problem e Al outputs consistently require
Al results with an Al tool, they stop using it review or correction before your

team acts on them

e Al investments were approved the e You have heard the phrase "l just ¢ Nobody has formal accountability
same way software subscriptions don't trust what it tells me" from for data quality across the
are approved your team organization

If more than two or three of these apply, you are not in an unusual situation. Most
organizations deploying Al today are experiencing at least one of the failure modes described
here. The question is not whether the gap exists - it is how large it is and which layer is driving
it.

WHAT GOOD LOOKS LIKE

Five things successful Al deployments have in common

None of the following are technical achievements. All are leadership decisions.

e They defined the business problem before selecting a tool and could describe success in
measurable terms before any license was purchased.

e They designated one accountable owner with real authority to drive adoption and report
on results. Not IT. Not a committee. One person.

e They built adoption around motivation, not mandate. They found the work people found
tedious, demonstrated Al handling it better, and let results spread.
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e They addressed data quality before deploying Al - identifying where data was inconsistent,
siloed, or unreliable, and fixing those problems first.

e They reviewed Al performance against business goals on a defined cadence. Monthly was
the minimum. They knew their numbers.

These five practices are not expensive to implement. They require clarity, accountability, and
the willingness to slow down long enough to define what success actually means. Most
organizations skip them in the rush to deploy. The ones that don't are capturing significantly
more value from the same tools.

WHERE TO GO FROM HERE

The gap is identifiable. It is fixable.

If anything in the preceding pages sounded familiar, you are not alone. Based on analysis
across organizations in life sciences, financial services, and construction, most companies that
have deployed Al are capturing between 35 and 60 percent of the value their investment
should be delivering.

The gap is almost always traceable to one of the three failure modes described here. In most
cases, you already know which one.

We can nail the technology and miss the business value entirely. At that point, we've lost
a client.

(That observation comes from direct experience working with organizations across our verticals. Technology
execution is table stakes. Business value is the measure.)

Knowing which failure mode applies to your organization, and how large the gap is, is the
starting point. We built a five-minute diagnostic that evaluates your environment across the
three dimensions described in this document, estimates the annual dollar cost of the gap, and
produces a specific finding with a concrete first step.

Five minutes. A score, a dollar estimate, and a specific finding.

The Al Value Gap Diagnostic scores your organization across the three dimensions in this document, estimates
what the gap is costing you annually, and gives you a specific finding with a concrete first step.

bacsit.com - info@bacsit.com - (650) 887-4601

PAGE 4




