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Copyright & Use Notice

Copyright © 2026 Bespoke Executive Ventures LLC. All rights reserved in the human-authored
selection, arrangement, branding, edits, frameworks, examples, and other protectable

contributions, to the extent permitted by law.

Al tools may have been used to assist with drafting, editing, formatting, and production. The author
and publisher reviewed, directed, revised, organized, and approved the final content. Al-assisted
content should not be treated as a substitute for professional judgment or authoritative guidance.

This book is educational in nature. It does not constitute accounting, audit, tax, legal, investment,
cybersecurity, employment, regulatory, valuation, or other professional advice. Organizations
should apply their own policies, professional standards, contractual obligations, and applicable

laws before using artificial intelligence in production workflows.

Al systems can produce inaccurate, incomplete, biased, fabricated, or contextually inappropriate
outputs. Material finance work should be validated against authoritative sources, reviewed by

accountable professionals, and operated within the organization's control environment.

Product names referenced in examples belong to their respective owners. Technology capabilities,
security features, licensing, pricing, and data-handling practices change frequently; readers should

verify current terms and capabilities before implementation.

First Edition - 2026
Published by Bespoke Executive Ventures LLC

Website: bevexecutives.com
SERIES NOTE

Book One teaches finance professionals to USE Al responsibly. Book Two teaches teams to BUILD WITH Al
through connected workflows and agents. Book Three teaches leaders to LEAD WITH Al by redesigning the

finance operating model.
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Preface: From Al Projects to a Finance Operating
Model

Finance has reached a point where the central Al question is no longer whether a model can draft a
variance explanation, summarize a contract, or help write a DAX measure. Those capabilities are
useful, but they are not transformation. Transformation begins when the finance leader redesigns
how information moves, how decisions are prepared, how controls are preserved, how roles evolve,

and how the organization measures value.

Book One established the practical foundation: use Al as a controlled productivity and decision-
support tool without outsourcing professional judgment. Book Two moved from individual prompts
to connected workflows, automation architecture, agents, Power Bl, and financial intelligence. This
third book operates at the leadership level. Its subject is the finance function itself.

The CFO and Controller are uniquely positioned to lead this change. Finance already understands
evidence, materiality, reconciliation, approval, segregation of duties, auditability, and
accountability. Those disciplines are not obstacles to Al. They are the foundation for deploying Al in

a way management, auditors, lenders, investors, and boards can trust.

The opportunity is larger than cost reduction. An Al-enabled finance function can shorten the
distance between an operating signal and a management response. It can make scenarios easier to
prepare, profitability easier to understand, cash risks earlier to detect, board narratives easier to
challenge, and repetitive work less dependent on manual transformation.

This is an executive transformation playbook. Each chapter produces an artifact: a decision map,
operating-model charter, skills matrix, governance register, architecture map, scenario pack, or
transformation scorecard. Use the material to redesign real work. The objective is not to become an
Al expert; it is to become a stronger finance leader in an environment where Al is increasingly part of

how work gets done.
CORE PRINCIPLE

Al should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes, and

improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Who This Book Is For

This book is written for finance leaders who are responsible not only for producing accurate

financial information but also for designing how that information becomes a management decision.
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It is particularly relevant to CFOs, Controllers, CAOs, VPs of Finance, Finance Directors, FP&A
leaders, fractional finance executives, finance transformation leaders, and business owners who

oversee a growing finance function.

Reader Use This Book To

CFO/ VP Finance Design decision intelligence, capital allocation, executive
reporting, governance, and transformation priorities.

Controller / CAO Protect financial truth while redesigning close, data, controls,
systems, and Al-enabled workflows.

FP&A / Finance Director Build driver-based scenarios, profitability intelligence, leading
indicators, and management action loops.

Finance Transformation / Systems Leader Connect operating requirements to architecture, Bl, automation,
Al, controls, and adoption.

Business Owner / Operating Executive Understand what a modern finance function should deliver
beyond historical reporting.

EXPECTATION

Book Three assumes the reader is ready to move beyond isolated prompts and automation pilots. The focus is

the finance operating model: leadership, systems, decisions, controls, people, and measurable transformation.
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How to Use This Book

Read this book once for the operating model, then return to the chapters that match the next
decision your organization needs to make. The sequence is deliberate: outcomes, data,

architecture, intelligence, governance, people, executive leadership, and transformation.

Start with the business outcome before selecting technology.
Build the data and control foundation before scaling Al.
Design every executive insight to end in a decision, investigation, action, or explicit choice to wait.

Redesign roles and skills so released capacity has an intentional destination.

ok b=

Govern proportionately: make approved low-risk use easy and high-risk use subject to stronger evidence
and review.

6. Measure transformation as a portfolio across efficiency, quality, control, cash, forecast, decision speed,
and management usefulness.

SERIES FRAMEWORKS

Book One: BEV CONTROL™ - prompt design and validation.
Book Two: BEV DECIDE™ - workflow and automation design.

Book Three: BEV LEAD™ - finance transformation and leadership.
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The Three-Book Progression

The BEV Al for Finance Professionals Series is designed as a progression in responsibility. Each book

assumes a broader scope of ownership: first the quality of the individual Al interaction, then the

design of the workflow, then the leadership of the finance operating model.

Book

Book One - The Practical Playbook

Core Question

How do | use Al responsibly and
productively in finance?

Primary Framework

BEV CONTROL™

Book Two - Advanced Automation &
Financial Intelligence

How do | redesign finance processes
around connected workflows, agents, and
intelligence?

BEV DECIDE™

Book Three - The Al-Enabled Finance
Leader

How do | redesign and lead the finance
function as Al becomes part of the
operating model?

BEV LEAD™

LEADERSHIP PROGRESSION

USE Al with control. BUILD WITH Al through designed workflows. LEAD WITH Al through an operating model that

protects truth and improves decisions.
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THE AI-ENABLED FINANCE LEADER

Move finance from a reporting function toward a decision function without weakening the
disciplines that make finance trustworthy.

10
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Finance Is Becoming a Decision Function

From recording history to shaping choices

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Finance creates more strategic value when it shortens the distance between reliable evidence and an

accountable management decision.

1.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether stewardship and reporting remain essential, but the
upper boundary of finance value is interpretation, foresight, challenge, and decision support. The
issue is how the organization redesigns work so that separate record, report, explain, predict,
recommend, and decide; keep the source record distinct from analytical work and human authority.
When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the

decision system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

1.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: separate record, report, explain,
predict, recommend, and decide; keep the source record distinct from analytical work and human
authority. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical
layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what

technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

1.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include jumping to

prediction before fixing accounting discipline; treating fluent Al narrative as evidence; reporting too

11
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late to change action. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished
and plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good
technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

1.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: measure decision latency; define material
signals and escalation thresholds; turn recurring reports into decision products. This work is not a
one-time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics,

review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For finance is becoming a decision function, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather
than an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state
output, and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data,
process, or ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

7. Define the business outcome and baseline related to stewardship and reporting remain essential, but the
upper boundary of finance value is interpretation, foresight, challenge, and decision support.

8. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: separate record, report, explain, predict, recommend, and decide; keep the source record
distinct from analytical work and human authority.

9. Identify the most material failure modes, including jumping to prediction before fixing accounting
discipline; treating fluent Al narrative as evidence; reporting too late to change action.

10. Implement the leadership actions: measure decision latency; define material signals and escalation
thresholds; turn recurring reports into decision products.

11. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: close days; signal-to-action time; percent of material
issues with named decision owner; management follow-through.

12. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency close days
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance

12
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough
to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

Revenue is on plan but contribution margin is falling and Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
overtime is rising before month end. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Decision-Latency Map

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement finance is becoming a decision function
well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could jumping to prediction before fixing accounting discipline create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - close days; signal-to-action time; percent of material issues with named decision
owner; management follow-through - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Decision-Latency Map

13
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What Changes - and What Does Not

Preserve the disciplines that make finance credible

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Al should change the cost and speed of finance work, not the standards by which finance earns trust.

2.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether drafting, classification, synthesis, documentation,
scenario preparation, and exception routing can accelerate while accountability remains human.
The issue is how the organization redesigns work so that distinguish Assist, Execute, Approve, and
Represent; set permissions by reversibility, materiality, audience, and data sensitivity. When
leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the decision

system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

2.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: distinguish Assist, Execute,
Approve, and Represent; set permissions by reversibility, materiality, audience, and data sensitivity.
Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical layers, people,
and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what technology

changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

2.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include collapsing
segregation of duties; allowing execution to inherit approval; confusing faster output with reliable

output. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and plausible.

14
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Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good technology is
enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

2.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: build authority-boundary matrices; define
reviewer criteria and evidence; set explicit prohibited actions. This work is not a one-time
implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review

cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the
process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For what changes - and what does not, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than
an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output,
and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or

ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

13. Define the business outcome and baseline related to drafting, classification, synthesis, documentation,
scenario preparation, and exception routing can accelerate while accountability remains human.

14. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: distinguish Assist, Execute, Approve, and Represent; set permissions by reversibility, materiality,
audience, and data sensitivity.

15. Identify the most material failure modes, including collapsing segregation of duties; allowing execution to
inherit approval; confusing faster output with reliable output.

16. Implement the leadership actions: build authority-boundary matrices; define reviewer criteria and
evidence; set explicit prohibited actions.

17. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: cycle time; reviewer corrections; unauthorized actions;
post-close adjustments; control exceptions.

18. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency cycle time
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance

15
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Decision Value

Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption

Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

An agent can prepare journal entries and infer which entries are
likely to be approved.

Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output

Al Authority Boundary Matrix

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement what changes - and what does not well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could collapsing segregation of duties create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - cycle time; reviewer corrections; unauthorized actions; post-close adjustments;

control exceptions - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Al Authority Boundary Matrix

16
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The New Role of the CFO and Controller

From stewardship alone to stewardship plus intelligence

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

The future finance organization needs both a stronger control spine and a stronger decision-support muscle.

3.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether the Controller becomes architect of trustworthy
information while the CFO becomes designer of decision capacity. The issue is how the organization
redesigns work so that Controllers own financial truth, lineage, policy, reconciliation, and control;
CFOs own decision architecture, capital trade-offs, scenarios, and executive challenge. When
leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the decision

system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

3.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: Controllers own financial truth,
lineage, policy, reconciliation, and control; CFOs own decision architecture, capital trade-offs,
scenarios, and executive challenge. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source
systems, analytical layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data

came from, what technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

3.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include treating systems as

IT-only; reducing CFO work to dashboards; saving time without redirecting capacity. These

17
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problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and plausible. Finance leaders

should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

3.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: redesign role expectations; assign released
capacity to analysis and partnership; build systems and data fluency. This work is not a one-time
implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review

cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For the new role of the cfo and controller, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather
than an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state
output, and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data,

process, or ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

19. Define the business outcome and baseline related to the Controller becomes architect of trustworthy
information while the CFO becomes designer of decision capacity.

20. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: Controllers own financial truth, lineage, policy, reconciliation, and control; CFOs own decision
architecture, capital trade-offs, scenarios, and executive challenge.

21. ldentify the most material failure modes, including treating systems as IT-only; reducing CFO work to
dashboards; saving time without redirecting capacity.

22. Implement the leadership actions: redesign role expectations; assign released capacity to analysis and
partnership; build systems and data fluency.

23. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: hours redeployed; decision-support capacity; close
quality; forecast challenge; stakeholder usefulness.

24. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency hours redeployed
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance

18
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough
to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

A 12-person team expects to save 1,000 hours per quarter Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
through automation. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Future Finance Role & Capacity Matrix

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement the new role of the cfo and controller well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could treating systems as IT-only create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - hours redeployed; decision-support capacity; close quality; forecast challenge;
stakeholder usefulness - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Future Finance Role & Capacity Matrix

19
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PART II

DESIGNING THE FINANCE FUNCTION
OF THE FUTURE

Translate leadership intent into operating model, organization design, ownership, and
repeatable transformation discipline.

20
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The Al-Enabled Finance Operating Model

The BEV LEAD™ Finance Transformation Framework

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Technology becomes strategic only when leadership, data, automation, controls, and capability development

are designed as one operating model.

4.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether BEV LEAD™ connects Leadership & Business Outcomes,
Enterprise Data & Systems, Automation/Al/Analytics, and Decision Rights/Controls/Development.
The issue is how the organization redesigns work so that begin with measurable outcomes; validate
authoritative systems and data; select the minimum technology; define human review, controls,
and skills. When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while

leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies
the accountable owner.

4.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: begin with measurable outcomes;
validate authoritative systems and data; select the minimum technology; define human review,
controls, and skills. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems,
analytical layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from,

what technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

4.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include tool-led

transformation; unclear process ownership; inconsistent definitions; adoption dependent on a few

21
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enthusiasts. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and
plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good

technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

4.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: require a LEAD charter before material spend;
baseline outcomes; name owners; measure value before scaling. This work is not a one-time
implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review

cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For the ai-enabled finance operating model, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather
than an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state
output, and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data,

process, or ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

25. Define the business outcome and baseline related to BEV LEAD™ connects Leadership & Business
Outcomes, Enterprise Data & Systems, Automation/Al/Analytics, and Decision
Rights/Controls/Development.

26. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: begin with measurable outcomes; validate authoritative systems and data; select the minimum
technology; define human review, controls, and skills.

27. ldentify the most material failure modes, including tool-led transformation; unclear process ownership;
inconsistent definitions; adoption dependent on a few enthusiasts.

28. Implement the leadership actions: require a LEAD charter before material spend; baseline outcomes;
name owners; measure value before scaling.

29. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: business outcome attainment; data reliability; workflow
adoption; control performance; skill coverage.

30. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency business outcome attainment

22
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Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins
alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

The CFO proposes an enterprise Al subscription with no use Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
cases, data rules, or target metrics. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output BEV LEAD™ Finance Transformation Charter

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement the ai-enabled finance operating model
well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could tool-led transformation create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - business outcome attainment; data reliability; workflow adoption; control
performance; skill coverage - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

BEV LEAD™ Finance Transformation Charter
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Designing the Future Finance Organization

Move skilled finance time toward exceptions, insight, and partnership

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Organization design should follow the flow of decisions and evidence, not preserve yesterday's task boundaries.

5.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether future design begins with a work inventory: volume
work, exception work, analytical work, judgment work, and controls. The issue is how the
organization redesigns work so that standardize volume; create exception queues; connect
analytics to governed data; place judgment with accountable people; explicitly redeploy capacity.
When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the

decision system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies
the accountable owner.

5.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: standardize volume; create
exception queues; connect analytics to governed data; place judgment with accountable people;
explicitly redeploy capacity. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source
systems, analytical layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data
came from, what technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

5.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include drawing a new org
chart before redesigning work; automating volume while leaving exceptions unmanaged; allowing

saved time to disappear into meetings. These problems are dangerous because the output may still
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look polished and plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good

intent or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

5.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: map current hours; classify work; identify
automation; define future ownership; update roles and performance measures. This work is not a
one-time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics,

review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For designing the future finance organization, begin with one real recurring process or decision
rather than an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-
state output, and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data,

process, or ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

31. Define the business outcome and baseline related to future design begins with a work inventory: volume
work, exception work, analytical work, judgment work, and controls.

32. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: standardize volume; create exception queues; connect analytics to governed data; place
judgment with accountable people; explicitly redeploy capacity.

33. ldentify the most material failure modes, including drawing a new org chart before redesigning work;
automating volume while leaving exceptions unmanaged; allowing saved time to disappear into
meetings.

34. Implement the leadership actions: map current hours; classify work; identify automation; define future
ownership; update roles and performance measures.

35. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: automation rate; exception aging; analysis hours;
business-partnering capacity; finance cost as percent of revenue.

36. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency automation rate
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough
to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

Automation releases capacity in AP and reconciliations but Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
forecast quality and business support do not improve. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Future-State Finance Work Map

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement designing the future finance organization
well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could drawing a new org chart before redesigning work create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - automation rate; exception aging; analysis hours; business-partnering capacity;
finance cost as percent of revenue - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Future-State Finance Work Map
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Centralized, Distributed, and Hybrid Finance Models

Place standards centrally and context where decisions are made

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Al changes how finance work can be distributed, but leaders must still decide what belongs at the center and

what belongs near the business.

6.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether centralize standards, platforms, data governance, and
high-risk model governance; keep business context and decision partnership close to operators.
The issue is how the organization redesigns work so that use a hybrid model with reusable central
capabilities and distributed application; create clear exception and change-request paths. When
leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the decision

system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

6.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: use a hybrid model with reusable
central capabilities and distributed application; create clear exception and change-request paths.
Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical layers, people,
and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what technology

changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

6.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include every business unit

building its own definitions and tools; central teams becoming bottlenecks; duplicated vendors and
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agents. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and plausible.
Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good technology is

enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

6.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: build a capability-placement map; set central
standards; preserve local context; create a Finance Al center of excellence only where it adds
leverage. This work is not a one-time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management

system: owners, metrics, review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For centralized, distributed, and hybrid finance models, begin with one real recurring process or
decision rather than an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the
future-state output, and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the

model, data, process, or ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

37. Define the business outcome and baseline related to centralize standards, platforms, data governance,
and high-risk model governance; keep business context and decision partnership close to operators.

38. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: use a hybrid model with reusable central capabilities and distributed application; create clear
exception and change-request paths.

39. Identify the most material failure modes, including every business unit building its own definitions and
tools; central teams becoming bottlenecks; duplicated vendors and agents.

40. Implement the leadership actions: build a capability-placement map; set central standards; preserve
local context; create a Finance Al center of excellence only where it adds leverage.

41. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: duplicate tools; KPIl consistency; turnaround time for local
needs; use-case reuse; governance exceptions.

42. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency duplicate tools
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins
alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

Three divisions build separate forecast assistants with different Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
definitions of bookings, churn, and contribution margin. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Central/ Distributed / Hybrid Capability Map

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement centralized, distributed, and hybrid finance
models well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could every business unit building its own definitions and tools create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - duplicate tools; KPI consistency; turnaround time for local needs; use-case reuse;
governance exceptions - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Central / Distributed / Hybrid Capability Map
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PART IlI

THE MODERN FINANCE TECHNOLOGY
STACK

Connect systems of record, governed data, business intelligence, automation, and Al into an
architecture leaders can trust.
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Finance Technology Architecture

Connect systems of record, intelligence, and action

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

An Al-enabled finance organization needs an architecture in which authoritative transactions, governed data,

analytics, and automation each have a defined role.

7.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether systems of record, operational systems, integration,
semantic models, Bl, Al, workflow, and decision layers must remain distinguishable. The issue is
how the organization redesigns work so that use deterministic rules for deterministic work; use Al
for language, classification, synthesis, and flexible reasoning; design observability across layers.
When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the

decision system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

7.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: use deterministic rules for
deterministic work; use Al for language, classification, synthesis, and flexible reasoning; design
observability across layers. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source
systems, analytical layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data

came from, what technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

7.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include dashboards

becoming unofficial ledgers; Al overwriting source evidence; stale data appearing current; opaque
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agent actions. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and
plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good

technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

7.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: map lineage; monitor refresh and completeness;
reconcile at defined points; log automated actions; expose failures. This work is not a one-time
implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review

cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For finance technology architecture, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an
enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and
the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or

ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

43. Define the business outcome and baseline related to systems of record, operational systems, integration,
semantic models, Bl, Al, workflow, and decision layers must remain distinguishable.

44. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: use deterministic rules for deterministic work; use Al for language, classification, synthesis, and
flexible reasoning; design observability across layers.

45. |dentify the most material failure modes, including dashboards becoming unofficial ledgers; Al
overwriting source evidence; stale data appearing current; opaque agent actions.

46. Implement the leadership actions: map lineage; monitor refresh and completeness; reconcile at defined
points; log automated actions; expose failures.

47. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: data freshness; reconciliation status; pipeline failures;
agent exceptions; KPI lineage coverage.

48. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency data freshness
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

A Power Bl dashboard refreshes successfully even though two Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.

days of revenue data are missing. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Finance Technology Architecture Map

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement finance technology architecture well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could dashboards becoming unofficial ledgers create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - data freshness; reconciliation status; pipeline failures; agent exceptions; KPI lineage
coverage - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Finance Technology Architecture Map
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The Financial Data Foundation

Make the business economically explainable

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Al cannot repair a finance organization whose data architecture cannot consistently explain the business.

8.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether dimensions and master data are management
language: entity, department, location, customer, product, project/job, channel, and cost center.
The issue is how the organization redesigns work so that govern master data; define KPI grain; assign
owners; create semantic definitions; reconcile dimensional reporting to the ledger. When leaders
leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the decision system

unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

8.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: govern master data; define KPI
grain; assign owners; create semantic definitions; reconcile dimensional reporting to the ledger.
Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical layers, people,
and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what technology

changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

8.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include free-text
dimensions; duplicate customers; changing location names; conflicting KPI definitions;

unreconciled profitability. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look
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polished and plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent

or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

8.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: build a finance data dictionary; remediate high-
value dimensions first; create change controls and reconciliation tests. This work is not a one-time
implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review

cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For the financial data foundation, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an
enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and
the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or

ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

49. Define the business outcome and baseline related to dimensions and master data are management
language: entity, department, location, customer, product, project/job, channel, and cost center.

50. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: govern master data; define KPI grain; assign owners; create semantic definitions; reconcile
dimensional reporting to the ledger.

51. ldentify the most material failure modes, including free-text dimensions; duplicate customers; changing
location names; conflicting KPI definitions; unreconciled profitability.

52. Implement the leadership actions: build a finance data dictionary; remediate high-value dimensions first;
create change controls and reconciliation tests.

53. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: duplicate rate; unmapped transactions; reconciliation
difference; KPI definition coverage; data-quality exceptions.

54. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency duplicate rate
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

CRM, billing, and ERP use different customer names and parent- | Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.

child relationships. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Finance Data Foundation Scorecard

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement the financial data foundation well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could free-text dimensions create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - duplicate rate; unmapped transactions; reconciliation difference; KPI definition
coverage; data-quality exceptions - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Finance Data Foundation Scorecard
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Systems of Record vs. Systems of Intelligence

Keep truth, interpretation, and judgment distinct

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

The organization should know where facts live, where analysis is performed, and where decisions are

authorized.

9.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether systems of record hold authoritative transactions; Bl
structures visibility; Al interprets approved information; humans own decisions. The issue is how the
organization redesigns work so that map source-of-truth for every material metric; label
transformations; distinguish Al work product from evidence; name accountable reviewers. When
leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the decision

system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

9.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: map source-of-truth for every
material metric; label transformations; distinguish Al work product from evidence; name
accountable reviewers. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems,
analytical layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from,

what technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

9.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include spreadsheets

quietly becoming systems of record; Al summaries losing source freshness; management treating
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narrative as proof. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and
plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good

technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

9.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: create source maps; include
source/period/refresh in executive outputs; require traceability for material conclusions. This work
is not a one-time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners,

metrics, review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For systems of record vs. systems of intelligence, begin with one real recurring process or decision
rather than an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-
state output, and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data,

process, or ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

55. Define the business outcome and baseline related to systems of record hold authoritative transactions;
Bl structures visibility; Al interprets approved information; humans own decisions.

56. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: map source-of-truth for every material metric; label transformations; distinguish Al work product
from evidence; name accountable reviewers.

57. ldentify the most material failure modes, including spreadsheets quietly becoming systems of record; Al
summaries losing source freshness; management treating narrative as proof.

58. Implement the leadership actions: create source maps; include source/period/refresh in executive
outputs; require traceability for material conclusions.

59. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: percent of executive metrics with source owner; stale-
source incidents; unreconciled analytical outputs; review completion.

60. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency percent of executive metrics with source owner
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough
to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins
alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

An executive Al assistant mixes dashboard data with uploaded Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
spreadsheets to summarize cash and backlog. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Executive Source-of-Truth Map

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement systems of record vs. systems of
intelligence well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could spreadsheets quietly becoming systems of record create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - percent of executive metrics with source owner; stale-source incidents; unreconciled
analytical outputs; review completion - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Executive Source-of-Truth Map
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Building an Executive Financial Intelligence Platform

Connect financial outcomes to the operating drivers beneath them

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

An executive platform should be a governed system for understanding performance, risk, and decisions - not a

collection of attractive charts.

10.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether design around executive questions: performance,
profitability, cash, forecast, capacity, and risk. The issue is how the organization redesigns work so
that use summary-to-detail navigation; governed measures; reconciled totals; explicit narrative
separating fact, hypothesis, and missing data. When leaders leave that relationship implicit,
technology can increase output while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often

more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

10.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: use summary-to-detail navigation;
governed measures; reconciled totals; explicit narrative separating fact, hypothesis, and missing
data. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical layers,
people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what technology

changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

10.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include too many KPls;

attractive visuals without reconciliation; alerts with no owner; Al inventing causes for variances.
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These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and plausible. Finance

leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

10.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: build decision pages; define action thresholds;
add Al interpretation after metric logic is validated; track action loops. This work is not a one-time
implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review

cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For building an executive financial intelligence platform, begin with one real recurring process or
decision rather than an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the
future-state output, and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the

model, data, process, or ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

61. Define the business outcome and baseline related to design around executive questions: performance,
profitability, cash, forecast, capacity, and risk.

62. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: use summary-to-detail navigation; governed measures; reconciled totals; explicit narrative
separating fact, hypothesis, and missing data.

63. ldentify the most material failure modes, including too many KPIs; attractive visuals without
reconciliation; alerts with no owner; Al inventing causes for variances.

64. Implement the leadership actions: build decision pages; define action thresholds; add Al interpretation
after metric logic is validated; track action loops.

65. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: dashboard trust; KPI tie-out; alert closure; decision follow-
through; management adoption by decision.

66. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency dashboard trust
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough
to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins
alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

The CEO wants one view of revenue, margin, cash, forecast, Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
hiring capacity, and location performance across four systems. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Executive Financial Intelligence Platform Blueprint

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement building an executive financial intelligence
platform well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could too many KPIs create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - dashboard trust; KPI tie-out; alert closure; decision follow-through; management
adoption by decision - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Executive Financial Intelligence Platform Blueprint

42



Al FOR FINANCE PROFESSIONALS | BESPOKE EXECUTIVE VENTURES

PART IV

DECISION INTELLIGENCE

Build finance capabilities that explain performance, anticipate outcomes, compare choices,
and improve management decisions.
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From Reporting to Decision Intelligence

Turn information into explicit choices

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Decision intelligence combines evidence, models, alternatives, uncertainty, and accountability into a

repeatable management discipline.

11.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether a report describes; a decision brief frames a choice and
the trade-offs that matter. The issue is how the organization redesigns work so that standardize
decision, facts, assumptions, options, cash impact, risks, reversibility, recommendation, and
monitoring. When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while

leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

11.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: standardize decision, facts,

assumptions, options, cash impact, risks, reversibility, recommendation, and monitoring. Those
boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical layers, people, and
approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what technology changed,

who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be

inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

11.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include accurate reports
with no action; hidden assumptions; decisions made in meetings with no record of rationale; no

learning after outcomes. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished
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and plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good

technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

11.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: create decision thresholds and a decision
memory; compare actual outcomes with original assumptions. This work is not a one-time
implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review

cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For from reporting to decision intelligence, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather
than an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state
output, and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data,

process, or ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

67. Define the business outcome and baseline related to a report describes; a decision brief frames a choice
and the trade-offs that matter.

68. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: standardize decision, facts, assumptions, options, cash impact, risks, reversibility,
recommendation, and monitoring.

69. ldentify the most material failure modes, including accurate reports with no action; hidden assumptions;
decisions made in meetings with no record of rationale; no learning after outcomes.

70. Implement the leadership actions: create decision thresholds and a decision memory; compare actual
outcomes with original assumptions.

71. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: decision latency; percentage of major decisions with brief;
post-decision review completion; assumption accuracy.

72. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency decision latency
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value

Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption

Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

Management must decide whether to open five locations at
once or stage the rollout over 18 months.

Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and

state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output

Standard CFO Decision Brief

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement from reporting to decision intelligence well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could accurate reports with no action create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - decision latency; percentage of major decisions with brief; post-decision review

completion; assumption accuracy - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Standard CFO Decision Brief
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Scenario Intelligence

Make uncertainty visible before commitments are made

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

A good scenario process does not predict one future. It shows management how outcomes change when the

drivers that matter move.

12.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether scenarios should be driver-based, time-phased, and
connected to explicit management triggers. The issue is how the organization redesigns work so that
build base, upside, downside, and stress cases; identify the few drivers that explain most EBITDA
and cash movement. When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output
while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies
the accountable owner.

12.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: build base, upside, downside, and
stress cases; identify the few drivers that explain most EBITDA and cash movement. Those
boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical layers, people, and
approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what technology changed,
who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be

inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

12.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include arbitrary percentage

scenarios; false precision; no connection to actions; optimism dominating the base case. These
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problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and plausible. Finance leaders

should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

12.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: use evidence-based ranges; model timing; define
triggers and contingency actions; monitor scenario migration. This work is not a one-time
implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review

cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For scenario intelligence, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an
enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and
the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or

ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

73. Define the business outcome and baseline related to scenarios should be driver-based, time-phased,
and connected to explicit management triggers.

74. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: build base, upside, downside, and stress cases; identify the few drivers that explain most EBITDA
and cash movement.

75. ldentify the most material failure modes, including arbitrary percentage scenarios; false precision; no
connection to actions; optimism dominating the base case.

76. Implement the leadership actions: use evidence-based ranges; model timing; define triggers and
contingency actions; monitor scenario migration.

77. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: forecast error; scenario trigger lead time; cash headroom;
assumption variance; action readiness.

78. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency forecast error
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

Revenue may fall 10%, labor rates may rise 8%, and a location Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
rollout may use more working capital than planned. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and

state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Scenario Intelligence Pack

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement scenario intelligence well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could arbitrary percentage scenarios create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - forecast error; scenario trigger lead time; cash headroom; assumption variance; action
readiness - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Scenario Intelligence Pack
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Profitability Intelligence

Reveal where economic value is actually created

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Consolidated margin can improve while individual customers, products, jobs, or locations destroy value.

13.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether define the economic unit and cost view before
allocating overhead or ranking performance. The issue is how the organization redesigns work so
that reconcile revenue and cost pools; separate direct, variable, shared, and allocated cost; add
working-capital and capacity effects when decision-relevant. When leaders leave that relationship
implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is

often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies
the accountable owner.

13.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: reconcile revenue and cost pools;
separate direct, variable, shared, and allocated cost; add working-capital and capacity effects when
decision-relevant. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems,
analytical layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from,

what technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

13.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include allocation theater;
rankings that hide cost logic; low-margin findings with no management action; Al implying causality

from correlations. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and
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plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good

technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

13.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: build transparent contribution views; use Al to
identify questions/outliers; connect findings to pricing, service, mix, and capacity decisions. This
work is not a one-time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system:

owners, metrics, review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For profitability intelligence, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an
enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and
the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or

ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

79. Define the business outcome and baseline related to define the economic unit and cost view before
allocating overhead or ranking performance.

80. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: reconcile revenue and cost pools; separate direct, variable, shared, and allocated cost; add
working-capital and capacity effects when decision-relevant.

81. ldentify the most material failure modes, including allocation theater; rankings that hide cost logic; low-
margin findings with no management action; Al implying causality from correlations.

82. Implement the leadership actions: build transparent contribution views; use Al to identify
questions/outliers; connect findings to pricing, service, mix, and capacity decisions.

83. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: contribution margin; service cost; working capital by unit;
price realization; post-action margin change.

84. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency contribution margin
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough
to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

Three large customers show low gross margin and high service Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
complexity and working-capital use. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Profitability Intelligence Model

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement profitability intelligence well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could allocation theater create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - contribution margin; service cost; working capital by unit; price realization; post-action
margin change - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Profitability Intelligence Model
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Capital Allocation

Make trade-offs explicit

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

The CFO adds value when capital decisions are compared using a common economic language rather than

evaluated in isolation.

14.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether capital includes hiring, technology, acquisitions,
locations, inventory, working capital, debt, and distributions. The issue is how the organization
redesigns work so that use common assumptions; include cash timing and downside; compare
alternative uses; conduct post-investment reviews. When leaders leave that relationship implicit,
technology can increase output while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often

more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

14.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: use common assumptions;
include cash timing and downside; compare alternative uses; conduct post-investment reviews.
Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical layers, people,
and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what technology

changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

14.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include unsupported ROI;

inconsistent assumptions; ignoring implementation cash; approving projects without portfolio
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context. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and plausible.
Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good technology is

enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

14.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: create a capital portfolio; standardize scenarios;
document decision rationale; compare actual results with approval case. This work is not a one-
time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics,

review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For capital allocation, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an enterprise-
wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and the control
or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or ownership

assumptions fail before scaling.

85. Define the business outcome and baseline related to capital includes hiring, technology, acquisitions,
locations, inventory, working capital, debt, and distributions.

86. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: use common assumptions; include cash timing and downside; compare alternative uses;
conduct post-investment reviews.

87. ldentify the most material failure modes, including unsupported ROI; inconsistent assumptions; ignoring
implementation cash; approving projects without portfolio context.

88. Implement the leadership actions: create a capital portfolio; standardize scenarios; document decision
rationale; compare actual results with approval case.

89. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: IRR/NPV where appropriate; payback; liquidity headroom;
implementation variance; realized benefits.

90. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency IRR/NPV where appropriate
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

Management can fund either a $4M automation program, six Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
new locations, or an acquisition requiring debt capacity. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and

state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Capital Allocation Portfolio

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement capital allocation well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could unsupported ROI create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - IRR/NPV where appropriate; payback; liquidity headroom; implementation variance;
realized benefits - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Capital Allocation Portfolio
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Predictive and Leading Indicators

See movement before it reaches the financial statements

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Al-enabled finance becomes more valuable when it connects lagging results to the operating signals that
precede them.

15.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether a leading indicator needs causal logic and enough lead
time to enable action. The issue is how the organization redesigns work so that build signal >
expected effect » threshold > action chains; test relationships against history; compare predictive
tools with simple baselines. When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase
output while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more
clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies
the accountable owner.

15.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: build signal > expected effect >
threshold - action chains; test relationships against history; compare predictive tools with simple
baselines. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical
layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what

technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

15.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include calling any early

metric predictive; unstable pipeline definitions; false positives; complex models that cannot beat a
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driver baseline. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and
plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good
technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

15.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: validate indicators; define confidence and
triggers; monitor misses and false alerts; refresh relationships as the business changes. This work is
not a one-time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners,

metrics, review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For predictive and leading indicators, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than
an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output,
and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or
ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

91. Define the business outcome and baseline related to a leading indicator needs causal logic and enough
lead time to enable action.

92. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: build signal » expected effect > threshold - action chains; test relationships against history;
compare predictive tools with simple baselines.

93. Identify the most material failure modes, including calling any early metric predictive; unstable pipeline
definitions; false positives; complex models that cannot beat a driver baseline.

94. Implement the leadership actions: validate indicators; define confidence and triggers; monitor misses
and false alerts; refresh relationships as the business changes.

95. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: lead time; false-positive rate; forecast improvement;
trigger-to-action time; indicator stability.

96. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency lead time
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

Revenue is stable but qualified pipeline, renewal activity, and Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
utilization are weakening. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Leading Indicator Library

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement predictive and leading indicators well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could calling any early metric predictive create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - lead time; false-positive rate; forecast improvement; trigger-to-action time; indicator
stability - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Leading Indicator Library
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ENTERPRISE AT GOVERNANCE &
CONTROL

Scale AI with proportionate governance, model-risk thinking, evidence, and controls
designed around consequences of error.
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Enterprise Finance Al Governance

Create enough structure to scale safely

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Governance should make good use easier and risky use harder rather than turning every experiment into a

committee decision.

16.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether govern tools, data, use cases, and action authority as
separate dimensions. The issue is how the organization redesigns work so that create proportional
risk tiers; define approved patterns; maintain a use-case register; escalate high-risk use to
appropriate specialists. When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase
output while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more

clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

16.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: create proportional risk tiers;
define approved patterns; maintain a use-case register; escalate high-risk use to appropriate
specialists. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical
layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what

technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

16.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include assuming approved

tool means approved use; no inventory of active use cases; inconsistent data handling; governance
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that blocks low-risk learning. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look
polished and plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent
or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

16.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: set data classes, risk tiers, evidence
requirements, incident processes, and a fast path for low-risk approved work. This work is not a
one-time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics,

review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For enterprise finance ai governance, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than
an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output,
and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or
ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

97. Define the business outcome and baseline related to govern tools, data, use cases, and action authority
as separate dimensions.

98. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: create proportional risk tiers; define approved patterns; maintain a use-case register; escalate
high-risk use to appropriate specialists.

99. Identify the most material failure modes, including assuming approved tool means approved use; no
inventory of active use cases; inconsistent data handling; governance that blocks low-risk learning.

100. Implement the leadership actions: set data classes, risk tiers, evidence requirements, incident
processes, and a fast path for low-risk approved work.

101. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: registered use cases; policy exceptions; incident rate;
review cycle time; shadow Al findings.

102. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency registered use cases
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

Finance teams use multiple Al tools for variance analysis, Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
contracts, collections, and policy drafting with no centralized Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
visibility. owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and

state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Enterprise Finance Al Governance Pack

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement enterprise finance ai governance well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could assuming approved tool means approved use create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - registered use cases; policy exceptions; incident rate; review cycle time; shadow Al
findings - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Enterprise Finance Al Governance Pack
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Al Model Risk

Manage the risk of plausible but wrong output

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Any Al output that influences a finance decision can create model risk if its limitations are misunderstood.

17.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether failure can be linguistic, numerical, contextual, or
operational; agentic systems add action risk. The issue is how the organization redesigns work so
that define intended/prohibited use; known failure modes; benchmark tests; human review;
monitoring; revalidation triggers. When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can
increase output while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often more information,

not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

17.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: define intended/prohibited use;
known failure modes; benchmark tests; human review; monitoring; revalidation triggers. Those

boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical layers, people, and
approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what technology changed,

who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

17.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include hallucination,

omission, stale context, wrong period, false precision, prompt drift, business model changes. These
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problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and plausible. Finance leaders

should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

17.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: build use-case risk sheets; test known cases and
edges; monitor overrides and corrections; pause on material changes. This work is not a one-time
implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review

cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the
process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For ai model risk, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an enterprise-wide
concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and the control or
decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or ownership

assumptions fail before scaling.

103. Define the business outcome and baseline related to failure can be linguistic, numerical, contextual,
or operational; agentic systems add action risk.

104. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: define intended/prohibited use; known failure modes; benchmark tests; human review;
monitoring; revalidation triggers.

105. Identify the most material failure modes, including hallucination, omission, stale context, wrong
period, false precision, prompt drift, business model changes.

106. Implement the leadership actions: build use-case risk sheets; test known cases and edges; monitor
overrides and corrections; pause on material changes.

107. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: override rate; correction rate; unsupported claims;
drift indicators; incident severity.

108. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency override rate
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins
alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

A forecasting assistant degrades after a pricing-model change Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
alters revenue behavior. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Finance Al Model Risk Register

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement ai model risk well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could hallucination, omission, stale context, wrong period, false precision, prompt drift, business
model changes create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - override rate; correction rate; unsupported claims; drift indicators; incident severity -
will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Finance Al Model Risk Register
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Designing Controls Around Al

Control the consequence, not the buzzword

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

The most effective Al controls begin with the harm that could occur if an output is wrong, incomplete,

unauthorized, or acted on too quickly.

18.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether control design should begin with failure consequence
and reversibility. The issue is how the organization redesigns work so that layer preventive,
detective, and corrective controls; define exactly what human reviewers test; build evidence into
workflow. When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while
leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

18.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: layer preventive, detective, and
corrective controls; define exactly what human reviewers test; build evidence into workflow. Those
boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical layers, people, and
approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what technology changed,
who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be

inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

18.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include generic “human

review”; reviewers lacking criteria or authority; controls with no evidence; no rollback plan. These
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problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and plausible. Finance leaders

should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

18.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: build risk-control matrices; simulate bad inputs;
set action limits and stop conditions. This work is not a one-time implementation checklist. It
becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review cadence, change control, and

periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the
process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For designing controls around ai, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an
enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and
the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or

ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

109. Define the business outcome and baseline related to control design should begin with failure
consequence and reversibility.

110. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: layer preventive, detective, and corrective controls; define exactly what human reviewers test;
build evidence into workflow.

111. Identify the most material failure modes, including generic “human review”; reviewers lacking criteria
or authority; controls with no evidence; no rollback plan.

112. Implement the leadership actions: build risk-control matrices; simulate bad inputs; set action limits
and stop conditions.

113. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: control exceptions; time to detect; review completion;
rollback success; unauthorized actions.

114. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency control exceptions
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

A collections agent misclassifies a disputed strategic customer Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.

as delinquent and proposes escalation. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Al Risk-Control Matrix

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement designing controls around ai well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could generic “human review” create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - control exceptions; time to detect; review completion; rollback success; unauthorized
actions - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Al Risk-Control Matrix
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Auditability and Evidence

Make material AlI-assisted work explainable after the fact

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

If Al contributes to a material finance work product, the organization should be able to reconstruct enough of the

process to understand what happened.

19.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether evidence depth should scale with materiality, audience,
sensitivity, and autonomy. The issue is how the organization redesigns work so that retain source
version, configuration/prompt, output, human edits, validation, approvals, exceptions, and final
conclusion where risk requires. When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can
increase output while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often more information,

not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

19.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: retain source version,
configuration/prompt, output, human edits, validation, approvals, exceptions, and final conclusion
where risk requires. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems,
analytical layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from,

what technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

19.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include final narratives

retained without source trail; Al text mistaken for evidence; vendor retention misunderstood;
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inconsistent workpapers. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished
and plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good
technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

19.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: define evidence packages by risk tier; automate
retention; align with existing records policies; test independent reproducibility. This work is not a
one-time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics,

review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For auditability and evidence, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an
enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and
the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or
ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

115. Define the business outcome and baseline related to evidence depth should scale with materiality,
audience, sensitivity, and autonomy.

116. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: retain source version, configuration/prompt, output, human edits, validation, approvals,
exceptions, and final conclusion where risk requires.

117. Identify the most material failure modes, including final narratives retained without source trail; Al
text mistaken for evidence; vendor retention misunderstood; inconsistent workpapers.

118. Implement the leadership actions: define evidence packages by risk tier; automate retention; align
with existing records policies; test independent reproducibility.

119. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: evidence completeness; reviewer traceability;
retention compliance; reconstruction success; audit findings.

120. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency evidence completeness
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

A material Al-assisted accounting memo is challenged six Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
months later but only the final memo was retained. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Al-Assisted Workpaper Evidence Standard

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement auditability and evidence well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could final narratives retained without source trail create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - evidence completeness; reviewer traceability; retention compliance; reconstruction
success; audit findings - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Al-Assisted Workpaper Evidence Standard
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PART VI

PEOPLE & ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE

Redesign roles, skills, incentives, training, and leadership practices so technology creates
capacity instead of confusion.
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What Happens to Finance Jobs?

Redesign work without reducing people to tasks

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Al will change the content of finance roles unevenly; leaders should manage the transition intentionally.

20.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether tasks change faster than professions; repetitive
transformation declines while judgment, systems, controls, context, and communication rise. The
issue is how the organization redesigns work so that analyze roles at task level; identify automation
potential and review needs; redeploy capacity to higher-value work; communicate transparently.
When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the

decision system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

20.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: analyze roles at task level; identify
automation potential and review needs; redeploy capacity to higher-value work; communicate
transparently. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical
layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what

technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

20.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include pretending nothing
will change; assuming all efficiency equals layoffs; leaving employees unclear about future

expectations; shadow Al driven by fear. These problems are dangerous because the output may still
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look polished and plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good
intent or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

20.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: build role-evolution matrices, training paths, and
explicit capacity plans; measure quality and value rather than prompt count. This work is not a one-
time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics,

review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the
process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For what happens to finance jobs?, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an
enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and
the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or

ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

121. Define the business outcome and baseline related to tasks change faster than professions; repetitive
transformation declines while judgment, systems, controls, context, and communication rise.

122. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: analyze roles at task level; identify automation potential and review needs; redeploy capacity to
higher-value work; communicate transparently.

123. Identify the most material failure modes, including pretending nothing will change; assuming all
efficiency equals layoffs; leaving employees unclear about future expectations; shadow Al driven by fear.

124. Implement the leadership actions: build role-evolution matrices, training paths, and explicit capacity
plans; measure quality and value rather than prompt count.

125. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: hours released; capacity redeployed; skill attainment;
retention; approved adoption.

126. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency hours released
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

Employees hear that Al will save 25% of finance hours and Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
assume layoffs are imminent, slowing adoption. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Finance Role Evolution & Capacity Plan

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement what happens to finance jobs? well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could pretending nothing will change create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - hours released; capacity redeployed; skill attainment; retention; approved adoption -
will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Finance Role Evolution & Capacity Plan
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Building the Finance Team of the Future

Create a capability portfolio, not just a staffing plan

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Future finance teams need accounting depth, analytical skill, systems fluency, business partnership, and

governance capability.

21.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether build T-shaped professionals with deep finance
expertise and broad data/systems/Al fluency. The issue is how the organization redesigns work so
that define capabilities by level; assess current/future proficiency; use real work as evidence; hire
for judgment and learning velocity. When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can
increase output while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often more information,

not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

21.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: define capabilities by level; assess
current/future proficiency; use real work as evidence; hire for judgment and learning velocity. Those
boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical layers, people, and
approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what technology changed,

who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

21.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include training measured

by attendance; software-specific hiring that ages quickly; no path from learning to changed work.
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These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and plausible. Finance

leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

21.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: build skills matrices; create applied projects;
embed capabilities in promotion and hiring criteria. This work is not a one-time implementation
checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review cadence, change

control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the
process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For building the finance team of the future, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather
than an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state
output, and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data,

process, or ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

127. Define the business outcome and baseline related to build T-shaped professionals with deep finance
expertise and broad data/systems/Al fluency.

128. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: define capabilities by level; assess current/future proficiency; use real work as evidence; hire for
judgment and learning velocity.

129. Identify the most material failure modes, including training measured by attendance; software-
specific hiring that ages quickly; no path from learning to changed work.

130. Implement the leadership actions: build skills matrices; create applied projects; embed capabilities
in promotion and hiring criteria.

131. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: skill-gap closure; applied competency; internal
mobility; review quality; hiring success.

132. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency skill-gap closure
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough
to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins
alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

A Controller team is strong in accounting but weak in Power B, Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
workflow design, data definitions, and Al validation. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Finance Organization Skills Matrix

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement building the finance team of the future
well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could training measured by attendance create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - skill-gap closure; applied competency; internal mobility; review quality; hiring success
- will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Finance Organization Skills Matrix
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Leading Al Adoption

Manage fear, enthusiasm, and behavior at the same time

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Adoption fails when leadership treats Al as a software rollout instead of a change in how work is performed and

reviewed.

22.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether leaders must manage both resistance and
overenthusiasm; durable adoption grows from useful recurring work. The issue is how the
organization redesigns work so that train on approved tools/data/validation; pilot real processes;
hold review sessions; publish approved patterns; build a community of practice. When leaders
leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the decision system

unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

22.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: train on approved
tools/data/validation; pilot real processes; hold review sessions; publish approved patterns; build a
community of practice. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems,
analytical layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from,

what technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

22.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include licenses with no

use; shadow consumer tools; demo-driven excitement; champions selected for enthusiasm but not
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judgment. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and plausible.
Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good technology is
enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

22.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: choose high-pain use cases; create office hours;
standardize successful patterns; measure work outcomes, not logins. This work is not a one-time
implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review

cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the
process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For leading ai adoption, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an enterprise-
wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and the control
or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or ownership
assumptions fail before scaling.

133. Define the business outcome and baseline related to leaders must manage both resistance and
overenthusiasm; durable adoption grows from useful recurring work.

134. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: train on approved tools/data/validation; pilot real processes; hold review sessions; publish
approved patterns; build a community of practice.

135. Identify the most material failure modes, including licenses with no use; shadow consumer tools;
demo-driven excitement; champions selected for enthusiasm but not judgment.

136. Implement the leadership actions: choose high-pain use cases; create office hours; standardize
successful patterns; measure work outcomes, not logins.

137. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: active approved workflows; shadow Al incidents;
quality improvement; adoption by relevant process; user confidence.

138. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency active approved workflows
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

Only two power users use enterprise Al while others avoid it or Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
use unapproved tools. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and

state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output 90-Day Finance Al Adoption Plan

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement leading ai adoption well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could licenses with no use create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - active approved workflows; shadow Al incidents; quality improvement; adoption by
relevant process; user confidence - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

90-Day Finance Al Adoption Plan
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Measuring Employee Productivity Without Creating

Bad Incentives

Measure outcomes, not prompt volume

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Al can make bad productivity metrics worse; finance leaders should measure the quality and economics of work

rather than visible activity.

23.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether productivity needs balanced measures of speed,
quality, control, capacity, and business usefulness. The issue is how the organization redesigns
work so that baseline process performance; track corrections and overrides; measure
redeployment of released capacity; connect metrics to work product. When leaders leave that
relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the decision system unchanged.

The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

23.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: baseline process performance;
track corrections and overrides; measure redeployment of released capacity; connect metrics to
work product. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical
layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what

technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.
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23.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include rewarding prompt
count, logins, or raw speed; faster close with more corrections; automation of low-value work to hit
targets. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and plausible.
Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good technology is
enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

23.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: define one speed, one quality, one control, and
one business-value measure for each transformed process. This work is not a one-time
implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review
cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For measuring employee productivity without creating bad incentives, begin with one real recurring
process or decision rather than an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source
evidence, the future-state output, and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn
where the model, data, process, or ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

139. Define the business outcome and baseline related to productivity needs balanced measures of
speed, quality, control, capacity, and business usefulness.

140. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: baseline process performance; track corrections and overrides; measure redeployment of
released capacity; connect metrics to work product.

141. Identify the most material failure modes, including rewarding prompt count, logins, or raw speed;
faster close with more corrections; automation of low-value work to hit targets.

142. Implement the leadership actions: define one speed, one quality, one control, and one business-
value measure for each transformed process.

143. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: cycle time; first-pass quality; reviewer corrections;
control exceptions; capacity redeployed.

144. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track
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Efficiency cycle time

Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance

Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins
alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

Ateam is rewarded for close speed; Al shortens cycle time but Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
errors and reviewer corrections increase. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Balanced Finance Productivity Scorecard

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement measuring employee productivity without
creating bad incentives well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could rewarding prompt count, logins, or raw speed create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - cycle time; first-pass quality; reviewer corrections; control exceptions; capacity
redeployed - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Balanced Finance Productivity Scorecard
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PART VII

THE AI-ENABLED CFO

Use AI and financial intelligence to strengthen the CEO partnership, board communication,
M&A, capital allocation, and risk management.
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Al for the CEO-CFO Partnership

Convert executive questions into analytical structures

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

The CFO becomes more valuable when ambiguous executive questions are translated into evidence, drivers,

options, and consequences quickly enough to shape the decision.

24.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether CEOs ask questions such as “Can we afford this?”,
“Why is cash falling?”, and “Should we hire?” that require multi-driver frameworks. The issue is how
the organization redesigns work so that create reusable diagnostic trees, scenario templates, and
concise decision memos; maintain a recurring executive decision cadence. When leaders leave that
relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the decision system unchanged.

The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

24.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: create reusable diagnostic trees,
scenario templates, and concise decision memos; maintain a recurring executive decision
cadence. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical
layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what

technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

24.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include answering from

instinct; turning every question into a long report; Al giving confident recommendations without
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economic context. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and
plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good
technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

24.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: build a CEO-question library; define data and
drivers; use Al for preparation and challenge; document decisions and follow-up indicators. This
work is not a one-time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system:

owners, metrics, review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the
process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For ai for the ceo-cfo partnership, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an
enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and
the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or
ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

145. Define the business outcome and baseline related to CEOs ask questions such as “Can we afford
this?”, “Why is cash falling?”, and “Should we hire?” that require multi-driver frameworks.

146. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: create reusable diagnostic trees, scenario templates, and concise decision memos; maintain a
recurring executive decision cadence.

147. Identify the most material failure modes, including answering from instinct; turning every question
into a long report; Al giving confident recommendations without economic context.

148. Implement the leadership actions: build a CEO-question library; define data and drivers; use Al for
preparation and challenge; document decisions and follow-up indicators.

149. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: decision response time; follow-up closure;
forecast/cash accuracy; CEO usefulness; surprise reduction.

150. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency decision response time
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

The CEO asks whether the company can hire 40 people, open Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
two locations, and maintain minimum cash through year-end. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and

state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output CEO-CFO Decision Framework Library

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement ai for the ceo-cfo partnership well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could answering from instinct create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - decision response time; follow-up closure; forecast/cash accuracy; CEO usefulness;
surprise reduction - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

CEO-CFO Decision Framework Library
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Board and Investor Intelligence

Elevate governance information without overwhelming the audience

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Al can reduce the mechanical effort of board preparation, but finance must protect consistency, source

traceability, and strategic focus.

25.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether boards need performance, cash/capital, forecast
changes, major risks, execution status, and decisions requiring oversight. The issue is how the
organization redesigns work so that use governed KPIs; compress management material; compare
narratives across periods; generate likely questions; preserve unresolved uncertainty. When leaders
leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the decision system

unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

25.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: use governed KPls; compress
management material; compare narratives across periods; generate likely questions; preserve
unresolved uncertainty. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems,
analytical layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from,

what technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

25.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include Al fabricating

explanations; KPI definitions changing silently; risks disappearing from narrative; board packs
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becoming management detail dumps. These problems are dangerous because the output may still
look polished and plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good
intent or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

25.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: create a board narrative checklist; link material
claims to approved metrics or explicit judgment; require CFO/Controller review. This work is not a
one-time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics,
review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For board and investor intelligence, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an
enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and
the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or
ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

151. Define the business outcome and baseline related to boards need performance, cash/capital,
forecast changes, major risks, execution status, and decisions requiring oversight.

152. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: use governed KPls; compress management material; compare narratives across periods;
generate likely questions; preserve unresolved uncertainty.

153. Identify the most material failure modes, including Al fabricating explanations; KPI definitions
changing silently; risks disappearing from narrative; board packs becoming management detail dumps.

154. Implement the leadership actions: create a board narrative checklist; link material claims to
approved metrics or explicit judgment; require CFO/Controller review.

155. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: board-pack preparation time; source exceptions;
narrative corrections; board question preparedness; KPI consistency.

156. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency board-pack preparation time
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value

Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption

Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

The board must review a revised forecast, new debt facility, and
major technology investment across 120 pages of management

material.

Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output

Board & Investor Intelligence Preparation Pack

Executive Questions

What management outcome should improve if we implement board and investor intelligence well?
Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?
Where could Al fabricating explanations create a material problem?

Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

Which measures - board-pack preparation time; source exceptions; narrative corrections; board question

preparedness; KPI consistency - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Board & Investor Intelligence Preparation Pack
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Al in M&A

Accelerate diligence while preserving specialist judgment

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

M&A creates large volumes of documents and analysis that Al can help organize, but material conclusions still

require qualified experts.

26.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether Al is well suited to extraction, categorization,
comparison, missing-item identification, and question preparation. The issue is how the
organization redesigns work so that define approved sources and extraction schemas; require
source links; route valuation, tax, accounting, and legal conclusions to specialists; carry diligence
knowledge into integration. When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase
output while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often more information, not more

clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

26.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: define approved sources and
extraction schemas; require source links; route valuation, tax, accounting, and legal conclusions to
specialists; carry diligence knowledge into integration. Those boundaries matter because finance
work crosses source systems, analytical layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a
reviewer where the data came from, what technology changed, who validated the result, and what

action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.
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26.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include unsupported
“findings”; loss of source context; confidential data mishandling; deal assumptions not tracked
after close. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished and
plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good
technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

26.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: build an M&A Al use matrix; create reviewer
roles; connect diligence outputs to integration and synergy tracking. This work is not a one-time
implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review
cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For ai in m&a, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an enterprise-wide
concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and the control or
decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or ownership
assumptions fail before scaling.

157. Define the business outcome and baseline related to Al is well suited to extraction, categorization,
comparison, missing-item identification, and question preparation.

158. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: define approved sources and extraction schemas; require source links; route valuation, tax,
accounting, and legal conclusions to specialists; carry diligence knowledge into integration.

159. Identify the most material failure modes, including unsupported “findings”; loss of source context;
confidential data mishandling; deal assumptions not tracked after close.

160. Implement the leadership actions: build an M&A Al use matrix; create reviewer roles; connect
diligence outputs to integration and synergy tracking.

161. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: document review time; source traceability; exception
aging; diligence rework; synergy realization.

162. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track
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Efficiency document review time

Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance

Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

A target has 600 customer contracts, 40 leases, multiple debt Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
agreements, and inconsistent revenue schedules. Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output M&A Al Diligence & Integration Framework

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement ai in m&a well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could unsupported “findings” create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - document review time; source traceability; exception aging; diligence rework; synergy
realization - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

M&A Al Diligence & Integration Framework
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Al and Enterprise Risk

Connect financial intelligence to risk decisions

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

The CFO often sees how commercial, operational, cyber, vendor, regulatory, and liquidity risks become financial

consequences.

27.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether risk should be linked to revenue, margin, cash, capital,
insurance, covenant, and strategic impact pathways. The issue is how the organization redesigns
work so that combine distributed signals; build scenarios and leading indicators; integrate risks into
liguidity, capital, and operating plans. When leaders leave that relationship implicit, technology can
increase output while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often more information,

not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

27.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: combine distributed signals; build
scenarios and leading indicators; integrate risks into liquidity, capital, and operating plans. Those
boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical layers, people, and
approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what technology changed,

who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

27.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include risk registers with no

financial translation; Al summaries creating false certainty; sensitive data crossing boundaries;
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risks analyzed independently when they interact. These problems are dangerous because the
output may still look polished and plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather
than assume good intent or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

27.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: map top risks to financial pathways; define
scenario ranges and mitigation owners; use Al to synthesize approved signals. This work is not a
one-time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics,

review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For ai and enterprise risk, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than an
enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output, and
the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or
ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

163. Define the business outcome and baseline related to risk should be linked to revenue, margin, cash,
capital, insurance, covenant, and strategic impact pathways.

164. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: combine distributed signals; build scenarios and leading indicators; integrate risks into liquidity,
capital, and operating plans.

165. Identify the most material failure modes, including risk registers with no financial translation; Al
summaries creating false certainty; sensitive data crossing boundaries; risks analyzed independently
when they interact.

166. Implement the leadership actions: map top risks to financial pathways; define scenario ranges and
mitigation owners; use Al to synthesize approved signals.

167. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: risk trigger lead time; mitigation closure; liquidity
exposure; insurance/covenant headroom; incident severity.

168. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency risk trigger lead time
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Quality & Control

Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy

compliance

Decision Value

Whether management receives useful information early enough
to change action

Adoption

Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

A critical vendor is distressed, cyber incidents are rising, and a
major customer renewal is uncertain at the same time.

Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output

Enterprise Financial Risk Intelligence Map

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement ai and enterprise risk well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could risk registers with no financial translation create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - risk trigger lead time; mitigation closure; liquidity exposure; insurance/covenant

headroom; incident severity - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Enterprise Financial Risk Intelligence Map
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PART VIII

TRANSFORMATION

Turn the concepts into a 12-month roadmap, measurable business case, and repeatable
transformation blueprint.
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The BEV Al Finance Transformation Blueprint™

Move from isolated use cases to an integrated finance operating model

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

The transformation sequence is Stabilize > Connect > Automate > Intelligence > Transform.

28.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether reliable finance operations enable connection;
connected data enables automation; automation creates capacity; capacity plus data enables
intelligence; sustained intelligence changes the operating model. The issue is how the organization
redesigns work so that assess maturity by operating capability, trust, controls, adoption, and
decision value - not by technology purchased. When leaders leave that relationship implicit,
technology can increase output while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is often
more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

28.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: assess maturity by operating
capability, trust, controls, adoption, and decision value - not by technology purchased. Those
boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical layers, people, and
approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what technology changed,
who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be

inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

28.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include launching agents

before fixing close; building Bl on inconsistent dimensions; scaling automation with no exception
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ownership; technology outrunning process discipline. These problems are dangerous because the
output may still look polished and plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather
than assume good intent or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

28.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: sequence the weakest dependency first; set
stage exit criteria; measure readiness before scaling. This work is not a one-time implementation
checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review cadence, change
control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For the bev ai finance transformation blueprint™, begin with one real recurring process or decision
rather than an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-
state output, and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data,
process, or ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

169. Define the business outcome and baseline related to reliable finance operations enable connection;
connected data enables automation; automation creates capacity; capacity plus data enables
intelligence; sustained intelligence changes the operating model.

170. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: assess maturity by operating capability, trust, controls, adoption, and decision value - not by
technology purchased.

171. Identify the most material failure modes, including launching agents before fixing close; building Bl on
inconsistent dimensions; scaling automation with no exception ownership; technology outrunning
process discipline.

172. Implement the leadership actions: sequence the weakest dependency first; set stage exit criteria;
measure readiness before scaling.

173. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: close reliability; data reconciliation; automation value;
decision-intelligence adoption; role/governance maturity.

174. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency close reliability
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Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins
alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

A company has Al agents but still closes in 14 days, manually Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
reconciles dashboards, and lacks customer/product Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
dimensions. owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and

state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output BEV Al Finance Transformation Blueprint Assessment

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement the bev ai finance transformation
blueprint™ well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could launching agents before fixing close create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - close reliability; data reconciliation; automation value; decision-intelligence adoption;
role/governance maturity - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

BEV Al Finance Transformation Blueprint Assessment
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The 12-Month Finance Transformation Roadmap

Sequence change so capability builds quarter by quarter

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

A one-year roadmap is long enough to create meaningful operating change and short enough to maintain

executive attention.

29.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether Q1 Foundation, Q2 Connect, Q3 Intelligence, Q4 Scale;
each quarter should create a capability rather than a list of tool tasks. The issue is how the
organization redesigns work so that set outcome gates; assign owners; sequence data, controls,
workflows, and training together; stop lower-value work to create change capacity. When leaders
leave that relationship implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the decision system

unchanged. The result is often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

29.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: set outcome gates; assign owners;
sequence data, controls, workflows, and training together; stop lower-value work to create change
capacity. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical
layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what

technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

29.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include overloaded

roadmaps; parallel projects with hidden dependencies; transformation competing with close;
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success defined by tool deployment. These problems are dangerous because the output may still
look polished and plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good
intent or good technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

29.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: review monthly; reprioritize by dependency and
value; close year with maturity and ROl review. This work is not a one-time implementation
checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics, review cadence, change

control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the

process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For the 12-month finance transformation roadmap, begin with one real recurring process or
decision rather than an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the
future-state output, and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the
model, data, process, or ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

175. Define the business outcome and baseline related to Q1 Foundation, Q2 Connect, Q3 Intelligence,
Q4 Scale; each quarter should create a capability rather than a list of tool tasks.

176. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: set outcome gates; assign owners; sequence data, controls, workflows, and training together;
stop lower-value work to create change capacity.

177. Identify the most material failure modes, including overloaded roadmaps; parallel projects with
hidden dependencies; transformation competing with close; success defined by tool deployment.

178. Implement the leadership actions: review monthly; reprioritize by dependency and value; close year
with maturity and ROl review.

179. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: quarterly outcome attainment; dependency closure;
adoption; value realization; change capacity.

180. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency quarterly outcome attainment
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value

Whether management receives useful information early enough
to change action

Adoption

Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins
alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

A CFO wants Al-enabled finance within 12 months while several
system projects are already underway.

Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and
state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output

12-Month Finance Transformation Roadmap

Executive Questions

roadmap well?

Which authoritative data and definitions must be

Which measures - quarterly outcome attainment;

What management outcome should improve if we implement the 12-month finance transformation

reliable before this capability can be trusted?

Where could overloaded roadmaps create a material problem?

Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

dependency closure; adoption; value realization;

change capacity - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

12-Month Finance Transformation Roadmap
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Measuring Finance Transformation

Prove value without reducing transformation to cost savings

EXECUTIVE PREMISE

Transformation should improve economic outcomes, operating performance, control quality, and decision

capacity.

30.1 Why this matters

The finance leadership issue is not whether measure efficiency, effectiveness, and strategic value
separately and baseline before claiming improvement. The issue is how the organization redesigns
work so that combine cycle time/cost with accuracy/control, cash/forecast, decision latency, and
stakeholder usefulness; attribute value conservatively. When leaders leave that relationship
implicit, technology can increase output while leaving the decision system unchanged. The result is

often more information, not more clarity.

A useful way to evaluate the opportunity is to ask what management can decide differently if the
capability works. If the answer is only “the team saves time,” the design is incomplete. The stronger
answer connects the process to a financial, control, operating, or decision outcome and identifies

the accountable owner.

30.2 Design the operating model

The future-state design should make several boundaries explicit: combine cycle time/cost with
accuracy/control, cash/forecast, decision latency, and stakeholder usefulness; attribute value
conservatively. Those boundaries matter because finance work crosses source systems, analytical
layers, people, and approvals. A strong design tells a reviewer where the data came from, what

technology changed, who validated the result, and what action can follow.

The design should also distinguish deterministic work from judgment work. Rules, reconciliations,
validations, and routing should be automated with predictable logic where possible. Al should be
inserted where language, classification, synthesis, pattern recognition, or flexible reasoning adds

value. Human judgment should remain attached to material conclusions and decisions.

30.3 Failure modes to anticipate

The most common failures are not limited to model hallucination. They include counting use cases

instead of outcomes; overclaiming DSO or margin impact; no baseline; saved hours with no

105



Al FOR FINANCE PROFESSIONALS | BESPOKE EXECUTIVE VENTURES

redeployment evidence. These problems are dangerous because the output may still look polished
and plausible. Finance leaders should design for detection rather than assume good intent or good
technology is enough.

A practical risk test asks four questions: What can go wrong? How material would the consequence
be? How quickly would the organization know? Can the action be reversed? The answers should

determine validation depth, permissions, evidence, monitoring, and escalation.

30.4 Leadership response

Leadership should respond by doing the following: build a portfolio scorecard; review monthly
process metrics and quarterly value; scale, redesign, or stop based on evidence. This work is not a
one-time implementation checklist. It becomes part of the management system: owners, metrics,

review cadence, change control, and periodic reassessment.

The leadership standard is that technology must make accountability clearer, not harder to locate. If
no one can explain who owns the data, the conclusion, the approval, and the follow-up action, the
process is not ready to scale.

Implementation Pattern

For measuring finance transformation, begin with one real recurring process or decision rather than
an enterprise-wide concept. Define the current pain, the source evidence, the future-state output,
and the control or decision standard. Use a small pilot to learn where the model, data, process, or
ownership assumptions fail before scaling.

181. Define the business outcome and baseline related to measure efficiency, effectiveness, and strategic
value separately and baseline before claiming improvement.

182. Map the current process, systems, data owners, and decision owners; make the future-state design
explicit: combine cycle time/cost with accuracy/control, cash/forecast, decision latency, and
stakeholder usefulness; attribute value conservatively.

183. Identify the most material failure modes, including counting use cases instead of outcomes;
overclaiming DSO or margin impact; no baseline; saved hours with no redeployment evidence.

184. Implement the leadership actions: build a portfolio scorecard; review monthly process metrics and
quarterly value; scale, redesign, or stop based on evidence.

185. Measure the result using a focused scorecard: close days; forecast accuracy; reporting cycle; manual
hours; DSO/cash conversion; control exceptions; decision latency.

186. Review exceptions and lessons, then decide whether to scale, redesign, or stop.

Measurement Lens What to Track

Efficiency close days
Quality & Control Corrections, overrides, exceptions, evidence quality, policy
compliance
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Decision Value Whether management receives useful information early enough

to change action

Adoption Use of the approved future-state process rather than tool logins

alone

LEADERSHIP STANDARD

Technology should increase the capacity of finance to protect truth, explain economics, anticipate outcomes,

and improve decisions. It should never make accountability harder to identify.

Decision Lab

Scenario Leadership Task

After a year, finance has six Al workflows, two dashboards, and Use the concepts in this chapter to design the response.
an enterprise Al platform; leadership asks whether the Separate source facts from assumptions, identify the decision
investment was worth it. owner, define the technology role, specify human review, and

state what evidence must be retained.

Required Output Finance Transformation Value Scorecard

Executive Questions

e What management outcome should improve if we implement measuring finance transformation well?

e Which authoritative data and definitions must be reliable before this capability can be trusted?

e Where could counting use cases instead of outcomes create a material problem?

e Who owns the final judgment or action even when Al or automation performs part of the work?

e Which measures - close days; forecast accuracy; reporting cycle; manual hours; DSO/cash conversion;
control exceptions; decision latency - will tell us whether the change is creating value?

IMPLEMENTATION ARTIFACT

Finance Transformation Value Scorecard
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PART APPENDICES

EXECUTIVE TOOLKIT

Templates, scorecards, charters, and assessment tools for turning the book into a practical
transformation program.
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Appendix A - Al Finance Leadership Readiness

Assessment

Score each area from 1 (not established) to 5 (strong, repeatable, and measured).

Area / Question Score Evidence / Action

Leadership outcomes 12345 Evidence / next action:
Accounting foundation 12345 Evidence / next action:
Data foundation 12345 Evidence / next action:
Technology architecture 12345 Evidence / next action:
Decision intelligence 12345 Evidence / next action:
Governance 12345 Evidence / next action:
Controls 12345 Evidence / next action:
Talent 12345 Evidence / next action:
Adoption 12345 Evidence / next action:
Measurement 12345 Evidence / next action:

USE IN PRACTICE

Complete the tool with the accountable process owner and one independent stakeholder. Disagreement is

useful: it reveals where assumptions, definitions, or expectations are not aligned.
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Appendix B - Finance Organization Skills Matrix

Use this matrix to set future-state capability expectations by role and level.

Area / Question Score Evidence / Action

Accounting & controls 12345 Evidence / next action:
Data literacy 12345 Evidence / next action:
Al fluency 12345 Evidence / next action:
Workflow design 12345 Evidence / next action:
Analytics 12345 Evidence / next action:
Scenario thinking 12345 Evidence / next action:
Systems thinking 12345 Evidence / next action:
Communication 12345 Evidence / next action:
Business partnership 12345 Evidence / next action:
Leadership & governance 12345 Evidence / next action:

USE IN PRACTICE

Complete the tool with the accountable process owner and one independent stakeholder. Disagreement is

useful: it reveals where assumptions, definitions, or expectations are not aligned.
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Appendix C - Al Governance Committee Charter

Use an existing enterprise forum where possible; define finance-specific responsibilities.

Area / Question Score Evidence / Action

Purpose and risk appetite 12345 Evidence / next action:
Core membership 12345 Evidence / next action:
Approval scope 12345 Evidence / next action:
Incident review 12345 Evidence / next action:
Vendor/model changes 12345 Evidence / next action:
Use-case inventory 12345 Evidence / next action:
Policy updates 12345 Evidence / next action:
Value and adoption metrics 12345 Evidence / next action:

USE IN PRACTICE

Complete the tool with the accountable process owner and one independent stakeholder. Disagreement is

useful: it reveals where assumptions, definitions, or expectations are not aligned.
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Appendix D - Technology Stack Assessment

Trace one executive KPI from decision view to source transaction.

Area / Question

Systems of record

Score

Evidence / Action

Evidence / next action:

Operational systems

Evidence / next action:

Integration

Evidence / next action:

Semantic/data model

Evidence / next action:

Business intelligence

Evidence / next action:

Al layer

Evidence / next action:

Workflow/automation

Evidence / next action:

Decision/action layer

Evidence / next action:

USE IN PRACTICE
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Appendix E - Finance Data Maturity Assessment

Score the data capabilities that most constrain real finance decisions.

Area / Question Score Evidence / Action

Chart of accounts 12345 Evidence / next action:
Dimensions 12345 Evidence / next action:
Master data 12345 Evidence / next action:
Metric definitions 12345 Evidence / next action:
Reconciliation 12345 Evidence / next action:
Lineage 12345 Evidence / next action:
Freshness 12345 Evidence / next action:
Data quality 12345 Evidence / next action:
Access 12345 Evidence / next action:
Change management 12345 Evidence / next action:

USE IN PRACTICE

Complete the tool with the accountable process owner and one independent stakeholder. Disagreement is

useful: it reveals where assumptions, definitions, or expectations are not aligned.
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Appendix F - CFO Decision Intelligence Scorecard

Repeat quarterly and support scores with concrete examples.

Area / Question

Decision clarity

Score

Evidence / Action

Evidence / next action:

Evidence quality

Evidence / next action:

Driver visibility

Evidence / next action:

Scenario capability

Evidence / next action:

Profitability intelligence

Evidence / next action:

Leading indicators

Evidence / next action:

Decision latency

Evidence / next action:

Action tracking

Evidence / next action:

Learning loop

Evidence / next action:

Executive usefulness

Evidence / next action:

USE IN PRACTICE

Complete the tool with the accountable process owner and one independent stakeholder. Disagreement is

useful: it reveals where assumptions, definitions, or expectations are not aligned.
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Appendix G - Al Transformation Business Case

Use conservative assumptions and document how each value category will be measured.

Area / Question Score Evidence / Action

Problem 12345 Evidence / next action:
Baseline 12345 Evidence / next action:
Future state 12345 Evidence / next action:
Investment 12345 Evidence / next action:
Efficiency value 12345 Evidence / next action:
Effectiveness value 12345 Evidence / next action:
Strategic value 12345 Evidence / next action:
Risks 12345 Evidence / next action:
Measures 12345 Evidence / next action:
Decision 12345 Evidence / next action:

USE IN PRACTICE

Complete the tool with the accountable process owner and one independent stakeholder. Disagreement is

useful: it reveals where assumptions, definitions, or expectations are not aligned.
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Appendix H - 12-Month Transformation Roadmap

Template

Build capability quarter by quarter rather than listing disconnected tool tasks.

Area / Question Score Evidence / Action

Q1 Foundation 12345 Evidence / next action:
Q2 Connect 12345 Evidence / next action:
Q3 Intelligence 12345 Evidence / next action:
Q4 Scale 12345 Evidence / next action:
Owners 12345 Evidence / next action:
Dependencies 12345 Evidence / next action:
Measures 12345 Evidence / next action:
Decision gates 12345 Evidence / next action:

USE IN PRACTICE

Complete the tool with the accountable process owner and one independent stakeholder. Disagreement is

useful: it reveals where assumptions, definitions, or expectations are not aligned.
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Appendix | - Board Al Risk Questions

Prepare the CFO and board for substantive governance discussion rather than a technology demo.

Area / Question

Material use cases

Score

Evidence / Action

Evidence / next action:

Accountability

Evidence / next action:

Data permissions

Evidence / next action:

Autonomous actions

Evidence / next action:

Testing

Evidence / next action:

Drift/incident detection

Evidence / next action:

Vendor risk 123 Evidence / next action:
Evidence 123 Evidence / next action:
Value 123 Evidence / next action:

Workforce impact

Evidence / next action:

Pause/disable triggers

Evidence / next action:

USE IN PRACTICE
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Appendix J - BEV LEAD™ Finance Transformation

Scorecard

Score each LEAD element 1-5 before scaling a transformation initiative.

Area / Question Score Evidence / Action

L - Leadership & Business Outcomes 12345 Evidence / next action:
E - Enterprise Data & Systems 12345 Evidence / next action:
A - Automation, Al & Analytics 12345 Evidence / next action:
D - Decision Rights, Controls & 12345 Evidence / next action:
Development

USE IN PRACTICE

Complete the tool with the accountable process owner and one independent stakeholder. Disagreement is

useful: it reveals where assumptions, definitions, or expectations are not aligned.
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Final Perspective: Finance Leadership in an Al-

Enabled Enterprise

The defining finance leadership challenge is not whether Al will enter the function. The challenge is
deciding how those capabilities fit inside a finance system that remains accurate, controlled,

explainable, and useful.

Book One focused on disciplined individual use. Book Two focused on connected workflows and
automation. Book Three has focused on the operating model: what finance is for, how technology
should be layered, how data should be governed, how decisions should be structured, how controls

should evolve, how roles should change, and how transformation value should be measured.

The organizations that create the most value will not be the ones with the most Al tools. They will be
the ones that connect trustworthy data, thoughtful process design, accountable people, strong

controls, and decision-focused leadership.

Finance earns influence because management trusts the numbers, understands the economics,
sees the risks, and believes recommendations are grounded in evidence. The purpose of Al-enabled

finance is to strengthen those qualities at greater speed and scale.

The next step is practical: choose one consequential finance outcome, apply BEV LEAD™, and
redesign the system around it. Stabilize what must be reliable. Connect what must be visible.
Automate what does not require judgment. Build intelligence where leaders need foresight.

Transform the role of finance so the capacity created becomes better decisions.

THE SERIES IN ONE LINE

USE Al with control. BUILD WITH Al through designed workflows. LEAD WITH Al through a finance operating

model that protects truth and improves decisions.
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