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HypGuard TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION ASSESSMENT

SECTION 1

Executive Summary

This sample report sets out the expert assessment of the CustomerAl deployment — a generative-Al / large-
language-model solution being rolled out within a specific division of a Hypothetical organization. The
assessment arrives at a constructive moment: early enough to shape outcomes, late enough for real signals
to be visible. Ten questions, selected for this customer’s profile (available at the end), form the evidence
base; section 4 traces each answer to its effect on the seven pillars.

32 /5.0 Adoption Readiness Index ©® AMBER Conditional, Specific Actions Required

The deployment holds the conditions that are hardest to create and slowest to recover: a genuine divisional
mandate, and specialists who are engaged rather than resistant. Many mid-rollout deployments would trade
places with it. What the assessment identifies is two pieces of groundwork still to be built — a cost model that
currently stops at the license line, and a data foundation not yet shown fit for the task. Both are ownership
and engineering questions with well-understood answers, both surface while the rollout can still absorb them,
and neither calls the decision to adopt into question.

THREE HEADLINE FINDINGS

1. The data foundation is the most immediate piece of groundwork, and the most rewarding. A generative-Al
system performs reliably only where the underlying data is demonstrably relevant, well-labeled, and
representative, and that has not yet been established here (Questions 4 and 6) — CustomerAl performs no
data preparation of its own, so the work sits with the customer. It is a defined, finite exercise, and
completing it converts the deployment'’s largest technical unknown into a known quantity.

2. The cost model is the other piece to complete, and completing it is straightforward. The Total Cost of
Ownership is currently built around the license and subscription price (Question 3), while integration,
training, support, and internal effort — the data preparation above among them — are incurred outside it.
Bringing them into a single view now gives your customer a defensible investment story well ahead of the
renewal discussion rather than a sequence of surprises during it.

3. The people side is the deployment's greatest asset, and one step secures it. A Senior/Divisional mandate
(Question 1) and informal knowledge leaders who have already been consulted (Question 5) are why
adoption friction is low. Extending those specialists a defined role in decisions — not consultation alone —
locks that advantage in before working routines harden, and turns the people best placed to question the
rollout into the people carrying it.
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HypGuard

SECTION 2

Engagement Context

TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION ASSESSMENT

The profile below records the customer and deployment context in which this assessment takes place. It

determines which of the framework’s questions are asked and, just as importantly, how the findings should be

read.

CUSTOMER ORGANIZATION

INDUSTRY / SECTOR

ORGANIZATION SIZE

ANNUAL REVENUE

OPERATING REGIONS

TECHNOLOGY EVALUATED

DEPLOYMENT SCOPE

DEPLOYMENT STAGE

ASSESSMENT SUBMITTED BY

SUBMITTER CONTACT

SUBMISSION DATE

BASIS OF THIS REPORT

Hypguard Sample Inc.

Automotive & Manufacturing

1,001-5,000 employees

$250 million - $1 billion

Global (operations in all major regions)

Generative Al / Large Language Models — CustomerAl

A specific division

Mid-Deployment — rollout actively in progress

Technology Vendor (selling this solution to the customer)

principal@hypeguardaudit.com

3 August 2026

This report rests on the responses submitted on 3 August 2026 to the HypGuard adoption assessment — a

ten-question inquiry selected for this customer'’s profile from a bank of one hundred questions across seven

pillars — combined with expert review of the resulting readiness picture. Every finding cites the response it

derives from, so the reasoning can be followed from answer to conclusion. Findings are stated neutrally: they

describe conditions as evidenced at the time of submission, not judgments of any team or individual.
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TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION ASSESSMENT

HypGuard

SECTION 3

Readiness Profile

©® AMBER — Conditional, Specific Actions Required

The index places this deployment in the Amber band: adoption is very achievable, and a
focused, well-defined set of actions — led by establishing the data foundation and
3 . 2 /5.0 completing the cost model — will materially move the odds in your customer's favour.
This is the most workable position an assessment can return. Every gap identified here
is addressable, and the current rollout window is the least expensive moment to address

it.

Alignment
3.6
5
Technology Value
3.6 4 3.0

Economics * Friction
2.0 / 4.0
[ ]
\.

Infrastructure Governance
2.5 3.0

Alignment | 3.6
Value S | 3.0

Fricc:tio 4.0
Governance | — | 3.0
Infrastructure . | I 2.5
Economics I | | 2.0
Technology | 3.6

Pillar scores out of 5.0. The colour of each bar reflects the outcome band the pillar currently falls in; the

vertical marks on the tracks indicate the transitions between bands.
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HypGuard TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION ASSESSMENT

SECTION 4

Pillar Findings

Each pillar is presented in three parts: what was observed, what it means for this deployment, and what to do
about it. Scores are out of 5.0, and a higher score always means stronger readiness — on Friction, a high
score means friction is low and well managed. Markers follow the outcome bands in section 7.

4.1 Alignment EE— ® 36 /50

WHAT WAS OBSERVED

The adoption was initiated at Senior or Divisional Management level (Question 1) — a mandate one step below
the executive board, sufficient to command attention and budget inside the division. Whether people across
levels would explain the adoption in the same terms, however, remains unconfirmed (Question 2): the
mandate is established; the shared narrative is not.

WHAT IT MEANS

For this deployment the stakes are specific: the system changes how the division’s specialists work day to
day, and the responses give no confirmation that the floor's version of why it is being adopted matches the
leadership’s. Where those versions differ, the difference is invisible now and gets priced into adoption later.
The mandate is the asset here — a narrative gap on firm sponsorship is a communication task, not a political
one, and quick to close.

WHAT TO DO
The mandate should be restated at every affected level in operational terms — what the system changes in
the division's daily work, and why. A short cross-level pulse check inside the division converts the open

narrative question into a measured one at almost no cost.

4.2 Value E—— © 3.0 /50

WHAT WAS OBSERVED

Whether the features that justify the technology's cost are being used at the level the business case assumed
cannot currently be answered from inside the organization (Question 9). For a system whose case rests on
changing how the division works, that is the most important number no one has.

WHAT IT MEANS

The upside case is as live as the downside. If usage is strong, the division is sitting on an expansion story it
cannot yet tell; if it is thin, the shortfall surfaces at the cheapest moment to correct it. The effort is small either
way — a handful of usage signals the system already produces — against a question the renewal discussion

would otherwise settle on impression.

WHAT TO DO
Utilization should be instrumented in the live rollout — two or three usage measures tied to the original

business case — so the renewal discussion rests on the division’s own evidence.
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HypGuard TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION ASSESSMENT

4.3 Friction e ® 4.0 /50

WHAT WAS OBSERVED

The division's informal knowledge leaders — the senior specialists and super-users whose judgment their
colleagues defer to — are consulted for input on this adoption, though not yet involved in decisions (Question
5). In a technical manufacturing organization, these are the people who decide in practice whether the
system’s output is trusted or quietly double-checked.

WHAT IT MEANS

Little currently stands in this adoption's way — friction is low, which is what the strong result on this pillar
reflects, and it is the hardest condition on this list to manufacture. It is also the one most worth protecting.
Input was sought from these specialists while decision rights stayed elsewhere, and that gap is where
pushback tends to originate: those asked for their judgment are the most likely to contest outcomes reached
without it. Because their standing is what keeps friction low, closing the gap is unusually high-leverage — the
same influence that could slow the rollout will carry it once decision rights follow the consultation. The
routines forming in these months are the ones that will harden, so the opening is immediate.

WHAT TO DO

The consulted knowledge leaders should be given a defined role in decisions rather than input alone: named
champions inside the division, early sight of upcoming changes, a direct channel into the deployment team,
and visible influence over the choices that shape daily work. Acting while goodwill holds costs a fraction of

recovering it afterwards.

4.4 (Governance — ©3.0/50

WHAT WAS OBSERVED

The questions selected for this profile did not directly probe approvals, review structures, or compliance
posture. The one adjacent signal — a decision initiated at Senior/Divisional level (Question 1) — indicates
ordinary management authority, and nothing beyond it in either direction.

WHAT IT MEANS

The score here reflects an absence of evidence, not an absence of risk — and what is known from the profile
alone warrants attention. A customer operating globally is deploying generative Al, a technology class that
regulators in several of its markets now address directly, through a single division. Divisional deployments of
this kind tend to inherit enterprise-level obligations — data protection, Al-specific rules, employee
representation — without inheriting the enterprise functions that manage them. Nothing in the responses
shows this has gone wrong; nothing shows it is in hand. Confirming the position is a short exercise, and doing
it now removes an entire category of late surprise.

WHAT TO DO

The approval and review obligations attaching to this deployment in each operating region should be verified
against the division's rollout plan before it completes — so that nothing finished has to be re-opened for a
missed obligation.
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HypGuard TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION ASSESSMENT

4.5 Infrastructure — ® 2.5 /50

WHAT WAS OBSERVED

The physical foundation is in hand: only minor, already-budgeted hardware and compute upgrades are
required (Question 7). The data foundation is not. Neither the adequacy of relevant, well-labeled,
representative data for the intended use case (Question 4) nor the availability and quality of the data the
system depends on day to day (Question 6) can be confirmed — and the system carries no capability of its
own to clean or prepare that data.

WHAT IT MEANS

For a generative-Al deployment this is the finding that governs the others — which also makes it the most
rewarding to act on. Systems of this class need data demonstrably fit for the task, and where the software
prepares none of its own, that fitness has to be established by the customer. Until it is, the data position caps
what the division can obtain from the system, and tends to show up as inconsistent output long before
anyone traces the cause back to the data. Encouragingly, this is a defined exercise rather than an open-
ended one: the scope is knowable, much of the work is one-time, and the same effort lifts nearly every other
measure in this report. The already-budgeted hardware shows the division plans capably once it can see
what needs planning for.

WHAT TO DO

A structured data-readiness assessment should be run for the division's use case before the rollout scales
further — coverage, labeling quality, representativeness, access paths, refresh cadence — with named
ownership for the preparation work it identifies. Since the software will not do that work, it should be
resourced and scheduled explicitly rather than assumed.

4.6 Economics oE—— ® 2.0 /50

WHAT WAS OBSERVED

The Total Cost of Ownership is modeled mainly at the license and subscription price, with rough allowances
beyond it (Question 3). Mid-rollout, that means the costs now actually being incurred — integration work,
training time, support, internal effort — have no line in the model that is supposed to justify the deployment.

WHAT IT MEANS

This is the lowest score in the assessment and also the most tractable, because the reason is structural rather
than financial: the spend is real and defensible; the model that should carry it has not been extended to cover
it. Left as is, the unmodeled categories surface one budget cycle at a time, each an overrun against a case
that never contained it — the data preparation above among them. Extended now, the same figures tell a
straightforward investment story.

WHAT TO DO

A full multi-year TCO should be assembled before the next budget checkpoint — license, implementation,
integration, training, support, and internal effort — and reconciled against the spend already realized in the
rollout to date.
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HypGuard TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION ASSESSMENT

4.7 Technology —— ©3.6/50

WHAT WAS OBSERVED

The technology is commercially available and in use elsewhere, though not yet widely for the use case this
division is deploying it for (Question 10). Its stability and maturity in the division's daily operation also cannot
yet be confirmed (Question 8): the market's confidence in the product is established; this deployment's own
evidence is not.

WHAT IT MEANS

The open question is fit, not fundamentals — and it is answerable from inside the rollout. Every shift the
division runs with the system is generating exactly the performance and stability record that neither the
vendor's references nor the wider market's adoption can supply for this use case. That record should be read
alongside the data findings above: where output disappoints, the cause is at least as likely to lie in the data
beneath the system as in the product itself. Separating the two protects a sound product from an unearned
reputation inside the division.

WHAT TO DO

That record should be captured deliberately: stability and performance data from live operation, assembled
into use-case-specific evidence that converts the product’s market maturity into demonstrated fit for this
division.

READING THE PATTERN

Taken together, the pillars describe a deployment that already holds what cannot easily be given —
sponsorship (Question 1) and specialist engagement (Question 5) — while lacking two things that can be built
to a plan: a cost model extended past the license line (Question 3), and a data foundation shown fit for what
the system is asked to do (Questions 4 and 6). That is a favourable shape. Organizational goodwill is slow to
create and quick to lose; cost models and data preparation are the opposite. What remains open — narrative,
stability, utilization — is measurable from the rollout already in progress. The roadmap sequences the work
accordingly.
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HypGuard TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION ASSESSMENT

SECTION 5

Prioritized Action Roadmap

Actions are sequenced by expected effect on adoption: Now (0-30 days), Next (30-90 days), Later (90+
days). Each action names the pillar whose findings it addresses; the evidence behind each is set out in

section 4.

# RECOMMENDED ACTION PILLAR HORIZON EXPECTED EFFECT

1 Establish the data foundation: assess  Infrastructure Now Removes the principal constraint on reliable
coverage, labeling quality and performance before the rollout scales further.

representativeness for the division's
use case, then resource the
preparation work with named

ownership.

2 Assemble the full multi-year TCO — Economics Now Closes the license-only cost view (Question
license, implementation, integration, 3) and brings the data-preparation effort into
training, support, internal effort — and the budget.

reconcile it against realized spend.

3 Extend decision rights to the Friction Now Pre-empts the pushback that consultation
consulted knowledge leaders: named without decision rights invites, while friction
champions, early sight of changes, is still low.

visible influence over choices
affecting daily work.

4 Instrument utilization of the cost- Value Next Silent value leakage is made visible, and the
justifying features against the original renewal discussion is held on evidence.
business case.

5 Restate the divisional mandate at Alignment Next The uncertain narrative alignment (Question
every level and run a short cross-level 2) is measured and corrected while rollout is
pulse check on the adoption still in progress.
narrative.

6 Verify multi-jurisdiction approval Governance - Later Regulatory surprises are prevented, and
obligations for the deployment and Technology “"commercially available" becomes “proven
assemble use-case reference for this use case”.

evidence from the live rollout.
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HypGuard TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION ASSESSMENT

SECTION 6

ASSessor’s Commentary

This deployment already holds the conditions that cannot be bought, and lacks only the ones

that can be built.

A mid-range index is easy to read as mediocrity. Here it is closer to the opposite: a deployment carrying the
two conditions that most often decide adoption — real sponsorship and engaged specialists — alongside two
shortfalls that yield to ordinary project work. A cost model built on the license line will not stretch to cover the
integration, training and support effort the rollout is now consuming; and a data position not yet shown fit for
purpose is, for a system of this class, what separates a technology that performs from one that underdelivers
for reasons nobody can immediately name. Both are familiar problems with known remedies, and both are
visible early enough to be handled as planned work rather than as recovery.

Two dynamics deserve attention because neither is visible in any single pillar, and both work in the
customer's favour once seen. The data preparation this deployment requires is unbudgeted effort of precisely
the kind the cost model omits — so one exercise, properly scoped, closes part of both gaps at once. And the
specialists already consulted are the readiest source of momentum available: giving them a role in decisions
converts the most likely origin of pushback into the rollout's strongest advocacy, at negligible cost while
goodwill holds.

The sequence follows. The data foundation and the cost model come first, together: neither is expensive to
resolve now, both harden later, and each conceals part of the other. Decision rights for the informal leaders
follow immediately, while the routines are still forming. Measurement of utilization, narrative and stability
comes next, and the regulatory and reference-evidence work last. Taken in that order, the deployment enters
its next phase on foundations that have been tested rather than assumed, funded on honest numbers, and
carried by the people who shape opinion on the floor. Deployments that begin from this position and do this

groundwork generally end up considerably stronger than today’s index suggests.

— HypGuard - Expert Review
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HypGuard TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION ASSESSMENT

Methodology & About HypGuard

The HypGuard framework evaluates technology adoption across seven pillars. Each pillar is scored from 1.0 to
5.0 on the basis of the submitted responses and expert review; the pillar scores combine into the Adoption
Readiness Index (ARI), which places the deployment in one of three outcome bands.

THE SEVEN PILLARS

01 A]ignment The connection between the technology and a verified customer priority: use case,
expected outcomes, and stakeholders working toward the same result.

02 Value The credibility of the value story: the outcome targeted, the evidence shown, and how
early results support broader use.

03 Friction What could prevent adoption in daily use: workflow change, training needs, user
concerns, and practical barriers. A high score means friction is low and well managed.

04 Governance The approvals that shape the timeline: security, privacy, compliance, procurement, legal
review, and internal decision-making.

05 Infrastructure The conditions for a smooth launch and stable operation: data access, integration,
technical ownership, and delivery dependencies.

06 Economics The realism of the investment story: expected value against implementation effort, time
to results, and required resources.

07 Technology Confidence in the solution itself: evidence, technical fit, integration approach, and
deployment considerations.

THE ADOPTION READINESS INDEX

The index weights each pillar by its bearing on adoption outcomes, calibrated across HypGuard's assessment practice.
The question bank, the routing that selects questions for a given profile, the pillar weighting, and the scoring rules are
proprietary to the HypGuard framework and are not disclosed in this report.

OUTCOME BANDS

® Upperband GREEN — Adoption-Ready The fundamentals are in place; remaining work is about
sustaining momentum and protecting the gains.

® Middle band AMBER — Conditional, Actions Required  Adoption is achievable; a focused, well-defined set of
actions will materially move the odds.

® Lowerband RED — High Risk, Barriers Identified Significant barriers are present and addressable; resolve the
priority barriers before or alongside rollout.

ABOUT HYPGUARD

HypGuard — Your Customer Success Partner — helps technology vendors, resellers, integrators, and
consultancies understand what shapes customer adoption and value realization. Questions about this report:
contact@mail.hypguard.com.

This report is confidential and prepared for the recipient organization. © 2026 HypGuard.
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Your Customer Success Partner

Hypguard Sample Inc.

Generated 3 August 2026 at 17:29

Customer Profile

Customer Organization Name Hypguard Sample Inc.

Industry / Sector Automotive & Manufacturing

Customer Organization Size (by 1,001-5,000 employees

headcount)

Customer Annual Revenue €250 million — €1 billion

Customer Operating Regions & Market Global (operations in all major regions)

Reach

Technology Category Being Evaluated Generative Al / Large Language Models — CustomerAl
Scope of This Deployment Within the A specific division

Customer Organization

Current Stage of Deployment Mid-Deployment: rollout actively in progress
Who is submitting this assessment? Technology Vendor (selling this solution to the customer)
Your Corporate Email Address principal@hypeguardaudit.com

Assessment Responses

QUESTION 1 OF 10
At what level of your customer's organization was the decision to adopt this technology primarily initiated?

— CXO, Board, or Executive Committee (top-down mandate)

Senior or Divisional Management

— Middle Management (department heads or team leads)

— Operational staff, technical specialists, or end users (ground-up initiative)



QUESTION 2 OF 10
If you asked people at every level of your customer's organization — from the executive board to the people

doing the hands-on work — to explain why this technology is being adopted in their own words, their
explanations would line up closely with each other.
— 1 — Strongly Disagree/Not at All
— 2 — Disagree/Unlikely
— 4 — Agree/Likely
— 5 — Strongly Agree/Definitely
QUESTION 3 OF 10
How completely has your customer modeled the Total Cost of Ownership for this technology?

— Full multi-year TCO: license + implementation + integration + training + support + internal effort

— Most cost categories captured; a few estimated loosely

» Mainly the license/subscription price, with rough allowances

— Essentially just the sticker price / subscription fee

QUESTION 4 OF 10

For this Al technology, your customer has enough relevant, well-labeled, and representative data for it to
perform reliably in their specific context.

— 1 — Strongly Disagree

— 5 — Strongly Agree
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QUESTION 5 OF 10

Have the informal knowledge leaders (senior technicians, shop-floor veterans, high-tech or subject-matter
experts, de facto — though not official — leaders, super-users or key users, long-tenured specialists, go-to
troubleshooters, and any other unofficially-recognized influencers people turn to for guidance) — the
experienced, trusted people whose opinion shapes what their peers accept — been actively involved in planning
this adoption?

— Yes — identified and involved as active participants / co-designers

» Consulted for input, but not involved in decisions

— Merely informed after decisions were made

— Not identified or engaged at all

QUESTION 6 OF 10

The data this technology depends on is available, accessible, and of sufficient quality within your customer's
environment today.

— 1 — Strongly Disagree

— 5 — Strongly Agree

QUESTION 7 OF 10
What hardware, compute, or facilities upgrades does this technology require in your customer's environment?

— None of significance — existing capacity suffices

« Minor upgrades, already budgeted
— Notable new hardware/compute needed, not yet budgeted

— Major infrastructure investment required
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QUESTION 8 OF 10

The technology itself is stable and mature in daily use (release quality, uptime, few disruptive bugs) rather than
something users have to fight.

— 1 — Strongly Disagree

— 5 — Strongly Agree

QUESTION 9 OF 10

The features that justify this technology's cost are actually being used at the level the business case assumed
(i.e. value is not leaking away through underutilization).

— 1 — Strongly Disagree

— 5 — Strongly Agree

QUESTION 10 OF 10

What is the maturity (Technology Readiness Level) of this technology for the *specific* use case your customer
intends?

— Proven in production for this exact use case, at comparable organizations

« Commercially available and used, but not widely for this exact case

— Early commercial / pilot stage for this use case

— Emerging / experimental for this use case

This document is a summary of the responses submitted in this session. It is not the final, expert-reviewed HypGuard assessment report,
which follows within 72 hours.

Page 4 of 4



