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Preface

This book is not aboutwhichAI tools to buy. It is about the organizational designwork that has
to happen before any tool gets deployed. If you’ve bought tools and seen no return, this iswhy.
If you want to know exactly what to do instead, read on.
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1 Introduction: The Design Problem

At some point in the last two years, you bought into AI. Maybe it was a ChatGPT subscription
for the team. Maybe itwas abigger bet—aworkflowautomation platform, anAI-enabledCRM,
a pilotwith a consultantwho promised itwould change everything. You spent realmoney. You
gave it real time. And now you’re sitting with a tool your teammostly ignores, a few scattered
use cases that never scaled, and a growing suspicion that either the technology is oversold or
something is fundamentally wrongwith how your organization approached it.

The technology isnotoversold. Something is fundamentallywrongwithhowyourorganization
approached it. And it is not what you think.

The instinct, when AI doesn’t produce returns, is to blame adoption. Your team resisted the
change. They didn’t take the training seriously. They went back to their old habits. This diag-
nosis feels plausible, and it lets everyone off the hook — the CEO included. But it is the wrong
diagnosis, and acting on it produces exactly one outcome: another training session that also
doesn’t work.

The real problem is not adoption. The real problem is that nobody redesigned the work.

You built an org chart for humans. You bought AI tools. And then you put the tools next to
the existing structure and asked your team to figure out how to use them. Nobody decided —
beforedeployinganything—whoownswhatoutcome,whatoutputsareexpectedofAI versus
humans, or how the two hand off to each other. The tool sits next to the existingworkflow and
produces nothing, because nothing was designed to receive it. As one way to put it: the new
tool physically bounces off the rigid org chart.

Think about construction. You would never pour concrete or frame walls without mapping
the foundation first. Yet that is precisely what most businesses are doing with AI. They are
installing advanced technology without any underlying operational architecture. The missing
step is organizational design.
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1 Introduction: The Design Problem

1.1 The Headcount Paradox

Here is themathmost CEOs are living right now.

Revenue is growing — maybe 20%, maybe 30%, maybe more. Headcount costs are growing
with it, because the onlymodel the organization knows for handlingmorework is addingmore
people. You bought AI specifically to interrupt that pattern. But the AI efficiency gain you ex-
pected nevermaterialized. The team is working roughly the sameway it always has, with new
software sitting next to them that they occasionally poke at. Your margins are compressing,
your AI investment sits on the balance sheet doing nothing, and you are considering whether
to post another hire to handle the load.

This is the headcount paradox: AI was supposed to change the math of scaling. It didn’t. Rev-
enue growth and headcount growth are still moving together, and the cost of one keeps in-
creasing.

The instinct is to blame the tools. That is also the wrong diagnosis. The tools are capable. The
problem is that the organizationwas never designed to use them. There is no defined relation-
ship between the AI system and the work it is supposed to do — no designed workflow, no
clear accountability, no governance. The tool is ambient. It helps individuals occasionally. It
changes nothing structurally.

The headcount paradox resolves only when the organization stops treating AI as a tool adop-
tion problem and starts treating it as a workforce design problem. When a company designs
a workflow instead of posting a job, the headcount math changes. Not because people are
replaced, but because the work that would have required a new hire is now handled by a de-
signed system. Wewill return to this in Stage4with a concrete example ofwhat that looks like
in practice.

1.2 TheWrongQuestion

There is a specific trapmostorganizations fall intoat the start of theirAI efforts, and it isworth
naming precisely because it looks exactly like the right approach.

Task-orientation isasking: “Whichofourexisting taskscouldAIhelpwith?” It producesprompt
tips, a few genuinely useful shortcuts, and no change to how the organization actually oper-
ates. A task-oriented AI program adds AI to the existing workflow. The existing workflowwas
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1.3 What This Book Is

designed for humans. So the AI fits awkwardly into a process that was never designed to in-
clude it, and produces inconsistent results that confirm everyone’s suspicion that AI is just a
novelty.

Goal-orientation asks a different question: “What outcomes are we actually accountable for,
and what is the best way to design work — human and AI together — to achieve them?” This
question does not start with the tools. It starts with the accountability. It produces a deliber-
ate design for who owns what, what the AI team executes, what the human reviews, and how
the handoff works. It produces results, because the design was built to produce them.

The distinction sounds minor. It is not. Nearly every failed AI implementation is running the
task-oriented question. Every section of this book is designed tomove you from the first ques-
tion to the second.

1.3 What This Book Is

This is a four-stage model for building an organization that compounds on its AI investments
— sprint by sprint, quarter by quarter. It is structured around the Compound Sprint, which is
the operational mechanism that moves an organization through the stages. Each stage has a
specific body of work. The Sprint is how you do that work.

The four stages are not a maturity model to admire from a distance. They describe a real se-
quence of organizational decisions that companieswork through as they learn to designwork
for a Human+AI workforce. Stage 1 is where you form the right question. Stage 2 is where you
build the design infrastructure. Stage 3 is where humans learn to direct agent teams. Stage
4 is where the sprints start to compound — where the infrastructure built in Sprint 1 makes
Sprint 6 dramatically faster, and where the headcount math changes.

There is a name for the organization this model produces. We call it the Orchestrated Orga-
nization — a company where humans and AI work together in deliberate, designed roles, with
humans orchestrating the work and AI executing it. This is not a picture of humans occasion-
ally using AI tools, nor of AI doing tasks while humans do other tasks in parallel, unconnected.
Orchestration means humans setting the goals, designing the workflows, directing the agent
teams, and owning the outcomes—while AI executes the structured, high-volumework those
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1 Introduction: The Design Problem

designs require. The Orchestrated Organization is not a vision of a distant future. It is the spe-
cific, operational result of doing the work this book describes. Every stage is a step toward it.
Every sprint is themechanism for getting there.

None of this is about tool selection. Tool selection comes after design. Every section of this
book follows that sequence.
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2 Stage 1: Explore

The name of this stage has a tendency tomislead. “Explore” implies open-ended experimenta-
tion— try a few tools, seewhat your team responds to, let curiosity run. That is notwhat Stage
1 is.

Stage 1 is thediagnostic stage. It iswhere youstopasking the task-orientedquestion andstart
asking the goal-oriented one. The primary deliverable of Stage 1 is not a list of promisingAI use
cases or a team that has become comfortablewith a new tool. It is a clear understanding that
your organization has a work design problem — and that solving it requires deliberate design
before anything gets deployed.

If you leave Stage 1 with anything less than that understanding, you are not actually in Stage 1.
You are in a loop that will produce exactly the AI results you’ve already gotten.

2.1 What Most Companies GetWrong Here

Most organizations treat Stage 1 as a tool evaluation exercise. They run experiments, collect
anecdotes about what worked, and build a shortlist of AI tools to purchase. Some designate
an “AI champion” — usually the most technically curious person on the team— and give them
a vaguemandate to drive AI adoption.

This is notwrong exactly. But it is incomplete in away that produces predictable failure down-
stream.

Theexperimentsarevaluable—notbecause they identifywhich tools tobuy, but because they
reveal where the organization’s design gaps are. Every placewhere an AI tool produced incon-
sistent results, or where your team went back to the manual process, or where the AI output
required somuch review that it didn’t actually save time— those are not tool failures. They are
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2 Stage 1: Explore

design signals. The design of who doeswhat, howwork flows, andwhat decisions belong to a
human versus amachine was never made explicit. The tool had nowhere to go.

The champion role is also valuable, but not as an evangelist for AI adoption. In the Compound
model, the internalchampion’s job is to facilitate theorganizationaldesignprocess—toask the
goal-oriented questions, map accountabilities, and push back when the organization is reach-
ing for a tool before it has designed the work. That is a different skill set than “technically
curious and good at prompting.”

2.2 The Headcount Paradox (The ProblemYou’re Already Living)

If you are running a companybetween$5Mand$50M in revenue, there is a reasonable chance
that the headcount paradox is already visible in your numbers. Revenue growth and head-
count growth are correlated in a way that should have changed when you started investing
in AI. It has not. The math is still basically: more work requires more people, and AI so far has
produced individual productivity gains that do not show up in the aggregate.

The paradox has a specific cause: AI efficiency requires designedworkflow, and you have not
designed theworkflow. Your people are using AI as individuals— towrite faster, to summarize
documents, to generate first drafts. That produces individual productivity gains. It does not
change the organization’s capacity. The organization’s capacity is determined by its structure
— by how work is assigned, how it flows, how it is supervised, and what is done by humans
versus systems. Structure is a design problem, not a tool adoption problem.

You are not going to fix the headcount paradox by deploying more tools. You are going to fix
it by designing workflows that handle work that would otherwise require a new hire. When a
company does that — when it designs a workflow instead of posting a job — the headcount
math changes. The proof of this is in Stage 4. The designwork thatmakes it possible starts in
Stage 2.

2.3 Task-Orientation Is the Trap

When you ask your team to “experiment with AI,” the question they naturally ask is: “Which
of my existing tasks could AI help with?” That is the task-oriented question. It is not a bad
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2.4 What to Do in Stage 1

question for individuals learning a new tool. It is a catastrophically incomplete question for an
organization trying to change its operating capacity.

The problem with task-orientation is not that it produces nothing. It produces incremental
productivity gains for individuals, and those gains are real and worth capturing. The prob-
lem is that it does not produce the structural change that resolves the headcount paradox.
Individuals becoming more productive at their existing tasks is not the same as the organiza-
tion designing work differently. The latter requires asking the goal-oriented question: what
outcomes are we accountable for, and what is the best designed system — human, agent, or
combination — to achieve them?

Think about agents specifically. When you start thinking about your accountability structure
from the lens of what the work requires, rather than the tools available, agents start to make
sense. AnAI agent can seemabstract until you think of it as a teammemberwith a specific ac-
countability — a teammemberwhose role is defined, whose output ismeasurable, andwhose
workflow was designed to receive it. At that point, it becomes clear when, why, and how you
woulduseanAI agent versusahumanversussimpleworkflowautomation. That clarity comes
from the goal-oriented question. It never comes from the task-oriented one.

2.4 What to Do in Stage 1

The work of Stage 1 is simpler thanmost organizationsmake it. It has two parts.

The first is to get a clearmap of the organization’s accountabilities— not its tasks, its account-
abilities. What outcomes is this organization responsible for delivering? Where do those ac-
countabilities live? Who owns them? This is not an unusual exercise. If your company runs on
EOSor a similar operating system, youmayalreadyhaveanaccountability chart. If youdo, pull
it out. You are going to use it in Stage 2.

The second is to look at that accountabilitymap and ask, honestly: where is our biggest opera-
tional constraint? Not “wherecouldAI help?” — that is the task-orientedquestionagain. Where
is theproblem that costs themost in time,margin, or customer quality? What is the bottleneck
that, if removed, would change the math most meaningfully? That question is the entry point
to the Compound Sprint. It is the Signal — and Signal is where every sprint begins.

Stage 1 ends when you can answer that question with a specific, honest answer. Not a list of
five constraints. One constraint, clearly named, with a sense of what it costs.
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2 Stage 1: Explore

2.5 Warning Signs You Are Stuck Here

Stage 1 is not supposed to be a permanent state, but plenty of organizations live there for
months or years without realizing it. The signs that you are stuck look like this: your team
is actively using AI tools for individual tasks, but the organization’s operating capacity has not
changed. You have a list of promising use cases, but no one is accountable for implementing
any of them. Your AI champion is producing enthusiastic demos but no measurable results.
You are about to purchase another tool.

These are not adoption failures. They are design failures. The organization has not made the
fundamentaldesigndecisions thatallowAI todostructuralwork. It isusingAIasaproductivity
accessory for individuals — which is useful, and you should keep it — but it has not designed
for AI at the organizational level.

2.6 Ready for Stage 2?

You are ready to move to Stage 2 when you have done two things. First, you have a clear ac-
countability map — a picture of what this organization is responsible for and who owns each
accountability. Second, you have identified at least one specific operational constraint that
you are willing to commit a sprint to. It does not need to be the perfect constraint. It needs to
be real, quantifiable, and genuinely important.

That is your signal. Stage 2 is where you design the solution. Everything the Orchestrated
Organization becomes starts here, with this constraint, before anything is deployed.
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3 Stage 2: Organize

If Stage 1 is where you form the right question, Stage 2 is where you answer it — function by
function, accountability by accountability, before a single agent is deployed.

This is the most operationally demanding stage, because it asks the organization to do some-
thing thatmostcompanieshaveneverdone: makeexplicit decisionsaboutwho isaccountable
forwhat, andwhether that accountability belongs to a human, an AI agent, or a designed com-
bination. That work feels uncomfortable. There is no software that does it for you. It requires
leaders who are willing to sit with ambiguity long enough tomake a real design decision.

The organizations that do this work build the foundation that makes every subsequent stage
faster and cheaper. The organizations that skip it are back in the headcount paradox by Stage
3.

3.1 Accountability First, Then Data

The original instinct in Stage 2 is to get organized: document everything, build a prompt library,
standardize the team’s AI usage, create training materials. This is not wrong. Structure mat-
ters. But the structure you need to build first is not a documentation system. It is aworkforce
architecture.

Before you organize your data, you have to organize your accountability. You cannot design a
useful knowledge system until you know who is using it, for what purpose, and whether that
user is a human or amachine. You cannot design an agent team until you knowwhat account-
ability the agent team owns andwho supervises it. All of the organizational work that Stage 2
traditionally asks for — data hygiene, process standardization, capability building — is down-
stream of the fundamental design question: who ownswhat?
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3 Stage 2: Organize

3.2 The Hybrid Accountability Chart

The Hybrid Accountability Chart is the primary deliverable of Stage 2. It is a named, teachable
instrument in the Compound methodology, and it deserves its own section here because it is
unlike anything in the traditional management toolkit.

If you run on EOS, you have an Accountability Chart — a visual map of who owns what in the
organization, with a single name against each accountability. The Hybrid Accountability Chart
extends this concept to include AI agent teams alongside human roles.

For each function or accountability in the business, the Hybrid Accountability Chart answers
four questions:

1. What role or function does this team perform?
2. What is the name of the agent team, if applicable?
3. Who is the human supervisor?
4. Is this accountability AI-assisted — meaning a human is in the loop reviewing every out-

put—or is it fully automated,meaning theagent executes and thehuman reviews results
on a schedule?

Every agent teamhas a human supervisor. There are no unowned teams. The chartmakes the
design decision explicit and visible before anything is built.

The chart looks like this in practice:

Role / Function Agent TeamName Human Supervisor
AI-Assisted or
Automated

Sales Quoting Quote Generation
Team

Sales Director AI-Assisted

Content Production Content Ops Team Marketing Lead Automated
Client Onboarding Onboarding Agent OpsManager AI-Assisted
Financial Reporting Reporting Team CFO AI-Assisted

The specific agent teams and their level of automation are design decisions — not technology
decisions. Theydependon the stakes involved, thematurity of thedata, and theorganization’s
comfort with agent-level judgment in that function. High-stakes decisions with ambiguous in-
puts call for a human in the loop. Repetitive, well-defined work with clean data is a candidate
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3.3 Before You Organize Data, Organize Accountability

for automation. Most accountabilities start AI-assisted and move toward automation as the
designmatures.

This is not a soft “humans and AI work together” platitude. It is a specific organizational deci-
sion that needs to be made, documented, and owned by someone. The Hybrid Accountability
Chart is what makes that decision concrete and visible.

The four questions are not a template to fill out once and forget. They are a design discipline:
every single agent team needs a human supervisor, in the same way every employee needs
a human supervisor. The chart is what makes that explicit — and what ensures there are no
teams, human or AI, operating without named accountability.

The chart is built in the Design phase of the Compound Sprint, for the specific accountability
beingworked on in that sprint. Over time, as the organization runsmore sprints, the chart fills
in. Eventually it becomesa full picture of theorganization’sHuman+AIworkforce—not just the
human org chart, but the whole operating architecture.

Each row you add to this chart is a structural decision about how your organization operates
—andwhat you are building, rowby row, is the OrchestratedOrganization itself. Not a finished
state arrived at all at once, but a picture that becomes more complete and more deliberate
with each sprint. The chart is what makes the Orchestrated Organization visible. Without it,
you have a set of agent deployments. With it, you have a designed workforce.

3.3 Before YouOrganize Data, Organize Accountability

The original impulse in Stage 2 is to audit your data: what do you have, where does it live, what
naming conventions are you using, what’s the quality? That work is real and will need to be
done. But it is in the wrong sequence.

The reason data audits fail to produce useful AI infrastructure is that they are conductedwith-
out a design question. You inventory your datawithout knowingwhat decision it needs to sup-
port, which agent teamwill be using it, or what format that agent team needs it in. So you end
upwith a clean, well-organized data library that the agent teamcannot actually use—because
the data was organized for humans, not designed for the agent’s specific accountability.

Accountability design precedes data design. Once you know which accountability you are
building for, you knowwhich data matters. You knowwho the user is. You knowwhat format

13



3 Stage 2: Organize

the agent needs. The Source phase of the Compound Sprint — the phase immediately after
Signal — is where this data mapping happens, in service of a specific design decision already
made. It is not a general-purpose audit.

3.4 Signal→Source→Design: Act One of the Sprint

Stage 2 is where the first act of the Compound Sprint becomes operational. Act One — Signal
→ Source → Design — is the diagnostic and design sequence that every sprint begins with. The
full Sprint is covered in its own section later in this book; what matters here is the sequence
andwhy it matters in Stage 2.

Signal is finding the real constraint: thespecificoperational problemthatcosts themost indol-
lars, time, ormargin. Not the symptom. The root cause, quantified. The discipline of Signal is in
refusing to move to Source until the constraint is named precisely and validated against real
data. Organizations that skip Signal spend the rest of the sprint solving the wrong problem.

Source ismapping theknowledgeanddata infrastructure thatcurrentlyexistsaround thecon-
straint. What do you know? Where does it live? What is missing? This phase makes the invisi-
ble visible — including the data gaps thatwould cause an AI deployment to fail if theywere not
addressed before building.

Design is layingout theHuman+AIworkflow. This iswhere theHybridAccountabilityChart gets
built for the specific accountability being addressed. Who owns the outcome? What does the
agent teamexecute? Where are the handoffs? What does the human supervise? The output of
the Design phase is a completeworkflow specification— specific enough that the Build phase
can execute against it without ambiguity.

That discipline — nothing built until Design is locked — is not bureaucratic. It is the reason Act
Twoproduces resultswhenother approachesproducenothing. Youcannotbuildwhathasnot
been designed.

3.5 Warning Signs You Are Stuck Here

The warning signs in Stage 2 are different from Stage 1. The organization is not failing to en-
gage with AI — it is building the wrong things. You are stuck in Stage 2 if: your team is building
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3.6 Ready for Stage 3?

automations and agent workflows without a completed Design phase, meaning they are mak-
ing it up as they go. You have a prompt library and a data audit but no Hybrid Accountability
Chart. Yourchampion isbuilding trainingmaterialswhen theyshouldbe facilitatingdesignses-
sions. New AI deployments are starting with “which tool should we use?” rather than “what
constraint are we solving?”

These are signs of task-orientation bleeding into Stage 2. The frame has not fully shifted. The
organization is still asking “how do we use AI?” rather than “what are we designing, and for
whom?”

3.6 Ready for Stage 3?

You are ready tomove to Stage 3when you have completed at least one full sprint through the
Designphase—meaningyouhaveaHybridAccountabilityChart entry for at least oneaccount-
ability, with an agent team named, a human supervisor assigned, and the workflow designed.
Youhavealsodone theSourcework for that accountability, so youknow the state of your data
infrastructure for that function.

You do not need a complete Hybrid Accountability Chart for the entire organization. One com-
pleted, well-designed entry is enough. That is the foundation. Stage 3 is where humans learn
to direct the teams described in that chart.
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4 Stage 3: Integrate

Most AI frameworks treat “integrate” as a technical task: connect your tools to your existing
systems, run APIs, build data pipelines. Stage 3 is something different.

Stage3 is abouthumans learning todirect amixedworkforce. TheHybridAccountabilityChart
is off the whiteboard. The agent teams are deployed. And now the harder question surfaces:
what does a human actually do when an AI team is executing work that used to belong to a
person?

Most organizations have nomodel for this. They have plenty of experiencemanaging humans.
They have no experience directing agent teams — setting the goals, reviewing outputs at the
outcome level rather than the task level, making the design improvements between sprints
that keep the agent team productive. Stage 3 is where that model gets built.

4.1 Stage 3 Is Not a ChangeManagement Problem

The frame for Stage 3 in most AI frameworks is change management. Teams need to adjust.
People are worried. Communication is important. There is some truth in that — any organi-
zational change requires deliberate communication. But framing Stage 3 primarily as change
management is a category error.

The challenge of Stage 3 is not persuading your team to adopt AI. Your team is already using
AI. The challenge is teaching your leaders to operate as orchestrators— to direct agent teams
instead of executing tasks themselves. That is a skills andmindset shift, not a communication
campaign.

The change that matters in Stage 3 is the one that happens in how your leaders understand
their own role. The leader who previously owned a function by doing its key tasks is now the
leaderwho owns a function by designing how it works and directing the team—human and AI
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4 Stage 3: Integrate

— that executes it. That is not a smaller role. It is a more strategic one. But it requires leaders
to develop capabilities they were not hired for, and that development takes deliberate invest-
ment.

4.2 The HumanOrchestrator

The Human Orchestrator is the Compound model’s answer to the question: “What does the
humandowhenAI does thework?” The answer is not “less.” The answer is: they do something
different, andmore valuable.

The Human Orchestrator sets goals and designs work. They do not primarily execute tasks —
they define what the agent team is accountable for achieving, design the workflow the agent
team follows, and own the outcome of the sprint. They provide the context, constraints, and
data the agent needs to operate. They review outputs at the goal level, not at the task level —
they are not checking every line the agent produces, they are asking whether the agent team
is moving the constraint in the right direction.

The HumanOrchestrator alsomakes the judgment calls that require human discretion: the de-
cisions that depend on relationships, context, or nuance that the agent teamdoes not have. In
a well-designed system, these judgment calls are the exception, not the rule. The design work
of Stage 2 minimized the number of decisions that require escalation. But some will always
exist, and the Human Orchestrator is the one whomakes them.

Finally, theHumanOrchestrator improves thedesignbetweensprints. Aftereachsprint’sCom-
poundphase—after the retrospective, after theoutcome isdocumented—theHumanOrches-
trator is the person who looks at what the agent team produced and asks: what one design
change would make the next sprint better? That iterative improvement is the compounding
mechanism. The orchestrator who makes one good design change per sprint produces an
agent team that is significantly more capable after eight sprints than after one.

This is not a platitude about humans and AI working together harmoniously. It is a specific
set of responsibilities that need to be assigned to specific people, trained for deliberately, and
measured against real outcomes. The Human Orchestrator is a role in the organizational de-
sign, not a cultural attitude.
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4.3 The Agent Coordinator Role

4.3 The Agent Coordinator Role

The HumanOrchestrator operates at the strategic level: setting goals, owning outcomes, mak-
ing design improvements. But there is also an operational layer that needs to be named and
staffed.

The Agent Coordinator is the personwhomanages the day-to-day operation of an agent team
—ensuring inputs are clean, reviewing outputs at the appropriate frequency, and escalating to
the Human Orchestrator when the agent’s output requires a judgment call that is outside the
agent’s designed scope. Theymonitor the agent team’s performance over time and flag when
the design is drifting or degrading.

Think of the Agent Coordinator as a team lead for an AI-enabled function — analogous to the
person who manages a group of junior employees, ensuring their work is on track and that
problems surface before they become expensive. In a 25-person company, this responsibility
might live as part of someone’s existing role — perhaps the operations lead, or the champion
fromStage 1. In a 100-personcompany, itmaybecomeadedicatedposition. The exact staffing
decision is less important than the fact that this role exists somewhere in the organizational
design and is owned by a specific person.

Organizations thatdeployagent teamswithoutanAgentCoordinatordiscover, usuallywithina
fewweeks, that theagent teamhasdrifted— inputsdegraded, outputsnever reviewed, results
nobody trusts. The fix is not technical. It is a design decision: someone needs to own this.

4.4 Running an Agent Team: What aWeek Actually Looks Like

Abstract frameworks are useful until they are not. Here is what a well-designed agent team
looks like in operation — grounded in a scenario that is representative of what companies in
Stage 3 are actually building.

Consider an operations lead at a 60-person professional services firm. Before Stage 2, this
person spent three to four hours per week managing the sales quoting process: gathering
information from the sales team, building quotes, formatting them, running them through an
approval process, and sending them to prospects. It was the kind of work that required accu-
racy and attention but very little judgment.
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4 Stage 3: Integrate

After Stage 2, the sales quoting accountability has a Hybrid Accountability Chart entry. There
is a Quote Generation Team — an AI agent team — that is AI-assisted, meaning the operations
lead reviews every quote before it goes out. The workflow is designed: the sales team inputs
the deal parameters into a standardized form, the agent team generates the quote in the cor-
rect format and template, and the operations lead receives it for review. What used to take
three to four hours per week now takes forty-five minutes — the agent team handles the gen-
eration, and the operations lead reviews the output at the goal level (accuracy, format, com-
pleteness) rather than doing the building.

On Monday morning, the operations lead does not do quoting tasks. They check whether the
agent team’s inputs are clean — whether the sales team is using the standardized form cor-
rectly. They review the previous week’s quotes at the outcome level: were they accurate?
Were they sent on time? Were there any patterns in what needed correction? If there is a
pattern, that is a design signal — something in theworkflow needs to be adjusted. That design
improvement is the one thing the operations lead does for the agent team that week.

This is what orchestration looks like in practice. The human is not doing less. The human is do-
ing somethingmore strategic — owning the design of the system rather than executingwithin
it. The agent team is doing the repetitive, high-volume work it was designed to do. And the
organization is handlingmore quoting volumewithout adding a person to the operations func-
tion.

4.5 Warning Signs You Are Stuck Here

In Stage 3, thewarning signs are about structural drift. Agent teamswere deployedwith good
design, but the design is not being maintained. The Human Orchestrator role was named but
never trained for— the person in the role is still executing tasks rather than directing the team.
The Agent Coordinator responsibility was assigned but not resourced — the person has too
many other obligations to actually review outputs at the right frequency.

The otherwarning sign is that the organization is treating Stage 3 as a technical project rather
than an organizational design project. If the agenda in leadership meetings about AI is domi-
nated by questions about which tools to integrate, rather than questions about whether the
agent teams are achieving their designed outcomes, the frame has slipped. Stage 3 is about
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4.6 Ready for Stage 4?

humans learning to direct amixedworkforce. The technicalwork is in service of that—not the
other way around.

4.6 Ready for Stage 4?

You are ready for Stage 4 when two things are true. First, at least one agent team is operat-
ing in your organization with a functioning human supervisor relationship — the Agent Coor-
dinator role is staffed, outputs are being reviewed, and design improvements are being made
between sprints. Second, your leadership team has experienced the orchestrator shift: they
understand what it feels like to own an outcome without executing every task, and they are
asking better questions as a result.

The second condition is the harder one to assess from the inside. A useful signal: are your
leaders bringing Signal questions to meetings — “what constraint should the next sprint ad-
dress?” — rather than tool questions — “what should we buy next?” If the frame has shifted,
you are ready.
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5 Stage 4: Compound

This stagewas originally called “Transformand Scale.” Bothwordswere dropped deliberately.
“Scale” is too generic tomean anything specific. And the otherword— the one that belongs to
every vendor deck and keynote address — describes a destination without naming a mecha-
nism. This stage is called Compound, because that is what actually happens when the sprint-
based rhythmbecomes permanent: each sprint’s output becomes infrastructure for the next
one, and the returns begin to stack.

Stage 4 is not aspirational. It is not about building proprietary AI products, entering newmar-
kets, or becoming the Netflix of your industry. It is about themoment when the sprint rhythm
stops being a program the CEO is running and becomes how the company operates. For amid-
market company running 25 to 200 people, that is a specific, real, achievable thing — and it
changes the economics of growth in a concrete way.

5.1 The Sprint Becomes the Operating System

In Stage 4, the quarterly sprint session is not a meeting on the calendar. It is the operating
rhythm. The Hybrid Accountability Chart is a living document that gets updated every quarter,
not a diagram from a workshop eighteen months ago. The Signal Backlog — the running list
of constraints the organization has identified and is working through— is actively maintained
and forms the input to every quarterly planning conversation.

The CEO’s first response to a capacity problem is no longer “who do we hire?” It is “what does
Signal say about this?” That is a specific, behavioral shift. It does not mean headcount never
grows. It means the question is asked seriously before the job requisition is written — and
more often than the organization expected, the answer is that the constraint is a design prob-
lem, not a headcount problem.
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5 Stage 4: Compound

This behavioral shift is the compounding mechanism. Organizations that default to designing
before hiring build a fundamentally different cost structure over time than organizations that
default to adding people. The former gets compounding returns on the design infrastructure
it has already built. The latter continues to grow costs linearly with revenue.

5.2 The Headcount Paradox—Resolved

Return to where this book started: revenue growing, headcount costs growing with it, AI in-
vestments producing nomeasurable gap between the two.

At Stage 4, that dynamic has changed. Not universally — not for every function, not overnight
— but the pattern is broken. Here is what it looks like in practice.

The company is running a quarterly sprint rhythm. The most recent sprint addressed a bot-
tleneck in the client delivery process: thework of scheduling, briefing, and tracking a specific
deliverable type that the ops team was doing manually. The ops team was scheduled to add
a junior coordinator — the workload had grown to the point where it needed a person. Before
posting the role, the CEO and ops lead ran Signal on the constraint. What is the specific prob-
lem? Where does it live? What does it cost? The sprint ran in six weeks. The designed work-
flow — an agent teammanaging the scheduling and briefing process with the ops lead as the
AI-assisted supervisor— handled the volume thatwould have required a full-time hire. The job
requisition was never posted.

The company deployed a designed workflow instead of executing a planned new hire — and
broke the headcount paradox in the process.

This does not happen once. It happens every quarter, for the constraints where design is the
right answer. Over two years, the math of the business changes. Revenue has grown 40%.
Headcount has grown 10%. The gap between those numbers is not because peoplewere elim-
inated — it is because the organization learned to ask Signal before it learned to hire.

5.3 TheQuarterly Operating Rhythm

For this audience—CEOs runningcompanies that alreadyoperateonquarterly rocks, L10meet-
ings, or annual planning cycles — the Compound Sprint is not a replacement for your existing
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5.4 What Compounding Actually Looks Like

operating system. It is the AI operating layer that runs on top of what you’ve already built.

The quarterly sprint session does four things. It reviews the previous sprint’s results at the
outcome level — not what the agent team did, but whether the constraint moved. It updates
the Signal Backlog — which constraints have shifted in priority, what’s emerged as the next
most important problem, what has been resolved. It commits to the next sprint’s focus, with a
specific constraint and a specific constraint owner. And it updates the Hybrid Accountability
Chart if roles or agent teams have changed.

That four-step quarterly session, run consistently, is what Stage 4 looks like operationally. It
is not a large meeting. It is a focused, one-to-two hour working session with the leadership
team. The agenda is stable. The inputs are the Signal Backlog and the sprint scorecard from
the previous quarter. The output is a commitment and an updated chart.

Companies already running EOS will recognize the structure. The sprint session is not com-
peting with the L10 or the quarterly off-site. It is the AI governance layer that makes those
sessionsmore actionable — because the team arriveswith real data about what the organiza-
tion’s constraints are, not just instincts.

5.4 What Compounding Actually Looks Like

A company is six to eight sprints in. What has changed?

The Source phase of Sprint 1 produced a knowledge map for the client delivery function — a
clear picture of what data exists, where it lives, and what wasmissing. Sprint 6 is in the same
function, addressing a different constraint. Because the knowledge map already exists and
has been updated twice since Sprint 1, the Source phase takes three days instead of three
weeks. The design infrastructure built in earlier sprints is still running. It is accelerating the
current one.

The Hybrid Accountability Chart has been updated four times. The organization now has six
defined agent teams, each with a named supervisor and a documented level of automation.
Leaders who previously had no mental model for directing agent teams are now making de-
sign improvementdecisionswithoutprompting. TheAgentCoordinator role iswritten into two
people’s job descriptions.
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5 Stage 4: Compound

The CEO’s quarterly planning conversation starts with the Signal Backlog, not with headcount
planning. Headcount planning still happens — but it happens after Signal, not before.

This is not a vision statement. It is a description of what Stage 4 companies are experiencing.
The infrastructure compounds. Each sprint is faster and more precise than the last because
the organization is learning, systematically, how to design work. The cost of each sprint de-
creases. The return increases. And the gap between headcount growth and revenue growth
— the headcount paradox — begins to look like a solved problem.

5.5 Warning Signs You AreGetting Stuck

Stage 4 can stall when the quarterly rhythm becomes perfunctory. The sprint session is on
the calendar but the Signal Backlog is not being maintained between sessions — so the team
arrives without real inputs and themeeting becomes a general AI discussion rather than a de-
sign commitment. The Hybrid Accountability Chart has not been updated in two quarters. The
Agent Coordinator role exists in theory but the person in it has been pulled into other work.

Theotherwarningsign is thereturnof task-orientation. Theorganization isdeployingagents to
handle individual tasks that someone requested, rather than running sprints against validated
constraints. The design discipline has eroded. New deployments are starting at Build again
— without Signal, without Source, without Design. This is the most common failure mode in
Stage 4, and it looks like progress — there is more AI activity than ever — but it produces the
same results as Stage 1: scattered wins, no structural change, and a growing sense that AI is
not living up to its potential.

The fix is thesame it hasalwaysbeen: goback toSignal. Find the real constraint. Designbefore
building.

5.6 You Are Here

Stage 4 is not the end of themodel. It is the point at which themodel becomes self-sustaining.
The organization runs sprints not because an external program requires it, but because the
sprint rhythm is how the company makes its most important operational decisions. Every
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5.6 You Are Here

quarter produces a clearer picture of the organization’s constraints. Every sprint adds infras-
tructure that makes the next one faster. Every completed Hybrid Accountability Chart entry
makes the companymoredeliberately designed for aHuman+AIworkforce. This is theOrches-
trated Organization — not a vision you are working toward, but the company you have built.

Stop transforming. Start compounding.
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6 The Compound Sprint

The four stages describewhat happens to an organization over time. The Sprint is how it actu-
ally happens — the repeatable mechanism that moves an organization from one stage to the
next, one solved constraint at a time. This section explains exactly how it works.

The Sprint is six phases, two tools each, twelve instruments total. It is organized into two acts.
Act One is the design sequence. Act Two is execution. The dividing line between the two acts
is the completion of the Design phase— and nothing in Act Two begins until Act One is done.

6.1 How the SprintWorks

MostAI implementationapproaches start at Build: select a tool, configure it, deploy it, observe
the results. This is equivalent to starting a construction project with the framing before the
foundation is poured. The structure goes up. It looks like progress. And then it fails, because
the foundation work was skipped.

The Compound Sprint inverts this sequence. Signal, Source, and Design are gates — you can-
not pass through them by declaring them complete. You pass through them by producing the
deliverable each phase requires. That is not bureaucracy. It is the structural reason the Sprint
produces results when other approaches produce nothing.

Act One (Signal → Source → Design) is the diagnostic and design work. It answers: what is the
real problem,what dowe knowabout it, and howshould the Human+AIworkforce be designed
to solve it?

Act Two (Build → Deliver → Compound) is execution. It answers: canwebuildwhatwedesigned,
did it work, and what does the organization carry forward?

The Sprint is narrow by design — one constraint, one sprint, one measurable outcome. That
constraint prevents scope creep: the failure mode where an AI project becomes a platform
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6 The Compound Sprint

project, a platform project becomes an organizational overhaul, and eighteen months later
nothing has shipped and the CEO is explaining to the board why the AI investment has pro-
duced no results.

6.2 Act One: Signal→Source→Design

6.2.1 Phase 1: Signal— Find the real constraint

Signal is where every sprint begins. The discipline of this phase is refusing to move forward
until one constraint is identified, described precisely, and validated against real data.

The Signal phase uses two instruments: the Constraint Finder and the OutcomeMap. The Con-
straint Finder structures the conversation that surfaces the constraint — asking: what is the
problem in one sentence? Wheredoes it live in the organization? How longhas it existed? What
does it cost, in time, dollars, or margin? The Outcome Map then traces the constraint back to
its root cause and forward to the outcome that a sprint could change.

Signal does not produce a problem list. It produces one validated constraint statement with a
quantified cost. If the organization cannot agree on one constraint, the sprint does not begin.
The inability to agree is itself a design signal — it usually means the organization is unclear
about its priorities, which is a leadership design problem, not a technology problem.

The deliverable: a single sentence that describes the constraint, where it lives, how long it has
existed, and what it costs. This sentence anchors everything that follows. Every subsequent
phase is designed to address this specific constraint and no other.

6.2.2 Phase 2: Source—Map the knowledge and data infrastructure

The Source phasemapswhat the organization actually knows about the constraint— the data
that exists, where it lives, andwhat ismissing. Most AI deployments fail not because the tech-
nology failed but because the data infrastructurewasnever assessedbefore building. Source
makes the invisible visible before anything is built on top of it.

The two instruments are the Data Inventory and the PipelineMap. The Data Inventory catalogs
what information exists that is relevant to the validated constraint — documents, databases,
process logs, customer records, whatever the agent team will need to do its designed work.
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6.2 Act One: Signal → Source → Design

The Pipeline Map traces how that data currently flows and identifies the gaps that need to be
filled before the Design phase can complete.

Thedeliverable is aKnowledgeMap: a clear picture ofwhat the organization has,where it lives,
andwhat needs tobeacquiredor organizedbefore thedesigncanbebuilt. Source is not about
building data infrastructure. It is about understanding what you have — because you design
well only when you knowwhat you are working with.

6.2.3 Phase 3: Design—Design the Human+AI workflow

Design is the phase that differentiates the Compound Sprint from every other AI implementa-
tion approach. With the constraint identified and the data landscape mapped, the team now
designs the solution: who ownswhat, how does work flow, where are the handoffs, and what
does the Hybrid Accountability Chart look like for this specific accountability?

The two instruments areWork Decomposition and Human vs. AI Allocation. Work Decomposi-
tion breaks the accountability into its component tasks and asks: which of these require hu-
man judgment, which can be handled by a designed agent, and which are so routine that they
can be fully automated? Human vs. AI Allocation then assigns each component to the appro-
priate owner — human, AI-assisted, or automated — andmaps the handoffs between them.

The deliverable is the designed workflow and the Hybrid Accountability Chart entry for this
sprint’s accountability. The designed workflow is specific enough that the Build phase can
execute against it without ambiguity. The Hybrid Accountability Chart entry names the agent
team, assigns the human supervisor, and specifies the level of automation.

Design is the most intellectually demanding phase of the sprint. It requires organizational de-
sign judgment — the ability to look at an accountability and make deliberate decisions about
where human judgment adds the most value and where it is unnecessary. That judgment im-
proves with practice, which is one reason the Sprint is designed to run quarterly. The organi-
zation gets better at designing with each iteration.

Nothing gets built until Design is locked.
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6 The Compound Sprint

6.3 Act Two: Build→Deliver→Compound

6.3.1 Phase 4: Build—Deploy the designed solution

With the design locked, the technical build begins. Build is scoped narrowly to the designed
workflow— it is not a platform installation or a broad AI deployment. It is the specific solution
for the validated constraint, built to the specifications of the Design phase.

The two instrumentsare theSprintDesign (the technical blueprint that translates thedesigned
workflow into a deployable system) and the Governance Checklist (the set of quality, privacy,
and oversight decisions that must bemade before the solution goes live —who reviewswhat,
how errors are caught, what happenswhen the agent team produces output that requires es-
calation).

The deliverable is a working, deployed solution for the sprint’s constraint. “Working” means
it has been tested against real inputs and produces outputs that the human supervisor can
review and trust. “Deployed” means it is operating in the actual business environment, not in
a test environment.

Build is fast when Design was thorough. The teams that find Build slow or complicated — that
discover mid-build that there are design decisions that were not made — are the teams that
moved through Design too quickly. The gate discipline of Act One exists precisely to prevent
this.

6.3.2 Phase 5: Deliver—Measure the result

Deliver is not about launching. Launching happened in Build. Deliver is about proving the
sprint’s value against the original constraint statement from Signal.

The two instruments are the Sprint Scorecard and the ROI Calculator. The Sprint Scorecard
measures thesprint’s outcomeagainst theconstraint: did theconstraintmove? Byhowmuch?
What changed? The ROI Calculator quantifies the result in the terms that matter — time saved,
cost reduced, capacity added — and converts it to a number the organization can report.

The deliverable is the documented sprint outcome: the result against the constraint, in mea-
surable terms. Not “the agent team ran 200 tasks.” “The quoting process that took three days
now takes four hours.” The specificity is the point — it creates accountability for the sprint’s
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6.4 Why Other Approaches Fail

claim and builds the organization’s confidence that the sprint mechanism produces real re-
sults.

Deliveralsosurfaceswhatdidnotwork. Anyoutputs that requiredhuman interventionoutside
the designed handoffs are logged. Any data gaps that were not visible in Source but surfaced
in production are documented. These become inputs to the Compound phase.

6.3.3 Phase 6: Compound—Build infrastructure for the next sprint

The Compound phase is what distinguishes the Sprint from a one-time project. Every sprint
produces output that becomes infrastructure for the next one. The knowledge base from
Source is updated. The Hybrid Accountability Chart reflects the new agent team. The Signal
Backlog is reviewed and the next constraint is selected. The retrospective runs.

The two instruments are the Retrospective and the Scale Decision. The Retrospective is
a structured review of the sprint: what worked, what did not, what one design change
would have made the sprint better? The Scale Decision asks: should this sprint’s solution be
expanded to other functions or accountabilities — and if so, what sprint does that warrant?

The deliverable is an updated Signal Backlog and a commitment to the next sprint’s focus. The
Signal Backlog is the running list of validated constraints the organization has identified and is
working through in priority order. Maintaining it is the Agent Coordinator’s operational respon-
sibility; updating it with fresh Signal is the Human Orchestrator’s strategic responsibility.

Solving one isolated operational problem at a time through this strict sprint structure creates
permanent compounding returns. The infrastructure of each sprint accelerates the next. The
knowledgemaps get richer. TheHybrid Accountability Chart becomesmore complete. The de-
sign judgment of the leadership team improves. The sprint cycle becomes cheaper and faster
with each iteration. This is the compounding mechanism — not as a metaphor, but as a struc-
tural reality. Sprint by sprint, this is how the Orchestrated Organization gets built.

6.4 WhyOther Approaches Fail

MostAI implementations start at Build. They choose a tool, configure it, deploy it, anddiscover
that it does not fit the existing workflow— because nobody designed theworkflow to receive
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it. The tool physically bounces off the rigid org chart. The team goes back to working the way
they always did. The tool becomes a line item that produces nothing.

The Compound Sprint is structurally different because Signal, Source, and Design are gates.
You cannot reach Build without passing through them. That is not an obstacle. It is the reason
the Sprint produces results when other approaches produce nothing. The organizations that
complain thesprint takes too longare theorganizations that spent eighteenmonthsdeploying
toolswithout design and have nothing to show for it. Sixweeks through a properly structured
sprint produces a documented result against a real constraint. Six weeks of ungoverned AI
experimentation produces another demo.

6.5 Running Your First Sprint

The entry point to the Sprint is Signal: finding the real constraint. You have already done some
of thiswork inStage 1— identifyingyourorganization’saccountabilitiesand locatingyourmost
important operational bottleneck. That is the input to your first sprint.

Awell-run first sprint produces ameasurable result in six to eightweeks. That is not a promise
about the scale of the result — the first sprint is oftenmodest, because the organization is still
learning the sprint discipline. It is a statement about the timeline. Six to eight weeks from the
start of Signal to the delivery of a documented outcome against a validated constraint. That
is achievable, and it is the proof point that makes the second sprint easier to commit to.

The first sprint is also the point at which the framework becomes real for the leadership team.
Reading about the Hybrid Accountability Chart and the Human Orchestrator model is useful.
Running a sprint and producing an entry in the chart — with a specific agent team, a named
supervisor, and a documented outcome — is what makes the model operational. The organi-
zation learnshowtodo thisbydoing it. That first sprint iswhere theOrchestratedOrganization
begins.
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7 What to DoNext

You now have the diagnosis, the framework, and the mechanism. The design problem is not
mysterious, and the path through it is not complicated. The only question is where to start.

7.1 Start With Signal

The first thing todo is not select a tool, hire aconsultant, or schedule a teamtraining. It is to run
Signal on your own organization. Find the real constraint. Name it precisely. Quantify what
it costs. That single step — done honestly, without rushing to solutions — is what separates
companies that produce results from AI from companies that produce a second round of the
same experiments.

If you have read this book and done thework it asks of you, you probably have a sense ofwhat
yourmost important constraint is. Youmay even have it named. The next step is to sharpen it:
tomove from a general area of concern to a specific, validated problem statementwith a cost
attached.

The free Compound AI Maturity Diagnostic is built to help you do exactly that. It is a conversa-
tional tool — structured around the Signal methodology — that walks a CEO through the pro-
cess of identifying their primary operational constraint, locating where it lives in the organi-
zation, and estimating what it costs. Work design before tool selection: that is the principle
the diagnostic is built on. It does not ask which AI tools you use. It asks what problem your
organization is actually trying to solve.

The diagnostic measures where your organization sits in the Signal → Source → Design se-
quence — which of the three is the binding constraint right now, and what the appropriate
next step is. The output is not a software recommendation. It is a constraint statement you
can take into a sprint.
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7 What to Do Next

It takes roughly twenty minutes, it is free, and the output is yours regardless of whether you
ever engage with Compound further.

If you have a constraint you are ready to act on, the Compound Sprint is the mechanism for
addressing it. The Sprint is available to run independently — the framework is in this book —
or with Compound’s direct support through themembership, which pairs the sprint structure
with weekly coaching, the agent bench, and a cohort of peers running the same framework.

Either way, the right next step is the same: take the free AI Maturity Diagnostic, surface the
Signal, and name the constraint clearly enough that you can commit a sprint to it.

Take the free AI Maturity Diagnostic at compoundorg.com
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Appendix: Prompt Engineering

Prompt engineering is a real skill, and it is worth developing once your agent teams are de-
signed and operational — which is why it belongs here, at the back of a book about organi-
zational design, rather than at the front. It is not, however, the skill to develop first. Writing
effective prompts for an agent team is only useful when you knowwhat the agent team is ac-
countable for — which is the output of Signal, Source, and Design. An excellent prompt that
is pointed at the wrong accountability, or that operates within a workflow that was never de-
signed, will produce excellent output that changes nothing.

If you have read this book and you are interested in prompt engineering, your timing is right:
you nowhave the organizational design context thatmakesprompt skillmeaningful. If you are
reading this appendix before you have run a sprint, go back to Signal. The design work comes
first.

What Effective Prompting Looks Like in the Sprint Context

In theDesignphase,whenWorkDecompositionhas identified thespecific tasksanagent team
will execute, prompt design is the activity of writing precise, testable instructions for each
task. The best prompts in a sprint context have three characteristics: they are specific about
the input format the agent receives, they are explicit about the output format the agent should
produce, and they include theconstraintsandedgecases thehumansupervisor identifieddur-
ing the Design phase. Prompts built during Design — against a specific accountability, with a
known input and output—performsignificantly better than promptswritten in the abstract.

After the Deliver phase, the sprint retrospective will surface cases where the agent produced
unexpected output. Those cases are prompt design signals— they indicatewhere the instruc-
tion was ambiguous or where an edge case was not anticipated. The Compound phase of the
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Appendix: Prompt Engineering

sprint is where those signals become prompt improvements, which become Design improve-
ments, which become better sprint performance in the next cycle.

Prompt engineering, in this context, is not a tool skill. It is an organizational design feedback
loop.

38


	Preface
	Introduction: The Design Problem
	The Headcount Paradox
	The Wrong Question
	What This Book Is

	Stage 1: Explore
	What Most Companies Get Wrong Here
	The Headcount Paradox (The Problem You're Already Living)
	Task-Orientation Is the Trap
	What to Do in Stage 1
	Warning Signs You Are Stuck Here
	Ready for Stage 2?

	Stage 2: Organize
	Accountability First, Then Data
	The Hybrid Accountability Chart
	Before You Organize Data, Organize Accountability
	Signal → Source → Design: Act One of the Sprint
	Warning Signs You Are Stuck Here
	Ready for Stage 3?

	Stage 3: Integrate
	Stage 3 Is Not a Change Management Problem
	The Human Orchestrator
	The Agent Coordinator Role
	Running an Agent Team: What a Week Actually Looks Like
	Warning Signs You Are Stuck Here
	Ready for Stage 4?

	Stage 4: Compound
	The Sprint Becomes the Operating System
	The Headcount Paradox — Resolved
	The Quarterly Operating Rhythm
	What Compounding Actually Looks Like
	Warning Signs You Are Getting Stuck
	You Are Here

	The Compound Sprint
	How the Sprint Works
	Act One: Signal → Source → Design
	Phase 1: Signal — Find the real constraint
	Phase 2: Source — Map the knowledge and data infrastructure
	Phase 3: Design — Design the Human+AI workflow

	Act Two: Build → Deliver → Compound
	Phase 4: Build — Deploy the designed solution
	Phase 5: Deliver — Measure the result
	Phase 6: Compound — Build infrastructure for the next sprint

	Why Other Approaches Fail
	Running Your First Sprint

	What to Do Next
	Start With Signal

	Appendix: Prompt Engineering
	What Effective Prompting Looks Like in the Sprint Context


