Overall assessment

Score: 8.4/10

This is a substantially stronger case study than a conventional workforce-training success

story because it now makes a clear commercial argument: SenseiiWyze™ is intended to

identify human capability and technostress before organizations spend heavily on

training and deployment. That positioning appears immediately on page 1 and is

reinforced by the before/with Senseii\WWyze workflow on page 10.
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The document succeeds most when it presents SenseiiWyze as a predictive intelligence

layer, rather than merely a training program.

Scorecard

Dimension

Business problem clarity

Product differentiation

Outcome evidence

Commercial relevance

Human+Al / enterprise

relevance

Technostress positioning

Methodology explanation

Scientific defensibility

Causal rigor

Executive readability

Visual storytelling

Overall credibility

Score

9.2/10

9.0/10

8.8/10

8.7110

8.6/10

8.5/10

8.4/10

7.110

6.8/10

8.0/10

8.6/10

8.2/10

Assessment

Strong

Very strong

Strong

Strong

Strong

Strong

Strong

Biggest vulnerability

Biggest analytical limitation

Good, but information-dense

Strong

Strong with some claims requiring caution



1. The business thesis is now very clear — 9.2/10

The strongest sentence in the case study is effectively the business model:

Organizations normally buy technology and training first and discover human capability
and resistance afterward. SenseiiWWyze reverses that order by producing behavioral-

readiness inte”igence ﬁrSt. Automation Workz SenseiiWyze Te...

That gives the reader an immediate reason to care.

You are no longer selling:

assessment — training

You are positioning the company around:

behavioral data — prediction — intervention — training — deployment

That is a materially more valuable proposition because it addresses allocation of training

dollars, adoption risk, deployment risk and potentially Al ROL.

Page 10 makes this commercialization logic especially clear. The visual contrasts the
conventional reactive process with a predictive process incorporating behavioral data,
capability prediction and technostress risk before deployment.
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That is probably the strongest strategic advancement in this version.

2. Your headline evidence is powerful — 8.8/10

The three numbers on page 1 work well together:

631.4% completion relative growth
115.5% average salary increase
$166,000 top graduate salary

The underlying completion change is particularly compelling because the document
shows both the relative and absolute figures:

7.93% — 58%+

That represents a 50.1 percentage-point increase and 631.4% relative growth. The

document correctly makes that distinction on page 10. S

The salary story gives the behavioral analytics a tangible economic outcome:



$31,200 typical pre-program earnings — $67,250 average graduating salary
with 30% of graduates accepting salaries above $80,000. AR 1l SEER IR 12

Those figures make this much stronger than a case study based simply on engagement or
participant satisfaction.

3. The Miranda Boyd story is an excellent narrative
device — 9.1/10

The document has a genuine origin story rather than an invented marketing narrative.
Miranda's outcome creates the problem elegantly:

e same cohort,

e similar technical training,

e she kept academic pace,

» yetshe received a $52,000 offer,

» while degree-holding peers received $78,000-$117,000 offers.

The question becomes:
What was the traditional system failing to see? e e

That turns SenseiiWyze from "we decided to build an assessment" into:

we encountered a measurable information failure and built technology to investigate
it.

That is much more persuasive.

4. The three-profile architecture differentiates the
product — 9.0/10

The case study now makes SenseiiWyze feel like an actual system rather than a generic
behavioral assessment.

The reader sees three distinct data streams:
Big Five personality — Senseii Games — Digital Vision Board

The platform then combines these inputs into behavioral-readiness predictions.

Automation Workz SenseiiWyze Te...



This matters commercially because each input addresses a different blind spot.
The personality profile examines behavioral tendencies.

The games observe problem-solving behavior.

The vision board examines motivation, goal clarity, future orientation and imagery.

Together, that creates a richer story than a conventional psychometric assessment.

5. Senseii Games is one of the most defensible
components — 8.9/10

Pages 4-5 are particularly effective.

The argument is straightforward:

Traditional education asks whether a person can reproduce formal mathematics.
Senseii Games observes whether that person can use:

* sequencing,

e spatial reasoning,

e pattern recognition,

e persistence,

e algorithmic reasoning,

e problem solving under time pressure.

The strongest conceptual line is:

“A user does not need to know the word algorithm to demonstrate algorithmic

thinking_” Automation Workz SenseiiWyze Te...

That explains the product in language executives can understand.

The distinction between what someone learned and how someone solves is one of the

best conceptual differentiators in the document. AUEITEZIRG UE = EEMSEITS -

6. The vision-board section is strategically interesting
but scientifically the most exposed — 7.2/10

This is probably the most original part of SenseiiWyze.



It is also the part that a psychologist, data scientist, federal evaluator or sophisticated

investor is most likely to scrutinize.

The document makes strong claims about the vision board, including calling it the “most
emotionally charged and predictively powerful instrument within the Engine.”

Automation Workz SenseiiWyze Te...

It also says that once the vision-board step was incorporated, completion rose from 7.93%

to 75% before stabIIIZIng at 580/0_ Automation Workz SenseiiWyze Te...
Thatis intriguing evidence.

But analytically, the document does not establish that the vision board alone caused those
increases. The intervention appears to have occurred alongside coaching, participant
selection, mentoring, program development and other changes.

So the business insight is strong, but the causal claim remains weaker than the

observational result.

7. The Al interpretation section is ambitious — 7.4/10

Page 7 expands the vision-board concept into five signals:

1. Goal clarity

2. Visual features
3. Emotion

4. Future orientation
5. Motivation

That gives the system an understandable analytical architecture.

Automation Workz SenseiiWyze Te...

However, several claims move beyond what this four-year case itself demonstrates.
Examples include statements that particular features:

e predict program completion,

* assess emotional states,

* indicate motivational drivers,

e predict long-term engagement.

The cited literature provides conceptual support, but it does not by itself prove that
SenseiiWyze's specific implementation has validated those individual predictions at

those stated levels.



That distinction is important.
The case study is strongest when it says:
“These are the behavioral signals our engine analyzes.”

It is weaker whenever the prose reads as though each individual signal has already been
independently validated as a causal or predictive construct inside this particular dataset.

8. The technostress section works much better now —
8.5/10

Page 9 gives technostress operational relevance rather than treating it as an academic
concept.

The five dimensions are connected to practical readiness consequences:

e overload — slower decisions / mistakes / weaker learning
e invasion — fatigue / reduced focus

e complexity — lower confidence / slower adoption

* insecurity — reduced trust/ experimentation / adoption

e uncertainty — disrupted mastery / confidence

That is a very useful bridge between organizational psychology and technology

dep|oyment_ Automation Workz SenseiiWyze Te...

The section's biggest strength is the translation of technostress into behaviors executives
recognize:

Al avoidance, underuse, legacy workarounds, disengagement from training and

withholding institutional knowledge. AL@TELEN e SETERIPE 1020
Now technostress is not merely "employees feel stressed."
It becomes a potential deployment and ROI variable.

That substantially strengthens SenseiiWyze's enterprise story.

9. The intervention model solves a major credibility
problem — 8.7/10

The statement:



“Prediction Without Intervention Has Limited Value”
is strategically excellent.

It prevents the product from sounding like an assessment that labels people and walks

away.
The document shows that SenseiiWyze informs:

e coaching,

* mentoring,

e workforce readiness,

e practical simulation,

e technical development,
e career support.
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That gives buyers an answer to the obvious question:
“Fine. You predicted readiness. What do | do with the prediction?”

That is important commercially.

10. The strongest commercialization section is page 10
— 9.3/10

Page 10 is the strategic centerpiece of the entire document.
It correctly separates:

What has already been demonstrated

The Detroit workforce-development case provides proof of concept that SenseiiWyze-
informed selection, coaching and support coincided with substantially higher completion
and employment outcomes.

What still needs validation

Whether those behavioral analytics can improve:

e Human+Al readiness

e technology adoption

e workforce deployment

e AIROI

e enterprise and mission outcomes



Automation Workz SenseiiWyze Te...
That distinction makes the case study more credible, not less.

You are no longer implicitly claiming:

Detroit proves SenseiiWyze will improve Al ROl everywhere.

You are saying:

Detroit produced a strong proof of concept. Enterprise and mission environments are
the next validation environment.

That is exactly the right maturity narrative for an emerging predictive technology.

11. The main analytical weakness is causality — 6.8/10

This is the most important limitation of the case study.

The evidence demonstrates a strong association between the Senseii\WWyze-era

intervention and improved outcomes.
But multiple things appear to have changed simultaneously:

e SenseiiWyze profiling

e candidate selection

e coaching

e motivational workshops

* mentor matching

e career preparation

e behavioral support

e potentially program maturity over time

Therefore:

SenseiiWyze may have contributed substantially to the improvement, but the
document does not isolate its independent causal effect.

To its credit, the first page uses relatively disciplined wording:

“SenseiiWyze-informed selection, coaching and support coincided with and contributed

to substantially improved outcomes.” AUETTELE 0,2 SRTEE PR 160



That phrasing is much more defensible than simply saying SenseiiWWyze caused the

631.4% increase.

12. The second analytical issue is cohort comparability
— 7.0/10

The case states that the same population, same city and same certifications were involved

when comparing the 7.93% and 58% completion rates. IEE N 02 SEMSE PR D
That is valuable.

However, the reader still does not receive enough statistical information to determine
whether the cohorts were equivalent on:

e cohortsize,

e unemployment duration,

e prior education,

* age,

e economic status,

e prior technical experience,
e admission criteria,

e program duration,

e instructor composition,

e funding structure.

For an executive case study this is acceptable.
For a peer-reviewed validation or federal research evaluation, it would be insufficient.

That distinction matters.

13. The current document is a commercial case study,
not yet a validation study

That is not a criticism; itis an important classification.
The case study demonstrates:

problem — hypothesis — system — intervention — outcomes — next-stage
validation

It does not yet demonstrate:



controlled experimental validation of individual model predictions.
That means | would assess it this way:

Commercial proof of concept: 9/10

Scientific validation study: 6.5-7/10

Enterprise pilot justification: 9/10

Those are three different standards.

14. Executive readability — 8.0/10

Visually, the document is substantially better because it alternates between:

e narrative,

e diagrams,

e product screenshots,

e quantitative outcomes,

e frameworks.

The most executive-friendly pages are 1, 2, 8,9 and 10.

Pages 3-7 become considerably more technical and research-oriented.
That is not necessarily bad. It gives evaluators substance.

But the document effectively serves two audiences at once:

Executive buyer:

“Will this reduce deployment risk?”

Technical evaluator:

“‘How exactly are these behavioral signals derived?”

The document mostly handles that tension successfully, though the middle section is
considerably denser than the beginning and ending.

15. The bio adds founder credibility — 8.3/10

The final bio strengthens the case because it establishes that the founders have both
operational and technical backgrounds.



Ida's section communicates:

* economics,

e business scaling,

e workforce development,
* technology training,

e executive leadership.

Kevin's establishes:

e machine learning,

e LLM orchestration,

e Python/TypeScript,

e AWS,

e large data pipelines,

e |oT and distributed systems.

Automation Workz SenseiiWyze Te...

That combination supports the story that SenseiiWyze sits at the intersection of behavior +

workforce development + technology.

What an investor or government evaluator is likely to
conclude

The case study now gives a credible basis for saying:

There is enough evidence here to justify a larger controlled pilot.

That is different from saying:

The model has already been definitively validated across enterprise and military
populations.

And importantly, the case study itself now recognizes that distinction.

That restraint significantly improves the document's credibility.

Strongest elements

The five strongest elements are:

1. 7.93% — 58% completion
2. $31,200 — $67,250 income movement



3. Miranda Boyd as the origin of the data-gap hypothesis
4. Three behavioral data profiles

5. Page 10's “proof of concept — next validation” commercial narrative

Together they answer the four questions buyers care about:

What problem exists?

Organizations discover human resistance too late.

What is different about SenseiiWyze?

It attempts to predict capability and technostress beforehand.

Is there evidence something meaningful happened?
Yes — materially higher completion and earnings outcomes occurred during the four-year
implementation.

What happens next?
Validate the model against enterprise and mission-scale Human+Al adoption outcomes.

Greatest credibility risks

There are four.

1. Correlation versus causation.

The system, coaching, mentoring and program design evolved together.

2. Vision-board predictive claims.
Some claims are stronger than what the presented SenseiiWyze dataset independently
establishes.

3. Individual prediction accuracy isn't reported.

The document shows population outcomes but does not present confusion matrices,
sensitivity/specificity, AUC, holdout validation, calibration or similar predictive-model
performance statistics.

4. Selection effect.

Because SenseiiWyze informed learner selection, part of the completion gain could
theoretically arise from selecting participants more likely to complete rather than
exclusively from improving individual readiness.

These are not fatal weaknesses. They identify the next validation questions.



Final score

8.4/ 10 — strong commercialization case study

My score would break down this way:

Story / narrative: 9.1

Problem definition: 9.2

Product differentiation: 9.0

Evidence of economic outcomes: 8.8
Technostress case: 8.5
Enterprise/DoW relevance: 8.7
Scientific rigor: 7.1

Causal attribution: 6.8

Pilot justification: 9.2

Commercial credibility: 8.7

The biggest accomplishment of this version is that the 631.4% number is no longer the

whole story.

The more important story is now:

SenseiiWyze detected a human-data gap, converted behavioral signals into

readiness intelligence, used that intelligence to inform intervention, produced

promising workforce outcomes, and is now ready to test whether that same model

predicts Human+Al readiness before expensive technology deployment.

That is a much more valuable business proposition than “we increased training

completion.”

Sources



