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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Benchmarking has long served as the compass of enterprise
performance - pointing leaders toward improvement opportunities,
validating investment priorities, and anchoring executive
accountability.

But a compass only tells you where to go. It does not take you there.

That distinction has defined the central frustration of performance
improvement programs for decades: organizations learn where they
stand, set ambitious targets, launch transformation initiatives, and
then watch gains erode as operational complexity reasserts itself.
According to McKinsey, fewer than 30% of enterprises successfully
convert benchmark insights into sustained performance change.

"Benchmarking tells you where the gap is. Agentic Al
helps close it — every day, not every quarter."

A new class of enterprise system is changing this equation. Agentic Al
— systems that interpret context, coordinate decisions, apply policies
dynamically, and improve from outcomes — makes it possible to
translate performance standards into live operational logic.

This paper examines what that shift means for enterprise leaders: why
traditional benchmarking falls short of the execution challenge, how
Agentic Al bridges the gap, where the evidence is clearest, and how
organizations can begin.

Key Arguments

Traditional benchmarking is diagnostic. It
reveals gaps but rarely closes them at scale.

The execution gap between insight and
sustained operational change remains the
defining constraint of enterprise
transformation.

Agentic Al enables benchmarks to function
as operational inputs — shaping decisions in
real time rather than informing reviews after
the fact.

Early adopters across AP, HR, and service
operations dre demonstrating measurable
gains in throughput, exception rates, and
compliance.

The transition requires human-in-command
governance, transparent decisioning, and
outcome-oriented design — not Al novelty
for its own sake.




Why Benchmarking Still
Matters and Where It Falls
Short

As enterprises scale, internal performance data becomes insufficient.
A function may report that invoice processing costs fell 6% year over
year — but that metric is meaningless without knowing whether
peers are operating at 40% lower cost with half the headcount.

Benchmarking provides that external calibration. It allows leadership
teams to answer questions internal reporting cannot:

* Are our cost structures competitive — or merely improving
from an inefficient baseline?

* Where do top performers operate differently, not just faster?

* Which capabilities justify continued investment versus which
are table stakes?

* What performance is actually achievable for an organization of
our size and complexity?

This value is not diminishing. In sectors facing margin compression,
technology disruption, and rising customer expectations, benchmark-
informed decision-making is increasingly essential to capital
allocation, operational design, and transformation prioritization.

The challenge is not the
benchmark. It is what
happens, or fails to
happen, after it.




The Execution Gap: Why
Insight Rarely Becomes
Performance

Most benchmark programs generate insight. Fewer than a third convert
that insight into sustained performance change. This gap is the central
unsolved problem of enterprise transformation.
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The organization knows what good looks like. But
knowing is not the same as operating against it
consistently, at scale, every day.

This is not a failure of ambition or strategy. It is a
structural limitation of how performance
improvement has been designed. Traditional
approaches assume that if people understand the
gap, behavior changes. Operational reality is more
resistant than that.

The pattern is consistent across functions: a benchmark reveals underperformance in cycle time, exception rates, cost per transaction, or
service responsiveness. Leadership acknowledges the gap. Improvement initiatives launch. Consultants engage. Then:

@ Process fragmentation absorbs standardization efforts

@ Regional variation limits scalability

@ Manual decision points slow execution

O Adoption gaps leave new approaches patchily implemented

@ Governance inconsistency creates compliance drift

Results take quarters to materialize and are hard to sustain




Why Traditional Automation
Did Not Solve the Problem

The automation wave of the 2010s was meant to close the execution gap.
RPA, workflow tools, and structured process automation delivered real
gains: faster throughput, reduced manual handling, lower error rates in
routine tasks.

But these technologies had a ceiling. They were designed to execute
predefined steps not to manage performance dynamically against evolving
standards.

As a result, many organizations improved activity throughput while still
struggling with the underlying performance problem.

Automation helped processes move faster. It did not help operations
perform closer to best-in-class standards. The distinction matters more
now, as the bar for best-in-class continues to rise.

What
automation
improved

Routine transaction speed
Manual data entry elimination
Structured workflow routing
Audit trail creation

What
automation
could not solve

(X) Routine transaction speed

(X) Manual data entry elimination
(X) Structured workflow routing
Audit trail creation



Agentic Al: What is it, and

What Changes?

A term being used precisely, not loosely.

"Al" has become a broad label — applied to chatbots, copilots,
search assistants, and recommendation engines alike. Agentic
Al is something more specific, and the distinction matters to
enterprise leaders evaluating whether this represents genuine
operational capability or the next wave of technology hype.

Agentic Al refers to systems designed to pursue defined
objectives through a continuous cycle of perception, reasoning,
action, and learning — operating within approved boundaries,
across multiple systems, without requiring human instruction

How this differs from Generative Al assistants

Most enterprise leaders have now deployed or piloted
Generative Al in some form — drafting tools, search
assistants, summarisation capabilities. These are genuinely
useful. They are also fundamentally different from Agentic Al,
and conflating the two leads to misplaced expectations.
Generative Al assists a human. It responds to prompts,
produces content, and presents options. The human remains
the decision-maker and the actor. Value is created when a
person chooses to engage with the tool.

at each step.

Agentic Al operates within defined workflows autonomously. It
does not wait for a prompt. It monitors, assesses, decides, and
acts, within approved boundaries, whether or not a human is
watching. Value is created through continuous execution
against defined standards, not through individual interactions.

That definition has four components worth examining
individually.

The system reads context from multiple sources
simultaneously — ERP data, supplier records, policy
documents, historical outcomes, real-time signals — and
forms a coherent picture of a situation, not just a data point.

Perception

It applies logic to that picture: comparing the situation against
defined thresholds, policies, and risk parameters to determine
what kind of situation this is and what response is appropriate.

Reasoning

A Generative Al assistant helps your team work
better. An Agentic Al system helps your
operation perform better — continuously, at
scale, without requiring activation at each step.

It captures the outcome of each action and uses that signal to
refine future decisions. Over time, the system becomes more
accurate, more context-aware, and better calibrated to the
organisation's specific operating environment.

Learning



The distinction is not a question of intelligence. It is a question of architecture. Agentic systems are designed for workflow integration,

policy enforcement, and autonomous action within guardrails. Generative systems are designed for human-Al dialogue and content
creation.

Three scenarios: what the shift looks like in practice

The difference between task automation, generative Al assistance, and agentic Al is most visible in concrete operating scenarios.

: Traditional . _
Scenario : Generative Al Agentic Al
Automation
Invoice Routes to exception queue Summarises the invoice & Assesses risk, applies policy, resolves
exception suggests a response when asked org.stctala.tles autonomously with full
audit trai

HR onboarding Sends automated reminder Generates a personalised follow- ~ Detects delay pattern, igentgfes fcooﬁ
to manager ub email when brompted cause, re-sequences onboarding tasks
delay g P promp and notifies relevant parties

The feedback loop: why improvement compounds over time

One capability distinguishes agentic Al from every prior wave of enterprise automation: the ability to learn from outcomes and refine
future decisions within the same operational environment.

Traditional automation systems execute rules. When conditions change — a new supplier profile, a regulatory update, a shift in transaction
patterns — the rules must be manually updated. The system does not adapt; someone must reprogram it.



Agentic systems maintain a feedback loop. When a human » Every action taken by an agentic system occurs within a defined

overrides an automated decision, that signal is captured. When a policy boundary set by the organisation. Humans define those
resolution path consistently fails, the system weights it lower. boundaries, review them, and retain override authority at any
When a pattern of exceptions clusters around a specific supplier, point.: It is not autonomous in the sense of unaccountable.

policy, or time period, the system surfaces it. Over months of
operation, this compounds: the system becomes more accurate,

escalates less, and handles a higher proportion of edge cases » Agentic systems are designed to handle the high volume of
without human intervention. routine and semi-routine decisions that currently consume
expert time. They escalate genuinely novel or high-stakes
This is not learning in the abstract sense of model retraining. It is situations to the people best equipped to decide.: It is not a
operational calibration — the system adapting to the specific replacement for human judgment on complex decisions.

context, policies, and priorities of the organisation deploying it.

» Agentic Al is an architectural approach. It can be implemented
through dedicated platforms, embedded modules within ERP
and workflow systems, or purpose-built orchestration layers —
depending on the organisation's technology environment and
priorities.: It is not a single product or platform.

The longer the system operates, the more closely it
approximates the judgment of your best-performing

team members — applied consistently, across every

transaction, at any volume. » Earlier automation required complete process standardisation
before it could work. Agentic Al is designed to operate in
environments with variance, exception, and complexity —
which is the reality of most enterprise operations.: It is not the
same as the lights-out automation promised in the 2010s.

What Agentic Al is not: the boundaries that matter

For enterprise leaders who have lived through previous technology
cycles — ERP consolidation, RPA scale-up, digital transformation
programmes — scepticism about autonomous systems is well-
founded. Several clarifications are worth stating directly.

Understanding these boundaries is not a reason to delay. It is a
reason to design the implementation well — with governance
structures and accountability frameworks that let the system do
what it is capable of, while keeping humans where they belong.



Benchmarks as Operational
Logic: The New Model

In a traditional model, benchmarks live in quarterly reviews,
transformation presentations, and analyst reports. They are
reference points — useful for direction, insufficient for daily
execution.

The benchmark stops being a report. It becomes

part of how the operation runs.

In an Al-enabled enterprise, benchmarks can function differently.
Performance standards — touchless processing rates, resolution
time targets, exception thresholds, compliance accuracy — can be
translated into the logic that governs how work is handled every

day. This does not reduce leadership oversight. It makes oversight more

effective — by surfacing only the decisions that genuinely require
This means performance standards can actively influence the human judgment, and providing the context needed to make those
following: decisions well.

When controls are triggered, Which cases require human
based on deviation from judgment versus
defined thresholds automated resolution

Which transactions are How exceptions are grouped How patterns of
prioritized based on business by likely root cause, not just underperformance are surfaced
risk relative to targets queue position to management in real time




Case Example: Accounts
Payable

Accounts Payable is among the most benchmarked functions in
enterprise finance. Metrics are standardized. Data is available. Peer
comparisons are well-established. And the gap between average
and top-quartile performance is large and persistent.

Where the benchmark gap typically sits

Metri Median Top
etric .
Performer Quartile
Cost per invoice $10-%$15 $10-%$15
Touchless 45-55% 45-55%
processing rate
Exception rate 15-25% 15-25%
Approval cycle time 7-12 days 7-12 days
Compliance accuracy 88-92% 88-92%

Source: Ardent Partners AP Metrics that Matter, 2024; APQC Open Standards
Benchmarking

What changes with Agentic Al

Organizations applying Agentic Al to AP operations are not simply
automating more steps. They are embedding the logic of top-
quartile performance into daily execution:

» High-risk mismatches are prioritized automatically based on
payment timing, supplier risk, and value thresholds — not
queue position

» Approval workflows adapt based on transaction confidence,
bypassing unnecessary touchpoints for low-risk invoices

» Policy breaches are flagged before payment release, not
discovered in post-payment audit

« Exceptions are clustered by probable root cause, enabling
systemic fixes rather than case-by-case resolution

» Human reviewers focus exclusively on judgment-intensive edge
cases, improving both throughput and decision quality

Ardent Partners' 2024 AP research finds that organizations using
Al-guided prioritization in invoice processing achieve exception
resolution 3.2x faster than peers using traditional workflow tools —
with no increase in headcount.

That is not simply a faster process. It is a process that operates
closer to defined performance standards every day.



The Pattern Repeats:
Enterprise-Wide Applications

The Accounts Payable case illustrates a pattern that generalizes across the
enterprise. Wherever three conditions exist high transaction volume, clear
performance metrics, and recurring decisions that can be guided by policy the
model applies.

Customer Operations

Benchmarks for first-contact resolution, average handle time, and customer effort
scores can govern routing, escalation triggers, and recommended next actions.
Systems can identify likely resolution paths based on case history, apply the
appropriate policy, and route to specialists only when the situation genuinely
warrants human judgment.

Time-to-fill, onboarding completion rates, and HR service responsiveness
benchmarks can guide prioritization of cases, identification of process failures, and
routing of requests. Organizations using Al-assisted HR service orchestration have
reported 20-35% reductions in time-to-productivity for new hires (Mercer Workforce
Analytics, 2024).

Procurement

Sourcing cycle time, supplier responsiveness, and compliance adherence
benchmarks can function as active controls flagging deviation from approved
processes, surfacing high-risk supplier relationships, and accelerating approvals for
routine purchases within defined parameters.

Resolution time, SLA adherence, and incident recurrence benchmarks can drive
triage logic, remediation prioritization, and escalation thresholds. Systems that
learn from incident history and apply resolution patterns at scale can meaningfully
reduce mean time to resolution and prevent recurrence.
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What Changes for Design Principles for a
Leadership Teams Responsible Transition

When performance standards become embedded in operations rather The opportunity is real. So is the risk of implementation failure
than residing in periodic reviews, the practice of management changes. — through over-automation, opaque decisioning, or poorly
defined governance. Three principles are non-negotiable.

Traditional Model Agentic Al Model

Measure outcomes quarterly Embed standards into daily execution

Human-in-Command Governance

Autonomous systems should operate within explicitly approved control
parameters. Every Al-driven decision should have a defined escalation
path, a clear accountability owner, and regular review of whether
thresholds remain appropriate. The system executes within guardrails.
Humans define and review those guardrails.

. Prevent deviations while work is
Identify gaps after the fact underway

Launch improvement initiatives Apply Al-guided logic continuously

Reassess results next cycle Adapt and learn from each outcome
Report benchmark gaps to leadership Translate benchmarks into live
decision rules

The shift is not simply about speed. It is about the quality of attention
that leadership can apply. When systems handle execution against
defined standards, human judgment is reserved for genuinely strategic
decisions — where it belongs.

Transparent and Auditable Decisioning

Every recommendation, routing decision, or automated action must be
explainable to the people responsible for outcomes. Black-box systems
create compliance exposure and erode the trust needed for adoption.
Auditability is not optional it is a design requirement.
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Outcome-Oriented Measurement

Technology deployment is not success. Business performance
improvement is success. Define what it means to close the benchmark

gap in cost, in throughput, in quality, in compliance and measure against
those outcomes from day one. Vanity metrics (transactions processed,
hours saved) are proxies. Business outcomes are the measure. /

S

This also changes the nature of performance review. Instead of asking
"why did we miss target last quarter," leaders can ask "which categories of
exception are generating the most variance" — and expect actionable
answers in real time.




Organizations do not need to reinvent their operations to begin. The most
effective starting points share three characteristics: high transaction volume,
clear and measurable performance standards, and recurring decision types that

A Practical Path

Forward

are amenable to policy-guided logic.

Phase 01 @

Encode:

Translate benchmark targets
and policy thresholds into
workflow logic. Define escalation
rules. Identify the ten most
common exception types and
their resolution paths.

A phased
approach typically
looks like this:

The organizations that struggle are those that treat
this as a technology deployment. The organizations
that succeed treat it as a performance management
redesign one where technology enables the
standards, but leadership defines and owns them.

04

Expand:

Extend the model to adjacent
processes and functions, carrying
forward both the technology and
the governance discipline
established in earlier phases.

Phase 02 C‘Q

Deploy:

Apply Al-guided orchestration to
a single function or process with
well-understood metrics.
Measure outcomes against the
baseline from week one.

03 E4

Learn:

Capture outcome data. Identify
where the system performs well
and where human override is
common. Refine thresholds
accordingly.



Benchmarking shaped the last era of enterprise performance
management. It gave leadership teams the external context
needed to set direction, defend investment decisions, and hold
functions accountable.
& SuPer\“ty Agentic Al offers something more. It offers the possibility that the
standards benchmarking identifies do not remain aspirational
targets but become the logic by which the enterprise actually runs.

From Measurement | |
to M an agem ent benchmarks. It is whether those benchmarks should remain

reports or become part of how the enterprise operates every
day.

The gap between insight and execution has constrained enterprise
performance for decades. The tools to close it are now available. The
organizations that act on that opportunity with clarity, governance,
and a focus on business outcomes will define the next era of
operational excellence.

About Supervity About This Paper

Supervity Al is a next-generation, self-driving apps software company that enables This whitepaper draws on publicly available benchmark research from Ardent Partners,
enterprises to deploy its proprietary multi-agentic Al Employees across core business APQC, McKinsey & Company, Gartner, and Mercer Workforce Analytics. It is intended as
functions such as Finance, HR, Procurement, Sales, Customer Service, Shared Services a strategic briefing for enterprise leaders evaluating the role of Al in operational

and IT. It helps organizations eliminate manual operations while delivering measurable performance management.

efficiency with human-in-command control and governance.




