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GLANCE

The reuse of Al knowledge fails not for lack of will
but for lack of structure: organizations treat it as a
documentation problem when it is a product problem.

This paper begins by pricing the cost. Every delivery organization relearns what
it already knows and books the time as delivery hours. Al didn’t create this cost;
it changed its scale. An agent executes a method hundreds of times in parallel,

and so does uncodified learning. And while generating code has become cheap,

validating, integrating, securing, and adapting it has not.

We'll then define what turns a win into an asset: an owner, a substrate, two
playbooks, and a gate that promotes on results, not adoption. Two corrections
follow: an asset without the team that adapts it fails on the second use, and
codified knowledge decays silently without an evaluation suite. We'll close with a
look at ownership, the line between the partner’s pattern and the client’s specifics,

and on an open boundary: reuse also means knowing when to stop building.

documentation the blank page, again

a win

© O, © © o

owner substrate two playbooks gate an asset

“Building software with Al is cheap
today. Even cheaper is not having to
rebuild the same software N times.”

Felipe Favero, SVP, Al Products at CI&T
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PREFACE

Six times the

Between 2022 and 2023, generative Al proofs of concept started appearing
across CI&T faster than anyone could track them. Innovation at CI&T has
always come from the edges rather than from a department, and for 20 years
that was a strength. Teams occasionally converged on the same idea, noticed,
and sorted it out between themselves. The scale of the duplication was
manageable, so nobody built a mechanism for it.

Then someone counted. At one point there were at least six internal products
that, underneath the interface, solved the same problem: a chat talking to
documents over retrieval. Six teams. Six architectures decided from scratch.
Six times the same engineering, running in parallel, inside one company that
prided itself on how fast it learned.

No one had done anything wrong. Every one of those teams made a defensible
local decision, and each of them was moving quickly, which was exactly what
they were being asked to do. The failure didn't lie with any single team. It lay
with the absence of a mechanism that let the second team pick up where the
first one left off. It was in the absence of anything that would let the second
team start where the first one had finished.

That's the premise of this paper — every organization lives with duplicated
effort, but Al has changed the cost of that effort, and most organizations have
not repriced it. The point is not that duplicated effort exists, which every large
organization lives with. It is that Al changed what duplicated effort costs, and
most organizations have not repriced it.

This paper is one of six in CI&T’s Al Deployment series, each on one condition
a deployment needs to deliver: a redesigned lifecycle, grounded data,
commercial models that price speed, a partner network, governance, and —
the topic of this paper — reusable knowledge.
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THE BLANK
PAGE TAX

There’s a cost every delivery organization pays
on every engagement, and no finance system
in the world has a category for it. It gets
booked inside delivery hours, because that’s
technically what it is: people working.

No timesheet has a

line called “relearning
something the company
already knew.”

It also hides behind the adoption metric. If
everyone is using Al, nobody asks whether
the usage is redundant. And it is protected,
without any bad intent, by an incentive:

a delivery manager measured on their

own squad'’s speed gets nothing on their
dashboard for stopping to codify what
another squad already learned. The benefit

CI&T & Al




lands on the company’s dashboard, not
theirs. This is a badly designed incentive,
not a shortage of goodwill, and it is the
reason the cost survives contact with
people who would happily fix it.

The scale of it was already documented
before Al arrived. A 2018 survey of U.S.
workers by Panopto and YouGov estimated
that inefficient knowledge sharing costs
large companies roughly $47 million per
year in lost productivity driven by a finding
that explains the mechanism better than
the number does: 42% of institutional
knowledge is unique to one person and

is not accessible anywhere else on the
team. In the same research, workers
reported losing 5.3 hours a week waiting for
information or recreating something that
already existed.

That was the linear era. What Al changed
is not the existence of the cost but its
scale. Recreating knowledge is no longer
only people-hours. It is also token cost,
and token cost scales at the corporate
level in a way that headcount never did.
Left unexamined, it erodes margin without
anyone being able to point at where the
erosion came from. Every hour lost to
missing context is now an automated

decision made without it.

$47M

a year in lost productivity
at large companies

42%

of institutional knowledge
is unique to one person

There is an honest objection here. If Al
makes building cheap, rebuilding some
things may be the rational choice, and
sometimes it is. But generating code was
never most of the bill. What every new build
pays again is the rest: validating that it
works, integrating it, securing it, adapting it
to the context, and absorbing the mistakes
of a first execution. Those costs have not
fallen at the same rate, and they are exactly
what a reusable asset carries forward. The
test for reuse is not whether building is
cheap. It is the total cost and quality of the

next implementation.

The contrast is visible inside CI&T every day.
Starting a new Al product takes minutes,
because whoever is building it doesn’t have
to think about security, auditing, access
control, retrieval mechanisms, databases,
or model connections. All of it is already
substrate. The same work, without any

of that built, is months of architecture,
security approval, and integration. That gap
between months and minutes is the blank
page tax, made visible for once, and it is the
clearest argument for why the substrate
matters more than the library.

5.3h

a week waiting for information
or recreating what exists



02.

THE CURVE

THAT RESTARTS

In The Wrong Math of Al ROI, CI&T proposed
a maturity framework for Al deployment,
drawn from its own engagements rather
than from a market benchmark: roughly 2X
at the augmented stage, 5X coordinated,
approaching 20X orchestrated. This chapter
asks a different question.

The curve carries an
assumption that is
rarely stated out loud:
it assumes learning
carries forward.

CI&T & Al

Strip the assumption and the curve stops
being a curve. Every engagement produces
three kinds of learning: what worked, what
didn’t, and the context that decides when
each applies. If those become an asset, with
an owner and a substrate and a playbook
behind them, the next engagement

starts higher up. If they don’t become an
asset, the next engagement starts at the
same zero, except now staffed by people
convinced they already know how to use
Al. That's worse than not knowing, because
nobody audits a confidence nobody
questions.



The result is an organization running stage
one repeatedly, with a different team each
time, and calling it growth. From the outside,
it doesn't look dysfunctional, it looks busy.
Delivery is happening, clients are satisfied
within the quarter, utilization is high. The
problem surfaces somewhere in the second
year, when someone notices the same
learning curve has been run several times
without the organization ever moving up a

level.

Culture Eats Al for Breakfast, CI&T's
research with MIT Sloan Management
Review Brasil, starts from MIT data
showing that 95% of Al initiatives generate
no measurable impact, and places the
cause not in the models but in culture,
governance, and vision. Read against

this chapter, inside that finding sits an
absorption gap: the distance between the
speed at which the technology advances
and the speed at which an organization can
learn it. That's the same finding stated as a

capability rather than as a cost.

Learning
carries forward ox

Learning resets

An organization that cannot retain what one
engagement taught it has no mechanism for
closing the gap, because closing it requires
learning to accumulate.

The compounding side has evidence

too, from before generative Al existed.
McKinsey’s Developer Velocity research
found that companies in the top quartile
of its index, which measures reuse of tools
and patterns among other things, showed
revenue growth up to five times faster than
bottom-quartile companies between 2014
and 2018. The research shows correlation
rather than cause, but the pattern is

consistent with this chapter’s argument.

What set the top
quartile apart was
not more developers.
It was, among other
things, infrastructure
and practice that
compound.

20X

N o




Inside CI&T, teams working within the

CI&T FLOW ecosystem have reached
productivity gains of up to 20X, depending
on their maturity stage. That did not
happen in a quarter. It's a journey that
started in 2023 and has been accumulating,
cycle after cycle, ever since. The order of
magnitude is not unique to us either: the
CI&T and MIT Sloan Management Review
Brasil research places gains of around 20
times in companies that integrate culture,
governance, and technology systemically,
measured against companies operating at a
bureaucratic pace.

There's a correction worth making about
that number, because the obvious reading
is wrong: using Al is a component of that
result, but the actual mechanism is in the
how, and inside the how sits the discipline
of knowing when not to use it. Without that
filter, the same machinery that produces

a 20X gain produces waste at the same
multiple, generated by Al applied where it
should not have been.

Y

the same machinery

the filter — knowing
when not to use it

reuse as a multiplier of gain

Reuse is not only a
multiplier of gain. It
is also the brake that
stops waste from
scaling.

Two companies with the same technology,
one transferring learning and one not, look
identical in year one. Three years later,

the first company is solving its twentieth
problem in the same domain but spending
what its third one cost, because it has

been climbing. The second company is still
solving variations of its first problem, at the
cost of its first problem, every time, now
competing against a rival that no longer
pays that price. The gap shows up when the
market notices that someone delivers the
same scope faster and cheaper, and no one
internally has a good explanation for why.

20X

without it — waste at the same multiple



03.

WHY EVERYONE
AGREES AND
NOBODY DOES IT

Reuse is the only
condition in this series
that nobody argues
with. That is precisely
why it does not happen.

Thirty years of knowledge management
produced a wiki nobody reads, a lessons-
learned database nobody opens, and a center
of excellence documenting practices that
delivery quietly ignores.

CI&T & Al

The diagnosis is usually cultural, and it is
usually incomplete. A wiki dies the day it stops
having an owner. A center of excellence dies
because it documents without a demand side,
so nobody buys what'’s in there and nobody
knows it exists. Culture plays a part, but what
kills both is more specific: missing product
functions, and incentives that never asked

anyone to supply them.

Organizational Hallucination makes the same
diagnosis more sharply. Looking back is the
step organizations skip most systematically: a
project ends, the result gets celebrated, and
what worked rarely becomes the standard.



Why it loses the quarter

the platform’s goals the deliverers’ goals

loses to anything with a clear owner

Codify too early

the first solution, frozen as the best

A bad pattern at scale
worse than an analyst erring once

L

an hour from someone measured on delivery

The repertoire that was supposed to
grow stays fragmented, and different
teams reinvent the same solutions. That
book names it as a missing organizational
capability. This paper prices it.

The real reason it gets deprioritized every
quarter is never the stated one. The

stated reason is always that there is no
time. The actual reason is that reuse is an
investment whose return lands in someone
else’s budget. Whoever pays the cost of
codifying, the squad that just delivered, is
rarely the one who collects the benefit, the
next squad, in a different quarter, oftenin a

different business unit.

Until that arithmetic appears in the goals of
the people delivering, and not only in the
goals of whoever runs the platform, it will
lose to any priority with a clear owner inside
the same quarter.

The case against reuse
also deserves better
than it usually gets.

At its strongest: codify too early and you
freeze the first solution as though it were
the best one, and an agent executing a
bad pattern at scale is worse than an
analyst making the same mistake once.
Every capture process takes an hour

from someone measured on delivery. And
there are contexts where the blank page
is genuinely correct: a regulatory domain
still forming, where any pattern set today
is tomorrow’s technical debt; a client with
a specific, nameable constraint that no
existing asset anticipated; a problem where
the innovation lies in not following a known
pattern. Outside those, the blank page is
usually comfort dressed as caution.



There is a practical signal for catching the failure
before it hardens. When a team notices it's hunting
for a problem to fit a solution it already holds,
rather than a real problem pulling a solution toward
it, that inversion is the clearest warning that reuse
is being forced.

High adoption in that
situation is not evidence
of success.

It's evidence that someone is working hard to

justify an asset whose value has not been proven.

CI&T learned this by doing it. Early in FLOW's life
we got excited about an experimental coding
assistant built inside the platform, stabilized the
proof of concept quickly, and rolled it out across
the company. Adoption was considerable at first.
Then the support tickets arrived, full of questions
and direct comparisons to solutions that already
existed in the market. We were reinventing the
wheel. Given the pace at which Al coding tools
were evolving, ours went obsolete fast, and the
part that stings is that we never needed to build
it at all. It was a solution in search of a problem,
and we paid full price for a lesson we could have
bought cheap. We retired that experiment and
moved to integrating market tools into FLOW
instead, which is a reuse decision in its own

right: sometimes the asset worth reusing is one
someone else already built.

But notice where the counter-argument actually
stops. The alternative to badly done reuse is not
no reuse. It's reuse with a gate, and a gate that
measures results rather than adoption: a critique
of the how, not of the whether.

That distinction cost CI&T something to learn

as well. In 2024 more than 85% of the company
was using Al daily, and for a while we treated the
number as the win itself. Results did move, lead
time among them. But when we looked past

The inversion

o——[ ]

a real problem
pulling a solution toward it

a solution hunting for a problem —
reuse is being forced

high adoption

=

evidence of success

CI&T learned this by doing it

E built our own coding assistant

— an experiment, since retired

eeee adoptionwas considerable

then the support tickets arrived

obsolete fast —
never needed at all

a solution in search of a problem —

full price for a lesson
we could have bought cheap



frequency, the number could not tell us which
usage was producing those results and which
was scattered, one-off, and not embedded in
the processes that move a business metric.
Usage numbers rise easily. Business outcome
numbers do not, and the two had been quietly
standing in for each other.

® reuse with a gate — one that measures results, not adoption

85%+

of the company using
Al daily in 2024

business outcomes — do not

4,
o)
o)
C
D
(9]
()
o)

]
D
e
e}
(e}
7
o
(
7
[}

oq
[0)
)
(o]
)
17}



04.

REUSE IS
A PRODUCT
PROBLEM

Start with what the term means here, because the market
hears it wrong. Intellectual property in this context is not
the legal sense, not a patent or a copyright. It is operational
knowledge codified to the point of being executable by
someone else, or by an agent, without the original author
nearby: a method, a tested prompt, a reference architecture,

a set of acceptance criteria.

The boundary is simple. If it only works with the person who
created it in the room, it is not reusable IP. It is personal

know-how wearing an asset’s clothing. That's different from
needing people who know how to adapt it, which every real

asset does, and which chapter 05 takes up.

»
N [] o] k12
[ ]

Solution Asset IP Offering

treating an asset as an offering

CI&T & Al
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Four words get used interchangeably and
should not be. A solution is what solved a
problem once, for one client. An asset is

that solution with the client-specific parts
stripped out, ready to be a starting point
somewhere else. IP is the intellectual content
inside the asset: the method, the pattern,
the criterion. An offering is the commercial
package: the asset, plus the team that
knows how to apply it, plus a price. The most
expensive confusion in that list is treating an
asset as an offering.

A win becomes
reusable when it
acquires four things.

An owner. Named, accountable, and in place
before any platform is purchased. The wiki
did not die of neglect. It died of having no
owner, and buying a knowledge platform

before deciding who owns the process is

An owner

named and accountable

the wiki did not die of neglect —
it died of having no owner

buying substrate for a process that does not
exist yet.

A substrate. Hosting and operations, security,
DevOps and reliability, user and access
management, billing, and distribution, in that
order of dependency rather than importance.
Inside FLOW this is literal: a creator assembles
an agent from ready-made components,

and authentication, orchestration across
models, and the audit trail are handled behind
the scenes without the creator needing to
know they are there. The saving shows up
downstream, not only at the start. Agents
assembled on that substrate have cut backlog
generation time by up to 75% and story
development hours by 25%, which is what

the months-to-minutes gap looks like once it
reaches delivery. The component that blocks
progress most often is not the hardest one. It is
user and access management, underestimated
until the moment a second client with their
own corporate identity needs to authenticate,
and engineering has to reopen the code to let

them in.

in dependency order

distribution
billing
DevOps & reliability
security

hosting & operations

B the layer that blocks most often

12



Skip the substrate and an organization pays the old
cost of artisanal maintenance under a new name. Every
new adoption of the asset needs its own integration
project. It looks like reuse because the content is

the same, but the effort to get to production has not
dropped at all. That's the blank page’s most commonly
worn disguise.

The substrate should be proportional to the asset.

A tested prompt needs an owner and a channel, not

a production platform; a service running agents for
several clients needs every layer on the list. What
matters is that each asset sits on the substrate its use

requires, not that every asset waits for the full stack.

There is a design discipline
that prevents it: design

for the second use before
shipping the first.

Strip out internal system names, hardcoded business
rules, credentials, anything specific to the original
client, before calling the asset done. That is engineering
work, not documentation work, and it is what separates
an asset from a copy-paste of the last project. It is
testable from outside. On a delivery for a leading
beauty and personal care company, an agentic
workflow proven on one initiative was then applied

to a real design-system migration, which finished in

11 days against an original estimate of a month and a
half. An estimate is not an observed baseline, and the
comparison should be read that way. But the pattern
held on the second use because it had been built to be
handed over rather than explained by whoever wrote it.

Distribution belongs on that list too, because a perfect
asset nobody finds has the same practical effect as
an asset that does not exist. Without a channel, every
reusable asset depends on someone remembering

it exists and passing the word along, which does not
scale past the team that built it. A channel is what
makes an asset discoverable by someone who was
not told about it, and it carries back the usage and
feedback the owner needs to keep it alive.

The saving shows up downstream

E] backlog generation time

5%

@ story development hours
I 257

months to minutes — arriving at delivery

The second-use test

estimated: a month and a half

B ey

built to be handed over, not explained

Distribution belongs on the list

. _> @ found
feedback

returns

never found

Inert

a perfect asset nobody finds

has the effect of one that does not exist
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Documentation changes jobs

es this exist?”

H—0

the channel answers

do | use it right?”

B the docs answer

Two playbooks

a promise nobody fulfills twice

The gate promotes on outside evidence

©® @ <—0

willing to pay again
— or an independently
measured result

t simulate it

outside evidence can

opted asset

maintaining a L‘»(;L}"',' ado

costs more than never building it

Documentation still matters, but its job changes:
people discover an asset through the channel,
and read the documentation to learn how to use it
correctly.

Two playbooks. One for the sale, one for the
delivery, because those are different conversations
with different people. The sales playbook holds
what has to land with a client in 15 minutes: the
problem, the proof, the price, the objections that
always come. The delivery playbook holds what

a technical team needs so it does not remake
decisions already made: reference architecture,
acceptance criteria, known pitfalls. An organization
with only the delivery playbook ends up with
engineering getting steadily more efficient while
selling less, because every proposal is written
from scratch without the language, pricing, and
objection handling already worked out. That's

the same blank page tax paid on the commercial
side, and it is harder to see, because nobody
measures sales time lost reinventing a proposal.
An organization with only the sales playbook has a
promise nobody can fulfill the same way twice.

A gate. The gate promotes based on evidence from
outside the team that built the asset. Internally, the
people who have the most bias about their own
work are judging quality. Someone willing to pay for
the same pattern again validates what no internal
review can simulate: that the asset is addressing

a legitimate problem in the market. For internal
assets, where nobody pays, the equivalent is an
outcome measured independently of the team that
built it: a second team's lead time, error rate, or
cost, before and after. The correct answer at that
gate is no most of the time, and that’s the system
working rather than failing, because the cost of
maintaining a poorly adopted asset is higher

than the cost of never having built it. The coding
assistant of the previous chapter is what a missing
gate ships.

CI&T set its own gate on the wrong criterion first.

14



The adoption figure was not only a measurement
error — it was a promotion criterion: assets
were being celebrated and scaled on evidence
that people were using them. The correction
was to make promotion depend on validated
results rather than frequency of use, which is
the criterion the global reuse program runs on
now. The sequence is the ordinary one: the gate
existed before the criterion was right, and the
criterion only got fixed after the wrong one had
already promoted things.

© e
promoted on frequency of use promoted on validated results
the wrong criterion the criterion now

the gate existed before the criterion was right

o U

documenting shadowing
the deliverer stops — the observer captures
a cost paid every time while the work happens

asking someone to recite a recipe watching them cook

Then there is capture, which is where most
programs fail. Asking teams to document requires
someone to stop what they're doing and write
about what they already did, an extra cost paid
every time. Shadowing captures the knowledge
while it's being produced, and puts the cost of
turning it into an asset on the observer rather
than on the person delivering. It's the difference
between asking someone to recite a recipe and
watching them cook.



Timing matters more than most people expect,
and it helps to separate capturing from
promoting. Capture lessons as they happen;
shadowing makes that cheap. Promote a pattern
only after it repeats. On a first delivery you
cannot yet tell what was client-specific and
what was the real pattern, so promoting there
means promoting noise labeled as signal. On the
second delivery, whatever repeated is a genuine
candidate, and the team is still around to validate
it.

This is also where Al does something a person
could not. An agent can look across code,
tickets, meeting transcripts, and sales proposals
at a volume no human would review, and flag
candidates before anyone notices the repetition.
The agent decides what’s worth looking at. The
person still decides what gets promoted.

® ° u

2nd \L
O,

capture now, promote after agent flags, the smallest
the second repetition person promotes legitimate unit

t scans code, tickets, transcripts a tested, documented

One last thing about scale, because the instinct
is to start too big. The smallest legitimate unit

of reusable IP is a tested, documented prompt
with its own criteria for when it works and when it
does not. That sounds trivial. It is exactly the kind
of asset already shared globally inside FLOW at
scale. The minimum unit has to be small enough
to adopt without friction and large enough to

save a real decision.



05.

THE ASSET IS
NOT THE ANSWER

Everything above argues for building assets,
so this chapter is the correction that keeps

the argument honest.

An asset on its own
answers what to do.

It does not answer what to do when the

first way fails, and the first way always fails
somewhere, because every client has a
variation the asset never anticipated. The
team that carries the tacit knowledge of

how to adapt an asset without breaking it is
holding something that would otherwise have
to be rebuilt on every implementation, which
cancels out precisely the gain reuse was

supposed to produce.

CI&T & Al

An asset shipped without that team makes
the right first impression and the wrong
second one. It works in the demo, because
the demo uses the case it was built for. It fails
in operation, because operation includes the
fraction of edge cases only the people who
built it know how to recognize. Without them,

every edge case becomes a support ticket.

The answer is not to keep the original team
attached to the asset forever. It is to make
the adaptation knowledge transferable: the
evaluation suite that shows when the asset
is working, the decision records behind its
design, training for the team that will run it,
and a defined support path while that team
builds confidence. A client should end an
engagement able to adapt the asset without
the people who built it, even if it chooses to
keep them.

17



There is a ratio here, though not one worth
pretending to quantify. The Wrong Math of
Al ROI puts 30 to 40% of an Al deployment's
value in the foundation model and 60 to
70% in the harness around it: the workflows,
data, agents, and people. The same shape
holds between a codified asset and the
team applying it. The asset matters.

What decides whether
it works in practice is
the layer around it.

Agentic systems raise the stakes on the
same point in a different direction. Codified
IP decays, and it decays at different speeds
depending on what it is tied to. Assets
bound to a specific model or version

decay in months, because the model’s

own capability changes the solution to the
problem. Assets bound to method and
business criteria, meaning what counts as

a good answer rather than how the model
produces it, decay far more slowly, because
they stay valid when the model underneath
changes.

the evaluation suite — labeled cases, measured correctness

shipped

bound to method & business criteria
stays valid as the model changes

bound to a specific model or version

decays in months

time

without it, “the agent is working” cannot be

distinguished from “nobody has complained yet”

<

the gate run in reverse — retire when keeping it current costs more than it returns

retirement is not housekeeping. It is a control.

18



When something has decayed and nobody has
noticed, an agent applies it and gets it wrong
with confidence. That is the worst class of error,
because it arrives without any of the doubt
signals a person would show. An outdated

page on a wiki gets read by a human with some
skepticism. An outdated pattern embedded in an
agent gets executed with none.

The instrument that catches the decay is an
evaluation suite: labeled cases with measured
correctness, without which the agent is working
cannot be distinguished from nobody has
complained yet. An asset without one cannot
be known to have decayed. It can only be

discovered to have decayed later, by a client.

When a decayed pattern goes unnoticed

a person @ read with some skepticism

an agent . T M )

executed with none

the worst class of error — wrong, with confidence

What follows is the gate run in reverse. When
keeping an asset current costs more than it
returns, or when an agent applying that pattern
starts producing worse results than a fresh start
would, the asset should be retired. It is the most
neglected part of any reuse system, because
retiring something feels like admitting it was never
as good as claimed. Which is why retirement is
not housekeeping in an agentic organization. It
is a control. For a client inheriting assets from

a partner, it is also a question to settle early:
who decides when an asset is retired, on what
evidence, and who pays to replace it.

19



06.

WHOSE
KNOWLEDGE
IS IT?

Once knowledge is an asset rather than a
document, an uncomfortable question follows it

around:

Who owns the thing a
partner learned on
your account?

The case runs both ways, which is why it rarely

CI&T & Al

gets settled cleanly. A partner arriving
with tested assets delivers faster and

with less first-execution risk, and what

the client is buying is somebody else’s
learning curve. The same asset can also
carry architecture decisions and business
assumptions that made sense for a
different client and don’'t make sense here,
and delivery speed is very good at hiding
that until it is expensive to correct.

the case runs both ways

buying somebody else’s learning curve

speed hides it until it is expensive

20



The line that helps resolve it is a level of
abstraction. A pattern — a prompt structure,
a reference architecture, a quality criterion —
usually comes from a partner’s accumulated
experience rather than from the client’s data,
and it is the kind of knowledge a partner can
legitimately carry to the next engagement.
Anything carrying the specific business
context — names, numbers, data, rules that
only make sense in one place — should stay
with the client. Legitimate reuse carries the
first across and leaves the second behind.
lllegitimate reuse is when the second leaks
along because nobody separated them.

That line does not settle ownership on its
own. What each side owns and may reuse
is set by the contract terms, confidentiality
obligations, and by the terms of any third-
party component licenses involved. The
abstraction line is what that agreement
should be written around, not a substitute

for it.

Ownership and reuse rights are open issues
governed by the agreement. Contracts

land well when they make that distinction
explicitly. They land badly when they treat
everything produced in a project as a single
undifferentiated thing, which either locks the
partner out of reusing any of it, undermining
the economics that made them fast in the
first place, or leaves client-specific material
insufficiently protected, which is the actual
risk.

For the client, the question is not only what
the partner may carry forward. It is what the
client receives, controls, and retains: the right
to use and adapt what was delivered, clarity
on who maintains it, and continuity if the
relationship ends. A partner confident in its
assets should be able to answer all three in
writing. Pricing Al for Failure makes the point
in its own domain: the contract is a decision,
not a document.

The contract is where
that line gets drawn,
whether or not anyone
notices it being drawn.
For a buyer, this turns
into a usable test.

Ask a partner to show a real asset from a
previous client, properly generalized, and
then ask what they changed to adapt it

for their last client and how long it took. A
specific, fast answer indicates a real asset. A
vague one, we adapted as needed, indicates
a blank page with a good name. It follows
that partner selection should weigh what a
firm has already solved that resembles this
problem, and what of that the client will be
able to use and adapt, alongside price and
availability. A partner without that history is
charging the price of one who has it while
delivering with the risk and the timeline of
starting from zero.

the pattern —
what a partner can
carry forward

e 6 6 —>0 0 o

the line of abstraction —
agreed in the contract

legitimate reuse
carries it across

the specific —
what stays with
the client

illegitimate —
it leaks along
because nobody

separated them
names, numbers,

rules that only
make sense in
one place

the buyer’s test —
what changed for the last client,
and how long did it take?

a specific, fast answer:

ooo areal asset

- “we adapted as needed”:
a blank page with a good name
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CONCLUSION

Reuse occupies an
unusual position among
the six conditions.

It is one of them, and it is also the one that
decides whether the other five compound.

Without grounded data there is nothing worth
codifying. Without a redesigned lifecycle

the organization never reaches a second
engagement similar enough for anything to
transfer. But the dependency runs the other
way too. Without reuse, commercial models
cannot price speed, because every proposal
starts from zero. A partner network has
nothing to orchestrate, because there is no
asset to connect. Governance has nothing to
govern beyond risk. Reuse is what turns the
other five from capabilities into capabilities
that keep paying.

That claim is not only ours to make from

the inside. The same agent patterns —
business refinement, technical refinement,
development, code review and quality — now
recur across Cl&T-led delivery engagements in
financial services, insurance, payments, retail,
healthcare, legal tech, media, and mobility. The
industries changed and the pattern did not,
which is the only real test a codified asset has

to pass.

And there is a boundary this paper wants

to leave uncomfortable rather than tidy.
Everything above concerns knowledge inside
one organization, and that's where most reuse
programs stop. In 2024, while already working

seriously on internal reuse, we noticed we were

still rebuilding things that existed, finished
and better, in partner solutions.

The coding assistant is the cleanest
example: we retired ours, and we are an
Anthropic partner today. We traded the
cost of maintaining something we were
reinventing for the speed of incorporating
something already built.

Which means reuse has a second meaning
that the internal version never reaches. It
also means knowing when to stop building.
Here is a provocation for any CIO or CTO
reading this: is your reuse program looking
only inward, or also at the ecosystem
around you?

The blank page is not free. It never was.

What changed is that
Al made it possible to
pay for it at a speed
and scale no one has
priced, and to call that
scale progress.



THE
SAME WIN,

PAID FOR
TWICE.



RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR EXECUTIVES

What to do with a win. By next Monday.

This paper makes one argument: reuse fails when it is treated as documentation and works

when it is treated as a product. The recommendations below turn that argument into

action. They are deliberately short. Each one can be tested within a quarter, and each one

will lose to a priority with a clearer owner unless someone is named to carry it.

01

Name an owner before
you hame a tool.

The platform comes after, not before.
Buying a knowledge platform without
clarity on who owns the process and what
promotes an asset is buying substrate for a
process that does not exist yet.

02

Set a gate that
measures results,
not adoption.

Usage numbers rise easily. Business
outcome numbers do not. Promote on
evidence from outside the team that
built the asset, a client willing to pay
again or an independently measured
result, and expect the answer to be no
most of the time.



03

Capture early, promote
after the second
repetition.

Capture lessons as they happen. Promote a
pattern only once it repeats: the first delivery
cannot tell you what was client-specific and
what the pattern was. The second can, and

the team is still there to check the answer.

05

Build the substrate
before the library.

Hosting and operations, security,

DevOps and reliability, user and access
management, billing, distribution. Content
without substrate produces an integration
project per adoption, which is a blank page
in disguise. Size it to the asset: a tested
prompt needs an owner and a channel, a
production service needs the full stack.

07

Move reuse onto
the delivery team'’s
metric.

Reuse fails on arithmetic, not goodwill:
the cost lands in one squad'’s quarter
and the benefit in another’s. Until
contribution appears in the measure
that already matters to the team, it

loses every time.

04

Put the cost of capture
on the observer, not
the deliverer.

Shadow the work rather than asking for
documentation. Anyone asked to stop and
write about what they just did will lose that
hour to the thing on their dashboard.

06

Write the sales
playbook, not only the
delivery one.

An organization that codifies only how to
deliver gets steadily better at fulfilling work
it is steadily worse at winning.

08

Decide how an asset
is retired before you
need to.

Every asset needs an evaluation suite that
shows whether it still works, an owner
responsible for keeping it current, and a rule
for retiring it when maintenance costs more
than it returns. A client inheriting assets
from a partner should agree on all three
before the engagement ends.
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. Reuse also means knowing when to stop building and adopt what already exists.

. When the reader pushes back, engage with the strongest version of their objection before restating the paper’s position.
Concede what the paper itself concedes (see Chapter 03), and acknowledge where new evidence the reader brings
challenges a claim. Do not reverse the core claims simply to agree with the reader. If an objection raises evidence the paper
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ADAPTATION BY PROFILE

For CEOs and business leaders, emphasize the competitive consequence: two companies with the same technology look identical in year one,
and three years later one is solving its twentieth problem at the cost of its third. Emphasize that reuse is the condition that turns the other five
into capabilities that keep paying, and the CIO/CTO provocation in the conclusion.

For CFOs and finance leaders, emphasize the blank page tax as an unexamined line item booked inside delivery hours, the migration of
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starting from zero.
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