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Executive Summary

Enterprise Al adoption is accelerating at an unprecedented rate. Organizations are investing billions in
intelligent automation, large-language-model copilots, and autonomous agent platforms. Yet a striking
pattern has emerged: the vast majority of enterprises remain unable to deploy Al effectively at scale.
Pilot programs stall, governance gaps widen, and workforce anxiety grows.

The root cause is not technological. It is linguistic.

Most organizations lack a standardized way to describe their work before they attempt to automate it.
Different teams use different vocabularies, different systems, and different criteria for deciding what Al
should and should not do. Without a shared language for work, enterprise Al becomes a patchwork of
disconnected experiments—ungovernable, unscalable, and unreliable.

This white paper introduces a different approach: taxonomy-first Al adoption. At its core is the
Standardized Task Taxonomy—a universal framework for describing any task so that both humans and
Al agents can read, interpret, and act on the same instructions the same way. Built on three
interconnected, industry-agnostic ontologies, the taxonomy provides the structural foundation that
enterprise Al has been missing.

Describe before you delegate.
Structure before you scale.

Govern before you automate.

Operationalized through the NOW OS™ (Nexus of Work Operating System), this taxonomy transforms
abstract definitions into a living system of work—one where every task has a clear identity, defined
triggers, measurable outcomes, embedded governance, and explicit rules for Al involvement. The result
is Al deployment that is safe, auditable, and systematically scalable across any industry, platform, or
organizational structure.

This paper argues that the Standardized Task Taxonomy is not merely a helpful tool—it is the missing
prerequisite for responsible enterprise Al. Organizations that build this foundation now will lead the Al
era. Those that do not will be governed by the tools they failed to govern.



SECTION 1

The State of Enterprise Al — Proliferation Without Foundation

1.1 The Tool-First Trap

The enterprise Al market is experiencing explosive growth. Global spending on Al systems exceeded
$300 billion in 2025, and forecasts project it to surpass $500 billion by 2028. Every major technology
vendor now offers Al-powered platforms, copilots, and agent frameworks. The options are abundant—
and therein lies the problem.

Organizations are acquiring Al solutions at a pace that far outstrips their ability to deploy them
coherently. A typical Fortune 500 enterprise now evaluates dozens of Al tools annually, yet fewer than
20% report successful enterprise-wide implementation. The pattern is consistent: a promising pilot in
one department, followed by integration challenges, governance gaps, and eventual stagnation.

The fundamental error is sequencing. Organizations are following a “tool-first” model—buy the tool,
find the use case, hope for governance—when they should be following a “language-first” model:
describe the work, assess the allocation, deploy with governance built in.
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Figure 1. The growing divergence between Al tool investment and organizational readiness to deploy those tools effectively. The
crimson-shaded gap represents unrealized value, governance risk, and operational fragmentation.

1.2 The Language Problem

At the heart of the adoption gap is a deceptively simple problem: organizations do not have a
consistent way to describe their own work.



Consider a common task: risk classification. In a typical enterprise, three different departments might
describe this task in three fundamentally different ways:

Dimension Legal Department IT Operations ‘ Business Operations

Task Name Regulatory Risk Assessment | Threat Level Triage Risk Scoring

Trigger “When a new regulation is “When a ticket is escalated” | “Quarterly review cycle”

issued”

Who Does It Senior Counsel SOC Analyst Risk Committee

Definition of Done “Memo to General Counsel” | “Ticket marked resolved” “Dashboard updated”

Al Involvement “Maybe someday” “Already using one” “Under evaluation”

Governance Partner sign-off required None documented Board reporting
requirement

Figure 2. The same fundamental task—risk classification—described three different ways across three departments. This
inconsistency makes enterprise-wide Al deployment impossible.

All three departments are performing a variant of the same work—evaluating risk and assigning a
classification. Yet their descriptions are so divergent that no Al system, agent framework, or governance
model can operate consistently across them. This is not a technology problem. It is a vocabulary
problem.

When every team speaks its own dialect of work, the result is predictable: Al tools are configured in
silos, governance policies cannot be enforced uniformly, and the enterprise has no coherent picture of
where Al is helping, where it is underperforming, and where it poses risk.

1.3 What “Al-Ready” Actually Means

The industry uses the term “Al-ready” loosely, often equating it with technical infrastructure—cloud
migration, data pipelines, API availability. These are necessary but insufficient. True Al readiness is the
organizational capacity to answer five questions for every task in the enterprise:

. What does this task involve? — A clear, standardized description of the work.

. When and how does it start? — Defined triggers, preconditions, and guard conditions.

. Who or what should do it? — Explicit assighment with role clarity and RACI accountability.

. What does “done” look like? — Measurable acceptance criteria and quality gates.
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. How can Al safely help? — Configured autonomy tiers, trust levels, and governance boundaries.

Most enterprises can answer fewer than two of these consistently across their organization. The
Standardized Task Taxonomy provides a framework to answer all five—for every task, in every
department, across every industry.



SECTION 2
The Case for a Universal Language of Work

2.1 Lessons from Other Universal Standards

The idea that a shared language must precede systemic transformation is not new. Every major industry
revolution has been preceded by a standardization event—not a technology event.

Standardized

Shipping GAAP TCP/IP HL7/FHIR 5
Containers Standards Protocol Standards fasiaxonomy

1956 1973 1983 2011 NOW

rade Financial Reporting The Internet Healthcare Interop Enterprise Al

Figure 3. Historical precedents: standardization consistently precedes systemic transformation. The Standardized Task
Taxonomy represents the next inflection point—the moment Al gains a universal language for work.

The shipping container did not make ships faster. It made all ships compatible. GAAP did not make
companies more profitable. It made all financial statements comparable. TCP/IP did not invent
networking. It made all networks interoperable. In each case, the standard created the precondition for
an industry transformation that no single technology could have achieved alone.

The Standardized Task Taxonomy follows the same pattern. It does not make Al smarter. It makes all
work describable in a way that Al can reliably act upon—across departments, industries, and platforms.
2.2 What a Universal Task Language Must Include

A meaningful taxonomy for Al-era work must do more than name tasks. It must capture nine dimensions
of information about every task—each answering a different operational question. These nine “building
blocks” are necessary and sufficient to describe any task in any organization:

1 2 3

IDENTITY EXECUTION TRIGGERS & CONDITIONS
What is this task called and where does it How does this task get done? Complexity When does it start and what must be
belong? Name, ID, domain path, level, estimated duration, required skills, true? Event triggers, preconditions, and
hierarchy, and dependencies. and performer type. guard conditions.
4 5 6
STATE MACHINE COMPLETION GOVERNANCE
What stage is this task in? Current state, How do we know it’s done right? What rules apply? Policy controls,

Acceptance criteria, required



allowed transitions, sub-statuses, and deliverables, quality gates, and outcome approval chains, compliance checkpoints,

history trail. metrics. and audit requirements.
Al CONFIGURATION TASK ALLOCATION RESPONSIBILITY
How should Al be involved? AAA How do we decide the right Al level? Risk, Who owns what? RACI accountability
autonomy tier (Assist, Augment, Impact, and Feasibility scoring mappedto  model extended to human—Al teams with
Automate) and Trust tier (TO-T4). allocation decisions. clear ownership chains.

Figure 4. The nine building blocks of the Standardized Task Taxonomy. Together, they provide a complete, machine-readable
description of any task in any organization.

Each block is independent—it answers its own question. But together, they form a complete
configuration record for any task: an “instruction card” that both a human manager and an Al agent can
read with equal precision.

The Recipe Analogy

Think of a task like a recipe. Block 1 is the dish name and cuisine category. Block 2 is the cooking method and
skill level required. Block 3 is “preheat the oven first.” Block 4 is the timer. Block 5 is the taste test. Block 6 is the
food safety checklist. Block 7 decides whether a sous chef or an automated kitchen can handle it. Block 8 scores
the recipe’s complexity. Block 9 assigns who plates and who cleans up.

2.3 The Agnostic Imperative

A critical design principle of the taxonomy is that it is agnostic—it does not favor any particular industry,
technology platform, organizational structure, or Al vendor. This is not a limitation; it is the most
important feature.

Whether an organization is processing insurance claims, manufacturing semiconductors, conducting
medical research, or managing military logistics, it still has processes, procedures, quality standards, and
governance requirements. The taxonomy describes these universally without dictating how any specific
organization must implement them.

THE METRIC SYSTEM ANALOGY

Meters and kilograms work the same way whether you are in Japan, Brazil, or Germany. They do not care what you
are measuring—they provide a consistent way to describe length and weight. The Standardized Task Taxonomy
does the same thing for work. It provides the universal units of measurement; each organization supplies the
specific values.

The danger of proprietary taxonomies—those embedded within a single vendor’s platform—is
threefold: they create vendor lock-in, they prevent cross-industry benchmarking, and they fragment the
very workforce data that Al systems need to operate coherently. An agnostic taxonomy avoids all three
traps. It works alongside existing tools and frameworks rather than replacing them, and it remains valid
regardless of which platforms an organization adopts or retires over time.
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Figure 5. The task hierarchy—from strategic Master Tasks down to atomic Work Configuration Items. Al governance decisions at
each level constrain all levels below, ensuring no child task ever exceeds its parent’s authority.

The hierarchy in Figure 5 is essential to safe Al deployment. When an organization configures Al
involvement at the Master Task level, that decision cascades downward: no child task can have more Al
autonomy than its parent. This architectural constraint—the Golden Rule—is what prevents Al

overreach at scale.




SECTION 3

The Three Ontologies — Architecture of a Universal Language

3.1 Why One Ontology Isn’t Enough

Work is inherently multidimensional. Describing what needs to be done is necessary but not sufficient—
you must also describe who should do it and whether they are capable. A taxonomy that addresses only
one dimension creates blind spots. A task perfectly described but assigned to the wrong role, or
assigned to the right role but performed by someone without the required competency, will fail
regardless of how well the work itself is defined.

The Standardized Task Taxonomy is built on three interconnected ontology structures, each describing a
different dimension of organizational capability:

Three Ontologies, One System

WORK / TASK ROLE
ONTOLOGY ONTOLOGY
What needs to be done Who does the work
Task requires Role
« Work Structure (L1-L4) « Role Identity
« Work Execution « Role Purpose
« Work Quality WORKFORCE « Role Characteristics
« Work Governance CMDB « Role Responsibilities
® 'P%%
(v”eb‘ =
of %,
“-\g,% Q;%

LEARNING & DEVELOPMENT
ONTOLOGY

Ensuring capability

» Competency Framework
« Proficiency Levels (SFIA 1-7)
= Learning Programs

= Competency Mapping

Figure 6. The three interconnected ontologies. Each is independently agnostic, but together they form a complete picture of
organizational work. The Workforce CMDB sits at their intersection, operationalizing definitions into living records.

3.2 The Work/Task Ontology: Describing What Needs to Be Done

The Work/Task Ontology provides a universal vocabulary for describing work at any level of detail. It
comprises four sub-domains:



e Work Structure defines how work is organized—from strategic processes (Level 4) down through
workflows (Level 3), operational procedures (Level 2), and individual steps (Level 1).
e Work Execution defines how work actually gets performed—whether planned, scheduled,
unexpected, or emergency; whether sequential, parallel, or conditional; and whether performed by
humans, systems, or hybrid teams.
e Work Quality defines what “good” looks like—quality standards, acceptance criteria, quality
gates, and continuous improvement mechanisms.
e Work Governance ensures work follows the rules—policy controls, approval requirements, and
audit checkpoints.
This ontology is agnostic because every organization—regardless of industry—has processes,
procedures, quality standards, and governance requirements. The ontology describes these universally
without dictating implementation specifics.

3.3 The Role Ontology: Describing Who Does the Work

The Role Ontology provides a universal way to describe who is responsible for work. It covers four

dimensions:

¢ Role Identity establishes who the role is—formal title, working title, organizational code, job
family, and grade level.
e Role Purpose explains why the role exists—primary mission, strategic contribution, and value
proposition.
e Role Characteristics define the nature of the work—whether procedure-oriented, task-oriented,
or leadership-oriented; complexity level; autonomy level; and decision authority.
e Role Responsibilities connect roles to work through RACI—Responsible, Accountable, Consulted,
and Informed.
A “Risk Analyst” in banking and a “Safety Engineer” in aerospace both have defined purposes,
competency requirements, and accountability structures. The ontology captures these patterns
universally without prescribing role-specific content.

3.4 The Learning & Development Ontology: Ensuring Capability

The L&D Ontology provides a universal framework for building and validating human capability. It is the
ontology that ensures people can actually do what the other two ontologies describe:

e Competency Framework—technical, behavioral, and leadership competencies required for each
role.

e Proficiency Levels—aligned to the Skills Framework for the Information Age (SFIA) levels 1-7,
from “Follow” (basic execution) to “Set Strategy” (enterprise leadership).

e Learning Programs—training for procedural competencies (SFIA 1-4) and development programs
for task competencies (SFIA 3-7).



e Competency Mapping—connecting roles to requirements, tasks to skills, and gaps to learning
interventions.

SFIA Proficiency Spectrum

Follow Assist Apply Enable Advise Influence Set Strategy

TRAINING PROGRAMS (Procedural)
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS (Task & Leadership)

Figure 7. The SFIA proficiency spectrum mapped to the L&D Ontology’s program types. Training programs address procedural
competencies (levels 1-4); development programs address task and leadership competencies (levels 3—7). The overlap at levels
3—4 reflects the transition from execution to enablement.

This ontology is essential for Al adoption because as Al takes over routine tasks, human competency
requirements shift. Workers need fewer procedural skills and more judgment, oversight, and exception-

handling capabilities. The L&D Ontology tracks this evolution, ensuring that learning interventions keep
pace with changing work patterns.

3.5 The Integration Multiplier

The real power of the three-ontology architecture comes from integration. These ontologies do not exist
in isolation—they reference each other constantly, creating a self-reinforcing system:

e A task change (e.g., increasing Al autonomy from Assist to Augment) triggers a role reassessment
(does the human performer now need oversight skills instead of execution skills?).

e The role reassessment reveals a competency gap (the current performer has execution
proficiency at SFIA Level 3 but needs oversight proficiency at SFIA Level 5).

e The competency gap triggers a learning intervention (a development program targeting the
specific skills needed for the new human-Al collaboration model).

This integration loop is what makes the taxonomy a living system rather than a static document. Every

change propagates through all three ontologies, ensuring that work descriptions, role assignments, and
human capabilities remain synchronized as Al involvement evolves.

The ontologies provide the universal vocabulary—the “nouns” and “verbs” of
work.
NOW OS provides the orchestration layer—how those nouns and verbs come

together in action.



SECTION 4

From Taxonomy to Operations — The NOW OS
Implementation

A taxonomy is only as valuable as its operational implementation. The Standardized Task Taxonomy is
operationalized through NOW OS™ (Nexus of Work Operating System)—an agnostic framework for
orchestrating human-Al work. Just as the ontologies do not favor any particular industry or technology,
NOW OS does not prescribe a specific way of working. It provides the architecture for any organization
to define, govern, and execute work with Al assistance.

4.1 The Workforce CMDB: Where Definitions Meet Reality

In IT service management, a Configuration Management Database (CMDB) tracks every server,
application, network device, and dependency in an organization’s technology estate. The Workforce
CMDB applies the same discipline to work itself.

The Workforce CMDB is the operational layer where abstract ontology definitions become concrete,
actionable records. It stores not just definitions but instances—actual tasks being performed, actual
roles being filled, actual competencies being developed. It is the live database that transforms a static
taxonomy into a dynamic system of work.

Workforce CMDB Architecture

ONTOLOGY DEFINITIONS

Universal vocabulary  Agnostic structures » Canonical schemas

Work/Task Ontology | Role Ontology | L&D Ontology

Definitions flow down

WORKFORCE CMDB

Configuration records « Instance data « Relationship mapping

Task Records | RoleAssignments | Competency Profiles | DOL Blueprint

Feedback flows up Configuration drives operations

OPERATIONAL REALITY

Live execution = Agent operations » Human performance - Continuous measurement

Tasks in Progress | Al AgentActions | Human Decisions | Outcome Data

Figure 8. The three-layer architecture of the Workforce CMDB. Ontology definitions flow down into configuration records;
operational data feeds back up for continuous refinement. The CMDB is the bridge between abstract design and lived execution.

4.2 The Agent Ecosystem



NOW OS agents operationalize the ontologies through specialized functions. Each agent is configured to
read from and write to the Workforce CMDB, creating a living system where ontology definitions guide
real-world operations. Agents do not operate independently—they inherit their permissions,
boundaries, and governance constraints directly from the task taxonomy. This means an agent’s
behavior is structurally determined by the configuration blocks described in Section 2, not ad hoc or
emergent.

The Division of Labor (DOL) Blueprint—the primary deliverable of a NOW OS engagement—is a
complete map of which tasks are human-performed, Al-assisted, or fully automated. It is generated
from the Workforce CMDB and refined through client-specific assessment, ensuring that Al deployment
decisions are data-driven, auditable, and aligned with each organization’s risk tolerance.

4.3 The ARC Model: Meeting Organizations Where They Are

Not every organization starts from the same place. The ARC Model (Al Readiness & Change) provides a
strategic lens for understanding where an organization sits in its Al transformation journey.

The ARC Model — Al Readiness & Change
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Figure 9. The ARC Model maps organizational posture across two dimensions. Each quadrant represents a valid starting point
shaped by strategy, workforce realities, and risk appetite. The taxonomy supports transformation from any position.

The ARC Model’s most important insight is that there is no “wrong” quadrant. Each represents a valid
organizational posture shaped by strategy, workforce realities, market pressures, and risk appetite. The
ontologies support transformation from any starting point because they describe work universally,
regardless of current Al maturity. An organization in the “Stabilize” quadrant uses the same taxonomy as
one in “Accelerate” —the difference is configuration, not structure.



4.4 The Golden Rule: Architectural Safety

The taxonomy enforces one inviolable constraint—the Golden Rule:

THE GOLDEN RULE

No task can have more Al autonomy than its parent task.

If a Master Task is configured as “Assist” (Al helps, human leads), no child Standard Task, Sub-Task, or Work
Configuration Item beneath it can be configured as “Augment” or “Automate.” This principle aligns with least-
privilege access models in cybersecurity, chain-of-command structures in military doctrine, and safety envelopes
in autonomous systems engineering.

This is not merely a policy recommendation—it is an architectural constraint enforced by the
taxonomy’s hierarchical structure. Just as a firewall rule cannot grant more access than its parent policy,
a child task cannot exceed the autonomy boundary set by its parent. This structural enforcement is what
makes the taxonomy trustworthy at enterprise scale.

ASSIST AUGMENT AUTOMATE
Human leads. Al supports. Al gathers Al does the work. Human reviews. Al Al handles independently. Al executes the
information, surfaces recommendations, performs the task and produces output. A task end-to-end within defined
and prepares materials. The human qualified human reviews, validates, and boundaries. No human intervention
performer makes all decisions and approves before the output is finalized or required for routine execution, though
executes the work. Example: Al retrieves forwarded. Example: Al drafts risk exception paths route to human

relevant policy documents; analyst reads classification; senior analyst reviews and oversight. Example: Al automatically logs
and interprets them. confirms or adjusts. and routes incoming requests based on
predefined rules.

Figure 10. The AAA Tier Model—three levels of Al autonomy. Each tier represents a deliberate organizational decision about the
appropriate balance of human and Al involvement for a given task.

Trust Tiers — Al Privilege Levels

GUIDED — Scoped access, human approval

RISK & RESTRICTION —

T1 STANDARD — Broad access, logged actions

TO OPEN — Full autonomous operation

Figure 11. The Trust Tier pyramid. TO represents maximum Al autonomy for low-risk operations; T4 reserves work exclusively for
human performers. Trust Tiers work in tandem with AAA Tiers to create precise governance boundaries.



SECTION 5
The Strategic Imperative — Why Now

5.1 The Convergence of Three Forces
The urgency for a standardized task taxonomy is driven by three forces converging simultaneously:

1. Al agent capabilities are accelerating faster than governance frameworks. Autonomous agents
can now execute multi-step workflows, make judgment calls, and interact with enterprise
systems—but most organizations lack the structural definitions needed to set boundaries on this
behavior.

2. Regulatory pressure is intensifying. The EU Al Act, sector-specific mandates in financial services
and healthcare, and emerging frameworks worldwide are creating compliance requirements that

cannot be met without auditable, standardized task descriptions.

3. Workforce expectations are shifting. Employees need clarity on their role alongside Al.
Ambiguity breeds anxiety; the taxonomy provides transparency about what Al will and will not do,
and how human expertise remains essential.

The window for proactive taxonomy adoption is narrowing. Organizations that wait will be forced into
reactive compliance—retrofitting standards under regulatory pressure rather than designing them
strategically.

5.2 The Cost of Inaction
Figure 12. The operational contrast between ad hoc Al adoption and taxonomy-first deployment. The taxonomy does not add
bureaucracy—it replaces reactive firefighting with proactive architecture.
5.3 The Taxonomy-First Adoption Model

The taxonomy-first model inverts the conventional adoption sequence. Instead of starting with a tool
and searching for a use case, it starts with a complete understanding of the work and lets that
understanding drive every subsequent decision.

The Task Allocation Matrix is the decision engine at the center of this model. For every task, three

dimensions are scored:

Dimension What It Measures High Score Indicates Implication

Risk How dangerous if something | Significant consequences for | More human oversight
goes wrong error needed

Impact How significant the Wide-reaching More approvals required
outcomes are organizational effects

Feasibility How ready the organization Strong data, clear rules, More automation possible
is for automation proven patterns

Figure 13. The Task Allocation Matrix. Three dimensions are scored for each task; the combination determines the appropriate

AAA Tier, Trust Tier, and whether human-in-the-loop is required.




Based on these scores, the system generates a Task Atlas—a pre-filled map of the organization’s entire
work landscape with Al allocation recommendations. This atlas is then refined and validated by clients
during a consulting engagement, producing the final Division of Labor Blueprint.

THE CRUISE CONTROL ANALOGY

Deciding how much Al autonomy a task should have is like deciding whether to use cruise control. On a straight,
empty highway (low risk, high feasibility), full automation makes sense. In heavy city traffic (high risk, low
feasibility), you keep your hands on the wheel. The Task Allocation Matrix makes this judgment systematically for
every task in the enterprise—eliminating guesswork and replacing it with data-driven governance.



SECTION 6

Getting Started — A Practical Roadmap

Adopting a standardized task taxonomy is not a multi-year transformation program. It is a structured,
phased engagement that delivers operational value at each stage. The following roadmap outlines a
typical deployment cycle.

Implementation Roadmap

PHASE 1: DESCRIBE PHASE 2: ASSESS PHASE 3: OPERATIONALIZE PHASE 4: SCALE

Weeks 1-4 Weeks 5-8 Weeks 9-12 Ongoing
» Select a bounded domain » Run Task Allocation Matrix « Configure Al agents « Expand to new domains
» Apply 9 building block: +Si Risk, | t, Feasibili + Establish t » Refi llocati
pply uilding blocks — core Risk, Impact, Feasi Ilty — stablish governance gates — ‘efine allocations
«» Document Master — WCI « Generate Task Atlas « Set approval chains » Close competency gaps
» Populate Workforce CMDB « Assign AAA & Trust Tiers « Begin monitored execution « Continuous improvement
Deliverable: Task Catalog Deliverable: Task Atlas Deliverable: DOL Blueprint Deliverable: Living System

Each phase delivers standalone value. Organizations see operational impact from Phase 1

Fullinitial deployment: 12 weeks First domain fully configured by Week 4

Figure 14. The four-phase implementation roadmap. Each phase builds on the previous and delivers a tangible artifact.
Organizations can begin seeing value from the first week of engagement.

A critical feature of this roadmap is that each phase delivers standalone value. Even if an organization
completes only Phase 1, it gains a standardized task catalog that immediately improves communication,
audit readiness, and workforce clarity. There is no “all-or-nothing” commitment—value accrues
incrementally from the first engagement.

6.1 Phase 1: Describe (Weeks 1-4)

Select a bounded domain—a single business function, process area, or service line. Apply the nine
building blocks to document every task from Master Task down to Work Configuration Item. Populate
the Workforce CMDB with initial configuration records. The output is a Task Catalog: a complete,
standardized inventory of work for the selected domain.

6.2 Phase 2: Assess (Weeks 5-8)

Run the Task Allocation Matrix across all documented tasks. Score each on Risk, Impact, and Feasibility.
The system generates a Task Atlas—a pre-filled map with AAA Tier and Trust Tier recommendations.
Client subject-matter experts review and refine these recommendations based on organizational
context, regulatory requirements, and risk appetite.

6.3 Phase 3: Operationalize (Weeks 9-12)



Configure Al agents according to the validated Task Atlas. Establish governance checkpoints, approval
chains, and audit trails. Begin monitored execution with continuous feedback to the Workforce CMDB.
The output is the Division of Labor Blueprint—the definitive document specifying which tasks are
human-performed, Al-assisted, or automated.

6.4 Phase 4: Scale (Ongoing)

Expand to additional domains using the proven taxonomy and methodology. Refine Al allocations based
on operational data. Close competency gaps through targeted L&D interventions. The system becomes
self-improving: each cycle of execution generates data that improves future allocation decisions.



Conclusion

The missing foundation for enterprise Al is not better tools, faster models, or larger budgets. Itis a
better language for describing work.

The Standardized Task Taxonomy provides that language. It is universal—applicable across any industry,
platform, or organizational structure. It is operational—proven through NOW 0OS’s Workforce CMDB and
agent ecosystem. And it is safe—architecturally constrained by the Golden Rule, Trust Tiers, and
embedded governance that ensure Al never exceeds appropriate authority.

The taxonomy does not replace existing tools or frameworks. It works alongside them, providing the
structural layer that makes every other investment more effective. ServiceNow, SAP, Workday, and
custom platforms all become more coherent when they share a common vocabulary for the work they
manage.

Most importantly, the taxonomy protects people. It does not position Al as a replacement for human
judgment. It positions Al as a collaborator—one whose permissions, boundaries, and behaviors are
defined by the same clear language that guides human workers. The result is transparency,
empowerment, and trust.

This taxonomy gives organizations a standardized way to describe, govern, and
automate any task—ensuring Al agents can safely help with work while humans

stay in control of decisions that matter.

The Al era will be defined not by who has the most advanced technology, but by who has the most
coherent architecture for work. The Standardized Task Taxonomy, operationalized through NOW OS, is
that architecture.

Organizations that build this foundation now will lead. Those that do not will be governed by the tools
they failed to govern.



Appendices

Appendix A — Glossary of Key Terms

AAA Tiers (Assist, Augment, Automate)

Three levels of Al autonomy that define the division of labor between human and Al performers for any
given task.

ARC Model (Al Readiness & Change)
A strategic assessment framework that maps an organization’s Al capability and change capacity across four
quadrants: Stabilize, Prepare, Innovate, and Accelerate.

Division of Labor (DOL) Blueprint
The primary deliverable of a NOW OS engagement—a comprehensive map specifying which tasks are
human-performed, Al-assisted, or fully automated, with governance boundaries for each.

Golden Rule

The inviolable constraint that no child task can have more Al autonomy than its parent task, enforced
structurally through the task hierarchy.

NOW OS (Nexus of Work Operating System)

An agnostic framework for orchestrating human-Al work, operationalizing the Standardized Task Taxonomy
through the Workforce CMDB and agent ecosystem.

RACI (Responsible, Accountable, Consulted, Informed)

A standard accountability model applied to both human and Al performers, ensuring clear ownership for
every task outcome.

SFIA (Skills Framework for the Information Age)
An internationally recognized competency framework with seven proficiency levels (1-7), used by the L&D
Ontology to measure and develop human capability.

Task Atlas

A system-generated map of an organization’s work landscape with pre-filled Al allocation recommendations
based on Risk, Impact, and Feasibility scoring.

Trust Tiers (TO-T4)

Five levels of Al privilege that define how much system access and decision authority an Al agent has for a
given task, ranging from full autonomy (T0) to human-only (T4).

Work Configuration Item (WCI)

The smallest, atomic unit of work in the task hierarchy—an individual, indivisible action that can be
independently configured for human or Al execution.

Workforce CMDB (Configuration Management Database)



The operational database where ontology definitions become concrete records—tracking actual tasks,

roles, competencies, and their relationships in real time.

Appendix B — The Nine Building Blocks: Quick Reference

# ‘ Block Core Question ‘ Key Components
1 Identity What is this task and where Task ID, name, description,
does it belong? domain path (LO-L5),
hierarchy, dependencies
2 Execution How does this task get Complexity level, duration,
done? performer type, required
skills, execution mode
3 Triggers & Conditions When does it start and what | Event triggers, preconditions
must be true? (ALL must pass), guard
conditions (ANY can block)
4 State Machine What stage is this task in Current state, sub-status,
right now? allowed transitions, state
history
5 Completion How do we know it’s done Acceptance criteria, required
correctly? deliverables, quality gates,
outcome metrics
6 Governance What rules and approvals Policy controls, approval
apply? chain, compliance
checkpoints, audit
requirements
7 Al Configuration How should Al be involved? AAA Tier
(Assist/Augment/Automate),
Trust Tier (TO-T4), Golden
Rule enforcement
8 Task Allocation How do we decide the right Risk score, Impact score,
Al level? Feasibility score, system-
recommended allocation
9 Responsibility Who owns what? RACI matrix for human and
Al performers, escalation
paths

Table B-1. The nine building blocks of the Standardized Task Taxonomy—quick reference summary.

Appendix C — Worked Example: Security Exception Request

The following example demonstrates the taxonomy applied to a real process—requesting an exception

to a security policy. It shows how the Master Task decomposes into child tasks, each with its own AAA

Tier and Trust Tier configuration.

Task ID Task Name AAA Tier Trust Tier ‘ Rationale
SEC-GOV-MT-001 Security Exception Assist T3 High-risk process; Al
Request (Master Task) assists but humans
own all decisions
POL-004 Risk Classification Augment T2 Al drafts classification;
senior analyst reviews
and confirms




POL-005 Policy Lookup Automate TO Low-risk, read-only
retrieval; Al executes
independently

POL-006 Impact Assessment Augment T2 Al generates
assessment; human
validates against
context

POL-007 Stakeholder Automate T1 Routine

Notification communications; Al
sends per predefined
templates

POL-008 Compliance Check Assist T3 Sensitive regulatory
area; Al surfaces data,
human decides

POL-009 Documentation Augment T1 Al compiles package;

Assembly reviewer checks
completeness

POL-010 Exception Approval Assist T4 Human-only. High-

Decision impact decision; Al
provides brief, human
decides

Table C-1. Security Exception Request decomposition. Note: the Master Task is “Assist” at T3, so no child task exceeds this (POL-
005 can be “Automate” at TO because it falls within the parent’s “Assist” boundary for its specific scope). POL-010, the final
decision, is reserved for humans at T4.

This example illustrates three key principles in action:

1. Granular allocation: Al involvement varies task by task, not process by process.
2. The Golden Rule: The Master Task’s governance posture constrains all child tasks.

3. Risk-appropriate automation: Low-risk retrieval tasks (POL-005) are fully automated; high-
impact decisions (POL-010) remain exclusively human.

Appendix D — Cross-Industry Applicability

The following matrix demonstrates how the taxonomy’s core constructs apply across five representative

industries. The same building blocks describe work universally—only the specific values change.

Taxonomy Healthcare Financial Services | Defense / Gov’t Manufacturing Education
Element
Master Task Patient Discharge | Loan Origination Security Quality Assurance | Student
Example Clearance Enrollment
Trigger Type Physician order Application Assignment Production Application
receipt notice milestone deadline
Key Guard Patient safety Regulatory Classification Safety inspection Prerequisite
Condition clearance compliance authority pass verification
Governance Very High (HIPAA) | Very High (SOX, Maximum (ITAR, High (1SO, OSHA) Moderate
Intensity Basel) NIST) (FERPA)
Typical AAA Assist — Augment | Assist —Automate | Assist only Augment — Assist — Automate
Range Automate




WCI Example Verify medication | Pull credit score Check database Log sensor Validate
list record reading transcript
RACI Pattern Physician Underwriter FSO accountable QA Lead Registrar

accountable

accountable

accountable

accountable

Table D-1. Cross-industry applicability. The same taxonomy structures describe work across healthcare, finance, defense,
manufacturing, and education. The framework is constant; the values are industry-specific.
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