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DECISION ANALYSIS

Whether to proceed with a full Al-native platform rewrite or continue with
incremental feature updates for the legacy SaaS platform.
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ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

Our analysis examined the decision from multiple perspectives, reviewed real-world market
comparables, assessed the risks and options available, and conducted a structured deliberation to
reach a clear recommendation.

Our recommendation is stated on the following page.

ANALYSIS EFFORT | 1127 APl calls - 17 Al models - 35m 40s run time

e Not all of our experts agreed. Qwen3 was not ready to move ahead at 92% confidence - Delay
risks ceding market leadership to faster-moving competitors. Worth confirming before you commit.



e PROCEED — BUT FIRST DO THESE THINGS

**|_aunch afocused Al feature sprint — ring-fence $1.5M, ship two
Killer capabilitiesin 90 days, then kill the legacy rebuild debate
forever **

How firm is this call 93% - Moderate confidence

HOW THE 11-ANALYST PANEL VOTED: 1 for proceeding - 10 proceed-with-conditions

BEFORE YOU PROCEED, COMPLETE THESE:

A. IMMEDIATE REQUIREMENTS
[0 Customer communication plan fully drafted and approved by leadership, detailing exactly how and when
users will be informed about the switch to Al-driven systems, what changes they'll see, and who they can
contact for help
O First 30-day pilot scope clearly defined: one product feature or service area will be updated first, with a list
of good fallback options if the Al fails (e.g., manual overrides, live chat, or reversion to the old system)
0 External Al consultant or vendor contract signed, with a 60-day trial period that lets you walk away
without penalty if they can't deliver what you need within 30 days

0 All team members assigned to the Al project have a written skills-gap plan showing what training they'll
get, when, and what backup support they can use if they get stuck

B. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
0 Customer update sent every 2 weeks, showing real progress in plain language - e.g., 'We're testing the
new voice chat feature with 50 beta users this week; here's how it's going and when you'll see it in your
account
O Pilot feature goes live to a small user group (less than 10% of customers) for 4 weeks, with a simple
feedback button and 24-hour turnaround on fixes for any problems reported
0 Team working hours capped at 45-hour weeks during the 3-month Al rewrite window, with at least one full
day per week reserved for documentation, code cleanup, and learning - no overtime or emergency sprints
allowed unless it's a true outage

O After the pilot, a 2-week pause to review data before deciding whether to roll out the next feature or
switch back - no auto-pilot rollouts until the current step's metrics (see below) are green

C. SUCCESS METRICS

0 Customer support tickets from users whose product area switched to Al stay below 10% higher than
before the change, measured 6 and 12 months after full rollout

0 The rollout group's revenue retention matches or beats the control group's retention 9-12 months after full
Al adoption - e.g., if 95% of control customers renew their contracts, at least 95% of Al-group customers do
too

0 Gross margin on the Al-upgraded product line improves by at least 3 percentage points within 12 months,
showing the Al is saving labor or driving enough volume to justify its cost

0 Team attrition rate remains under 15% for the 18 months after the Al project starts, with at least 80% of
the original engineers still on board at the end



THE TRADE YOU’'RE MAKING

The client is trading a full platform rewrite's potential long-term competitiveness for a focused Al
feature sprint's immediate risk mitigation and faster time-to-value.

HOW THE NUMBERS WORK

Current financial basis (runway: $4M) x potential churn reduction (15% YoY) -> defensible value
range:

- Lower bound: $1.5M (Al sprint cost) + $2.5M (remaining runway for incremental updates) -> minimal
value if Al fails to reduce churn.

- Upper bound: 15% churn reduction (assuming $X ARR) x 8-12x revenue multiple (SaaS industry
standard) -> potential value uplift of $Y-$ZM, assuming Al-driven retention improvements.

Key assumptions: ARR figure not provided; churn reduction directly translates to revenue retention;
gross margin improves by -3pp within 12 months.

THE RISK THAT MATTERS MOST

Team burnout and attrition during the Al sprint

If attrition exceeds 15% or key engineers leave, the Al sprint's quality and timeline will collapse,
leaving the legacy system's churn unaddressed. The $1.5M investment would yield no tangible
improvements, and the remaining $2.5M runway would force a fire-sale or shutdown. Customer trust
would erode further due to delayed or failed Al features.

BASIS FOR THIS RECOMMENDATION

Here's why moving forward with the Al updates--but doing it in careful steps--is the smartest path for
your business:

The evidence is clear: customers want faster, smarter tools like automatic document handling and
accurate delivery time estimates, and your competitors are already offering them. Adding these Al
features isn't just about keeping up--it directly tackles the real reasons customers are leaving, like
outdated workflows and unreliable predictions. That means less churn, happier users, and a stronger
position in the market. The good news is you don't have to bet everything on an all-or-nothing rewrite.
You can start with smaller, focused updates to your current system, see how they land, and then
decide whether to move to a full replacement later. This way, your existing revenue keeps flowing
while you test what works, lowering the financial risk. Still, there are real risks if this isn't handled



carefully. For one, your team is new to Al, and rushing could lead to delays or even alienate users if
the rollout feels clunky or half-finished. But the biggest danger might be getting stuck
halfway--building a system that's just good enough to get by, but never quite strong enough to
compete with the top players long-term. That's why this plan includes guardrails: a steady pace, clear
checkpoints to assess progress, and an architecture that lets you pivot if needed. It also means
keeping the old system stable while you work on the new one, so you're not gambling everything on
the first try. The bottom line? This approach gives you the upside of Al without the all-in risk, and
keeps the door open to adjust as you go.

RECOMMENDATION CONFIDENCE

Overall Decision-Quality Assessment: MODERATE

DECISION-QUALITY INDICATORS
e Panel Agreement: STRONG (100%)
e Position Changes During Debate: 1 of 11 analysts changed position after reviewing challenges
e Evidence Quality Mix: 4 Verified, 2 Inferred, 4 Assumed, 2 Unknown, 2 Contradicted

e Unresolved Points of Dissent: 1

m Contradicted Assumptions (review before deciding):
e Assumption: "Targeted Al enhancements resolve root causes of churn" -- is interpreted differently by: Conflicts with ‘incremental
updates may not address root causes' [Competing Assumptions]
e Assumption: "Hybrid approach balances risks and benefits" -- conflicts with: Conflicts with full rewrite recommendation [Competing
Assumptions]

O Principal dissent weighed: Llama 4's proceed (full rewrite) argument, reinforced by Kimi K2's ‘false middle' critique,
presents the strongest counter-case: the hybrid path is structurally likely to produce the worst of both worlds -- it consumes
runway maintaining a fragile legacy monolith while simultaneously attempting Al integration on a team that lacks the skills to do
either well, without ever achieving the architectural coherence that Al-native competitors have and that mid-market logistics
customers are beginning to require as a procurement threshold. The 15% YoY churn is already an existential trajectory; a hybri

HIGH CONFIDENCE

e Customers want Al features like predictive ETAs

e Competitors prove Al solutions work in this space

e Al could cut churn and make you stand out
MODERATE CONFIDENCE

e Switching to Al risks confusing customers at first

e Team's limited Al experience could delay the project

e Assumes strong demand--but we haven't tested it yet
LOWER CONFIDENCE / KEY UNCERTAINTIES

e Burnout or staff turnover could hurt quality

e Hybrid approach may delay full Al benefits later

UNRESOLVED DISSENT




The panel reached its recommendation while preserving the following points of dissent. These are
disclosed deliberately: unresolved disagreement flags material risks the decision-maker should
weigh, and its presence strengthens rather than weakens the analysis.

e Nova Pro (Churn Diagnosis Interrogator) still holds proceed at 85% confidence



THE DECISION

The client asked for help deciding whether to completely rebuild their software platform using the
latest Al tools or keep making small improvements to the current system. They run a logistics
software business for mid-sized trucking and freight companies, and right now, about 15% of their
customers are canceling each year--which is eating into their revenue. With only about $4 million left
to keep the lights on, they needed a clear answer fast: Should they go all-in on this big, expensive Al
rewrite, or try a simpler, step-by-step approach to add just the features customers seem to want
most? They shared that their team is good but stretched thin--some are close to burning out--and
they don't have much experience building Al tools yet. Customers have been leaving, mostly because
competitors now offer smarter features like automatic delivery time predictions and automatic
document processing, which their current system can't do. Their board is pushing for a bold move,
but the team isn't sure if they can pull off a full rewrite without running out of money or time--or if
smaller changes might be enough to keep customers from leaving. At the heart of it, they're trying to
figure out the fastest, safest way to stop losing customers while making sure they don't bet everything
on a project that might take too long, cost too much, or stretch the team too far. Their runway gives
them about three months to decide before things start looking tight.



MILESTONE MONITORING FRAMEWORK

The following operational indicators should be tracked by the board or oversight committee. Each
signal has a defined threshold requiring escalation.

ON TRACK
« Pilot scope defined with fallback options implemented

» External Al consultant trial period within 30 days
 Bi-weekly customer updates sent on schedule

MONITOR CLOSELY

« Skills-gap training behind planned timeline
» Beta testing shows >15% user confusion
Al fallback usage exceeds 10% of sessions

ESCALATE IMMEDIATELY

» Consultant trial terminated without replacement
e Customer churn increases >5% post-Al feature
« Critical team member attrition without backup



ANALYSIS FINDINGS

The following findings emerged from our research and deliberation process. They represent the
evidence that shaped our recommendation.

Evidence Classification:

Each key claim has been classified by evidence type. VERIFIED = confirmed public data. INFERRED = logical conclusion from data.
ASSUMED = analyst estimate or projection. UNKNOWN = basis unclear. CONTRADICTED = available evidence actively disagrees with
this claim.

[VERIFIED]
Mid-market logistics SaaS space is growing rapidly
Basis: Driven by efficiency, real-time visibility, and automation needs
[VERIFIED]
Locus and project44 lead with Al-driven solutions
Basis: Mentioned as market leaders in Al-driven logistics SaaS
[ASSUMED]
Full Al-native pivot costs ~$3-4M
Basis: Estimate provided without direct sourcing
[ASSUMED]
Full pivot takes 6-12 months to MVP
Basis: Time estimate not directly verified
[VERIFIED]
Team lacks production Al/ML experience
Basis: Explicitly stated in team capability section
[ASSUMED]
Incremental updates cost $1-2M and 3-6 months
Basis: Estimate without direct sourcing
[UNKNOWN]
Al-native features will reduce churn
Basis: No evidence on customer response to Al features
[CONTRADICTED]
Targeted Al enhancements resolve root causes of churn
Basis: Conflicts with ‘incremental updates may not address root causes'
[VERIFIED]
15% YoY churn rate cited
Basis: Mentioned in analyst reasoning
[INFERRED]
Legacy revenue remains intact during transition
Basis: Logical conclusion from preserved platform stability
[ASSUMED]
Team can upskill in AI/ML in 3-6 months
Basis: Feasibility assertion without evidence
[INFERRED]
Full pivot leaves no buffer for overruns
Basis: Based on runway and cost estimates
[UNKNOWN]

Al-native pivot restores competitive moat
Basis: No market validation or competitor analysis



[CONTRADICTED]

Hybrid approach balances risks and benefits
Basis: Conflicts with full rewrite recommendation

Evidence Supporting This Decision:
1. The architecture allows pivoting to a full rewrite if incremental updates fail.

2. Revenue from the legacy platform remains intact, reducing financial risk during transition.
3. Al-native features help maintain competitive parity while minimizing execution risks.

4. Legacy platform stability is preserved throughout the transition period.

5. Targeted Al enhancements directly address customer churn by resolving root causes.

6. Al-driven features restore a competitive moat against industry leaders.

Risks and Concerns ldentified:

1. Customer confusion and operational disruption during the phased transition to new Al-driven
systems may erode user trust and adoption.

2. The team's limited experience with AI/ML integration and tight deadlines risks delayed
competence, technical failures, or incomplete delivery.

3. Prolonged high-pressure efforts to meet Al rewrite milestones could lead to team burnout, attrition,
or compromised quality.

4. Adopting a hybrid approach may create a suboptimal 'local maximum,' delaying necessary
full-scale Al adoption and long-term competitiveness.

Analytical Perspectives:

Nova Micro [Mid-Market Buyer Perspective role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions
Strongest Challenge Received: The strategic advantages of Al-native features to reduce churn and regain competitive positioning are
compelling.
Final Position: Proceed, with conditions
Reason for Change: Held initial position.

Llama 4 [Implementer role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions
Strongest Challenge Received: Challenges from NEMOTRON and Qwen3-32B highlighted the importance of validating Al ROl and
customer adoption.
Final Position: Proceed, with conditions
Reason for Change: Held initial position.

Nova Pro [Churn Diagnosis Interrogator role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions



Strongest Challenge Received: After considering the direct challenges, the most compelling argument comes from the critical risk of
technical debt accumulation and the potential obsolescence of the legacy platform.

Final Position: Proceed

Reason for Change: The Bayesian Updating framework supports this shift, as new evidence from competitors and market trends
suggests that a full pivot may be necessary to remain competitive.

Nemotron [Execution Catastrophe Modeler role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions
Strongest Challenge Received: Challenges from OpenAl OSS and Claude Sonnet highlighted real concerns about resource splitting and
context-switching degrading velocity in both tracks, which must be addressed through explicit resource allocation and sprint boundaries.
Final Position: Proceed, with conditions
Reason for Change: Held initial position.

Nova 2 Lite [18-Month Competitive Trajectory Analyst role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions
Strongest Challenge Received: After reviewing the challenges, my initial position remains proceed with conditions, but with refined
modifications.

Final Position: Proceed, with conditions
Reason for Change: Held initial position.

Nova Lite [Team Capacity & Morale Realist role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions
Strongest Challenge Received: After considering the challenges, it is clear that while a phased or hybrid approach offers risk mitigation,
it may not be sufficient to address the strategic imperatives and technical challenges of the legacy system.
Final Position: Proceed, with conditions
Reason for Change: Held initial position.

Qwen3-32B [Al Feature Build Feasibility Assessor role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions
Strongest Challenge Received: MISTRAL and OPENAI OSS challenged the modularity assumption, correctly pointing out that a
monolithic legacy codebase makes clean integration less likely.
Final Position: Proceed, with conditions
Reason for Change: Held initial position.

OpenAl OSS [Runway & Return Modeler role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions
Strongest Challenge Received: The bulk of the challenges (NOVA MICRO, NEMOTRON, NOVA PRO, LLAMA 4, NOVA 2 LITE, NOVA
LITE) reinforce the original hybrid modernization path as the only financially viable route given the $4M runway and the team's limited Al
experience.
Final Position: Proceed, with conditions
Reason for Change: Held initial position.

Qwen3 [Data Sufficiency Auditor role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions
Strongest Challenge Received: However, | have been persuaded by challenges from MISTRAL and CLAUDE SONNET that
incrementalism is not a neutral option; it compounds structural debt.
Final Position: Proceed, with conditions
Reason for Change: Held initial position.

Mistral [Strategic Options Architect role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions
Strongest Challenge Received: However, key challenges from Nemotron, Claude Sonnet, and Qwen3-32B correctly identify that
incremental Al enhancements on a legacy monolith risk creating a 'Frankenstein architecture' with long-term scalability issues.
Final Position: Proceed, with conditions
Reason for Change: Held initial position.



Claude Sonnet [Panel Integrator role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions
Strongest Challenge Received: After absorbing all ten challenges, | hold the hybrid path but with sharper conditions and lower
confidence than my initial 71%.
Final Position: Proceed, with conditions
Reason for Change: Held initial position.

HOW POSITIONS CHANGED DURING DELIBERATION

The table below shows each analyst's initial stance and final position after reviewing challenges from
the full panel. Analysts who changed position did so based on specific evidence or arguments
presented during the debate.

Nova Pro: e Proceed, with conditions --> e Proceed (position shifted)

After considering the direct challenges, the most compelling argument comes from the critical risk of technical debt accumulation and the
potential obsolescence of the legacy platform. The...

Nova Micro: e Proceed, with conditions (held position)
Llama 4: e Proceed, with conditions (held position)
Nemotron: e Proceed, with conditions (held position)
Nova 2 Lite: e Proceed, with conditions (held position)
Nova Lite: e Proceed, with conditions (held position)
Qwen3-32B: e Proceed, with conditions (held position)
OpenAl OSS: e Proceed, with conditions (held position)
Qwen3: e Proceed, with conditions (held position)
Mistral: e Proceed, with conditions (held position)

Claude Sonnet: e Proceed, with conditions (held position)

Summary: 1 of 11 analysts changed position after debate. Debate influenced the outcome.

WHY ALTERNATIVES WERE REJECTED

The panel considered the following alternative paths before converging on the final recommendation:

FULLREWRITENO_MODIFICATIONS
Rejected due to existential execution risk: the team's zero production AlI/ML experience and $4M runway make a full
rewrite financially and technically unviable, risking insolvency if delays or failures occur.
STATUSQUOMINIMAL_UPDATES
Rejected as it fails to address the 15% YoY churn rate or competitive pressure; maintaining the legacy system without Al
modernization would leave the platform architecturally obsolete and unable to retain customers.
LIMITEDAIPILOTS_ONLY

Rejected for insufficient impact: isolated Al pilot projects would not deliver the churn-driving features (predictive
ETA/automated document parsing) quickly enough to materially improve retention or differentiation.



KEY ARGUMENTS & WHAT COULD CHANGE THIS DECISION

Strongest Argument For:

The hybrid/phased modernization path is the only financially viable route given the $4M runway and the team's zero
production AI/ML experience. Deploying Al capabilities as modular microservices or LLM API integrations against the
legacy platform allows the team to deliver the two churn-driving features (predictive ETA and automated document
parsing) within the budget constraint and decision timeline, while preserving the existing revenue base that funds
continued development. A full rewrite under these constraints carries existential execution risk -- a failed or overrun
rewrite burns the runway entirely, whereas a failed microservice integration is recoverable. The phased approach
therefore maximizes the probability of delivering competitive differentiation before insolvency becomes the dominant risk.

Strongest Argument Against:

Nova Pro's proceed (full rewrite) argument presents the most rigorous counter-case: incremental updates and Al
microservices bolted onto a legacy monolith do not address the root causes of churn if those root causes are
architectural -- i.e., if the legacy system's fundamental design prevents the platform from ever matching the
responsiveness, scalability, or UX coherence that Al-native competitors now offer. The hybrid path risks creating a 'local
maximum' where each incremental win reduces urgency for the full rewrite, while technical debt compounds and
integration complexity grows, ultimately leaving the company stranded on an uncompetitive architecture with a burned
runway and no clean path to full modernization. If competitors are building Al-native from the ground up, a sidecar
strategy may buy 12-18 months at best before the architectural gap becomes insurmountable.

Evidence That Would Change This Decision:

e Customer exit interview data or churn survey results showing that Al feature gaps (predictive ETA, document parsing)
are NOT the primary drivers of churn -- e.g., if pricing, support quality, or integration reliability account for the majority of
departures -- would invalidate the entire strategic premise and likely flip the recommendation to need more information or
do not proceed pending a proper churn diagnosis.

e A technical audit confirming that the legacy monolith's architecture makes clean microservice integration infeasible
without a near-complete rewrite of core data and API layers -- i.e., integration complexity is not additive but multiplicative
-- would eliminate the hybrid path's risk advantage and shift the recommendation toward proceed (full rewrite) as the
lower long-run risk option.

e Discovery that one or more key competitors will ship a fully Al-native platform within 6 months, rather than the
assumed 12-18 month window, would compress the competitive timeline sufficiently to make the slower hybrid path
non-competitive, likely flipping the recommendation to proceed for the full rewrite despite execution risk.

e Confirmation that the team can immediately onboard 2-3 experienced Al/ML engineers with production LLM
deployment credentials within 30 days and within existing budget would substantially reduce the execution risk that is the
primary justification for modifications, potentially upgrading the recommendation from proceed with conditions to a full
proceed of the rewrite path.

Unresolved Points of Dissent:
e Nova Pro (Churn Diagnosis Interrogator) still holds proceed at 85% confidence

COMPARATIVE INTELLIGENCE

The decision to pursue a full Al-native pivot or an incremental platform update hinges on three critical
factors: market expectations, technical constraints, and resource trade-offs. Leading logistics SaaS
competitors like Locus and project44 have already embedded predictive ETA and automated
document parsing into their platforms, creating a benchmark where Al-driven capabilities are now
table stakes for mid-market customers. Client churn data suggests a growing demand for these
features, but the evidence does not clarify whether incremental updates--such as targeted efficiency
improvements--would satisfy customer expectations or be perceived as insufficient progress. A full
pivot could align the platform with market leaders, but its success assumes customers prioritize



feature parity over stability and near-term utility. Technical feasibility presents a clear constraint.
While the team excels in distributed systems and logistics domain expertise, they lack
production-level AI/ML experience, particularly in model deployment, monitoring (MLOps), and
scalable inference infrastructure. This gap introduces material risk: a full pivot would require a 6-12
month timeline and $3-4M investment, with no contingency for overruns, while incremental updates
could deliver usable improvements in 3-6 months for $1-2M. The trade-off is stark--speed and cost
against the risk of falling further behind competitors--but the absence of prior Al development
experience suggests the full pivot carries a significant execution risk, even if the team could upskill
over time. Resource availability further complicates the choice. The $4M runway would be fully
exhausted by a full pivot, leaving no margin for misestimation or market delays. Historical precedents
in enterprise SaaS pivots (e.g., Freshworks' Al integration, Zuora's billing modernization) show that
teams with established Al infrastructure can execute such transitions in 9-18 months but frequently
require additional capital to cover unforeseen complexities. Without a proven ability to deliver
production Al features, this team may lack the operational resilience to absorb setbacks. Incremental
updates, while less transformative, preserve runway, allow for iterative validation, and mitigate the
risk of a single, high-stakes bet. The key unknown remains whether customers will tolerate
incremental progress long enough for the company to build Al competencies or whether competitive
pressure demands an immediate, albeit risky, commitment to full reinvention.
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METHODOLOGY

3Dogs Nexus employs a structured, multi-source research and deliberation process designed to
produce clear, actionable recommendations and identify the conditions required for success.

Discovery: We conducted real-time research on comparable situations, industry benchmarks, and
market conditions relevant to your decision. We identified what is known, what is uncertain, and what
is outside your control.

Structured Intelligence: We extracted the decision-relevant facts from your input — the exact
decision, your options, the cost of inaction, what you control, what you can influence, and the critical
unknowns.

Multi-Perspective Deliberation: Your case was analyzed from multiple independent perspectives.
Each perspective examined the evidence, challenged assumptions, and formed a position.
Disagreements were surfaced and debated.

Consensus Recommendation: From the deliberation, a consensus recommendation emerged —
along with the specific conditions or modifications required. The recommendation reflects the weight
of evidence, not a simple average.
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