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Work Leverage for Care Teams: Getting Hours 
Back for People

Work Leverage is not doing more email. It is the useful capacity created when a team removes avoidable 
work from a recurring path and protects the recovered time for people, supervision or quality. A faster 
draft alone does not change the working week.

David Saliba . 2026-07-24 . aimonger.com/whitepapers/ngo-work-leverage-hours-back-for-people/

The operational problem

Leverage is not doing more emails. It is giving skilled people their time with people back.

This brief is for NGO leadership and team leads. It applies the doctrine in A Practical AI Roadmap for 
NGO Leadership Teams. It does not repeat that paper’s full workforce context, implementation phases, 
or shared bibliography.

In one line: Tools get bought for impressive demos while the speech therapist still loses evenings to 
paperwork.

What a real week looks like

On Monday, a manager sees an impressive demonstration: an assistant drafts emails, summarises a 
meeting and creates a project plan. By Friday, the speech therapist still writes notes after hours, because 
the new tool created extra checking, another login and a new request for status updates. The pilot 
reports “usage”, but no one measured whether anyone spent more time with people.

Work Leverage is a noun phrase here: the useful capacity created when a team removes avoidable work 
from a recurring path. It is not more output by default. If a faster draft produces more internal email, 
more form fields or more appointments without adequate staffing, the organisation has not protected 
the hours it recovered.

This brief applies A Practical AI Roadmap for NGO Leadership Teams to the leadership decision behind 
every pilot: what human time should be protected, and what will stop the organisation from 
immediately consuming it?

What the evidence already says

The social-employers research reports a 36% administrative-time pattern among Dutch care workers 
and documents worker concerns that documentation and technology can add everyday burden. OECD 
finds 31% of nurses and personal-care workers name high workload or time pressure as their most 
important mental-health risk, compared with 19% of employees overall. These figures do not establish a 
local baseline, but they make “hours returned to people” a serious operational measure.
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The Charity Digital Skills Report 2026 presents a second warning: as of 2026-07, 79% of its 807 
respondents use AI, while only 28% have a digital strategy in place. Sixty-three per cent report squeezed 
finances as their biggest barrier, 56% identify skills or technical expertise as the largest AI barrier, and 
35% do not trust AI tools. Adoption therefore cannot be treated as proof that a tool protects time. The 
relevant test is whether a defined role completes a defined workflow with less avoidable effort and 
unchanged or improved quality.

Where technology helped - and where it stalled

Technology can reduce first-draft time, find a policy, generate a meeting action list, classify routine 
inbox messages and prepare a standard report. These are real improvements when the workflow has an 
owner, data controls and a measured baseline.

It often fails to protect time because demand expands into the space it creates. Documentation 
requirements grow when drafts become quicker. Managers ask for more reporting because it now looks 
cheap. Staff must verify weak outputs, clean source data, or maintain two tools during a transition. The 
apparent gain is shifted rather than realised.

Health-sector evidence on ambient documentation illustrates the distinction. A multi-site US study 
found modest reductions in EHR and documentation time, while after-hours EHR time often did not 
change; early randomised-trial commentary reports mixed results. The lesson is not that NGO 
workflows are clinical. It is that a local time saving does not automatically change the shape of a 
working day.

The refusal rule cannot be automated, but ignoring it at scale can be caught

Nothing in the ninety-day protection test above needs an AI system to be enforced. A leader decides 
where the recovered hour goes, a rota removes the old report or blocks the request that would 
otherwise refill it, and a refusal rule sits with a named manager who says no to new demand during the 
trial. If a pilot fails, it usually fails there, at the refusal rule nobody was willing to enforce, not at the 
drafting tool that worked exactly as promised. McKinsey’s 2025 survey found 88% of organisations 
already use AI in some function, yet only around 6% report AI moving profit by more than 5%, a gap 
consistent with tools bolted onto a week that never changed shape around them, because nobody made 
the refusal decision the tool needed to matter.

Checking whether one team held that line for ninety days is a manageable, manual task. Checking it 
across ten pilots running at once, each with its own baseline week and its own quietly expanding 
admin, is not, and that is where an agentic layer has a genuine role: reading rota and diary evidence 
across every live pilot, noticing which recovered hour is already being refilled at day forty rather than 
day ninety, and prompting the accountable leader before the whole trial reports a hollow usage figure 
instead of hours actually returned to people. Gartner’s estimate that over 40% of agentic AI projects will 
be cancelled by the end of 2027, largely because vendors relabel existing tools as autonomous agents, is 
a reason to build that watching layer narrowly around this specific test, not to buy a general one and 
hope it notices.

A safer AI-assisted path

1. State the protected purpose first. This step has no AI role: leaders define whether recovered 
time goes to direct support, supervision, quality review or a manageable caseload. “Efficiency” is 
too vague to defend when pressure rises.

2. Baseline one recurring workflow. This step has no AI role: time the complete path, including 
chasing source material, review, correction and after-hours catch-up. Measure a role across a 
normal week, not a demonstration.
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3. Pilot a narrow, governed change. Use approved AI only on a repetitive task with a stable 
quality standard: for example, a first draft against an approved template, a policy lookup or a 
meeting action list, each checked by a named human before anything leaves the team. Do not pilot 
on a high-stakes decision where judgement cannot be bounded.

4. Count review as work. This step has no AI role: include prompt preparation, verification, error 
correction, training and tool administration in the comparison. Excluding them makes almost any 
demonstration look productive.

5. Protect the recovered hour in the rota or process. The rota change itself has no AI role: 
remove an old report, set a direct-support block or limit new requests. An agentic layer reading 
diary and rota evidence across live pilots can warn the accountable leader if the recovered hour is 
refilling at day forty rather than day ninety, but the refusal decision still sits with a named 
manager.

6. Keep, redesign or stop. When an agentic layer shows quality held but net hours are negative 
once review time is counted, the leader decides whether to widen, redesign the workflow or end 
the pilot. Stopping one that adds work is sound management, not a failed commitment to 
innovation.

Where humans must intervene

Leaders set the metric. Teams report honestly when a tool fails. Privacy rules stay non-negotiable.

Team members also decide whether a claimed gain is real. A dashboard cannot see that a worker now 
spends ten minutes checking every generated summary at home, or that a faster referral pack has 
created a larger inbox for someone else. Build a short, protected feedback route into the pilot and ask 
specifically what work moved, what work stopped and what work appeared.

Risks and failure conditions

Vanity dashboards, shadow consumer AI and expansion before the first workflow is reliable are 
common risks. The most neglected failure is time reclamation without time protection: the team 
becomes faster, then receives more admin until the original pressure returns. Leaders need a refusal rule 
for new work as well as a tool rule.

Timing one role’s actual week by hand, including the after-hours catch-up nobody puts on a timesheet, 
is the baseline every leverage claim in this brief depends on, and it costs a stopwatch and an honest 
conversation.

A ninety-day protection test

Write the test before the licence is bought. For one role, choose a baseline week and state both the 
expected reduction and where recovered time should go. For example, reduce same-day note 
preparation by two hours per week and protect those hours for direct support or supervision.

At thirty days, include all new review and administration time. At sixty, confirm that the rota or 
workload actually preserved the recovered time. At ninety, retain the change only if the evidence shows 
net capacity and quality held. If the result is merely a higher output count, redesign the process before 
scaling it.
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Measures that matter

• Net hours returned to the declared purpose. Subtract review, correction and tool 
administration. Confirm through rota or diary evidence that the time was actually used for people, 
supervision or another promised purpose.

• Quality held or improved. Sample the work product and ask the people receiving it whether 
clarity and timeliness held. Faster poor-quality work is deferred work.

• After-hours spillover. Track whether staff continue the target task after shifts. A gain that 
disappears into evening checking is not a protected gain.

• Work retired or prevented. Record the old form, report or chase step removed because of the 
pilot. If nothing stops, the organisation is adding a layer rather than changing the week.

Decision questions

1. Does a named person own this workflow after the pilot?

2. Will a human still approve anything that leaves the building?

3. Can we say what data never goes into a consumer tool?

4. Will we measure the outcomes above within ninety days?

5. Can a new starter benefit, or only the two people who built it?

FAQ

Who is this brief for?

NGO leadership and team leads, and colleagues who share the same week. For strategy across 
workflows, use the NGO AI roadmap.

Is this clinical or safeguarding guidance?

No. Measuring where an hour goes after a workflow change tells you nothing about whether a clinical 
or safeguarding decision was correct. Keep those judgements inside your existing professional and 
governance channels; this brief only asks whether the hour it claims to return actually reached direct 
support.

What is the first step with no budget for a platform?

Baseline one recurring workflow exactly as step two describes, including the review, correction and 
after-hours time a demo never shows, and write down in advance where any recovered hour is 
supposed to go. Without that baseline, a vendor’s pilot will report usage instead of hours actually 
returned to people, and the organisation will not be able to tell the difference.
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