
Synthetic Sample: Example Motors
Dealership Technology Diagnostic

Sep 28, 2026

SYNTHETIC SAMPLE. Fictional store, invented data.

About this sample
Example Motors is a fictional single-rooftop new-car dealership, and every number in this
report is invented. This abbreviated sample shows 12 workflows from the Dealer Flywheel
Workflow Library, in Deal Flow and in store-wide areas. A full Dealership Technology
Diagnostic reports a result for every in-scope workflow, including workflows that require
deeper live data and are therefore marked not assessed at Store depth. Service and
Inventory are not sampled as primary flows.

This sample is intentionally constructed with a high concentration of operational stalls so
it can demonstrate the full Diagnostic report format. A real Dealership Technology
Diagnostic may produce fewer findings, different impact bands, or no credible signal in
many workflows. It is not a benchmark and does not describe what to expect at any
dealership.

Impact bands in this synthetic sample use provisional calibration values.

1. Executive summary
SYNTHETIC SAMPLE. Fictional store, invented data.

The Diagnostic identified 8 findings across 7 of the 12 workflows reviewed. Three
workflows showed no credible signal. One could not be settled with the data available,
and one was not assessed at Store depth.

Three findings to look at first

1. Contracts waiting on lender funding. 5 of 19 eligible contracts were not funded within
the store's 7-day standard, leaving $131,700 unresolved. Confirmed. The recommended
next step is a Deal Flow Investigation.

2. Missed calls with no recorded callback. The data strongly indicates that 58 of 134
eligible missed or abandoned calls had no callback recorded within 4 business hours.
The recommended next step is implementation scoping.
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3. After-hours leads with no owner. The data strongly indicates that 47 of 112 leads
received when the store was closed had no owner by 10:00 a.m. the next open day. The
recommended next step is a Deal Flow Investigation.

How the list is ordered. Findings are ordered by observed impact first, then by strength
of evidence. The full ranked list is in section 2, and the reasoning for each finding is in
section 3.

What happens next. Six of the eight findings are in Deal Flow and would go to a Deal Flow
Investigation. Two are store-wide and would go to implementation scoping. Section 6 sets
out the order to act in.

2. Ranked findings
SYNTHETIC SAMPLE. Fictional store, invented data.

One ranked list. The rank is the order to work in. The impact band is context for the rank.
The workflow and cause for each finding are in section 3. Priority is attention order, not
build order: a top-ranked finding may still need a Flow Investigation before anything is
built.

Rank Finding Where it stalls Confidence Impact Next step

1 5 of 19 eligible contracts not
funded within 7 days, with
$131,700 unresolved

Deal,
Funding/Post

Confirmed High Deal Flow
Investigation

2 58 of 134 eligible missed or
abandoned calls with no callback
recorded within 4 business hours

Store-wide Strong
signal

High Implementation
scoping

3 47 of 112 after-hours leads with
no owner by 10:00 a.m. the next
open day

Deal,
Conversation

Strong
signal

High Deal Flow
Investigation

4 22 of 74 open schedule items
older than 30 days, totaling
$41,850

Store-wide Strong
signal

High Implementation
scoping

5 5 of 11 matched leads with no
contact within 4 business hours
of the sale

Deal,
Conversation

Likely High Deal Flow
Investigation

6 21 of 82 Provider A leads with an
owner and no logged contact

Deal,
Conversation

Likely High Deal Flow
Investigation
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Why the order looks as it does

Rank 4 is above rank 5. Within the same impact band, a Strong signal ranks above a
Likely one, before other measures are considered.

Rank 8 is last. Its impact band is Medium, which places it below every High finding
even though its evidence is Strong.

Ranks 5 to 7 are Likely findings. Confirming each of them is part of its recommended
next step.

No two findings tie. Each is separated from the next by the ordering rules in the
evidence appendix.

3. Finding detail
SYNTHETIC SAMPLE. Fictional store, invented data.

Each finding gives what was observed, then the evidence, then the confidence in it. The
business implication is interpretation and is labeled as such. Findings name roles and
departments and do not assign blame. Cause describes the kind of stall found: work can
be duplicated, unowned, invisible to the people who need it, or waiting on the next action.

1. Contracts waiting on lender funding (CIT & Stip Tracker)

What was observed. 5 of 19 eligible contracts (26.3%) were not funded within the
store's 7-day standard. Eligible contracts are those submitted on Days 1 to 7, so each
had a full 7 days by Day 14. The median affected contract had been in transit for 11 days.
3 of the 5 deals are still unposted.

Observed impact. $131,700 is unresolved, which is 23.1% of the $571,200 in eligible
contracts. 4 of the 6 submission days had at least one affected contract.

Evidence. The lender portal funding report identifies each contract. The bank deposit
report shows no lender deposit for the same five contracts by Day 14. The deal-status
export shows the same deals still open. The F&I manager interview names outstanding

Rank Finding Where it stalls Confidence Impact Next step

7 18 of 64 logged appointments
with no final shown or no-show
disposition

Deal, Showroom Likely High Deal Flow
Investigation

8 9 of 38 deliveries with an
incomplete jacket at the pre-
delivery gate

Deal, Contract Strong
signal

Medium Deal Flow
Investigation
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stips as the usual cause.

Confidence: Confirmed. The five contracts are identified individually, the counts
reproduce from the source records, and an independent source verifies them.

Cause: Waiting. The contracts are waiting on lender conditions that have not been
cleared.

Business implication (interpretation). Unfunded contracts may tie up cash and may
leave deals unposted at month-end. This report estimates no amount beyond the
$131,700 observed.

Recommended next step. A Deal Flow Investigation to trace each of the five contracts
to its outstanding condition and to the role that clears it.

2. Missed calls with no recorded callback (Missed-Call Recovery)

What was observed. 58 of 134 eligible missed or abandoned inbound calls (43.3%) had
no callback recorded in the phone system within 4 business hours. 143 calls were
received, and 9 are excluded because their 4-business-hour window falls after the
review period. The median affected call went at least 4.8 times the allowed time.
Affected calls appeared on all 13 eligible days.

Observed impact. 21 of the 58 callers called again within 24 hours from the same
number.

Evidence. The phone system call log identifies each call. Three test calls placed while
the store was closed were not returned within the window, and the test line would
show a callback from any phone. The BDC manager interview reports that nobody
owns the missed-call list and that some callbacks are made from personal phones,
which the call log does not record.

Confidence: Strong signal. The data strongly indicates the stall. Callbacks made off
the phone system cannot be ruled out for the 58 calls, so they are not verified one by
one.

Cause: Unowned. The interview reports no assigned owner for the missed-call list.

Business implication (interpretation). Callers who do not reach anyone may go
elsewhere. This is not measured here.

Recommended next step. Implementation scoping: agree an owner and a visible
queue for missed calls, and confirm how often callbacks happen off the phone system.
The finding is store-wide, so there is no Flow Investigation to escalate into.
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3. After-hours leads with no owner (Lead Conversation Ownership)

What was observed. 47 of 112 leads received while the store was closed (42.0%) had
no owner assigned by 10:00 a.m. on the next open day, which is the store's standard. 118
leads were received, and 6 are excluded because their deadline falls after the review
period. The median affected lead ran 3.1 times the allowed time. 16 of the 47 were still
unassigned at the end of the window.

Observed impact. Affected leads appeared on 12 of 13 eligible days. 9 of the 47 have a
customer reply that was never answered.

Evidence. The CRM lead export identifies each lead and its owner field. The phone
system log shows no outbound call to 44 of the 47 numbers before the deadline. The
other 3 show a call with no owner recorded, which the BDC manager explains as staff
calling from the pool without assigning. 4 of 6 test leads submitted while the store was
closed were unassigned by 10:00 a.m. The BDC manager interview says after-hours
leads sit in a pool until they are sorted in the morning.

Confidence: Strong signal. The data strongly indicates the stall. Ownership is
recorded only in the CRM, so the ownership condition itself is not verified against a
second source.

Cause: Unowned. No owner is assigned overnight.

Business implication (interpretation). Leads that sit without an owner overnight may
cool before anyone responds. This is not measured here.

Recommended next step. A Deal Flow Investigation to trace how the overnight pool is
sorted and which role is responsible for it.

4. Aging items in the accounting schedule (Accounting Exception Queue)

What was observed. 22 of 74 open schedule items (29.7%) were older than the store's
30-day standard at Day 14, and they total $41,850, which is 22.5% of the $186,200 open.
The median affected item was 58 days old, 1.93 times the standard. This is a backlog
measure of open items at one point in time, and not a rate over records that passed
through a process. At Day 7, 17 items totaling $33,400 were past the standard.

Observed impact. Both weekly snapshots showed aged items. Downstream effects
cannot be traced in the records.

Evidence. The accounting schedule export, in two weekly snapshots, identifies each
item. The bank deposit report shows 8 of the 22 as deposits received but not cleared in
the accounting system. The deal-status export shows 9 of the 22 tied to deals that are
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still open, but it comes from the same system as the schedule, so it is not counted as
independent. The controller interview reports that items clear only when a department
manager responds and that nobody chases.

Confidence: Strong signal. The data strongly indicates the backlog. Only 8 of the 22
items are verified by an independent source.

Cause: Unowned. The interview reports that no role chases items awaiting a
department response.

Cross-flow reference. Deal. 9 of the 22 items are tied to open deals.

Business implication (interpretation). Aged items may delay month-end close and
may hide deposits that have not been applied. This is not measured here.

Recommended next step. Implementation scoping: a named owner and a due date for
each type of exception. The finding is store-wide, so there is no Flow Investigation to
escalate into.

5. Leads matched to a vehicle that sold (Inventory-Matched Lead Action)

What was observed. Of the 11 open leads or appointments that could be matched to a
vehicle that sold in the window, 5 (45.5%) had no contact within 4 business hours of
the sale, which is the store's standard. The median affected record ran 3.5 times the
allowed time. Affected records appeared on 4 of 8 eligible days. This covers only the
leads that could be matched. The vehicle of interest is filled on 61% of leads, so 39%
cannot be matched, and the rate is not a store-wide rate.

Observed impact. 2 of the 5 customers arrived for a car that was already sold, per the
CRM showroom log.

Evidence. The CRM lead export, and the deal-status export, which supplies the sale
dates. The general sales manager interview says it happens now and then.

Confidence: Likely. The data suggests the stall. Coverage is partial, which limits any
finding to Likely. Confirming it is part of the recommended next step.

Cause: Unowned. No role is assigned to act when a lead's vehicle sells.

Cross-flow reference. Inventory. The vehicle sales come from the deal-status export.

Business implication (interpretation). A customer who is told a car is available after it
has sold may lose confidence in the store. This is not measured here.

Recommended next step. A Deal Flow Investigation to determine why vehicle-of-
interest data is missing, confirm the stall across the unmatched population, and
establish how inventory changes should reach open leads.
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6. Provider A leads with an owner and no logged contact (Lead Conversation
Ownership)

What was observed. 21 of 82 Provider A leads (25.6%) that had an owner by the store's
standard had no logged human contact by the end of the window. Each was measured
against the standard that applied: 15 minutes when the store was open, and 10:00 a.m.
on the next open day when it was closed. The median affected lead ran at least 9.6
times the allowed time. 84 Provider A leads were received, and 2 are excluded as too
recent.

Observed impact. Affected leads appeared on 10 of 12 eligible days. 6 of the 21 asked
for an appointment time in the lead form and none was booked.

Evidence. The CRM lead export shows no activity on the 21. The phone system log
shows no outbound call to 17 of the 21 numbers, and a call with no CRM activity for the
other 4. The BDC manager interview says staff sometimes text customers from
personal phones and that those texts are not logged.

Confidence: Likely. The data suggests the stall. Contact made off the system cannot
be ruled out, so coverage of contact is partial. Confirming it is part of the
recommended next step.

Cause: Invisible. Whether contact happened is not visible in the system of record.

Business implication (interpretation). Leads with no visible contact may not have
received a response. This is not measured here.

Recommended next step. A Deal Flow Investigation to confirm whether contact
happened off the system, and to make contact visible.

7. Appointments with no final disposition (Showroom Arrival Ownership)

What was observed. 18 of 64 logged appointments (28.1%) had no final shown or no-
show disposition in the CRM by the end of the review window. The store has no
documented standard for when a disposition must be recorded, so the finding carries
no measure of how late. Affected appointments appeared on 10 of 12 open days.

Observed impact. 6 of the 18 later appear in the deal-status export as deals written
with no owner recorded in the CRM.

Coverage. Walk-ins are not logged, so the true number of arrivals is not known. The
rate is within the 64 logged appointments and is not a store-wide arrival rate.

Evidence. The CRM showroom log identifies each appointment. The general sales
manager interview says shows are not always marked. One test appointment set for
Day 9 was never dispositioned.
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Confidence: Likely. The data suggests the stall. Partial coverage limits any finding to
Likely. Confirming it is part of the recommended next step.

Cause: Unowned. No role is assigned to record what happened to each appointment.

Business implication (interpretation). Appointments with no recorded outcome may
not get follow-up. This is not measured here.

Recommended next step. A Deal Flow Investigation, including establishing whether
the store needs a documented disposition standard and who owns it.

8. Incomplete deal jackets at the pre-delivery gate (Deal Jacket Readiness)

What was observed. 9 of 38 deliveries (23.7%) had a jacket flagged incomplete at the
pre-delivery gate. The store's standard is that the jacket is complete before delivery.
That is a condition with no time limit, so the finding carries no measure of how late.
Affected deliveries appeared on 7 of 12 delivery days.

Observed impact. 5 of the 9 have funding stips outstanding at the lender.

Evidence. The deal-status export holds the jacket checklist flag. The lender portal
funding report shows the stips for 5 of the 9. The F&I manager interview says jackets
are often finished after delivery.

Confidence: Strong signal. The data strongly indicates the stall. The lender report
verifies only 5 of the 9.

Cause: Invisible. The incompleteness surfaces after delivery, at funding, and not at the
gate.

Business implication (interpretation). Incomplete jackets may slow funding and
create rework after delivery. This is not measured here.

Recommended next step. A Deal Flow Investigation to trace where the missing
documents originate.

4. Flow and stage view
SYNTHETIC SAMPLE. Fictional store, invented data.

The same findings grouped by the journey where work stalls. Numbers refer to the ranked
list in section 2. Three of the eight findings are at the Conversation stage of Deal Flow.

Flow Stage Findings Other workflows reviewed at this stage

Deal Lead None None sampled
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Cross-flow references. Finding 5 touches Inventory, since it depends on which vehicles
sold. Finding 4 touches Deal, since 9 of its 22 items are tied to open deals. A reference
records where else a stall reaches. It does not move the finding out of the flow where the
work stalls.

5. Coverage and unassessed workflows
SYNTHETIC SAMPLE. Fictional store, invented data.

Every workflow reviewed in this sample, with its result. This sample shows 12 workflows
from the Library. A real Dealership Technology Diagnostic reports a result for every in-
scope workflow, including those marked not assessed at Store depth.

Flow Stage Findings Other workflows reviewed at this stage

Deal Conversation 3, 5, 6 None

Deal Appointment None Appointment Confirmation & Recovery:
no signal found

Deal Showroom 7 Unsold Showroom Recovery: no signal
found

Deal Deal None Trade Appraisal Handoff: not enough
evidence. Desk Queue Wait: not
assessed at Store depth.

Deal Contract 8 None

Deal Delivery None None sampled

Deal Funding/Post 1 DMV Filing & Exception: no signal found

Deal Post-Sale None None sampled

Store-
wide

Not tied to one
journey

2, 4 None

Service All stages Not
sampled

Not sampled

Inventory All stages Not
sampled

Not sampled
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Workflow Result Note

Lead Conversation
Ownership

Credible signal, 2
findings

Findings 3 and 6

Appointment Confirmation
& Recovery

No signal found 59 of 64 appointments (92.2%) had
a logged confirmation the day
before, against the store's 90%
target. 8 of 9 no-shows were
contacted within 1 business day.

Trade Appraisal Handoff Not enough
evidence

Suspected but not confirmed. 7 of 31
deals with a trade have a blank
appraisal-link field. That could mean
a missing appraisal or an unlinked
one, and no record can tell them
apart. What would settle it: an
export from the appraisal tool with
timestamps for the window,
matched to the trade-entry times.

Showroom Arrival
Ownership

Credible signal, 1
finding

Finding 7

Unsold Showroom Recovery No signal found 29 of 34 unsold visits (85.3%) were
followed up within 24 hours, against
the store's 80% target.

Inventory-Matched Lead
Action

Credible signal, 1
finding

Finding 5

Deal Jacket Readiness Credible signal, 1
finding

Finding 8

CIT & Stip Tracker Credible signal, 1
finding

Finding 1

DMV Filing & Exception No signal found 26 of 27 deliveries that had five full
days were filed within the store's 5-
day standard. One was filed on Day
6, which does not show a recurring
stall.
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Reading the results. No signal found means the Diagnostic tested the workflow and
found no credible signal in the data reviewed. This does not show that the workflow is
working well. Not enough evidence and not assessed are open items, and they are never
read as a clean result.

6. Recommendations and next steps
SYNTHETIC SAMPLE. Fictional store, invented data.

The order below follows the ranked list. Every step is a recommendation. None promises a
result, and this report estimates no financial return.

1. Run a Deal Flow Investigation. It would cover findings 1, 3, 5, 6, 7 and 8, starting with
finding 1, which is the only Confirmed finding. It would also take the two Deal
workflows the Diagnostic could not settle: Desk Queue Wait, which needs live desking
data, and Trade Appraisal Handoff, which needs appraisal timestamps.

2. Scope implementation for the two store-wide findings. Finding 2 needs an owner and
a visible queue for missed calls. Finding 4 needs a named owner and a due date for
each type of schedule exception. Neither has a Flow Investigation to wait for, so both
can start alongside step 1.

3. Gather the missing data. An export from the appraisal tool with timestamps. Live
desking timestamps. A check of how often callbacks and lead contact happen off the
phone system and the CRM. Vehicle-of-interest data for the unmatched leads.

4. Confirm the Likely findings. Findings 5, 6 and 7 are Likely. Confirming each is part of
its next step, and the data in step 3 would help settle them.

A top-ranked finding is the first to address. It is not necessarily the first to build. A finding
may need investigation before anything is changed.

Workflow Result Note

Desk Queue Wait Not assessed at
Store depth

Assessing it requires live desking
data and belongs to a Deal Flow
Investigation.

Missed-Call Recovery Credible signal, 1
finding

Finding 2

Accounting Exception
Queue

Credible signal, 1
finding

Finding 4
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7. Evidence appendix
SYNTHETIC SAMPLE. Fictional store, invented data.

Method

The review window was 14 days. Each workflow was looked at through five lenses:
systems, people, information, timing and ownership. Each finding is measured against the
store's own documented standard where one exists. Where the store has none, the report
says so and does not invent one. A record counts toward a finding only if it had the full
opportunity to miss the standard within the window.

Sources

Source Kind Covers

CRM lead and activity export System
record

Days 1 to 14

Phone system call log System
record

Days 1 to 14

DMS deal-status export System
record

Days 1 to 14

DMS accounting schedule
export

System
record

Weekly snapshots at Day 7 and Day 14

Lender portal funding report System
record

Days 1 to 14

Bank deposit report System
record

Day 7 and Day 14

Diagnostic test log Diagnostic
test

6 test leads, 3 test calls and 1 test
appointment

General sales manager
interview

Staff account One interview

BDC manager interview Staff account One interview

Controller interview Staff account One interview

F&I manager interview Staff account One interview
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Several weeks of data from one system count as one source. A field copied from one
system into another does not count as independent evidence.

Confidence levels

Confirmed. The affected records are identified individually and the counts reproduce
from the source records. A second independent source verifies them. Nothing
conflicts.

Strong signal. Direct evidence of the stall across the window in system records,
corroborated by at least two independent sources. The affected records cannot be
verified one by one.

Likely. Direct evidence with one independent corroborating source, or direct evidence
where coverage or corroboration is partial.

How findings are ordered

Findings are ordered first by observed impact, then by strength of evidence. Impact is
measured only from reviewed dealership data, and estimated financial upside is never
used.

Impact is judged from how many eligible records were affected, how far past the store's
own standard they ran, how often the stall recurred, what downstream work was shown
to be blocked, and the unresolved dollars in the records. Impact bands are set using
provisional cutoffs, scoring model v0.3, which will be recalibrated on real Diagnostic data.
Findings that cannot be told apart at every step share a rank. None do in this sample.

Limits

This sample is abbreviated and synthetic. It covers 12 workflows and is not
representative of full Dealership Technology Diagnostic coverage.

Contact and callbacks made off the phone system and the CRM cannot be seen in the
records.

Findings 5 and 7 rest on partial coverage. Their rates are within the records that could
be matched or logged, and they are not store-wide rates.

Source Kind Covers

Store SOP and thresholds
document

Document Current
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Finding 4 measures open items at a point in time. It is a backlog measure, not a rate
over records that passed through a process.

Finding 5 rests on a small number of records.

No estimate of financial return is made anywhere in this report.
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