Al Reality Check Toolkit for Contact Center
Leaders: Internal Alignment Email Pack

How to use these emails to move past Al myths and
align your team

When Al is introduced into contact center operations, progress often slows—not
because people disagree, but because different teams operate under different
assumptions.

These emails were created to help Operations and CX leaders:

Acknowledge common concerns without dismissing them,

Reframe outdated mental models with current, practical understanding,
Reduce friction across teams, and

Move discussions toward evidence and outcomes.

The goal is not to “win an argument.” The goal is to create shared clarity and
confidence.

This pack is designed for:

e CX Leaders
e Operations Leaders
o QA and Performance Leaders

Specifically, leaders who need to:

e Align executives, IT, QA, and CX teams
e Address unspoken resistance or hesitation
e Move an Al initiative forward responsibly

How to use the emails

You do not need to send every email to everyone. They are also not meant to be sent
in a sequence but instead, think of these as situational tools you can use as needed.

1. Email 1 — Market Pulse Check. Use early to surface shared assumptions and
align the conversation.



2. Email 2 — Accuracy Myth. Use when transcription accuracy becomes a
blocker.

3. Email 3 — Automation Myth. Use early with QA leaders and managers to
address unspoken concerns.

4. Email 4 — CX Data Myth. Use when VoC or CX teams question the need for
conversation data.

5. Email 5 — Trust & Readiness Myth. Use with execs when hesitation centers
on risk, explainability, or readiness.

6. Email 6 — Low-Risk Next Step. Use to move from discussion to learning with
a contained, evidence-based test.

You may send only one or two of these—or all of them over time.

What to customize
Each email is written to be sent as-is, but you should:

e Adjust the greeting and closing
e Tailor examples to your organization if helpful
e Remove sections that don't apply to your situation

We recommend not over-editing the tone of the emails. The language is
intentionally empathetic, factual, and non-defensive.

Why sending these emails matters

Most Al initiatives don't stall because of technology. They stall because concerns
remain unspoken, assumptions go unchallenged, and teams wait for certainty that
can only come from learning. These emails help you:

Bring concerns into the open respectfully,
Shift conversations from fear to evidence,
Build alignment without escalation, and
Lead change in a way that builds trust

Used thoughtfully, they help you move faster and more responsibly.



Email 1 — Market Pulse Check

INSTRUCTIONS FOR OPS LEADER
Use this early. Send to execs, IT, QA leadership, or a cross-functional group.
Goal: surface alignment issues without blaming anyone.

Subject: Quick pulse check on Al assumptions we're running into
Hi team,

| wanted to do a quick pulse check based on what we're seeing across the contact
center space right now.

There are a few common assumptions about Al that many teams are running into,
not because anyone is ignorant or uninformed, but because the conversation around
Al has moved fast, and most of us are applying wrong or outdated assumptions to
something new.

Here are the four that seem to come up most often:

Accuracy Myth: “We can't trust Al unless transcripts are basically perfect.”
Automation Myth: “Al means replacing QA or managers.”

CX Myth: “We already understand the customer through surveys.”

Analytics Myth: “We'd need a data analyst (or Al specialist) to get value from
this.”

What I'm noticing is that even when we don't personally believe these, they still tend
to slow down discussions, evaluations, and decisions.

I'm not raising this to push an agenda — just to understand:

e Which of these are we running into?
e Where do we feel confident?
e Where are we getting stuck?

If we can align early on what actually matters versus what just sounds risky or
complicated, it'll make everything downstream easier.

Happy to discuss.

Thanks,
[Your Name]



Email 2 — Accuracy Myth (to IT / Execs)

INSTRUCTIONS FOR OPS LEADER

Use this when transcription accuracy becomes the main blocker in AI/QA
conversations.

Best recipients: IT, Analytics, Security/Compliance, Finance, Exec stakeholders.

Goal: validate the instinct, explain the correct evaluation model, and move the group
toward a low-risk test.

Subject Line: Does a transcript need to be 100% accurate for Al to produce reliable
results?

Hi [Name/Team)],

In recent discussions about using Al to automate our QA processes, | noticed an
underlying assumption that may be holding us back: that transcription must be
100% accurate for Al insights and outputs to be reliable.

That's entirely understandable — after all, we've been trained for decades on
“garbage in, garbage out.” And when you're dealing with traditional software,
databases, or rule-based systems, that's exactly right: incorrect inputs usually
produce incorrect outputs, every time.

What's different with modern Al is that it doesn’t operate like a rules-driven program.
It's designed to recognize patterns and infer meaning from context across large
volumes of data, even when some individual pieces of text are imperfect.

So the question isn't: “Is every transcript perfect?”

The more accurate question is: “Is the Al reliably detecting the signals we care
about, at scale?”

For QA and performance use cases, that means evaluating things like:

e Can it consistently identify behaviors, topics, and compliance moments?
e Are trend-level insights stable across many calls?
e Does it produce results we can trust for coaching and operational decisions?

In other words, the standard isn't “word-perfect transcripts.” The standard is signal
reliability for the intended outcome.

My concern here is that we risk stalling initiatives that could already deliver value —
because we're measuring the wrong thing.



A low-risk way to settle this is to test it on a small batch of calls and evaluate the
outputs against what we actually need (e.g., coaching insights, compliance flags,
trend detection), rather than judging it solely by transcript perfection.

If useful, I'm happy to coordinate a limited test and share what we learn.

Thanks,
[Your Name]

Email 3 — Automation Myth (to QA / Managers)

INSTRUCTIONS FOR OPS LEADER

Use this with QA leaders, team leads, and managers who may be quietly resistant or
concerned. Send early, before decisions are finalized.

Goal: lower fear, build trust, and clearly position Al as role-enhancing—not
role-replacing.

Subject Line: Clarifying what Al means for QA and team leads
Hi team,

| want to take a moment to talk openly about something that often goes unspoken
when Al and automation come up.

It's natural to wonder what this means for your role, your expertise, and the work
you've built your career around. When new tools are introduced, people
understandably worry about being replaced or reduced to “less important” work.

| want to be very clear: this is not about replacing human judgment, experience,
or leadership. It's about removing the parts of the job that don't fully use those
strengths.

Today, a lot of your time is spent on:

e Reviewing small samples of calls
Manually scoring interactions

e Doing repetitive evaluations that limit how much coaching you can actually
deliver

That work is necessary—but it's also time-consuming and often disconnected from
the moments where your expertise has the most impact.



What Al changes is scale, not responsibility.
By automating the repetitive, low-level review work, we can:

Expand quality coverage beyond random sampling
Surface patterns across 100% of relevant calls, not just a handful

e Free up time for what only humans do well: coaching, judgment, context,
empathy, and intuition

This actually makes your role more important, not less.
Instead of spending hours reviewing calls, your expertise can be focused on:

Identifying real coaching opportunities
Supporting agents more consistently
Applying judgment where nuance matters
Turning insights into action

From an organizational perspective, the impact is meaningful:

Better insight, earlier

More consistent coaching

Stronger performance across the team

And a better experience for both agents and customers

The goal isn't automation for its own sake. The goal is to give experienced leaders
more leverage and more time to do the work that truly makes a difference.

I'm happy to talk through what this would look like in practice and hear any concerns
or questions you have.

Thanks,
[Your Name]

Email 4 — CX Data Myth (to CX / VoC teams)

INSTRUCTIONS FOR OPS LEADER
Send to: CX leaders, VoC owners, Experience Analytics, Customer Insights.
Use when: you hear “we already have surveys” or there's hesitation about adding



another CX data source.
Goal: align with VoC goals, position conversations as a complementary signal that
makes VoC more actionable.

Subject Line: How conversation intelligence strengthens VoC (not replaces it)
Hi [Name/Team],

| wanted to share a perspective on how conversation intelligence fits into our
customer insight work—because | know this can easily sound like “one more system’
or a competing source of truth.

1

It's completely understandable to say: “We already have surveys and VoC
data—why do we need more?”

Surveys are critical to understanding sentiment and perception, and | don't think
anyone wants to dilute that. The opportunity here isn't to replace VoC—it's to
strengthen it with a data source we already have: customer conversations.

The difference is:

e Surveys help us understand what customers say they feel
e Conversations show us what caused it, in customers’ own words, at the
moment it happens

That means we can catch:

e recurring friction before it becomes a trend in survey scores
e the operational drivers behind dissatisfaction
e specific agent behaviors and process breakdowns that shape the experience

From a VoC perspective, this can actually make your work more actionable:

e less “we know the score changed.”
e more “here’s what changed, why it happened, and where to fix it."

If it's helpful, I'd love to explore how this could support your priorities—like tying
drivers to themes, validating survey trends, or identifying emerging issues earlier.

Thanks,
[Your Name]



Email 5 — Trust & Readiness Myth (to Execs)

INSTRUCTIONS FOR OPS LEADER

Send to: exec sponsors, finance, IT leadership, ops stakeholders who assume Al
requires heavy analytics resources.

Use when: you hear “we’'d need a data analyst” or “we don't have the skills to use
this.”

Goal: validate the instinct, then reframe Al as an operator-friendly capability and
move the conversation toward a low-risk evaluation.

Subject: Good news: we don't have to hire an expensive data analyst
Hi [Name],

| wanted to address a very reasonable concern that often comes up when Al is
discussed in contact centers:

“Do we need a data analyst (or Al specialist) to get value from this?”

That's an understandable assumption. For years, getting insight from customer data
meant:

Exporting data,

Building dashboards.

Writing queries,

Relying on specialized analytics resources.

And most teams don't have bandwidth for that.

What's changed is that modern conversation intelligence is designed to surface
patterns and insights without requiring every team to build a data science workflow.

The real requirement isn’t “hire analysts.” It's much more practical:

e Start with a clear outcome (QA coverage, coaching consistency, compliance
risk, customer friction, sales behaviors),
Evaluate whether the signals are reliable for that outcome, and

e Use what you learn to decide what level of analytics support is actually needed
(often minimal)

In other words: you don't need to become a data analyst to start. You need a
structured way to evaluate usefulness and align on what “good” looks like.



If helpful, there's also a very low-risk way to prove this quickly without creating a big
internal project: we can analyze a limited set of calls and review what insights surface
together.

That tends to answer the “do we have the skills for this?” question very quickly —
using our own data.

Thanks,
[Your Name]

Email 6 — Closing / Low-Risk Next Step (500-Call
Analysis)

INSTRUCTIONS FOR OPS LEADER

Send after you've shared context or addressed concerns (emails 1-5).

Audience: exec sponsors, IT, QA leadership, CX leaders — anyone involved in the
decision.

Goal: shift from discussion to evidence, while keeping risk and effort clearly
contained.

Subject Line: A low-risk way to learn from our own calls
Hi team,

Rather than continuing to debate this in the abstract, I'd like to suggest a simple,
low-risk way to learn from our own data and see how this actually performs in
practice.

The idea is to run a limited analysis on 500 of our calls to evaluate:

e What patterns and insights surface,
e How reliable those signals are for the outcomes we care about, and
e Whether the concerns we've discussed show up in real usage.

The call analysis is completely free and safe. The commitment is intentionally small:

e about 30 minutes of prep work on our part and
e roughly one hour of meeting time with MiaRec to review findings.

There's no long-term commitment and no process change required at this stage.



The upside is meaningful:

e Insight from our own conversations,
e Clearer evidence to guide next steps, and a
e More informed discussion based on outcomes, not assumptions.

Worst-case scenario: we spend a little time and gain a useful perspective.
Best-case scenario: we gain clarity that helps us move forward with confidence.

If there's alignment, I'm happy to coordinate this and share the results.

Thanks,
[Your Name]
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