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What's Enhanced in This Second Edition


• Expanded from 10 to 15 chapters, adding dedicated treatment of autonomy authorization, responsibility and liability across the agent chain, and third-party agent procurement.

• Deepened the runtime control architecture to cover tools and connectors, memory, fail-open/fail-closed/degraded modes, supervision effectiveness, and shared-dependency blast radius.

• Rebuilt the framework bridge around reusable evidence and explicit source status, with key legal, regulatory, standards, and government-framework propositions validated against primary authoritative sources through 18 August 2026.

• Added a regulated-sector chapter led by NovaCred financial services, with shorter but substantive healthcare and public-sector applications.

• Added a full control-assurance method that separates design adequacy from operating effectiveness and introduces sampling, negative testing, findings, remediation, and retest.

• Added implementation-ready assets: the dual-view reference architecture, 120-day build plan, governance-function operating model, and Appendix E field-level evidence specifications.
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A Letter Before You Read

Dear Reader,

I keep writing books like this for a simple reason: the hardest enterprise AI questions rarely arrive when the framework slide is being presented. They arrive later, when a system is live, a decision has consequences and someone has to answer for what the technology actually did. At that point, broad principles are not enough. Governance needs to know who can authorize the action, engineering needs to know where the control must run and assurance needs evidence that the control really operated. I write because that space between principle and practice is where many good organizations still struggle.

This second edition was shaped in that spirit. It was not produced by adding a few current references to the first edition. Chapters were merged, rebuilt or removed; new chapters were added where the original structure jumped too quickly from architecture to frameworks; and the evidence model was tightened until a governance lead, a platform counterpart and an auditor could examine the same control from different but compatible angles. A practical book is not finished simply because the author reaches the last page. Its real test begins when a reader brings experience, skepticism and context to it.

One moment in the rebuild changed more than I expected. Chapter 13, on assuring the control plane, looked complete on paper: the controls existed, the evidence objects were named and the testing method appeared sound. Then I applied the chapter's own standard to NovaCred and worked backward from a consequential outcome. A policy decision could exist while its effective version was not resolvable; a vendor handoff could succeed while its action reference was missing; a degraded-mode event could occur without a clean link to the approved failure decision. Nothing dramatic had to fail for the weakness to matter. The lesson was sharper: a control that exists is not the same as a control whose operation can be proved.

What I hope this book gives you is not another vocabulary to memorize. I want it to help you make difficult decisions: how much autonomy to grant, how to separate permission from purpose, how to govern a vendor you cannot fully observe, how to distinguish accountability from legal liability, how to turn runtime evidence into assurance and how to test whether the control plane works rather than merely exists. The patterns, artifacts, assurance tests, 120-day build plan and evidence specifications are here so the ideas can become working requirements.

You will almost certainly disagree with something in these pages, and I hope you do so carefully. Regulation will move, technology will change and your organization will have constraints that NovaCred does not. A playbook should give you structure without taking judgment away from you. Challenge the assumptions, test the evidence and change the pattern when your context demands it.

If this edition helps you ask one better question before an autonomous action becomes consequential, makes one governance decision easier to defend or gives engineering and governance a shared way to describe the same control, it will have done what I wanted it to do.

Use the method. Keep the judgment yours.

Srinivas Bommena

August 2026

How to Use This Book

This second edition is written for a governance lead and a security/platform counterpart to use together. The governance lead path is: Incident -> Principle -> Governance Requirement -> NovaCred -> Assurance Test -> Checklist. The security/platform path is: Design -> Implementation Choices -> Naive Failure Mode -> Vendor Variant -> Appendix E.

Parts I and II establish the governed object and the five runtime dimensions. Part III concentrates the decisions governance owns: autonomy, responsibility/liability questions and third-party agents. Part IV turns the control model into reusable evidence, sector assurance, independent testing, architecture and an operating function.

Chapter 11 is the single authoritative chapter-level framework bridge and Appendix B is the manuscript-level crosswalk. The external framework, legal and regulatory propositions used for publication were validated against primary authoritative sources on 18 August 2026 and are controlled through the Source Register. Applicability to a particular entity, product, workflow, legal role or jurisdiction remains fact-specific and should be revalidated when the governing source changes.

Appendix A is the pattern index. Appendix C is the complete NovaCred continuity map. Appendix D defines implementation vocabulary only. Appendix E is the field-level evidence and control specification used by governance, platform/security and assurance.





The Shift

CHAPTER 1




The Object Changed

Why governing actions is different from governing artifacts

1. The Incident







	INCIDENT

At 8:42 on a Tuesday morning, NovaCred's credit-decisioning agent approves a loan exception that no human reviewer has seen. The customer is a small-business owner applying for a working-capital facility, with a thin credit file, uneven cash flow and two prior late payments. NovaCred's policy allows an exception when recent business income offsets historical weakness, provided the affordability assessment is current and the explanation is recorded.

The agent retrieves the affordability policy from NovaCred's internal policy library, calls the income-verification tool, checks the customer's account history, invokes the risk-scoring model, prepares a decision note and passes the case to the customer-notification agent. The notification goes out before the human credit reviewer opens the queue.

By 8:45, the customer has received an approval message; by 8:47, the CRM has been updated; by 8:52, the treasury workflow has reserved funds against the facility. At 9:03, a compliance analyst notices that the affordability policy used by the agent was superseded two weeks earlier.

The agent did not crash, hallucinate an answer or ignore its permissions. It did exactly what the system allowed it to do, which is precisely the problem. NovaCred can see the final decision, but it cannot reconstruct with confidence which agent acted, under whose authority, using which policy version, for what declared intent, through which tools and with which accountable human owner.

NovaCred had a risk register, model documentation, an approval record, a review-board decision and a deployment sign-off. What it did not have was runtime governance.








2. Why the Old Model Fails

The old governance model was not foolish; it was built for AI systems whose primary output was an artifact. A team built a model, documented the data and use case, tested performance, obtained approval and released the system. The model produced a score, classification, recommendation, document or generated answer that a person or downstream process could review before accepting it.

When AI mostly proposed, that control model was rational. A recommendation could be challenged, a document could be edited and a generated answer could be rejected before it reached the customer. Governance could concentrate on the model, the data, the output, the risk record and the release decision because those were the places where the important evidence accumulated.

Agentic AI changes the operating assumption. The relevant governance object is no longer only the model or the generated content; it is the action path - the sequence of decisions, retrieval steps, tool calls, delegated authorities, policy checks, handoffs and state changes that occur before the final outcome appears. An agent can update a customer record, send a message, invoke another system, reserve funds or trigger another agent before a reviewer has enough time or context to intervene.

A review board can approve a use case, but it cannot approve every future tool call under changing context. A model card can describe expected behaviour, but it cannot prove that the agent used the current policy during a particular action. Access control can show that a credential was permitted to call an API, but it cannot show that the action was appropriate for the business purpose. A periodic audit can identify patterns after the event, but it cannot stop a high-consequence action before the customer, regulator or operational process experiences the outcome.

Most regulated organisations already have governance: committees, policies, model-risk processes, access reviews, audit logs, risk assessments and exception workflows. The weakness is not the absence of governance. The weakness is that much of it was designed to sit before deployment or after an outcome, while an autonomous system can create consequence during execution.







	OLD MODEL FAILURE

The old model asks whether the AI system was approved, evaluated and documented. Runtime governance asks which actor took the action, under whose authority, for what governed purpose, using which tools and evidence, against which policy decision and with which accountable owner. The first set of questions governs artifacts. The second governs action.








3. Approval Is Necessary. It Is No Longer Enough

Approval remains necessary because an organisation still has to decide whether a system may enter production, what purpose it may serve and where its risk boundaries sit. What changes is the relationship between that approval and the system's live behaviour. The moment of approval and the moment of risk are no longer the same moment.

Approval is episodic; supervision is continuous. Approval is usually document-driven - policies, model documentation, risk assessments, evaluation results, control checklists and release decisions. Runtime supervision is signal-driven - actor identity, delegated authority, declared intent, tool request, retrieval source, policy decision, consequence level, escalation state and evidence generated while the action is occurring.

A policy is still needed because it defines what the runtime layer must enforce. Model documentation remains useful because it describes the system being supervised. A risk register still matters because it identifies which action paths deserve the strongest controls, while a review board still has a role in approving the boundaries within which autonomy is permitted. None of those artifacts disappear; they become inputs to a supervision system rather than substitutes for one.

The durable architectural idea is simple: approved governance intent must be translated into runtime signals, runtime decisions, runtime evidence and runtime accountability. Approval defines the permitted territory. Supervision determines whether the system remains inside that territory while it acts.

4. The Principle







	PRINCIPLE

Governance designed for AI that proposes becomes incomplete when AI begins to act. Runtime governance begins when the governed object shifts from the artifact to the action path, and when approval is connected to supervision during execution.








The central claim of this book is therefore not that approval should be replaced by automation. It is that autonomous AI cannot be governed only by reviewing what it produces; the organisation must be able to supervise what it does. If an agent can call tools, retrieve data, act under delegated authority, change state or hand work to another actor, the governance model must make those actions visible, bounded, interruptible and attributable.

The old governance question was, 'Did we approve the AI system?' The more demanding runtime question is, 'Can we govern the action before consequence?' Both questions matter, but only the second exposes whether approved governance intent survives contact with live execution.

A runtime layer, not a replacement for existing governance

Established management systems, risk frameworks, control processes and legal obligations remain necessary. Runtime governance does not replace them; it operationalises them. Chapter 11 will perform the formal framework bridge. For now, the important point is that obligations such as ownership, oversight, logging, monitoring and evidence only become useful for autonomous systems when they can be connected to the action path that produced the outcome.

5. The Architecture

Chapter 1 does not introduce the full technology stack. Its purpose is to define the architecture problem the rest of the book solves. At the highest level, runtime governance organises agentic action into five dimensions: identity, intent, enforcement, human supervision and accountability across handoffs.

[image: Runtime governance architecture organises agentic action into five governable dimensions.]

Figure 1.1 - Runtime governance architecture organises agentic action into five governable dimensions.

Dimension 1: Agent Identity

The first question is not what the model produced but who or what acted. In an autonomous system the actor may be an agent, sub-agent, workflow, service identity or vendor-hosted assistant operating under delegated authority. Without a governed actor identity, later controls cannot reliably bind intent, permissions, policy decisions or incident response to the entity that took the action.

Dimension 2: Intent Verification

Permission answers whether an actor can do something. Runtime governance must also evaluate whether the proposed action matches the approved purpose and context. The agent's declared goal, business context, policy context and action reason therefore become part of the governance decision rather than an informal explanation after the event.

Dimension 3: Runtime Enforcement

A policy that never reaches execution remains a document. Runtime governance needs a governed decision point where high-consequence actions can be evaluated before they become operationally real. That decision must be linked to the actor, authority, purpose, tool request, relevant policy and evidence so the organisation can later explain not only what happened but why the action was allowed, blocked or escalated.

Dimension 4: Human Supervision

Human oversight does not disappear; it moves to the points where human judgement can change the outcome. Blanket approval of every intermediate action is neither scalable nor meaningful, so supervision must focus on exceptions, thresholds, irreversible actions and cases whose consequence or ambiguity demands human authority. The reviewer must receive enough context and enough control to intervene before the action becomes irreversible.

Dimension 5: Accountability Across Handoffs

Autonomous systems rarely act alone. One actor may retrieve evidence, another may reason over it, a third may call a tool and a fourth may update the system of record. Runtime governance must preserve the delegation chain across those handoffs so the organisation can establish who requested, who delegated, who acted, what authority was used, what evidence supported the action and who remains accountable for the outcome.

Chapters 3 through 7 develop these five dimensions in depth. The architectural shift introduced here is narrower but foundational: once AI can act, governance must follow the action path rather than stopping at the system boundary or the final artifact.

6. Governance Requirement and Assurance Test

The second edition uses two explicit lenses to make each governance idea operational: what governance must require and how governance can verify that the requirement is real in production. Chapter 1 applies those lenses to the book's foundational claim.







	GOVERNANCE REQUIREMENT

Every consequential AI-enabled action path must be attributable to a governed actor and reconstructable through the authority used, declared purpose, tools and data involved, applicable policy decision, supervision state, material handoffs, downstream state change and accountable human owner.














	ASSURANCE TEST

Take a risk-based sample of consequential production actions and ask an independent reviewer to reconstruct each path from initiation to outcome. The test passes only when the reviewer can resolve the actor, authority, purpose, policy context, tool and data use, supervision state, handoffs and accountable owner from retained evidence without depending on an informal explanation from the delivery team.








7. NovaCred in Practice

NovaCred's first governance programme looked mature from the outside. It had an AI policy, an AI steering committee, a model inventory, a risk register, periodic reviews, named human owners and audit evidence from the last model-risk review. The credit-decisioning agent had also passed its pre-deployment review.

The weakness appeared only after deployment because the agent did not produce one isolated output for later review. It interpreted the customer request, retrieved the affordability policy, pulled income evidence, invoked the risk model, generated a decision note, updated the CRM, triggered the notification workflow and reserved downstream operational capacity. The governance record captured the final decision, but not the governed action path that made the decision operationally real.

When the compliance analyst reconstructed the event, the gaps became visible. The workflow had an application-level service account but no distinct evidence of which autonomous actor used it. Policy retrieval had been logged but the effective policy version was not bound to the decision. The decision note contained a rationale but not the governed purpose used to evaluate the action. The notification record proved that a message had been sent but not whether the action crossed a supervision threshold before the customer was notified, while the treasury reservation showed an operational effect without the delegation chain that authorised it.

NovaCred therefore had evidence that the system existed and had been approved, but it did not yet have evidence that the action itself had been governed. The difference can be expressed as a simple action-path map.

Concrete artifact: Governed Action Path Map









	Action-path element
	What NovaCred could see
	What governance still needed to prove





	Actor
	Application/service-account activity
	Which autonomous actor actually acted



	Authority
	Approved system and workflow
	Which delegated authority covered this action



	Purpose
	Decision note and business workflow
	The governed purpose used at decision time



	Policy
	Policy retrieval event
	The exact policy version effective at execution



	Tools and data
	Individual tool/API events
	The ordered tool and evidence path behind the outcome



	Supervision
	A human reviewer existed
	Whether intervention was required before consequence



	Handoffs
	CRM, notification and treasury events
	How authority and accountability survived each handoff



	Outcome owner
	Human owners existed in governance records
	Which owner was accountable for this specific action path





For NovaCred, the immediate next question is not which product to buy. It is whether each important workflow is still governed mainly through documents and approval artifacts or whether the organisation can supervise the live action path. Chapter 2 turns that question into a maturity and exposure assessment before any further architecture is added.

8. The Checklist







	RUNTIME GOVERNANCE SELF-ASSESSMENT

□ Can we distinguish AI that merely proposes from AI that changes state, communicates externally or triggers downstream action?

□ Can we reconstruct a consequential action from the initiating actor through authority, intent, tools, policy decisions, handoffs and outcome?

□ Do approval artifacts connect to evidence generated while the system is operating?

□ Can we resolve the policy version and evidence used at the moment of action?

□ Can we identify where a human can block, pause or escalate a high-consequence action before it becomes irreversible?

□ Does every consequential action have an accountable human owner that can be connected to the action path?

□ Would an independent reviewer be able to reproduce the governance decision from retained evidence?

□ If the answer to any of these questions is no, do we know which workflow carries the greatest consequence while that gap remains?














	CHAPTER TAKEAWAY

Govern the action path, not only the system that produced it. Approval defines the boundaries within which AI may operate; runtime supervision determines whether autonomous action remains inside those boundaries while consequences are still preventable.








CHAPTER 2




Where You Are Now

A workflow-level maturity and exposure diagnostic for runtime governance

1. The Diagnostic Scene







	DIAGNOSTIC SCENE

NovaCred's governance lead opens the quarterly AI review with a reassuring slide. The organisation has an AI policy, a model inventory, a risk register, a governance committee, evaluation packs and recorded deployment approvals. By the measures the organisation has used for years, the programme looks mature.

The platform lead asks a narrower question: choose one live customer-service workflow and prove how it is governed while it operates. The team can show the approved use case, the evaluation summary and the list of permitted APIs. It cannot consistently show which cases the agent handled autonomously, which policy version governed a particular action, whether a high-consequence branch was interrupted before customer impact or whether the evidence trail is complete enough for an independent reviewer to reproduce the decision.

The disagreement is not really about whether NovaCred has governance. It is about what kind of governance it has, where that governance reaches live execution and which workflows remain exposed. A single enterprise maturity label hides that distinction.








2. Diagnose the Workflow, Not the Organisation

The first edition described three governance generations: document governance, artifact governance and runtime governance. That progression remains useful, but a governance lead needs a diagnostic rather than a history lesson. Most organisations operate several generations at the same time. A policy may be enterprise-wide while one workflow has strong runtime supervision, another relies mainly on deployment approval and a third is a vendor feature that nobody has assessed beyond connector permissions.

The unit of assessment should therefore be the workflow that can create consequence, not the enterprise as an abstract whole. Start with a bounded action path: a credit exception, complaint triage flow, payment instruction, record update, regulatory submission or any other sequence in which AI can influence or initiate state-changing action. Then ask what level of governance can actually be proved for that workflow.

This chapter uses a five-level maturity model. It is a practical book framework, not a certification scale and not a substitute for legal or regulatory classification. Its purpose is to expose the distance between documented governance intent and the control evidence available during execution.







	DIAGNOSTIC RULE

Do not average weak and strong workflows into one flattering enterprise score. Record the maturity distribution by workflow and consequence. For a consequential workflow, use the lowest substantiated level across the required runtime capabilities as the maturity floor, while keeping the individual capability scores visible so remediation remains specific.








3. The Five-Level Runtime Governance Maturity Model








	Level
	Control specification





	1 - Document Governance
	Operating reality: Policies, principles, inventories, forums and risk statements define expected behaviour.

Minimum evidence: Current policy, named owner, use-case inventory and governance decision path.

Next claim blocked by: The organisation cannot connect policy intent to a specific live action path.



	2 - Artifact Governance
	Operating reality: Evaluations, impact assessments, model documentation and release approvals describe the system before deployment.

Minimum evidence: Approved use case, evaluation pack, risk assessment, deployment decision and control design evidence.

Next claim blocked by: Evidence is concentrated at release; live actions are not consistently supervised or reconstructable.



	3 - Supervised Runtime Governance
	Operating reality: The workflow is observable during execution and consequential branches can be evaluated, escalated or interrupted with evidence.

Minimum evidence: Runtime actor/action signals, supervision triggers, escalation records and action-linked evidence.

Next claim blocked by: Controls exist in production but autonomy boundaries are not yet consistently enforced as a governed operating state.



	4 - Governed Autonomous Operation
	Operating reality: Approved autonomy boundaries are enforced at runtime; authority, purpose, tools, consequence and fallback paths are bounded and observable.

Minimum evidence: Runtime policy decisions, bounded authority, revocation/fallback capability and evidence that autonomous action stays inside approved limits.

Next claim blocked by: The organisation has not yet demonstrated sustained control effectiveness through independent testing and learning.



	5 - Assured Runtime Governance
	Operating reality: Runtime controls are tested for design and operating effectiveness, failures drive remediation and evidence supports continuing improvement.

Minimum evidence: Independent control tests, exception trends, failure exercises, remediation closure and governance review evidence.

Next claim blocked by: Maturity is maintained only while assurance remains current and material workflow changes trigger re-evaluation.





The five levels are cumulative. Level 3 does not make policies or release evidence obsolete; it connects those artifacts to live supervision. Level 4 does not mean the workflow is allowed unlimited autonomy; it means the autonomy that governance has approved is technically bounded and observable. Level 5 does not mean controls never fail; it means the organisation can demonstrate whether they are operating effectively and can respond when they are not.

4. Assess Five Runtime Capabilities

The former supervision model described five functions - observe, evaluate, interrupt, escalate and evidence. In the second edition those functions become the capability domains of the maturity assessment. The governance lead does not need to inspect implementation internals, but does need evidence that each capability exists at the level being claimed.









	Capability
	Governance question
	Evidence that supports the answer





	Observe
	Can we see the actor, request, context, tool/data use and downstream effect while the workflow runs?
	Action traces, actor identifiers, tool/connector activity, state-change records and monitoring signals.



	Evaluate
	Can live behaviour be compared with approved purpose, authority, policy context and consequence?
	Policy decision records, purpose/authority binding, consequence classification and exception reasons.



	Interrupt
	Can a consequential action be blocked, paused or constrained before it becomes irreversible?
	Pre-action gate evidence, blocked/paused actions, fallback records and control-bypass monitoring.



	Escalate
	Can the right case reach the right human with enough context and authority to change the outcome?
	Escalation triggers, reviewer context, queue timing, reviewer decision and override evidence.



	Evidence
	Can an independent reviewer reconstruct why the action was allowed, blocked, escalated or overridden?
	Resolvable action record, policy version, evidence references, handoffs, outcome and accountable owner.





5. The Evidence-Backed Diagnostic

A maturity claim is supported by evidence, not by the existence of a design document. Use the questions below for each consequential workflow. The evidence column is intentionally concrete: if the team cannot produce the evidence, record the gap rather than granting the maturity point on the basis of an interview.









	Domain
	Diagnostic question
	Evidence to inspect





	Observe
	Can every production action be tied to a known autonomous actor or governed workflow?
	Runtime activity matched to active inventory/identity records.



	Observe
	Can we see which tools, connectors and data sources participated in a consequential action?
	Tool/connector logs and trace references.



	Observe
	Can we see the state change or external communication that made the action consequential?
	System-of-record event, message/action ID or downstream change record.



	Evaluate
	Can the team show the approved purpose and authority that applied to the action?
	Approval artifact linked to runtime purpose/authority context.



	Evaluate
	Can the policy or rule version used at decision time be resolved?
	Versioned policy reference in the action evidence.



	Evaluate
	Is consequence determined in a way that changes the control path?
	Consequence classification and resulting control decision.



	Interrupt
	Is there a pre-consequence control point for high-consequence actions?
	Blocked, paused or gated action examples.



	Interrupt
	Can the control be bypassed through an alternate tool, connector or direct route?
	Bypass tests, route inventory and exception records.



	Interrupt
	Is there an explicit behaviour when the control path is unavailable?
	Documented and tested fallback/degraded-mode evidence.



	Escalate
	Are escalation triggers tied to consequence, ambiguity or policy exceptions?
	Trigger rules and sampled escalated cases.



	Escalate
	Does the reviewer receive the context needed to make a meaningful decision?
	Reviewer context packet or equivalent evidence.



	Escalate
	Can the reviewer actually stop, override or reroute the action before consequence?
	Reviewer authority and timestamped decision evidence.



	Evidence
	Can a sampled action be reconstructed end to end without relying on team recollection?
	Linked action record, trace, policy, tool and handoff evidence.



	Evidence
	Does the record identify an accountable owner for the workflow and outcome?
	Owner mapping linked to the action/workflow record.



	Evidence
	Can evidence gaps be detected rather than silently treated as successful execution?
	Completeness checks, missing-field alerts or assurance exceptions.





6. Red Flags That Override a Comfortable Score

A governance lead should not allow strong documentation to mask a control failure that undermines the whole action path. The following conditions are maturity red flags. They do not by themselves define legal risk, but they mean a high runtime-maturity claim is not substantiated until the condition is resolved or explicitly bounded.







	MATURITY RED FLAGS

• A consequential workflow acts through a shared or unowned identity that cannot be tied to the autonomous actor.

• Tools or connectors appear in production activity but not in the approved workflow inventory.

• The effective policy version cannot be resolved for sampled consequential actions.

• A human reviewer is recorded in the process but cannot intervene until after customer or operational consequence.

• High-consequence actions can bypass the stated runtime control path through an alternate route.

• Vendor-hosted activity cannot produce enough boundary evidence to reconstruct the enterprise-controlled portion of the action.

• Runtime evidence is available only through an informal explanation from the delivery team rather than retained records.

• The workflow has no named accountable owner who can accept remediation, suspend operation or answer for the control gap.








7. Convert Maturity into Exposure Priority

Maturity is useful only if it changes what governance does next. Pair the workflow's consequence with its substantiated maturity floor. The result is a remediation priority, not a legal risk rating and not a substitute for the organisation's formal risk methodology.










	Workflow consequence
	Level 1-2
	Level 3
	Level 4-5





	High consequence
	CRITICAL - remediate before expanding autonomous action.
	HIGH - close material supervision gaps and test the runtime path.
	ASSURE - maintain boundaries, test controls and watch material change.



	Medium consequence
	HIGH - prioritise missing runtime visibility and control.
	PRIORITY UPLIFT - close weak domains before broader autonomy.
	ASSURE - maintain proportionate evidence and change review.



	Low consequence
	TARGETED UPLIFT - establish minimum visibility and ownership.
	MONITOR - improve where evidence gaps are recurrent.
	MONITOR - retain proportionate evidence and periodic review.





This prioritisation prevents two common distortions. First, a low-risk workflow cannot make the enterprise look mature simply because it is easy to govern. Second, a high-consequence workflow cannot disappear inside an average score when one of its critical runtime capabilities remains at Level 1 or 2.

8. Governance Requirement and Assurance Test







	GOVERNANCE REQUIREMENT

Every consequential AI-enabled workflow must have an evidence-backed maturity and exposure assessment that identifies the workflow owner, consequence, capability-level maturity for observe/evaluate/interrupt/escalate/evidence, maturity floor, red flags, remediation priority and target state. Enterprise reporting must show the distribution of workflow maturity rather than only a single averaged score.














	ASSURANCE TEST

Select a risk-based sample of high-consequence workflows and independently reproduce each claimed maturity level from retained evidence. If any required capability cannot be substantiated, downgrade the workflow to the highest level consistently supported by evidence, record any red flags and confirm that the resulting exposure priority is reflected in the governance backlog.








9. NovaCred in Practice

NovaCred applies the diagnostic to the customer-service workflow from the former approval model. The governance committee had approved the use case and the delivery team could produce evaluation and release artifacts, so the workflow was not immature in the ordinary sense. The diagnostic nevertheless shows that the organisation can substantiate only Level 2 across the consequential branches because live supervision evidence is incomplete.

Concrete artifact: Runtime Governance Maturity and Exposure Assessment








	Assessment field
	NovaCred example





	Workflow
	Customer-service agent - complaint and affordability-exception branches.



	Approved use case
	Production support and complaint triage under approved customer-service boundaries.



	Live action path
	Reads account notes, interprets customer request, drafts response, updates CRM status and may route exceptions.



	Observe
	Level 2 substantiated: application/API activity exists, but action-path identity and participating tool evidence are not consistently linked.



	Evaluate
	Level 2 substantiated: approved policies exist, but purpose, consequence and effective policy version are not consistently bound to each live action.



	Interrupt
	Level 2 substantiated: no reliable evidence that every high-consequence branch is stopped before customer impact.



	Escalate
	Level 2 substantiated: team-lead and compliance routes exist, but trigger timing and reviewer intervention are not consistently evidenced.



	Evidence
	Level 2 substantiated: release artifacts are strong; end-to-end runtime reconstruction remains incomplete.



	Maturity floor
	Level 2 - Artifact Governance.



	Exposure priority
	Critical for branches that can affect regulated complaints, affordability treatment or another high-consequence customer outcome.



	Immediate target
	Reach Level 3 for high-consequence branches by connecting approved artifacts to live signals, pre-consequence intervention and reconstructable action evidence.





The result changes NovaCred's programme conversation. The question is no longer whether the AI governance framework is mature in general. Governance can now say which workflows are operating below the level their consequence demands, which runtime capability is responsible for the gap and what evidence will prove that remediation has worked.

Runtime Supervision Map - retained and extended

The first edition's Runtime Supervision Map remains useful because it connects approved intent to live execution. In the second edition it becomes the bridge between diagnosis and remediation. For each priority workflow, record the approved use case, live action path, supervision signal, escalation route, evidence artifact and vendor boundary, then add the maturity floor, red flags and exposure priority established by this chapter.








	Map field
	What the governance lead records





	Approved use case
	The approved purpose, owner and operating boundary.



	Live action path
	The consequential steps the workflow actually performs in production.



	Supervision signal
	The actor, policy, consequence, tool and state-change signals visible during execution.



	Escalation route
	Who receives the case, under what trigger and with what authority.



	Evidence artifact
	The retained record that allows the action and governance decision to be reconstructed.



	Vendor boundary
	What the enterprise can observe or require where the runtime is third-party controlled.



	Maturity floor
	The lowest substantiated maturity across the five runtime capabilities.



	Red flags
	Any condition that prevents a higher maturity claim.



	Exposure priority
	The remediation priority produced by combining consequence with substantiated maturity.





10. The Minimum Viable Transition

The diagnostic is complete when it produces a bounded remediation queue, not when every workflow has been scored. Start with the production workflows where AI can change state, communicate externally, trigger money movement, affect eligibility, update regulated records or otherwise create material consequence before a human can intervene.







	MINIMUM VIABLE TRANSITION

1. Select the five highest-consequence agentic workflows already operating or entering production.

2. For each workflow, record the accountable owner, approved use case, live action path and consequence.

3. Assess observe, evaluate, interrupt, escalate and evidence using retained records rather than interviews alone.

4. Record the maturity floor and any red flags; do not average weak domains away.

5. Convert consequence plus maturity into a remediation priority and define the evidence required to reach the target level.

6. Build or refresh the Runtime Supervision Map for the priority workflows, then carry those specific gaps into the relevant chapters that follow.








The purpose of Chapter 2 is therefore diagnostic. It does not tell NovaCred which identity mechanism, policy gate or supervision architecture to implement. It tells the governance lead where runtime governance is already real, where it is still represented mainly by documents and artifacts and which consequential workflows should be remediated first. Chapter 3 begins that remediation with the first runtime dimension: making the autonomous actor, its tools and its authority visible.







	CHAPTER TAKEAWAY

Runtime-governance maturity is not the number of policies, committees or evaluation packs an organisation possesses. It is the highest level of control the organisation can substantiate for a specific consequential workflow while that workflow operates.








PART II




  End of Free Sample

  This sample includes the book's front matter, Chapter 1 — The Object Changed and Chapter 2 — Where You Are Now.

  The complete Second Edition continues with Part II — Five Runtime Dimensions, Part III — Decisions Governance Owns, Part IV — Proving and Operating It and Appendices A–E.
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