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Executive Summary

Board decision required in Q4 2026

Enterprise Al governance is constrained by a structural accountability gap: organizations may
maintain policies, risk registers, model inventories, and approval workflows, yet lack a single
evidentiary chain connecting an Al system's business purpose, accountable owner, training data,
model version, risk decision, deployment approval, monitoring results, and incident record. That
absence creates governance white space: the interval between a policy requirement and the verifiable
evidence that the requirement was executed for a specific system.

The recommended response is to establish traceability as the enterprise standard-of-record for Al
governance beginning in Q4 2026. The board should require a governed inventory of all material
supervised-learning systems, a minimum seven-artifact evidence standard per system, named
accountable executives, and quarterly accountability-gap reporting. The initial program should focus
on the systems with the highest customer, financial, safety, regulatory, or operational impact; produce
a defensible FY2026 baseline by December 2026; and scale into Q1-Q2 2027 through contractual
evidence requirements, control testing, and board reporting.

® Approve a Q4 2026 traceability mandate covering every material Al system and requiring evidence
links across ownership, data, model, approvals, monitoring, and incidents.

® Measure the accountability gap as the percentage of required system-level evidence artifacts that
are missing, unlinked, stale, or not assigned to a named accountable owner.

® Setaminimum Q12027 target of 90% complete traceability coverage for the prioritized material-
system population; report exceptions, remediation owners, and due dates to the board.

KEY TAKEAWAY

A policy is not a control unless the enterprise can produce system-specific evidence that
the policy was applied, approved, monitored, and remediated.

7 90% 0%

minimum linked evidence Q12027 target traceability
artifacts required per material Al coverage for prioritized material
system systems

tolerance for material systems
without a named accountable
executive by Q12027
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Context and Background

Why governance programs fail at the evidence layer

The enterprise Al governance challenge in 2026 is not the absence of principles. It is the absence of
durable, queryable evidence across a growing set of Al tools, development teams, data sources,
deployment channels, and risk owners. Most organizations distribute governance activity across
model-risk management, privacy, cybersecurity, legal, procurement, product, data, and internal audit
functions. Each function may retain valid records, but fragmented records do not establish end-to-end
accountability for a specific deployed system.

For supervised-learning models, accountability must be demonstrable at the level of the deployed
model version and its decision context. A board or regulator should be able to ask: what decision does
this system influence; who owns that decision; which data shape was used; what model version was
approved; what risk classification applies; what controls were tested; and what occurred after
deployment. If those answers require manual reconstruction across disconnected systems, the
organization has governance activity but not a governance system of record.

@ Define a material Al system as any model or Al-enabled workflow that affects customer eligibility,
pricing, employment, clinical, safety, fraud, credit, legal, regulated, or financially material
decisions.

® Use the Al system, not the policy document, individual tool, or business unit, as the primary unit of
governance accountability.

® Require one authoritative system identifier that links the Al inventory to data records, model
records, approval records, monitoring outputs, and incident records.

LEGAL NOTE

Regulatory applicability and legal obligations must be mapped to each system by qualified
legal and compliance teams. Traceability strengthens evidentiary readiness; it does not
by itself satisfy any legal obligation.

1 2

authoritative Al system identifier required across
governance records

named ownership roles per material system: business
accountable executive and technical accountable
owner
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Finding 1: The governance white space is measurable

Governance white space can be measured by testing whether each material Al system has a
complete, current, and linked evidence chain. The recommended evidence standard contains seven
mandatory artifacts: business purpose and decision impact; accountable business owner;
accountable technical owner; data lineage and data-shape description; model identity and deployed
version; risk classification and approval decision; and post-deployment monitoring with incident
linkage. A record is complete only when the artifact exists, is linked to the authoritative system
identifier, has an accountable owner, and is within its approved review period.

The accountability gap is calculated as 100% minus complete linked artifacts divided by required
artifacts. For example, an organization with 100 material systems has 700 required evidence artifacts.
If 490 artifacts meet the complete-and-linked standard, traceability coverage is 70% and the
accountability gap is 30%. This calculation turns a qualitative governance concern into a board-
manageable control metric.

@ Establish the FY2026 baseline by applying the seven-artifact test to the prioritized material-system
population by December 15, 2026.

@ Classify every missing, stale, unlinked, or ownerless artifact as a discrete remediation item with a
control owner and target date.

® Report coverage by business unit, risk tier, model type, deployment environment, and evidence
artifact to reveal concentrated exposure.

CRITICAL WARNING
An inventory count alone is not traceability. A system listed in a spreadsheet but lacking
linked approval, data, model-version, and monitoring evidence remains an accountability
exposure.

100% -
(complete +

700 30%

required artifacts for an illustrative accountability gap

illustrative population of 100 when 490 of 700 artifacts are
material Al systems complete and linked

required)

accountability-gap formula
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Finding 2: Fragmented accountability creates
disproportionate audit and operating cost

The operating cost of fragmented governance rises nonlinearly because each evidence request
requires manual reconciliation across owners and tools. For a material system, the minimum
reconciliation set spans at least two ownership roles and five additional evidence categories. Without
a system of record, the organization cannot reliably distinguish a missing control from a control whose
evidence is merely inaccessible. That distinction matters: inaccessible evidence delays assurance;
missing evidence requires remediation; and unowned evidence indicates a control-design failure.

The business case should therefore be measured against the FY2026 governance operating baseline,
not assumed vendor savings. Finance, Internal Audit, Legal, Compliance, and Technology should
quantify baseline hours spent locating evidence, preparing assurance responses, reconciling model
versions, resolving ownership disputes, and remediating stale records. The Q12027 investment case
should calculate savings only from validated baseline hours, fully loaded labor cost, and measurable
reductions in manual evidence-retrieval time.

@ Capture FY2026 baseline labor hours for evidence retrieval and reconciliation by December 31,
2026, segmented by audit, regulatory, customer, and internal-review request.

® Seta Q2 2027 operational target of at least 50% reduction in median time to assemble a complete
evidence packet for prioritized systems, subject to the measured FY2026 baseline.

® Calculate program ROl as annualized validated labor savings plus avoided rework, divided by
implementation and recurring operating cost; exclude unvalidated risk-avoidance assumptions
from the base case.

KEY TAKEAWAY

The credible ROI case is nhot "Al governance automation." It is a measured reduction in
manual evidence reconstruction and a measurable increase in control completeness.

50% FY2026 2+5

Q2 2027 target reduction in required financial baseline for ownership roles and evidence
median evidence-packet validated savings and ROI categories to reconcile per
assembly time material system
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Finding 3: Buyers heed a system of record, not
additional point tools

Enterprise buyers already run governance activity across many tools, and they still need a unifying
evidentiary layer across those tools. Quantamix Solutions should position traceability as the control
plane above fragmented governance workflows. The category message should not claim to replace
legal interpretation, model validation, cybersecurity controls, or data governance platforms. It should
establish Quantamix Solutions as the standard-of-record that connects their outputs to a named
system, a decision, a version, an owner, and a verifiable timeline.

® Use the phrase "standard-of-record for Al governance" only when supported by product
capabilities for authoritative identifiers, linked evidence, ownership, version history, and exportable
audit records.

® Lead sales and board conversations with the accountability-gap assessment, not generic Al risk
messaging.

POSITIONING GUARDRAIL

Do not overpromise autonomous compliance. The defensible claim for Quantamix
Solutions is structural evidence and traceability for governance decisions, not the
replacement of accountable human judgment.

5

minimum proof points for standard-of-record positioning: identifier, evidence links, owners, version history, audit
export
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Recommendations

Establish traceability as a board-sponsored operating standard

The board should authorize a Q4 2026 governance traceability program with a limited, high-
materiality initial scope and enterprise-grade evidence standards. The program should be chaired by
the Chief Al Governance Officer or equivalent executive, with formal accountability shared by
Technology, Risk, Legal, Compliance, Data, Security, Internal Audit, and business leaders. Its purpose
is to create a verifiable record of governance execution, not to add a parallel reporting layer.

The program must begin with prioritization. Attempting to normalize every experimental tool before
securing traceability for material systems will delay value and obscure risk. Prioritize systems using
documented decision impact, affected population, regulatory exposure, financial materiality, model
autonomy, external-facing use, and reliance on sensitive or regulated data.

® By October 31, 2026, appoint an executive sponsor, approve the material-system definition, and
ratify the seven-artifact evidence standard.

® By November 30, 2026, identify the prioritized material-system population and assign a business
accountable executive plus technical accountable owner to every included system.

® By December 15, 2026, publish the first accountability-gap scorecard and approve remediation
plans for every critical missing or ownerless artifact.

® By January 31, 2027, require all new material Al deployments and material model changes to meet
the traceability standard before production approval.

® By March 31, 2027, achieve at least 90% complete traceability coverage across the prioritized
material-system population and escalate all remaining exceptions.

BOARD ACTION

Require quarterly reporting from Q12027 onward on traceability coverage, accountability
gaps, unresolved critical exceptions, evidence-packet assembly time, and remediation

aging.

Oct 31,2026 Dec 15, 2026 Mar 31, 2027

first accountability-gap 90% prioritized-population
scorecard traceability coverage

governance charter, sponsor,
materiality definition and
evidence standard
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Implementation and Next Steps

Q4 2026 through Q2 2027 execution roadmap

Execution should proceed in four controlled phases. October 2026 establishes governance authority
and the evidence schema. November through December 2026 creates the initial inventory, ownership
map, and FY2026 accountability baseline. Q1 2027 embeds traceability gates into deployment and
change-management workflows. Q2 2027 validates operating effectiveness, quantifies productivity
improvement, and extends the standard to the next risk tier.

The program office should maintain one remediation register with system identifier, artifact deficiency,
risk tier, accountable owner, due date, dependency, and closure evidence. This register must be
distinct from a narrative risk log: every closure must link to the underlying evidence artifact and the
approving control owner.

@ October 4-31, 2026: approve the charter, evidence taxonomy, materiality criteria, system identifier
standard, and board dashboard design.

® November 1-30, 2026: inventory prioritized systems, map accountable owners, connect available
evidence sources, and identify orphaned systems or records.

® December 1-31, 2026: calculate the FY2026 baseline, validate critical exceptions, quantify
evidence-retrieval labor, and approve Q12027 remediation funding.

® January 1-March 31, 2027: implement production-approval and material-change gates; remediate
priority evidence gaps; issue the first quarterly board report.

® April T=June 30, 2027: conduct operating-effectiveness testing, measure evidence-packet cycle-
time reduction, and expand coverage to the next materiality tier.

IMPLEMENTATION NOTE

No remediation item should be marked complete based on an attestation alone. Closure
requires linked, retrievable evidence and validation by the designated control owner.

4 Quarterly 100%

implementation phases from minimum board reporting remediation closures linked to
October 2026 through June cadence from Q12027 retrievable evidence
2027
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Risk Factors and Considerations

Current conditions that can undermine the program

The principal execution risk is treating traceability as a documentation exercise rather than a control
redesign. If teams are asked to upload artifacts without integrating ownership, approval, deployment,
and monitoring workflows, evidence will become stale and the accountability gap will reappear. The
second risk is uncontrolled scope expansion: applying the full standard to every experimental tool
before prioritizing material systems can consume capacity without reducing board-level exposure.

Current enterprise Al conditions also create data-quality, access-control, and ownership risks.
Records may contain sensitive data, security-relevant implementation detail, legal advice, or personal
information. The standard of record must therefore enforce role-based access, retention policies,
version history, and export controls. Contractual terms for new governance technology or services
executed from Q4 2026 onward should specify data ownership, evidence portability, audit access,
security responsibilities, service continuity, and transition support.

® Mitigate stale evidence by assigning review cadences based on system risk tier and by triggering
reassessment after material data, model, purpose, or deployment changes.

® Mitigate false completeness by independently sampling evidence links and testing whether a
reviewer can reconstruct the governance decision without relying on undocumented tribal
knowledge.

® Mitigate vendor lock-in by requiring exportable system records, linked evidence metadata, and
documented transition support in contracts signed from Q4 2026 onward.

® Mitigate access risk by separating broad governance visibility from restricted access to sensitive
datasets, security artifacts, legal advice, and personal information.

CRITICAL WARNING
A high traceability score can be misleading if evidence is stale, inaccessible to authorized
reviewers, or disconnected from the deployed model version. Completeness, currency,
linkage, and retrievability must all be tested.

4 100%

evidence-quality tests: completeness, currency,
linkage, retrievability

new Q4 2026-and-later governance contracts
reviewed for evidence portability
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Conclusion

Traceability is the governance control that makes accountability provable

The board should treat the Al accountability gap as a measurable control deficiency, not a future
compliance concern. In Q4 2026, the organization can establish a defensible baseline by defining
material systems, assigning accountable owners, and testing each prioritized system against a seven-
artifact traceability standard. From Q1 2027, traceability should become a condition of production
approval and a recurring board metric.

Quantamix Solutions is positioned to lead this category when it makes the hard question answerable:
for any material Al system, can the enterprise show what was decided, by whom, on what evidence,
for which model and data version, and with what post-deployment result? A standard-of-record for Al
governance is the operating structure that makes that answer repeatable, auditable, and board-
defensible.

® Approve the Q4 2026 traceability mandate and executive sponsorship model.

® Require the first accountability-gap scorecard by December 15, 2026.

® Use Q12027 board reporting to govern coverage, exceptions, remediation aging, and verified
operating efficiency.

FINAL BOARD MESSAGE

Accountability cannot be delegated to disconnected tools. It must be evidenced through a
traceable record of ownership, decisions, versions, controls, and outcomes.

Dec 15, 2026 Q12027

first board-ready accountability-gap baseline start of recurring traceability governance reporting
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