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FOREWORD

Why FIRST Al-D Exists

Every Al deployment eventually meets the moment it was never designed for. An integration breaks. Data
becomes corrupted. An agent recommends the wrong thing. A critical system goes offline. A process cannot
run to completion. A decision needs a human signature. An action has to be undone. Something nobody

planned for occurs. FIRST AI-D®© is built to answer every one of those questions by design, not by chance.

Most Al initiatives fail for one reason: organisations try to automate processes they have never fully
understood. MEAIOW starts elsewhere. With THEOREM, we establish operational proof first — ahead of
automation, orchestration and deployment. Governance cannot be applied until processes are visible, and

trust cannot exist without proof.

This framework integrates the four operational disciplines that govern every MEAIOW deployment —
AXIOM, RESOURCE, CONTINUUM and VERDICT — into a single end-to-end standard, aligned with the
NIST AI Risk Management Framework, ISO 42001, the EU Al Act and the UK Department for Science,
Innovation and Technology's Al governance principles. It sets out five dimensions covering the full lifecycle
of an agentic deployment, from first risk assessment to decommission, and applies to every Al system
MEAIOW builds, tests or governs — and to MEAIOW's own operations without exception.

Governance is not the price of deploying Al. It is the condition that makes Al
worth deploying.
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THE GOVERNANCE CHALLENGE

Why Agentic Al Demands a New Standard

There is a fundamental difference between an Al system that produces outputs and one that takes actions.
Earlier generations required a human at every consequential step: the model responded, a human reviewed,
decided and acted. Agentic Al removes that intermediary. It receives a goal, decomposes it into sub-tasks,
selects and executes tools, evaluates results, adapts in real time, and produces real-world consequences
autonomously — communications sent, transactions executed, records updated, data altered — at machine

speed, across several systems at once, often with no human present at any individual step.

AXIOM, RESOURCE and the multi-agent orchestrations CONTINUUM designs are all agentic systems.
That is the defining characteristic of MEAIOW's proposition, so the governance framework must be built for

agents rather than adapted from frameworks designed for simpler systems.

Standard governance frameworks were designed for Al that recommends.
FIRST AI-D is designed for Al that acts.

According to the Stanford HAI Al Index 2026, agent success rates on real-world tasks rose from 20 per cent
in 2025 to 77.3 per cent in 2026. Agentic Al is not approaching; it is operational, and the governance

infrastructure to manage it must be too. Six characteristics make that governance qualitatively harder:

Action-taking at machine speed
Consequences accumulate before oversight can intervene, unless the oversight architecture is engineered to

be faster than the agent.

Adaptive autonomy

Agents select approaches dynamically rather than following fixed logic, so testing a finite set of scenarios

provides only partial assurance.

Multi-step consequence chains

An error at step one may not become visible until step seven, by which point several upstream consequences

are already irreversible.

Multi-agent complexity
Accountability becomes diffuse, audit trails fragment, and emergent behaviours arise that no individual
agent was designed to produce.

External exposure

Interaction with APIs, third-party data or other organisations' agents introduces attack surfaces and

compliance obligations internal-only systems do not carry.
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Automation bias
Overseers trust reliable agents more and scrutinise them less. Governance must counteract this actively

rather than assume continued vigilance.

The risk of a well-governed agent that acts incorrectly is recoverable. The
risk of an ungoverned agent that acts incorrectly is not.
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FRAMEWORK ARCHITECTURE

The Five Dimensions of FIRST Al-D

The first four dimensions — Govern, Map, Measure and Manage — align directly with the four functions of
the NIST AI Risk Management Framework. The fifth, Verify, formalises MEAIOW's VERDICT testing and

independent assurance capability as a standing commitment embedded in every deployment.

These are not sequential phases completed once, but continuous disciplines operating in parallel
throughout a system's lifecycle. If an anomaly is detected at any point, governance returns to the beginning:
risks reassessed, impacts re-mapped, controls re-measured and assurance re-verified before operations

resume at full scope.

O'I Govern

Accountability, ownership and authority. Defined before deployment, enforced throughout operation.

02 e

Understand context, risk and agent scope before building. No deployment without operational proof.

03 Measure

Make trust observable. Validate before go-live, then track performance, accuracy and oversight

effectiveness continuously.

o 4 Manage

Controls you can actually enforce. Escalation, recovery and resilience architected in from day one.

O 5 Verify

Independent testing and assurance through VERDICT. Governance is only as strong as the evidence that

supports it.

© 2026 MEAIOW LTD - London - meaiow.com 5
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DIMENSION 01

Govern

Accountability, ownership and authority — engineered before deployment, never bolted on later.

Every engagement begins by establishing ownership, decision boundaries and operational controls
engineered into the architecture before go-live. Governance is the foundation the system is built on, not a
compliance layer applied afterwards. For agentic Al it must also address a problem conventional Al does
not raise: accountability becomes diffuse when multiple actors, including multiple agents, contribute to one

consequence.

1.1 Al Trust, Risk and Security Management

Every MEAIOW Al system operates within defined governance, security, compliance and business

boundaries. Six standing requirements apply to every deployment without exception:

— Controlled execution — actions outside the pre-approved scope are technically prevented, not merely

instructed against.

— Policy enforcement — policies are encoded in architecture, not in prompt-layer instructions a user

could override.

— Risk management — risks are assessed before deployment and re-assessed whenever behaviour,

environment or risk profile changes materially.

— Explainability — every consequential decision is traceable to the reasoning, data and instructions that

produced it.
— Auditability — every material action is logged in a tamper-evident, independently accessible trail.

— Regulatory alignment — each deployment is calibrated to its sector and jurisdiction, covering the EU
AT Act, the UK principles, NIST AI RMF, ISO 42001 and data protection law.

Al earns trust because it is governed. Not in spite of it.

1.2 The Accountability Chain

In an agentic system the accountability chain is long: model developers, platform and tooling providers,
integrators, the deploying organisation and end users may all be involved. If accountability is not explicitly
assigned across it, it will be assumed by no one. A documented Accountability Chain is therefore produced
before activation, naming accountability for every lifecycle stage and category of permitted action. Four

roles are mandatory:

ACCOUNTABILITY

ROLE RESPONSIBILITIES AND AUTHORITY

Accountable Al Owner Holds ultimate, non-delegable accountability for the agent's conduct. Signs off the risk
assessment, holds authority to pause, reconfigure or terminate the agent, and reviews

performance at every VERDICT cycle.
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ACCOUNTABILITY

ROLE RESPONSIBILITIES AND AUTHORITY

Al Governance Lead Translates those decisions into operational controls, monitoring and documented procedures.

Escalates anomalies, maintains the audit trail and produces the evidence each review requires.

Technical Governance Implements the specified technical controls — access controls, guardrails, logging,

Owner intervention and override — at architecture level rather than in prompt configuration.
End-User Ensures human overseers have the training, expertise and time for meaningful oversight, and
Accountability Owner reports automation-bias and oversight-quality issues.

Where third parties are involved — model developers, tooling providers, external MCP server operators —
the Accountability Chain also records each party's obligations, the governance gaps arising where they lack
transparency or control features, and how the deploying organisation will maintain accountability despite
those gaps.

1.3 Agent Identity and Permissions

Where agents delegate to sub-agents and operate across organisational boundaries, the questions of who an
agent is, what it may do and in whose name it acts need technically enforced, auditable answers. Every
agent holds a unique, cryptographically verifiable identity that is:

— Unique and verifiable by the systems it interacts with, by human operators and by other agents.

— Organisationally accountable, linked to a named supervising human or unit so every action connects

to a human authority.

— Capacity-differentiated, recording autonomous action separately from action on behalf of a named

uset, so every action remains attributable.

— Centrally catalogued, with all identities and permissions issued and tracked centrally to prevent agent

sprawl, enable anomaly detection and ensure prompt revocation.

Permissions follow least privilege: the minimum access required for defined tasks, scoped and time- or
session-bounded where feasible, and non-transferable between agents without an explicit, audited

delegation authorised by a human with the appropriate authority.

A CRITICAL NOTE ON DELEGATION

An agent's permissions can never exceed those of the human who authorised it. If a user cannot access a
dataset, an agent acting for that user cannot access it either. This principle is non-negotiable and must be

enforced at architecture level, not by instruction.

1.4 Role-Based Access Control

Every user, service, system and agent operates strictly within granted permissions. Role-based access
control governs four questions for every principal in the system: what can be viewed, what can be modified,
what can be approved, and what can be executed. Authority follows responsibility and documented

business ownership; no agent and no human is granted access beyond what its role requires. Access rights
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are reviewed whenever a role changes, whenever task scope changes, and at every VERDICT assurance
cycle.

© 2026 MEAIOW LTD - London - meadiow.com 8



MEAIOW LTD

DIMENSION 02
Map

Understand the context before you build. No deployment without operational proof.

Before any agent is built, every Al component, decision point, workflow, dependency and risk is mapped
and classified. The organisation must know not only what the system can do but what it must never do,
before it is granted authority to act. This is where THEOREM, MEAIOW's business process intelligence
practice, produces the operational maps the framework depends on. No THEOREM map, no risk

assessment; no risk assessment, no deployment.

2.1 Determining Suitable Agent Use Cases

Not every task suits an agent. Some processes are better served by deterministic workflows; some domains
carry risks current agentic technology cannot be governed to manage at the autonomy level required. The
assessment evaluates eight factors across two dimensions — impact and likelihood — which together
determine whether an agentic approach is suitable, what autonomy is appropriate, and which controls are

required.
DIMENSION  FACTOR WHAT IS ASSESSED
Impact Domain error How much error the domain absorbs before consequences become serious. A
tolerance scheduling error is correctable; a healthcare referral or financial transaction may
not be.
Impact Sensitive data Whether the agent reaches personal, commercially confidential or regulated data.
access Persistent memory amplifies the risk.
Impact External system Whether the agent reaches systems outside the organisation, introducing leakage,
access third-party disruption and injection exposure.
Impact Action scope and Read-only or write-capable, and whether consequences can be reversed in an
reversibility acceptable timeframe. Irreversible actions carry higher requirements.
Likelihood Autonomy level Whether the agent follows a defined procedure or exercises independent
judgement at each step. Higher autonomy increases unpredictability.
Likelihood Task complexity Steps involved and contextual analysis required. Complexity creates more
opportunities for error to accumulate.
Likelihood Third-party Exposure to external sources, unvetted inputs or externally maintained systems,
exposure increasing adversarial and injection risk.
Likelihood System complexity Whether multiple agents interact. Multi-agent systems produce emergent

behaviours that amplify every other factor.
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2.2 Threat Modelling

Risk assessment is combined with systematic threat modelling — identifying how an adversary might
attempt to compromise the agent system. Common categories include memory poisoning, where persistent
or working memory is corrupted with false information to alter behaviour; prompt injection, where
malicious instructions are embedded in content the agent processes; tool misuse, where the agent is
manipulated into calling tools with unintended parameters or sequence; privilege escalation, exploiting
weaknesses in identity and permissions; and agent impersonation, where false credentials cause a target
agent to accept unauthorised instructions.

Threat modelling is performed before every deployment and reviewed whenever configuration,
environment or threat landscape changes materially. Its output feeds the risk assessment so controls address

deliberate adversarial action as well as normal operation.

2.3 Bounding Agent Scope by Design

The decision about what an agent is permitted to do is the most consequential governance decision in the
framework, because it determines every downstream requirement. Scope is bounded at architecture level

before activation, which means three things in practice:

Access is enforced technically, not instructionally

If an agent should not call a tool or reach a dataset, that tool or dataset is made technically unavailable. An

instruction not to use a tool is not a substitute for a control that prevents the call.

Procedures are encoded in workflow architecture, not prompts

Where a defined procedure applies, the sequence is built into the workflow and enforced structurally. An
agent that can choose its own approach is less predictable than one whose procedure is architecturally
enforced.

Containment is operational before deployment

Before go-live, the mechanisms that would take the agent offline, restrict its scope or roll back its actions are

tested and confirmed. An agent without a tested containment mechanism has not been governed.

INFORMATION SECURITY BY DESIGN

Security is evaluated continuously across architecture, development, deployment and operations:
infrastructure exposure, integration risk, access pathways, data protection, third-party dependencies,
operational vulnerabilities and disaster recovery readiness. The goal is not only protecting live systems but
reducing risk before anything reaches production.
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DIMENSION 03

Measure

Make trust observable. Trustworthiness becomes something you can see, measure and keep managing.

Assertions of trustworthiness without evidence are commercially worthless and legally insufficient under
the EU Al Act, the UK Al regulatory principles and the NIST AI RMF. Trust is made observable through
structured validation before go-live and continuous tracking of performance, accuracy, oversight quality

and control effectiveness thereafter.

3.1 Validation and Guardrails

Validation operates at both edges of every process: input validation governs what flows into agents,
workflows, databases and decision engines; output validation governs what flows out to workflows, APIs
and business systems. Together they reduce hallucinations, invalid transactions and unintended

consequences.

Guardrails are structural, not instructional. A guardrail expressed only as a prompt can be overridden by
user input, circumvented by an adversarial prompt or silently ignored by a model update; one enforced at

architecture level cannot. Every consequential guardrail must be implemented structurally.

3.2 Measuring Human Oversight Effectiveness

Automation bias — reduced scrutiny of agents that have performed reliably, precisely when the conditions
for unexpected failure are most likely — makes measuring oversight as important as measuring the agent.
Three indicators are tracked at every review cycle:

— Human override rate — how often overseers reject or modify agent recommendations. A persistently
low rate may indicate not a perfect agent but overseers who have stopped scrutinising. Trend analysis
is required at every governance audit.

— Response time on approval requests — systematically short times may indicate approvals granted

without adequate review. Acceptable ranges are set at configuration and reviewed each cycle.

— Outlier identification — statistical analysis of approval patterns to find overseers whose decisions
deviate markedly from the norm, indicating compromised oversight, automation bias or inadequate

expertise.

3.3 Auditability and Observability

Every meaningful agent action leaves a tamper-evident record across six categories: action logs of every
action, tool call, system access and output; reasoning traces for each consequential decision, where
reasoning is exposed; approval records of what was requested, what was shown to the human, the response
and the time taken; anomaly alerts with triggering condition and intervention; change records with
authorisation chain; and incident records with timeline, behaviour, response, root cause and corrective

action.
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All logs are stored separately from operational systems in an immutable format that no agent, administrator
or automated process can alter. Retention follows sector regulation, with a minimum of seven years in
regulated sectors.

3.4 Explainable Reasoning

Where an agent's reasoning is accessible, traces and decision context must be available for governance
reviews, compliance, incident investigations and operational transparency. Overseers are trained on a
critical limitation: exposed chain-of-thought reasoning is not analogous to human reasoning and may not
faithfully explain why the agent acted. It is a useful governance tool, not a guarantee of transparency.

© 2026 MEAIOW LTD - London - meaiow.com 12
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DIMENSION 04

Manage

Controls you can actually enforce. Escalation, recovery and resilience built into the architecture from day one.

Risk management works only when controls can be enforced, so enforcement is built into the architecture.
Approval gates, escalation paths, rollback mechanisms and recovery workflows are part of the system from

the moment it is designed.

4.1 Human-in-the-Loop Controls

Human approval is mandatory, technically enforced and contextually designed for four categories of action:
high-stakes actions, including changes to sensitive data, clinical or legal decisions, actions triggering
contractual or regulatory obligations, and anything not fully reversible in an acceptable timeframe;
irreversible actions, such as permanent deletion, external communications in the organisation's name,
financial transactions and third-party commitments; outlier behaviour outside the agent's established
statistical pattern; and user-defined thresholds set by users whose risk appetite differs from the

organisational default.

Approval requests must support genuine judgement rather than encourage rubber-stamping. Three design

requirements apply to every approval interface:

Contextual and digestible
The request shows what the overseer needs to evaluate without reading raw logs: the proposed action, the

basis for it, the risk level and a confidence score where available.

Proportionate in form
Straightforward requests need only approve or reject. Complex or high-risk actions may require the human

to edit the proposed plan or record a written justification.

Safe by default on failure
If the approval infrastructure fails, an overseer is unreachable or no approval policy exists, the agent denies

execution and escalates — never proceeds.

4.2 The Escalation Framework
A well-governed agent must recognise when to stop acting and request human intervention. The framework
defines the escalation conditions, the path followed and the documentation produced at every stage:

— Low-confidence decisions — confidence falls below a defined threshold.

— Process exceptions — the situation falls outside governing Standard Operating Procedures, so the
agent escalates rather than improvising.

— Policy violations — reasoning leads to an action that would breach policy; the agent flags it rather
than proceeding.

© 2026 MEAIOW LTD - London - meaiow.com 13
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— Unsupported requests — a request falls outside authorised scope; the agent declines and routes it to
the appropriate human.

— Operational incidents — a system failure, data anomaly or other integrity condition is detected.

Every escalation follows a predefined business process documented in the governance architecture and is
logged in the immutable audit trail. Escalation paths are tested during the pre-deployment assessment and
retested at every assurance cycle.

4.3 Compensation and Recovery Logic

Not every agent process finishes cleanly. Compensation logic is designed into every agentic workflow before
deployment, never developed reactively during an incident, and covers five capabilities: reversing
completed actions where technically possible; restoring business consistency through compensating
transactions where a partial process has left systems inconsistent; initiating recovery workflows where
automated compensation is insufficient; notifying stakeholders immediately, including the Accountable Al
Owner and Al Governance Lead; and preserving auditability, with the compensation process itself logged

alongside cause, action, outcome and follow-up. It is modelled on BPMN and SAGA transaction patterns.

4.4 Change Management and Version Control

A change to one agent can cascade across interconnected workflows, so every change to configuration,
model, tools or operating environment passes a defined review before production, in three tiers: minor
changes, such as prompt refinements, follow a lightweight review with AI Governance Lead sign-off;
material changes, such as model updates, tool additions, autonomy adjustments or permission changes,
require full governance review including risk re-assessment and a VERDICT test against the changed
configuration; critical changes, affecting high-stakes domains, autonomy tier or external access, require

immediate full re-assessment and Accountable AI Owner sign-off.

4.5 Business Continuity and Disaster Recovery

Al systems must keep running under adverse conditions, recover quickly when they fail, or fail safely when
recovery is not immediately possible. Silent failure — an agent that continues operating but produces
erroneous outputs without triggering an alert — is the failure mode this framework is most specifically
designed to prevent. Every deployment includes documented backup strategies, recovery procedures,
business continuity controls and Recovery Time and Recovery Point Objectives calibrated to operational
criticality, tested before go-live and reviewed at every assurance cycle.
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DIMENSION 05
Verify

Independent testing and assurance through VERDICT. Governance is only as strong as the evidence that

supports it.

Governance without independent verification is not governance; it is self-certification. The fifth dimension
makes VERDICT a structural requirement of every deployment, producing the evidence that makes every
claim in the preceding four dimensions verifiable, auditable and defensible to regulators, clients, boards and
the public.

Governance that cannot be evidenced is governance that cannot be
trusted. VERDICT is the evidence.

VERDICT: the seven disciplines of agentic Al assurance

Every letter encodes a discipline that must be satisfied before any system, deployment or human-agent
workforce is confirmed ready for live operation. These are not sequential tests but a continuous, integrated

assurance cycle.

v Verified Performance

Performance is verified against documented, reproducible benchmarks across representative datasets,
including edge cases and low-probability high-impact scenarios. A system that has not been verified has
only been assumed.

E Evidence-Led Assurance

Every assurance statement rests on primary evidence, not vendor assertions or self-reported compliance.
Where evidence cannot be produced, no statement is issued — including for MEAIOW's own products.

R Risk-Calibrated Testing

Depth, frequency and adversarial intensity are proportionate to the consequences a governance failure
would carry, as determined by the Map dimension's eight-factor assessment.

D Documented Audit Trail

A tamper-evident record of what was tested, how, with what results, by whom and reviewed by whom

— the instrument through which assurance becomes independently verifiable.

I Independent Oversight

The team that builds a system does not assess it. The VERDICT practice operates separately from

delivery, reporting into TRUST Al An assurance function that reports to the team it assures is not one.

© 2026 MEAIOW LTD - London - meaiow.com 15
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c Continuous Assurance

Agentic behaviour changes as data and environments change, so assurance continues through

monitoring, scheduled testing, anomaly detection and audit cycles calibrated to autonomy tier.

T Trust Made Measurable

Every claim about safety, fairness, accuracy, explainability and compliance is quantified and

independently verifiable. Trust is not a feeling at MEAIOW. It is a product.

5.1 Pre-Deployment Testing

Before any agent is activated in a live environment, VERDICT conducts a structured assessment across six
domains. Every domain must be passed before the Accountable AI Owner can sign the deployment
authorisation. A single failing domain is a hold, not a partial pass.

TEST DOMAIN WHAT VERDICT ASSESSES

Verified task execution Accurate, consistent completion within authorised scope across a representative dataset,
including edge cases and high-impact inputs. Maps to V.

Policy and SOP Adherence to Standard Operating Procedures, approval routing and documented action
adherence boundaries, evidenced through structured test logs rather than self-report. Maps to E.
Risk-calibrated tool and Correct tools, correct permissions, correct sequence, with intensity calibrated to the risk of
access testing each tool and data permission. Maps to R.

Robustness and Response to errors, unexpected inputs, partial information and adversarial prompts,
adversarial resilience including FRONTIER LAB red team testing. Maps to D.

Oversight mechanism Whether human-in-the-loop controls support judgement rather than encourage rubber-
validation stamping, assessed independently of the deployment team. Maps to I.

Continuous assurance Whether audit trail, monitoring, anomaly detection, escalation paths and post-deployment
infrastructure testing are operational. Maps to C and T.

Multi-agent systems are tested at both individual and system level, because emergent behaviours —
outcomes arising from agent interaction that no individual agent was designed to produce — cannot

reliably be detected in isolation. The full six-domain assessment is applied to the system as a whole.

5.2 Gradual Deployment

Even an agent that passes all six domains carries residual risk: production conditions cannot be perfectly
replicated in test, and agentic behaviour is stochastic. Deployments are therefore rolled out gradually along
three axes — user population, starting with trained users whose oversight can be relied upon; tool and
protocol scope, starting with the best-governed tools and data sources; and system exposure, starting in
lower-risk contexts before extension to higher-risk or externally facing ones.
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5.3 Continuous Monitoring and Post-Deployment Testing

Pre-deployment testing establishes a baseline; continuous monitoring sustains it. Model drift, changes in
processed data, shifts in context and accumulated edge-case experience can all alter behaviour after

deployment even where configuration has not changed. Four mechanisms are required:

— Real-time intervention — on detecting a potential failure, the workflow pauses and escalates to a

human supervisor before further actions execute.

— Anomaly detection — statistical and machine learning analysis of activity logs to identify deviation
from established norms, including agents monitoring agents where that gives better coverage than

human review.

— Alert thresholds and defined interventions — each alert category has a specified response, from

scheduled review to immediate intervention or suspension. Every alert and intervention is recorded.
— Feedback loop integration — monitoring insights feed back into the testing dataset and evaluation

framework so newly observed behaviours enter future assessments.

Post-deployment testing runs continuously, not only after incidents: scheduled tests against varied datasets
confirm performance remains within the pre-deployment boundaries, with frequency calibrated to

autonomy tier.

5.4 The VERDICT Review Cycle

Formal governance audits are required at defined intervals, determined by autonomy tier:

AUTONOMY

TIER REQUIRED REVIEW CYCLE

Tier1— Annual VERDICT governance audit with quarterly performance monitoring reviews. The audit covers
Advisory all seven disciplines and produces a signed assurance report.

Tier2 — Semi-annual governance audit with monthly performance reviews and real-time anomaly detection,
Supervised including specific review of human override rates and approval response times as indicators of

oversight effectiveness.

Tier 3 — Annual governance audit with TRUST Al independent oversight, continuous monitoring and a six-
Restricted monthly board-level compliance review, including full regulatory alignment verification and
FRONTIER LAB red team testing.

Every audit produces a written assurance report signed by the lead assessor and reviewed by TRUST Al
before it reaches the Accountable AI Owner, provided to the regulator where required, and stored in the

deployment's immutable audit archive for the period the sector prescribes.
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HUMAN CAPABILITY

End-User Responsibility and Preserving Tradecraft

Trustworthy deployment rests not only on technology and framework but on the people who use, oversee
and rely upon agents. Governance that assumes sound judgement without training or institutional support
will fail under real conditions. Two related disciplines address this: end-user responsibility and tradecraft

preservation.

Transparency for users who interact with agents

Users of externally facing agents must be told, at the point of interaction rather than only in separate
documentation: that they are interacting with an AI agent rather than a human; what actions it is authorised
to take on the organisation's behalf; how their data is collected, stored and used under applicable data
protection law; what their own responsibilities are, including any obligation to verify information provided;

and who the human accountability contact is if the agent malfunctions or they contest a decision.

Training for users who integrate agents into their work

For those who deploy agents within professional workflows, transparency alone is insufficient. MEAIOW's
AICADEMY programme trains every RESOURCE and AXIOM deployment across three domains:
foundational agent knowledge — how the agent works, which use cases suit it, how to instruct it and when
its use should be restricted; effective oversight — the failure modes of agentic systems, including
hallucinations, reasoning loops, outdated policy references and tool misuse, and how to identify and report
them; and tradecraft and continuity — which capabilities the agent is assuming, what practice retains

them, and what happens if the agent becomes unavailable.

Tradecraft preservation

As agents assume functions previously performed by professionals, they may erode the skills that produced
them — especially for entry-level tasks, historically the training ground through which junior professionals
develop expertise. Every RESOURCE and CONTINUUM deployment therefore includes a Tradecraft
Impact Assessment: which capabilities the agent is assuming, which workforce populations are most
exposed to skill erosion, and what training, work exposure and operational design measures retain core
skills at an organisationally sufficient level.

It is conducted before deployment as part of the THEOREM mapping exercise, updated at every review
cycle, and reviewed by the End-User Accountability Owner. An organisation that cannot demonstrate it has
retained the capability to perform an agent's core functions without Al support has not managed its

continuity risk. Tradecraft preservation is a continuity control, not a cultural aspiration.

An agent that eliminates a skill from the human workforce creates a single
point of failure. Tradecraft is a continuity asset.
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ADVANCED GOVERNANCE

Multi-Agent Systems and the Trust Boundary Protocol

Multi-agent systems are the most complex frontier in agentic governance. When AXIOM agents coordinate
with RESOURCE workforce agents, when CONTINUUM orchestrators delegate to specialist sub-agents, or
when governed agents interact with third-party agents across organisational boundaries, the core problem
is accountability dilution: any consequence may have been produced by a chain of interactions, and if the
architecture does not specify in advance how accountability flows through the network, it will be absent
when needed. Three mechanisms address this.

The Orchestrator Accountability Model

One agent or system-level process holds the Orchestrator role, coordinating all other agents, managing task
flow and agent-to-agent communication, and assembling the collective output. Its Accountable AI Owner
holds accountability for that output. This is concentrated deliberately rather than distributed across sub-

agent owners, so a single named human is always responsible for what the system produces.

Cross-Agent Audit Trail Integration

Individual trails are necessary but insufficient. Every multi-agent deployment generates a unified trail
mapping information, instructions and outputs across all agents in sequence, timestamped at each handoff,
so any collective output can be traced back to the instruction or input that initiated the chain. It is the

primary diagnostic instrument for multi-agent incident investigation.

The Trust Boundary Protocol

Agents receive instructions from other agents as well as from humans. An agent that treats both with equal
trust has no protection against an orchestrator that has been compromised, misconfigured or manipulated
by prompt injection. Every agent therefore evaluates the trust level of every instruction before executing it:

— System-level instructions, embedded in architecture before deployment, carry the highest trust and
execute within the Action Boundary Document without additional validation.

— Human operator instructions, through authorised and authenticated channels, carry high trust and

execute subject to the Action Boundary Document and approval requirements.

— Instructions from other agents in the same governed system carry medium trust: consequential

actions they propose require human validation before execution.

— Instructions from external channels, including any interface a third party could access or manipulate,

are untrusted by default and require explicit human validation.

By treating externally sourced instructions as untrusted regardless of apparent content, the protocol
significantly reduces the prompt injection attack surface. Agents receiving instructions through MCP
servers may interact only with servers on a pre-approved whitelist, and code execution is sandboxed to

prevent uncontained impact on production systems.
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REGULATORY ALIGNMENT

Global Compliance: UK, EU, US, UAE and APAC

The five dimensions are calibrated to satisfy every major Al governance framework in force or in active
development across the jurisdictions in which MEAIOW operates. Compliance is embedded in the

architecture from the first dimension.

FRAMEWORK JURISDICTION FIRST AlI-D ALIGNMENT

NIST Al RMF 1.0 United States The dimensions map to the NIST functions: Govern (01), Map (02,
part of 03), Measure (03), Manage (04). Dimension 05 adds

independent assurance.

EU Al Act — EU and all operating Accountable AI Owner and Action Boundary Document satisfy

Regulation (Ev) markets Article 16; the immutable audit trail Articles 12 and 19; VERDICT pre-

2024/1689 deployment testing supports Article 43; transparency labelling Article
50.

UK Al Regulatory United Kingdom All five principles: safety and robustness (03, 04); transparency (03,

Principles (DSIT, 05); fairness (risk assessment and testing); accountability (01);

2023) contestability and redress (escalation and audit trail).

1ISO 42001 Global Governance architecture, risk methodology, continuous assurance and

change management meet the Al management system requirements.

ISO 27001 / NIST CSF Global Security by design (02), access control (01), observability (03) and
incident recovery (04) satisfy the core requirements and the five CSF

functions.

UAE Al Strategy 2031 United Arab Emirates Accountability structures, oversight requirements and sector
calibration align with national objectives, including Al and Advanced
Technology Council requirements.

OECD Al Principles OECD member states All five principles: inclusive growth (tradecraft preservation); human-

(2019, updated centred values (oversight and accountability chain); transparency

2024) (03); safety (04); accountability (01).

UK GDPR /[ EU GDPR United Kingdom and Privacy by design, data minimisation, purpose limitation and the right
European Union to explanation are met through the permissions architecture (01),

security by design (02) and explainability (03).

FIRST AI-D is additionally calibrated to sector requirements in financial services (the FCA, the PRA and
equivalent authorities), healthcare, legal services and the public sector. That calibration is documented in
the Deployment Governance Charter produced for every engagement and reviewed at each assurance cycle

as requirements evolve.
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SECURITY AND COMPLIANCE

Controls Built In, Not Retrofitted

A corresponding set of security and compliance controls must be operational at architecture level before any
system goes live. They are introduced during design and validated during the pre-deployment VERDICT

assessment.
SOC 2 Access control, auditability, monitoring, change management and system reliability across all MEAIOW-
hosted systems.
HIPAA Where applicable: security, access management, auditability and controlled handling of healthcare
information.
SOX Approval workflows, segregation of duties, traceability and audit trails where financial reporting or

controls are affected.

ISO 42001, ISO 27001, the NIST Cybersecurity Framework, GDPR and the EU Al Act are addressed through
the dimension mapping set out in the preceding section.
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TRUST Al

MEAIOW's Independent Al Governance and
Accountability Division

TRUST Al is not an advisory service, a consulting practice or a sales channel. It is the governance authority
that sets the standard to which every MEAIOW product, deployment and client engagement is held, and
verifies — independently of the delivery teams — that it is met. Its independence is structural: its own
leadership, governance budget, reporting line to the board, and mandate to challenge any product,

deployment or operational decision requiring scrutiny.

We do not govern Al to demonstrate that we govern Al. We govern it
because the alternative is to build systems we cannot be held accountable
for.

What TRUST Al does

Seven standing functions constitute MEAIOW's institutional accountability architecture. They are

continuous obligations, not services performed on request.

FUNCTION WHAT TRUST Al DOES

Independent
Governance Review

VERDICT Oversight

Regulatory Alignment
Verification

Ethics and Fairness
Review

Incident Investigation
Authority

Standards
Development and
Publication

Examines whether the Accountability Chain, Action Boundary Document, access controls
and agent identity structures are correctly implemented, operational and documented — on

the evidence, not the delivery team's word.

Reviews every assurance report before it is issued, testing whether methodology was applied
correctly and findings fully reported. It may withhold sign-off on any report it considers

insufficiently evidenced.

Monitors the UK, EU, US, UAE and APAC environments proactively. When a framework
changes, it assesses the implications for every affected deployment and issues guidance to the

relevant Accountable Al Owners.

Examines whether outputs are demonstrably fair across population groups, whether data
represents the populations affected, and whether design decisions reflect human-centred

values.

Leads every governance incident investigation with full access to logs, personnel and
documentation, producing root cause analysis and binding corrective actions reported to the

owner, the board and, where required, the regulator.

Develops and reviews FIRST AI-D and VERDICT, drawing on deployment evidence,

regulatory developments and engagement with government, standards and academic bodies.
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FUNCTION WHAT TRUST Al DOES

Internal Accountability Applies the same standards to MEAIOW itself. Every internal Al system, including the
AXIOM agents supporting the business, is subject to assessment, pre-deployment testing and

a standing review cycle.

How TRUST Al relates to VERDICT and FIRST Al-D

O'I FIRST Al-D — the standard

Defines what must be in place for an Al system to be considered governed: the requirements, the roles,
the controls, and the documentation and processes that must operate before, during and after every

deployment.

02 VERDICT — the evidence

Determines whether what the standard requires is actually in place, generating the audit trail and the

quantified, independently verifiable proof that governance is real and operational.

03 TRUST Al — the authority

Reviews independently whether VERDICT was correctly applied, FIRST AI-D correctly interpreted, the
regulatory environment correctly mapped, incidents correctly investigated, and MEAIOW itself held to

the standard it sets for others.

Without FIRST AI-D, VERDICT has no standard to test against. Without VERDICT, FIRST AI-D has no
evidence that it works. Without TRUST Al, both become self-certifying.

Why this matters to clients

When a client's Accountable AI Owner signs a deployment authorisation, they are not relying on
MEAIOW's self-assessment but on a VERDICT assessment reviewed by TRUST Al and a framework TRUST
AI monitors continuously. As EU Al Act enforcement takes full effect and board-level scrutiny intensifies,
the question senior decision-makers face is not whether their Al systems are governed, but whether they

can prove it.

An Al system governed by MEAIOW is not asking you to trust it. It is showing
you the evidence that makes trust rational.
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CLOSING STATEMENT

MEAIOW's Commitment

FIRST AI-D is not a product feature or a marketing commitment. It is the operational standard to which
MEAIOW holds every system it builds, tests, governs or operates. Every AXIOM deployment is governed by
it. Every RESOURCE workforce is designed within it. Every CONTINUUM architecture is assessed against
it. Every VERDICT review is conducted to evidence it. And every MEAIOW Al system is subject to it.

MEAIOW publishes this framework openly because the responsible governance of agentic Al is too
important to treat as competitive advantage. Every organisation that governs its agents well raises the

standard for those that follow.

This edition draws on international AI governance standards across the UK, EU, US, UAE and APAC
markets and applies them to the specific challenges of agentic Al It will be updated as the technology
evolves, as regulatory frameworks develop and as VERDICT testing generates new evidence. Governance,
like the Al it governs, is never finished.

Govern your Al before it goes into production. FIRST Al-D makes that
possible.

“We thank you for trusting us, and most of all enabling the growth of Al through the governance provided
by MEAIOW. After all, a world built on trust is a world built on safety and happiness for all.”

Shakil Siddiqui
Founder and Chief Executive Officer - MEAIOW LTD
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