Governance Layers

The technical realities render informal, discretionary, and siloed governance approaches
insufficient: when Al systems operate probabilistically, exhibit emergent and reinforced
behaviors, and increasingly influence real-world processes, governance mechanisms must
extend beyond abstract principles or post hoc review. Oversight must be capable of
structured intervention, traceability, and cross-domain coordination throughout the full
decision lifecycle. This requires governance architectures that formally integrate regulatory
expectations, organizational accountability, and internal controls rather than treating them
as separate and optional liabilities. The Integrated Governance Stack operationalizes these
requirements through distinct but synchronized governance layers, beginning with
Collective/Regulatory Governance structures as the external authority that enforces the
compliance that anchors all downstream human and technical oversight.

Integrated Governance Stack
Collective Govermance
Governance . ldentifies how individual feedback loops and
o jauditing affect macro level mechanisms and vice
: versa

. Relational Governance
FEEIT] - Identifies the feedback loops between human-Al
o {individual/multi-agent) relationships for auditability,

Internal Govermance

Collabor:

e - PR _
S rdship Model Identifies buili-in safety, ethical, and data

processes that regulate internal agentic activity

Collective/Regulatory Governance

The Collective Governance layer constitutes the outermost and stabilizing layer of the IGS.
It represents the global, national, and organizational regulatory authorities that define the
boundaries within which artificial intelligence systems develop, deploy, and operate. Its
role is not to directly supervise individual human-Al collaborative systems, but to establish
enforceable constraints, accountability structures, and evidentiary expectations that
cascade through the organization without imposing disproportionate burden on innovators,
operators, or agents.
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Unlike traditional software governance, Al governance at the regulatory level must contend
with systems that are probabilistic, adaptive, and increasingly agentic. Oversight cannot
rely on static documentation, one-time certifications, or post hoc enforcement. It must be
capable of continuous governance signals that shape human-Al interactions and technical
controls in real time.

Regulatory Oversight of Al Use
Al Governance Regulatory
Bodies

Cross-Domain Al Governance and Oversight Framework

This model illustrates how extemal regulatory mandates franslate into
internal ethical governance through a ceniralized Al Compliance and
Ethics Board, cascading down info domain-specific human-Al
orchestration and auditing systems._

Al Compliance and
Ethics Board

1. Regulatory Translation and Hierarchy Control Flow

With the IGS framework, external regulatory mandates do not interface directly with
human-Al systems or agentic systems. Instead, they are operationalized through a
regulatory translation hierarchy that preserves institutional accountability while
enabling scalable oversight.

Governance and regulatory authorities occupy the highest tier of the compliance
hierarchy, establishing requirements such as risk classifications, prohibited
practices, mandatory documentation standards, human oversight protocols, and
post-market monitoring obligations. Much like current regulations, such as FDA and
GMP requirements, these are inherently abstract and jurisdictional: they specify
what must be achieved, but not how organizations must implement compliance,
allowing each to adapt appropriately for individual operational contexts.

The Al Compliance and Ethics Board/Committee is the intermediary layer that
translates external requirements into internal governance policies. This body
functions as the institutional locus of accountability within the organization: it
interprets regulatory obligations, resolves conflicts between overlapping
frameworks, establishes internal standards, defines escalation thresholds, and
oversees internal human-Al interactions through periodic audit cycles; it also
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determines scope, intensity, and evidence requirements of downstream auditing
activities.

Through the Al Compliance and Ethics Board/Committee, regulatory intent
becomes distributed to representative, domain-specific human orchestrators (such
as auditors and senior auditors). These roles are responsible for supervising Al use
within specialized operational contexts (such as finance, healthcare, human
resources, operations), ensuring that compliance is enforced in a manner
consistent with domain-specific risk profiles. These human orchestrators do not
evaluate individual Al outputs: they coordinate oversight across human reviewers,
automated auditing systems, and technical controls, maintaining situational
awareness across multiple concurrent processes.

Evidence Flow and Accountability

The IGS framework explicitly models defensible, continuously generated evidence
as auditable governance records that demonstrate alignment with external
obligations, rejecting oversight that is sustained through trust and attestation.

In the IGS regulatory loop, evidence flows upward to increasing level of regulatory
oversight, while constraints and regulations flow downward. Human-Al systems
generate granular records of interactions, decisions, and detected risks. Human
orchestrators contextualize and validate this information, aggregating it to domain-
relevant reports. The Compliance and Ethics Board/Committee synthesizes these
reports into organizational level compliance assessments, incident disclosures, and
regulatory submissions.

The bidirectional flow of information enables regulators to evaluate not only
outcomes, but the process integrity of Al governance. It allows organizations to
respond dynamically to regulatory changes, enforcement actions, or emerging risks
without rearchitecting their entire governance structure.

. The Internal 3 Components of the Collective Governance Layer as Relating to Global

Governance Structures

The IGS framework aligns with global Al governance standards through three
interdependent internal components: CG-1 (Regulatory Alignment & Policy
Translation), CG-2 (Ecosystem Integration & External Reporting), and CG-3
(Documentation of Governance Context). These components create a unified bridge
between high-level principles and operational realities, enabling traceability across
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institutional boundaries while mitigating the regulatory lag that characterizes

current models.

IGS Layer/ TRAIGA OECD Al Council of
EU Al Act NIST Al RMF |[[ISO/IEC 42001 L.
Component (Texas) Principles Europe Al Treaty
Risk classification
(Art. 6-9), . o
. 5.2 Leadership Principle 1:
CG-1: Regulatory ||governance Govern: policies, . Governance & . Art. 12-15: Human
. . . & policy; 4.1 . Inclusive growth; || .
Alignment & obligations for high- [|roles, T disclosure rights & rule of law
. . . . Organizational . P2: Human- .
Policy Translation ||risk systems, accountability requirements obligations
. context centered values
conformity
assessment
Post-market . Transparency,
CG-2: Ecosystem o L Govern + Manage ||9.1-9.3 Required Transparency & .
. monitoring, incident . . o oversight,
Integration & . . (risk Performance reporting for accountability .
. reporting, notified o . . ] democratic
External Reporting . communication) |[|levaluation state entities expectations
bodies safeguards
CG-3: . .
. Technical Map: context, 8.1 Use case Human-rights
Documentation of . . . P3: Transparency ||.
documentation use-case Documentation ||inventory for . . impact context
Governance o ] & explainability .
Context (Annex1V) definition requirements state systems documentation
ontex

CG-1 ensures that organizational policies dynamically reflect regulatory risk tiers
and human-rights imperatives, providing a translation mechanism that flows
downward to relational oversight and upward via aggregated reporting. CG-2
facilitates post-deployment monitoring and incident escalation, creating closed-
loop communication channels with external stakeholders—addressing the weak
feedback cycles that allow misalighments to persist in reactive models. CG-3

mandates structured documentation of governance context (use cases, risk
assessments, and impact analyses), establishing a shared baseline that supports
cross-jurisdictional audits and prevents siloed interpretations.

By integrating these components into a single layer with bidirectional feedback to

the relational and internal layers, IGS enables regulatory governance that is

proactive rather than punitive, scalable across entity sizes, and resilient to

technological evolution. This approach not only satisfies existing obligations but
extends them, ensuring that collective oversight remains synchronized with the
rapid cadence of Al advancement. Without this layer, relational and internal
oversight becomes inconsistent and discretionary.
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4. Separation Authority and Execution

A core principle embedded into the collective governance layer is the separation of
authority from execution: regulatory bodies define obligations; internal governance
bodies interpret and enforce them; human orchestrators supervise the application;
the human-Al systems execute within the bounded constraints and guardrails. This
separation prevents the delegation of normative authority to technical systems
while enabling scale.

By explicitly modeling this hierarchy, the IGS avoids two common failures in Al
governance:

A. The assumption that compliance can be fully automated, and
B. The assumption that human oversight alone can scale indefinitely as Al
systems continue to evolve and grow more complex and autonomous.

The Collective Governance layer is designed as a control system that is stable,
hierarchical, and accountable and is also capable of supervising sophisticated and
adaptive technologies without relinquishing institutional responsibility.

By formalizing how regulatory intent is translated into operational governance, the IGS
framework enables organizations of varying size and maturity to participate in a coherent,
auditable, and transparent Al governance ecosystem. It ensures that external mandates
are neither abstract nor blunt instruments, but continuously enacted controls integrated
into everyday human-Al collaborations.
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