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.........................................................................................................

Action Governance is the discipline.

The Commit Layer is the control point.

Refusal Infrastructure is the architecture.

SEAL Legal Runtime is the product for high-risk legal workflows.

Al may be one actor in a governed workflow.

+ It is not the category.
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Why This Brief Exists

Most governance conversations stop before the moment of action.

e They can tell you what policy says.

e They can tell you who has access.

e They can tell you what system was used.

e They can tell you what happened afterward.

All important.
But in high-stakes workflows, the harder question is narrower:

“Who was allowed to let this action happen, under what authority, and where
is the record showing what was allowed, refused, or routed before the
institution was committed?”

That’s not a tooling question.
That's a sovereignty question.

This brief focuses on two pieces many governance stacks still leave under-specified:

e Decision sovereignty — who owns the rules that decide what may happen at all
e Evidence sovereignty — who owns the artifacts that prove what you allowed, refused, or
escalated

Policies, platforms, monitoring, and frameworks all matter. But they are incomplete unless they
support authority and evidence at the moment a high-risk action may bind the institution.
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1. Decision Sovereignty — Who Owns the Rules?

Definition

Decision sovereignty is the ability of the institution to author, own, and control the
authority rules that determine whether a high-risk action may proceed.

Not whose logo is on the platform.
Not whose policy PDF sits in a SharePoint folder.

Whose authority posture is actually applied before the action binds?
In high-risk workflows, that means:

e Who defines which actions are even allowed to exist (file, send, sign, transfer, approve,
delete, prescribe)?

e Who defines the conditions under which they may run:
o which roles / licenses,
o in which matters / accounts / jurisdictions / systems,
o with what supervision, dual-control, or escalation?

e Who can change those rules, and how those changes are authorized and recorded?

If the only operational version of your authority model lives inside a vendor console, two
things are true:

1. You still carry the liability.
2. The real power — the ability to say NO — sits in someone else’s product.

That is a loss of decision sovereignty.

Quick Decision Sovereignty Test

For any high-risk workflow — filings, submissions, payments, approvals, disclosures, transfers
— ask:

1. Where are the authority rules authored and versioned?
o Inyour GRC / policy / identity / matter systems?
o Oronly inside a vendor’s proprietary rules engine?
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2. Who approves changes to those rules?
o Are changes tied to formal governance processes (GC, risk committee, board
mandates)?
o Or to whoever has “admin” in the vendor UI?

3. If the platform disappears tomorrow, what do you lose?
o Just orchestration and dashboards?
o Or your ability to prove who was allowed to do what?

If your ability to control actions collapses when a single vendor disappears, the authority
decision is not fully under institutional control.

You may have visibility, but you do not fully control the authority decision.
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2. Evidence Sovereignty — Who Owns the Proof?

Even if the rules are yours, there’s a second axis:

“Who owns the artifacts that prove what you allowed, refused, or escalated?”
Governance without evidence is just good intentions.
Most governance, workflow, and monitoring systems offer:

e Logs and traces in their dashboards
e Exportable telemetry
e Sometimes model “explanations”

Useful for debugging.
Often insufficient for later review by leadership, risk, insurers, regulators, or internal oversight.

What serious environments need is a decision artifact, not just an activity log.

For each governed attempt to perform a high-risk action — file, submit, send, approve,
disclose, transfer, or move:

Who (human / agent / service account) tried to act
On what (matter, account, record, venue, environment)
Under which role / license / authority envelope
What the governance layer decided:

o Approved

o Refused

o Supervised override

Under which rule / policy state that decision was made
e When it happened

...and those records should be:

Designed for client-controlled retention with append-only integrity controls
Governed by your retention, access, and jurisdiction rules

Designed to support later review by firm leadership, risk, insurers, regulators, courts,
or internal oversight where appropriate, not only a vendor dashboard.

That is evidence sovereignty.
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Logs vs. Decision Artifacts

A helpful distinction:

e Logs = raw telemetry (prompts, responses, tool calls, events)
e Decision artifacts = structured, integrity-verifiable records of governance outcomes at
the execution gate

You need both.
But:

e Vendors may host telemetry.
e The institution should control the artifacts that show what was allowed, refused, or routed
under its authority posture.

If those artifacts live only inside a vendor’s environment, under only the vendor’s retention
posture, the institution may not control the evidence surface it will need later.

Example: Integrity-Verifiable Refusal Record

The record below is from a simulated administrative-law filing scenario where a paralegal
attempted a governed action that was not authorized under the firm’s configured authority
posture.

Before execution, SEAL refused the action. In this simulated enforced example, the action did
not bind, and SEAL generated an evaluator-readable refusal artifact.

The artifact shows the control meaning, governance decision, runtime outcome,
authority/refusal reason, firm-owned review or remediation path, and evidence anchors.

The point is not simply that an issue was detected.

The point is governed refusal before the action binds: the action was not allowed to proceed
under the supplied authority context, and the record shows why.

This kind of artifact is designed to support later review by firm leadership, risk, insurers,
regulators, or internal oversight where appropriate.

Note: This example shows an enforced refusal under simulated evaluator conditions. First
design-partner evaluations are expected to begin observe-only unless controlled enforcement is
separately scoped and agreed in writing.
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Executive Summary — Evaluator View

Plain-English Control Meaning
Governance refused this action because Role ‘paralegal’ is explicitly disallowed under the administrative_law vertical policy.

1. Outcome

DECISION

Refused

DID THE ACTION BIND?

Mo

WHY

Gavernance refused this action because Role ‘paralegal’ is explicilly disallowed under the administrative_law vertical policy.

2. Governance vs Runtime

Layer Result

Governance Decision Refusal

Runtime Moda Enforce

Final Runtime Outcome Refusal / did not bind
Decision Alignment Mot Declared
Binding Effect Mo

Refusal-first outcome: this table separates govemancs decizion, untime posture, final runtime cutcomea, alignment, and binding effect.

3. Authority ! Refusal Reason
AUTHORITY BASIS

Policy: SEAL-ROLE-DISALLOWED « Policy set: |G ¢ Fole: Paralegal
CONTROL MEANING
Gavernance refused this action because Role ‘paralegal’ is explicilly dizallowed under the administrative_law vertical policy.

4. Next Valid Path — Tenant-Owned Handoff

TENANT-OWNED NEXT STEP
provide_recognized_identity_or_role_mapping_and_rerun — Owner: tenant_identity_or_role_mapping_owner — Link: I
1 — Riequired: recognized reviewer identity or trusted claims, tenant-owned group-lo-
legal-role mapping, no conflicting payload identity fields, re-run request after identity or role-map signal is corrected

SEAL records the govemned next path; the firm owns remediation, review, escalation, record-keeping. and workflow.
5. Evidence Anchors

ARTIFACT ID

DECISION ID

GOVERNANCE REFUSAL HASH

TIMESTAMP

Declared | Not Declared
"Mot Declared" means the value was nol provided o SEAL at runtima. SEAL did not infer or backfill it

Simulated, redacted example. For information only; not legal advice. Shows evaluator-visible
» behavior and evidence surface for a scoped governed workflow. Not a customer production ]
' deployment. Internal runtime details omitted. !
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3. Where Governance Often Stops Before Action

Many governance systems help organizations classify risk, map policies, assign controls,
monitor behavior, and investigate after the fact.

Those layers matter.

But they are not the same as a governed authority decision at the moment before a high-risk
action binds.

Visibility is not authority.

Monitoring is not refusal.

A policy record is not the same as a decision artifact created at the action boundary.
The narrower runtime question is:

For this actor, this action, this matter, this authority posture, right now — may the action
proceed?

That is the Commit Layer question.
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4. The Pre-Execution Authority Gate — Where
“No” Becomes Operational

In practice, sovereignty becomes operational at one control point:
the moment before a high-risk action binds the institution.
That is the job of a pre-execution authority gate:

e Sits between governed workflows and high-risk actions

e Receives minimum structured governance signals:

who is acting

what role or group they are acting under

what workflow or legal environment is involved

what action is being attempted

whether authority, consent, or required evidence is present
whether deadline or urgency context exists

O O O O O

Evaluates that against your identity, policy, and matter systems of record
Returns approve / refuse / supervised override
Emits a sealed decision artifact into your audit store

Two non-negotiables:

1. The rules it enforces are yours
o Derived from the institution’s own policy, identity, matter, supervision, and
authority sources
o Not invented or opaque inside a vendor console

2. The artifacts it emits are yours
o Designed for client-controlled retention with integrity controls
o Governed by your retention, access, and jurisdiction rules

That is where decision sovereignty and evidence sovereignty become real.
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5. How Thinking OS™ / SEAL Legal Runtime Fits

In law, the risk is simple: once something is filed, sent, or disclosed, it cannot be “un-filed.”
SEAL Legal Runtime, built on Thinking OS™  is designed as:

A pre-execution authority gate in front of designated high-risk legal actions in
wired legal workflows.

In practice, that means:

e Firms retain decision sovereignty — SEAL enforces firm-owned rules derived from
existing GRC, identity, and matter systems. The vendor does not author or override
authority logic.

e Firms retain evidence sovereignty — every approve / refuse / supervised override
produces a sealed artifact written to firm-controlled audit storage, designed to support
later review by firm leadership, risk, insurers, regulators, or internal oversight where
appropriate.

Other governance, risk, workflow, and monitoring systems may:

e Discover where SEAL is wired
e Orchestrate assessments around it
e Report on its artifacts as part of a broader risk view

They do not replace:

e the firm’s authority to decide whether a governed action may proceed; or
e the firm’s control over the reviewable artifact showing what was allowed, refused, or

routed.
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6. Questions You Can Send to Your Team
Tomorrow

If you want to operationalize this brief, here are questions for your next internal or vendor
review:

Decision Sovereignty

e For our high-risk workflows, where are authority rules actually authored and
versioned?

e Who can change them, and under what governance process?

e |f we turned off a governance or workflow platform tomorrow, would we still know who is
allowed to approve, file, send, or move assets?

Evidence Sovereignty

e Do we receive a structured, sealed record of every approve / refuse / supervised
decision at the execution gate?

e Where do those artifacts live today? Vendor environment, or our own audit store?

e Could we show, six months from now, what was allowed, refused, or routed before a
specific high-risk action proceeded?

If the answers are unclear, you don'’t just have a tooling gap.
You have a sovereignty gap.

As delegated, automated, and agentic work expands, that question becomes harder to answer
after the fact.
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7. Key Takeaways

If you want a short, referenceable version of all this, use these

e Governance platforms can help you see.
Action Governance asks who can say “no” before the action binds — and where
the proof lives.

Decision sovereignty = whose rules actually run at the moment of action.
Evidence sovereignty = who owns the artifacts that prove what you allowed,
refused, or escalated.
e |[f your stack cannot answer:
o “Where does the pre-execution authority decision happen?” and
o “Where do the decision artifacts live?”
you may have visibility without governed proof.

Platforms are valuable.

But in high-risk work, “we trusted the platform” is not the same as a governed authority
decision.

The stronger posture is simple:

The institution owns the rules.
The institution owns the artifacts.
Vendors provide infrastructure — not legal judgment.

That is the line Thinking OS™ is built around:

Refusal Infrastructure, pre-execution authority gates, and reviewable decision
artifacts — so “no” and the proof of it remain under institutional control.

Further reading from Thinking OS™:

e What Is the Commit Layer?
e What Is a Pre-Execution Authority Gate?
e How SEAL Evaluation Works
e SEAL Overview for GCs & Managing Partners
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INTERPRETATION & USE NOTICE

' This brief is:

A high-level reference on Decision
Sovereignty, Evidence Sovereignty,
and the role of pre-execution authority
gates in high-risk institutional
workflows.

Written for GCs, managing partners,
CISOs, boards, risk, compliance,
insurers, and regulator-facing teams
who need to reason about where
authority decisions and proof live
before high-risk actions bind.

Quote or reference this brief with
attribution to Thinking OS™.

Use the questions in this brief for
internal evaluation, RFP preparation,
procurement review, and governance
discussions.

Share this brief as a public
category-education reference.

' This brief is not:

A technical specification or
implementation guide for Thinking
OS™ or SEAL Legal Runtime.
Legal advice or a substitute for
professional judgment, supervision, or ;
independent counsel. :
A license to use, copy, or emulate any
underlying code, architecture, or
sealed runtime behavior of Thinking
Oos™,

 You may not:

Represent that you operate Thinking
OS™ SEAL Legal Runtime™, or
Refusal Infrastructure™ without a
written agreement.

Claim ownership of the Thinking
OS™ SEAL Legal Runtime™, or
Refusal Infrastructure™ marks.

Use this document to reverse
engineer, replicate, simulate, or
market a competing runtime, control
surface, artifact format, refusal
workflow, or sealed governance
behavior derived from Thinking OS™
materials.

Nothing in this brief grants any license or right to use Thinking OS™ or SEAL Legal Runtime
beyond what is expressly agreed in a written contract.

© 2026 Thinking OS™. You may reproduce or distribute this brief with attribution and without
altering the meaning, scope, or attribution of the Decision & Evidence Sovereignty framework.
Nothing in this brief grants any license to use, copy, emulate, or implement Thinking OS™ or
SEAL Legal Runtime™.
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