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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Agentic Al is not a chatbot upgrade. It is a paradigm shift in operational control. Once Al
systems move beyond answering to planning, delegating, calling tools, and intervening
autonomously in processes, the governance logic changes completely. This report
analyses why classical Al governance frameworks are structurally insufficient for Agentic
Al, where the critical control breaks emerge, and what structural requirements
organisations must meet before agent-based systems operate at scale in production.
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CHAPTER 1

The Governance Shift: From Answering to Acting

The decisive question is no longer whether the model answers well. The
question is whether autonomous action remains controlled, attributable,
monitored, and defensible under pressure.

1.1 What Agentic Al Fundamentally Changes

Generative Al in its classical form is an answer generator. Agentic Al is an action actor. This
distinction sounds academic at first — but it carries immediate operational and legal
consequences.

A conventional LLM deployment produces text. An agent-based system can formulate goals,
delegate subtasks, call tools, reach external APIs, traverse decision points, and coordinate
processes across system boundaries. That changes the risk profile entirely.

From my work in executive and board contexts, this shift can be precisely described across
three dimensions:

Effect Generate a response Trigger an action

Control object Output quality Action scope & boundaries

Risk vector Misinformation Faulty decision + system
intervention

Governance core Model cards, bias, privacy Autonomy limits, evidence,
ownership

1.2 The Control Problem Is Not a Technical Problem

The most common misconception in executive discussions: Agentic Al is primarily a
technology topic. It is a governance topic that demands technical precision.

If an organisation cannot define what the agent may do, what it must never do, when it must
stop, and when a human must take over — no technical feature will close that gap. The
control architecture must exist before the technology decision, not after.

In my advisory practice, | regularly encounter organisations launching agent pilots before
ownership for those systems has been established. That is not an innovation strategy. It is
unmanaged operational exposure.
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CHAPTER 2

Market Signals: Adoption Is Moving Faster Than
Governance

Market signals are consistent: Agentic Al is being positioned as the next practical stage
beyond generative Al — by technology vendors, management consultancies, and internal
digital strategies alike.

2.1 What Adoption Signals Indicate

Cross-sector analysis and emerging pilot programmes suggest a clear directional trend
across operational domains:

~60-65% ~50-55%

of organisations are actively piloting Agentic Al in are deploying agents in IT operations

customer-facing functions and internal process automation

Source: sector-level market observations, 2024-25 Source: sector-level market observations,
2024-25

~15% <5%

of business processes are expected to operate semi- of agentic deployments have reached

or fully autonomously within the planning horizon verified production maturity at scale

Estimate: market analyst projections, 2025 Estimate: based on observable deployment

patterns, 2025

Note: The figures above reflect directional market observations and analyst estimates from
2024-25. They are presented as contextual orientation, not as audited benchmarks.
Organisations should validate sector-specific adoption data against their own operational
intelligence.

2.2 The Strategic Reading

Adoption signals and governance maturity are not correlated variables.
That gap is the actual risk signal.

The sub-5% figure is the critical data point. It shows that the vast majority of agent
deployments remain in pilot or experimental stages. This gives organisations a limited time
window to build governance architecture before operational and regulatory exposure
emerges at scale.

My assessment: organisations that implement Agentic Al now with a valid control
architecture will hold a significant structural advantage over competitors who deploy quickly
without governance foundations — not despite the discipline, but because of it.
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CHAPTER 3

Governance Logic: The Four Pillars of Agentic Al
Control

From the analysis of multiple Agentic Al deployments, four structural pillars emerge that
must be present in every controllable agent system.

3.1 Autonomy Boundaries

The control architecture of an agent begins with a precise answer to three questions: What
may the agent initiate independently? What requires human confirmation? What is prohibited
under all circumstances?

Without this tripartite definition, the agent is not autonomous in a controlled sense — it is
uncontrollably active. That distinction carries legal and liability implications the moment the
agent intervenes in regulated processes, contractual workflows, or customer-facing
decisions.

— Permitted actions: defined by the process owner — not the technology vendor

— Restricted actions: thresholds, approval logic, escalation paths
— Prohibited actions: absolute limits, independent of context or goal achievement

3.2 Tool and System Access

An agent is not simply a model. It is a model plus tools, prompts, memory, workflows, and
system interfaces. Governance must therefore assess the entire operational chain — not just
the intelligence layer.

In practice: every APl connection, every database query, every external platform interaction
is a potential control break. Permissions must be defined more narrowly than the
organisation's control model — not more broadly.

3.3 Human Intervention Design

Human oversight is claimed in many deployment documents. It is rarely built in structurally.
The difference is substantial: an escalation logic that exists only on paper is not an
escalation logic.

Human-in-the-loop does not mean a human could theoretically intervene.
It means the workflow is architecturally designed so that human conftrol
is structurally enforced in defined situations.

Requirements for a valid human intervention design: override triggers, escalation points,
ownership transfer rules, kill-switch logic, and a documented and tested history for all critical
scenarios.
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3.4 Evidence Architecture

Agentic Al produces consequential actions. These must be reconstructable — for internal
audits, legal disputes, regulatory inquiries, and board-level reporting equally.

Prompt history alone is insufficient. A valid evidence architecture captures: agent goals and
context, system state at the time of each decision, tool calls and their results, data access
events, decision points, overrides, and the configured owner of the agent system.

Where this reconstructability is absent, liability exposure exists — not only in the event of an
incident, but already at the first audit.

3.5 Regulatory Classification: EU Al Act Implications

Agentic Al introduces a regulatory dimension that must be addressed at governance design
stage, not as a compliance afterthought.

20 Al BET — Art. 9 — Risk Management System: A documented,
Regul_a_tory_ continuous risk management process is required for all high-
Classification Note risk Al systems. Agent-based systems with decision-making
Agentic Al significantly capacity in regulated domains will typically meet this threshold.

increases the likelihood of
High-Risk classification
under EU Al Act Annex lll
— particularly in banking,

insurance, HR, and critical . )
infrastructure contexts. — Art. 12 — Logging & Traceability: Automatic logging of

events throughout the system lifecycle is mandatory. For
agentic systems, this extends to tool invocations, decision
sequences, and configuration history.

— Art. 16/17 — Provider & Deployer Accountability: The Act
distinguishes between providers (those who develop or
substantially modify Al systems) and deployers (those who put
them into use). Agentic Al deployments may create obligations
for both parties simultaneously.

— Art. 14 — Human Oversight: High-risk Al systems must be
designed to enable effective human oversight. This is not a soft
requirement — it demands structural implementation, not
narrative assurance.

Agentic Al operating in banking, insurance, HR, critical infrastructure, or public services will
in many cases qualify as a High-Risk System under EU Al Act Annex Ill. This classification is
not determined by the sophistication of the technology, but by the nature of the decisions it
participates in and the systems it can affect. Governance design must anticipate this
classification — not react to it post-deployment.
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CHAPTER 4

Exposure Map: Where Agentic Al Governance
Typically Breaks

Based on governance reviews across enterprise environments, four recurring failure points
emerge consistently:

Undefined autonomy  The organisation cannot precisely define which High
boundaries actions the agent may initiate independently, which

require confirmation, and which are prohibited

under all circumstances.

Uncontrolled system Agents connected to CRMs, ticketing systems, Critical
access payment platforms, or internal APIs create direct

operational exposure when permissions exceed

the organisation's control model.

Missing human Human oversight is asserted but not structurally High
intervention design embedded in the workflow. Without override

triggers, escalation points, and ownership transfer

rules, oversight is fictional.

Weak evidence trail If the organisation cannot reconstruct what the Critical
agent was instructed to do, what state it observed,
which tools it used, what it changed, and who
approved the configuration — defensibility
collapses immediately.

The most common question after an incident is not ‘What did the Al do?’
— it is ‘Who authorised the Al to act, and can anyone still prove it?’
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CHAPTER 5§

Governance Review: Structure and Scope

An Agentic Al Governance Review is not a generic Al workshop. It is a structured
assessment process that makes operational exposure visible and translates agent-based
systems into ownership structures, controls, evidence requirements, and deployment
conditions.

Agentic Use-Case Intake
Structured analysis of the intended purpose, operational environment, degree of autonomy,
business criticality, system connections, and expected decision relevance.

— Use-case classification by action depth and business impact

— Mapping of tools, systems, data sources, and trigger logic

— Clear separation between assistant, copilot, workflow bot, and agent

Autonomy & Boundary Assessment
Review of what the system may initiate independently, under which conditions it may act,
what requires confirmation, and where non-negotiable stop lines must be defined.

— Permitted / restricted / prohibited action matrix

— Human-in-the-loop and human-on-the-loop design review

— Escalation, override, rollback, and kill-switch logic

Control & Evidence Architecture
Design review of whether the organisation can later reconstruct how the agent operated,
which systems it touched, what information it used, and how the result entered the business
process.

— Logging requirements for prompts, tool calls, and outputs

— Owner model, approval trail, and configuration responsibility

— Evidence readiness for audit, legal proceedings, and internal review

Executive Exposure Output
Clear management-level output identifying where Agentic Al may proceed, under which
conditions, and where deployment should be halted until the governance model is
strengthened.

— Executive summary with prioritised risks and action points

— Go / Conditionally Go / Stop recommendation logic

— Roadmap for controlled scaling of agent-based systems
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CHAPTER 6

The Review Process in Four Steps

1 01 - Map
Identify the agent use case, the target process, the system landscape, the tool layer, and
the operational promise behind the deployment.

2 02 - Bound

Define permitted actions, prohibited actions, handover points, approval thresholds, and the
degree of autonomy the organisation is genuinely prepared to defend in a regulator inquiry,
an audit scenario, or a legal dispute.

3 03 - Control

Test ownership structures, monitoring coverage, logging completeness, evidence
generation, escalation pathways, and system access discipline across the full operational
chain.

4 04 - Decide

Translate findings into an executive position: proceed, proceed under conditions, redesign,
or stop until the governance and evidence architecture is sufficient to withstand scrutiny.

CHAPTER 7

Positioning: Why Defensible Scale Is the Decisive
Advantage

7.1 The Difference Between Al and Agentic Al Is Operational
Consequence

A chatbot can give a wrong answer. An agent can give a wrong answer, call a tool, move
data, trigger a workflow, intervene in a customer process, or alter a chain of decisions. That
is not a gradual difference. It is a categorical shift in risk dimension.

Accordingly, a governance framework designed for generative Al is structurally insufficient
for Agentic Al. The expansion of the control perimeter — more permissions, more
dependencies, more invisible handoffs, more failure points — demands a governance
architecture that has been explicitly re-thought, not adapted.

7.2 Defining the Line Between Capability and Control Creates Executive
Authority

Most market positioning on Agentic Al describes what agents can do. A governance-focused
expert positioning describes what organisations must be able to prove before these systems
act at scale.
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That is where executive trust, seriousness, and authority are created. Not through capability
promises. Through control precision.

The three scenarios that will test this positioning in practice:
— Regulator inquiry: Can you demonstrate that the agent's scope of action was explicitly
defined and monitored?

— Audit scenario: Can you produce a complete and traceable record of every
consequential action the agent took, and who authorised its configuration?

— Legal dispute: If an agent-initiated action caused harm, can you show the decision logic,
the approval chain, and the human oversight structure that was in place?

Defensible scale does not mean being first to market. It means being the
first to scale in a way that survives a regulator inquiry, withstands an
audit, and holds up in a legal dispute.
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CONTACT & REVIEW REQUEST

Before Your Organisation Deploys Agents at Scale

The first step: identify where your planned or existing agent-based systems currently cannot
be explained, bounded, monitored, or defended.

Request a Direct Conversation

A focused review of your Agentic Al use cases, governance structure, deployment logic,
and control exposure.

Email: upmann@now.digital

LinkedIn: linkedin.com/in/upmann/

Website: now.digital

This report is written as a strategic governance positioning document. It does not constitute legal advice,
certification, or a regulatory opinion. Formal implementation should be coordinated with the relevant internal and
legal stakeholders where appropriate.
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