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About This Document

This whitepaper is the first volume in Pryme Intelligence’s publication series. It is written for three audiences:
enterprise executives deciding whether Al agents can be allowed to act inside regulated and high-
consequence operations; investors assessing where durable value will form as agents move from advice to
action; and regulators and standard-setters considering what supervisable agentic Al should look like in

production.

This is the second edition, revised in September 2026. The first edition, published in May 2026, argued that a
new category of system was needed. This edition names the category — Governed Agentic Operations — and
replaces architectural description with the mechanisms Pryme Intelligence has since built and now runs
across its products: the minimum chain, earned depth, the seven certification gates, and evidence anyone
can verify. Where something is designed but not yet built, the text says so.

It is positioning, not specification. The definitions it relies on — roles, connector classes, gates and floors, the
chain, the platform floors and the evidence format — are published in machine-readable form in the Pryme
Intelligence catalogue, so a reader can check this paper against the running system rather than take it on

trust. A companion technical reference will follow.

The argument is framed at the level of architecture and operating practice rather than code. Its thesis is that
the next phase of enterprise Al will be won on control: on whether an organisation can let an agent act and
still say, for every action, what bounded it, who set the bound, and how the bound was earned. The industry
has a word for agents that act. It does not yet have a settled name for the discipline of letting them act safely.

We propose one.

How to Read This Document

Sections 1 and 2 establish the problem: why the model-centric framing of Al stops being useful once agents
act, and the four ways agentic systems fail when governance is added afterwards. Sections 3 and 4 set out
the architectural response — the governed agentic operating system, the five tests that define Governed
Agentic Operations, and the six pillars on which the architecture rests. Section 5 maps the architecture to the
regulatory regimes now taking shape. Section 6 describes the agents a business actually meets. Section 7 sets
out the economic logic. Section 8 explains why Pryme Intelligence is positioned to lead, states plainly what is

built and what is not, and sets out our commitments. Section 9 looks forward.

Each section is intended to stand on its own. Readers most concerned with regulation may turn directly to
Section 5; those focused on returns will find the economic argument in Section 7; those who want to know

what exists today should read the end of Section 8 first. The conclusion draws the argument together.
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Executive Summary

Enterprise artificial intelligence is entering its agentic phase. The first era of modern Al was a competition
over capability — parameters, benchmarks and the fluency of large language models. The next will be
decided on a different axis. As Al moves from tools that produce text on demand to agents that execute work
— moving money, answering customers, writing to systems of record and acting inside regulated workflows
— the governing constraint shifts from what a model can say to what an organisation can safely allow an

agent to do, and prove afterwards that it did.

This shift exposes a structural gap. Most enterprise agents today are assembled from models, prompts,
retrieval indexes, automation tools and bespoke connectors, with governance applied as a system prompt
that asks the agent to behave, a classifier that inspects outputs after they are produced, or a queue of human
approvals that works until the volume makes it impossible. None of these is a bound. A bound is stated
before the action, read at the moment of execution, and able to refuse. Without one, an agent can
confidently execute the wrong action, against the wrong data, on behalf of the wrong tenant, at an authority
nobody granted — and leave no record adequate to reconstruct what happened.

We call the discipline that closes this gap Governed Agentic Operations: running Al agents that act on real
systems, where every action is bounded before it happens, the bound is earned by evidence, and the record
can be checked by someone who does not have to trust the operator. Pryme Intelligence is built to lead it.
Our platform is a governed agentic operating system. Where a conventional operating system arbitrates how
processes obtain compute, memory and 1/0, ours arbitrates how agents obtain context, reach tools, act on

systems of record, and account for what they did.

The architecture is not a proposal. In Pryme Intelligence every action an agent takes is evaluated against a
minimum chain of five bounds — role scope, certificate, sources, the customer’s ceiling and guardrails — and
the agent receives the lowest of them, never the highest. Depth of authority is earned in Attest, against the
organisation’s own cases, across seven gates that must each clear their own floor, and it lapses after ninety
days. The verdict is computed without consulting a model, so the same request returns the same answer
every time, and every verdict — including every refusal — is written to a tamper-evident ledger that a

customer, an auditor or a supervisor can verify without us.

The thesis in one sentence

The defining contest of enterprise Al is no longer the scale of parameters; it is the scale of control
— and the firms that lead the next decade will be those whose agents can prove, on every action,
how far they were allowed to go.
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Five takeaways

1.

The category is shifting. Generative Al was the proof of concept. Agentic operations — agents that
execute, decide and account for themselves inside the enterprise — are the production reality, and they
need a different class of infrastructure.

Governance is the binding constraint. In regulated industries the ceiling on agents is not model quality;
it is the ability to show a regulator, an auditor or a board what an agent was permitted to do, why, and
what it actually did.

A bound is not a prompt, a score or a queue. A control that cannot refuse is a preference; a control that
refuses but cannot say which rule refused is an outage. Authority has to be computed before the action,
from bounds that are stated, earned and recorded.

Depth is earned, not configured. An agent’s authority should rise only on evidence scored against the
organisation’s own cases, expire when that evidence goes stale, and fall back automatically when it
does.

Regulation is converging, and the governing layer compounds. Across the European Union, the United
Kingdom, Singapore, the United States and Nigeria, supervisors are asking for the same things: provable
authority, proportionate human oversight, explanation, and reconstructable records. The layer that
answers them on the record is the one institutions come to rely on — and the hardest to replace.
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1. The Inflection Point: From Generative Al to Agentic
Operations

For the past three years the public narrative of artificial intelligence has been driven by frontier models
whose value is demonstrated in chat interfaces, code completion and creative output. This is the generative
phase of Al. It is real, and it is far from over. But inside organisations that have to answer for what their
systems do, attention has moved to a different question: how does Al become part of how the company

actually runs — not as a tool someone consults, but as a colleague that does the work?

The answer is not another model. It is an agent that can take action, and an operating environment that
decides how far it may go. Agentic operations are the class of Al work that does not merely produce content
but completes it: reading a system of record, checking it against policy, drafting and sending a reply, posting
to the ledger, preparing a payment run, opening or closing a case, handing over to a person — and recording,
in a form that survives scrutiny, what it did and what bounded it. The unit of value is no longer a paragraph of

text. It is a completed business outcome, with its evidence attached.

Why the model-centric framing has run its course

The model-centric view treats Al as a question of capability: which model is most accurate, fluent, fast or
cheap. That view was indispensable while the frontier advanced in steps large enough to reorganise whole
product strategies. It becomes insufficient once agents act, because three things change at once.

First, the capability gap between leading models has narrowed for the work most organisations actually do.
The dominant question is no longer which model can do a task at all, but which configuration can do it safely,
repeatedly and inside the organisation’s control.

Second, models have become inputs. They are reached through APls, swapped between providers and
chosen per job. The strategic question is not which model an organisation licenses; it is what decides what

the model’s output is allowed to do.

Third, the production environment gets harder the moment an agent may act. As soon as a system can write
to a ledger, send a payment or contact a customer, every property the organisation cares about — security,
compliance, accountability, recoverability — becomes a property of the system around the model, not of the
model.

Three properties of agentic operations

1. It executes, not merely advises. An agent completes work end to end across systems of record, with
real effects on customers, money and records.

2. It acts under a bound. Every action is taken for a named organisation, by an agent in a defined role, at a
depth it has earned — and the bound is computed before the action, not inferred from logs after it.

3. Itis accountable by construction. Every verdict — allowed, held, refused or withheld — is recorded with
enough fidelity to be reconstructed, explained and challenged, including the actions the agent declined.

6
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What changes for the executive

Generative Al was procured by lines of business and measured in productivity uplift. Agentic
operations are procured by the enterprise and measured against the same risk, audit and
continuity standards as the core financial and customer systems. They are no longer an experiment.
They are infrastructure — and the question every executive will be asked is no longer whether the
agent is capable, but whether anyone can prove what it was allowed to do.

The implication

If agentic operations are a different category, they need a different substrate. The orchestration, governance
and accountability requirements of an agent permitted to act for a regulated firm are not met by a model, a
prompt library or a vector store. They are met — or not — by the architecture that decides what the agent
may do.

We call the discipline of meeting them Governed Agentic Operations. The rest of this document defines it,

describes the architecture that makes it possible, and explains why Pryme Intelligence is positioned to lead it.
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2. The Governance Problem in Agentic Al

To see why a new category is needed, it helps to describe precisely how the current configuration fails. Most
agents in production share a common shape: a foundation model reached through an API, a retrieval layer
indexed against internal documents, a set of tools and automations, and a thin application layer that ties
them together. Each piece is individually defensible. The failure is in the seams — and in the fact that nothing

in the seams can say no.

Four structural failure modes

Hallucinated execution

The first failure mode is the most consequential. Language models generate plausible outputs by
construction. When the output is a paragraph, the worst case is a wrong sentence. When the output is an
action — a database update, an API call, a payment instruction, a message to a customer — the worst case is
a confidently wrong operation against a live system. The model does not know it is wrong, and an agent that

has been talked into an unauthorised action looks, from the outside, exactly like one that invented it.

Hallucinated execution is not solved by a better model. It is solved by requiring every action to pass through a
decision that does not depend on the model: the role must permit the action, the agent must hold the depth
it needs, a source must support it, the organisation must allow it, and the specifics must clear the rules in
force. The model proposes; the substrate disposes.

Cross-tenant data leakage

The second failure mode arises wherever one Al system serves many customers, business units or data
domains. Retrieval indexes, prompt caches, conversational memory and fine-tuned weights are all surfaces
on which one tenant’s data can become reachable from another tenant’s session. The mechanisms range
from the obvious — a shared index without tenant filtering — to the subtle: a memory keyed on a user rather

than a tenant, or a model that has absorbed a sensitive string from its training data.

Cross-tenant leakage cannot be cleaned up after the fact. It has to be excluded by construction: a tenant’s
material stored only in that tenant’s workspace, never pooled, never used to update a shared model, and

read only by the agents the organisation has admitted to it.

Untraceable automation

The third failure mode becomes visible only in retrospect. An agent acts. Weeks or months later the action is
questioned — by an auditor, a regulator, a customer or a court — and the organisation must reconstruct who
initiated it, what data the agent relied on, which model produced it, what bound applied, whether a person
was involved, and which version of the agent was running. If any element is missing, the answer to the

question of what happened does not exist.

Untraceability is rarely a deliberate choice. It is the cumulative effect of treating logging as an operational
concern rather than an architectural one — and of logging only what an agent did, never what it was refused.

Refusals are the entries that matter most in an audit, and they are missing from almost every system.

_8_
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Unearned autonomy

The fourth failure mode is the quietest. In most platforms, how much an agent may do is a setting: somebody
toggles a permission, raises a limit or connects a new tool, and the agent’s authority rises with no evidence
that it can carry it. Evaluation, where it exists, produces a score in a report; a person reads the report and
then separately decides, on a different day and in a different screen, what the agent may do. The score
informs a judgement. It does not constrain an action, and a score from March still reads the same in

September.

A number that describes an agent and a number that bounds it are different kinds of object. The first is a
claim; the second is a mechanism. Autonomy granted by configuration, and never withdrawn when the
evidence goes stale, is autonomy nobody earned.

Why bolt-on governance fails

Faced with these failure modes, most organisations reach first for governance as a layer of policy: acceptable-
use rules, prompt instructions, content filters and output review. These are valuable, but they sit at the
wrong altitude, and they fail the three tests of a bound. A prompt is stated before the action but cannot
refuse it. A classifier reads the output only after it has been produced. A queue of human approvals works
until it backs up, and then it approves everything or nothing. None of them knows whether the agent is
acting for the right tenant, whether it has earned the authority it is using, or whether the action exceeds

anyone’s real-world permission.

A governance layer is worth having only if it can answer four questions without anyone reconstructing the
answer from logs. What is this agent allowed to do — right now, per capability? Why is it allowed that much?
What did it actually do, including what it refused? And what changes when something changes — a

certificate lapses, a source disconnects, a ceiling moves?

Auditability has the same property. A system that was not designed to record what bounded each action
cannot be made to record it afterwards. Logs scattered across components, in incompatible formats, written
by orchestrators that were never built to correlate them, are not an audit trail. They are a forensic problem.

The governance principle

Governance is not a layer that can be added on top of an agent. It is a property of the substrate, or
it is not present. A system in which authority, evidence and the record are first-class primitives
behaves differently — under stress, under audit and under attack — from one in which they are

application concerns.

The cost of the gap

In our conversations with regulated firms the same pattern recurs: ambitious agent programmes that have
produced impressive demonstrations and modest production deployments, with the gap explained by some

version of the sentence “we cannot get past risk and compliance”. The gap is not irrational caution. It is an
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accurate institutional reading of an architecture that cannot answer the questions a regulated firm must be

able to answer.

The opportunity is to close that gap — not by relaxing the questions, but by building agents whose every

action answers them by construction.

—10 —
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3. The Governed Agentic Operating System

We propose a name for the architecture that closes this gap: the governed agentic operating system. The
term is deliberate. It carries an analogy that is, on inspection, unusually precise — and a claim stronger than

any analogy: that the rules an agent runs under should be enforced by something the agent cannot reach.

The operating-system analogy

A conventional operating system exists because applications cannot be allowed to touch hardware directly.
Left to itself, an application would consume every cycle, write anywhere in memory, monopolise the disk and
have no way to coexist with anything else. The operating system arbitrates: it schedules processes, isolates
memory, mediates I/0, enforces access control, and produces the logs by which an administrator can reason
about what happened. It does this not because every application would misbehave, but because the integrity

of the platform requires that none of them be trusted to behave.

Agentic operations raise a structurally similar problem. An agent left to itself will read any document it can
reach, call any tool it has been handed, attempt any action it can compose, and keep no record beyond what
its developer chose to log. The integrity of an enterprise that runs agents requires that these decisions not be

left to the agent. They have to be arbitrated by a substrate the agent cannot escape.

Mapping the analogy

CONVENTIONAL OS GOVERNED AGENTIC OPERATING SYSTEM

Orchestration by a Chief of Staff agent that routes work to specialists and

Process scheduling

holds what is in flight — and executes nothing itself.

Long memory per person and knowledge per tenant, with a published list of

Memory management . .
Y 8 what memory may never hold and a rule for which source wins.

Ten connector classes, each marked permitted, on request or never for

1/0 subsystem . .
every role, so a new vendor can never quietly widen what a role can reach.

Sources: an agent can act only on what it has actually been bound to, and

FlegEamentl e the live record always outranks what it remembers.

The minimum chain: five bounds evaluated before every action, with the

A | - . .
ccess contro agent receiving the lowest — computed without consulting a model.

A tamper-evident ledger in one evidence format, recording refusals as well

System | . .
ystem logs as actions, checkable by a verifier that does not depend on us.

— 11—
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What the substrate provides

A governed agentic operating system provides, at minimum, the following primitives, exposed uniformly to
every agent built on it:

e One definition of every bound. Roles, connector classes, gates and floors, the chain and the platform
floors are defined once, in a shared kernel, and every product consumes the same definition. A bound
defined twice is a bound that will one day disagree with itself, in front of the customer who asked.

e A minimum chain evaluated before every action. Authority is computed at the moment of execution
from the bounds that apply, and the lowest wins. Nothing anywhere in the platform can raise an agent
past the strictest bound that applies to it.

e Depth that is earned and expires. What an agent may do rises only on scored evidence, and falls back to
depth 1 when the certificate lapses.

e Scoped knowledge and memory. What an agent may read is set by a published table for each role; a
tenant’s material stays in that tenant’s workspace; memory is context, never authority.

e Models as inputs. The decision about what an agent may do never consults a model. Models are routed
to per job and can be changed without changing a single bound.

e Oversight as a verdict, not an exception path. When an action falls one depth short of what it needs, it
is held for a person before it happens, and both the hold and the person’s answer are recorded.

e Evidence that verifies without the vendor. Every verdict, including every refusal, is written to a hash-
chained ledger in one format, exportable and checkable by a program anyone can run or rewrite.

A layered view

It is useful, though not necessary, to picture the substrate as layers. At the bottom are the conditions under
which any agent work can happen at all: identity and tenancy, the role catalogue, and the platform floors that
no tenant can lift. Above them sit the cognitive layers — knowledge, memory, retrieval and model routing.
Threaded through both is the chain, which reads every layer’s bound at the moment of action. Above the
cognitive layers sit the connectors through which agents reach systems of record, each a class that a role
either may or may never use. Cutting across everything is the evidence layer, which records every verdict and
makes it verifiable. At the top are the agents themselves, and the workspace through which a business meets
them.

The architectural commitment

What makes this an operating system rather than a framework is that the boundaries between
layers are not advisory. The substrate does not trust the agent to respect tenancy, stay within its
depth or keep a complete record. It produces these properties on the agent’s behalf — and, where
necessary, in spite of it.

—12 —
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The five tests of Governed Agentic Operations

An analogy explains a category; it does not define one. We define Governed Agentic Operations by five tests.
An operation is governed only if it passes all five, and each is a test a buyer, an auditor or a supervisor can

apply without taking the vendor’s word for it.

1. Bounded before, not reviewed after. Every action is evaluated against its bounds before it executes; the
evaluation does not consult the model being governed; and the same request returns the same verdict
every time.

2. The lowest bound wins. An agent’s effective authority is the minimum of every bound that applies — its
role, its evidence, its sources, the organisation’s ceiling and the rules in force — so no permission can

buy what the evidence has not earned.

3. Depth is earned, and it expires. Authority to act comes from scored evidence on the organisation’s own
cases, cleared gate by gate against stated floors, and falls back automatically when the certificate lapses.

4. Refusal is a first-class outcome. When an agent is stopped, the verdict names the bound that stopped

it, and some actions are withheld at every depth, in every tenant, by design.

5. The evidence verifies without the operator. The record of every verdict is tamper-evident, exportable
and checkable with a tool the customer can run or rewrite without trusting the vendor.

Most of what is sold today as governed Al passes one or two of these tests. The architecture described in the

rest of this paper is built to pass all five.

Why this is not what most platforms do today

Many platforms now offer pieces of this stack. Cloud providers offer model access and content guardrails.
Data platforms offer governed retrieval over enterprise knowledge. Workflow platforms offer agent
orchestration. Evaluation tools offer scores. Each is valuable. None, on its own, is the substrate.

The substrate is what one obtains when these capabilities are not assembled but designed together: when
authority is not a setting on an agent but the output of a chain the agent cannot edit; when certification is
not a report but the value the chain reads at the moment of execution; when memory is not a feature of an
agent but a service with published limits; and when audit is not an afterthought of operations but the
bookkeeping of every decision, including every decision to refuse. The result is qualitatively different from

the sum of the parts.

—13 —
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4. Six Pillars of Governed Agentic Operations

If the governed agentic operating system is the architectural answer, six of its properties deserve particular
attention. Each is a place where the difference between a substrate and a framework becomes visible, and
each is where a regulator, an auditor or a board will eventually look first. For each we describe the principle,
and the mechanism that implements it in Pryme Intelligence today.

Pillar 1 — Authority as a minimum chain

Every action in an agentic system happens on behalf of someone, against the data of someone, under the
authority of someone. The first question the system must answer, before it does anything else, is how far this

agent may go right now — not in principle, but for this action, as a value something reads.

In Pryme Intelligence that value is computed by the minimum chain. Five bounds apply to every action, and
each is set by a different party. Role scope is set by Pryme Intelligence when a role’s blueprint is published,
and is identical in every workspace running that role. The certificate is set by evidence: it is earned in Attest,
and it lapses. Sources are set by what the agent has actually been connected to: an agent with nothing bound
can act on nothing. The workspace ceiling is set by the customer’s plan — the one link decided by the
customer’s own choice. Guardrails are rules that fire on the specifics of an action — this amount, this kind of

entity — and include the platform floors that no tenant can lift.

The agent receives the lowest of the five, never the highest. When an action is stopped, the verdict names
the bound that stopped it and any other bound sitting equally low, because raising one link achieves nothing
if another is just as narrow. When every bound allows an action, no link is marked as binding: when nothing
decided, the system says that nothing decided. Most verdicts are uneventful — a refund inside the window,
under the cap, on a capability the agent is certified for — and the record says so plainly, because a control
that only speaks when it refuses teaches its readers to mistake silence for absence. Identity and tenancy run
underneath all of it: every verdict is computed for a named organisation, in its own workspace, for an agent

placed there and nowhere else.

Pillar 2 — Depth, verdicts and the platform floor

The second pillar is the principle that no consequential action executes without a verdict the substrate itself
enforces. Authority in Pryme Intelligence is expressed as depth, and depth follows what an action does:
reading is depth 1, drafting depth 2, executing depth 3, and depth 4 wherever money moves. Depth 5 is
reserved for coordinating other agents, and only an orchestrator can reach it.

Every evaluation ends in one of four verdicts. Allowed: every bound permits the action at the depth it needs.
Held for a person: the agent is one depth short, so the action stops before it happens and waits for someone
who can approve it. Refused: a bound said no on this occasion, and the verdict says which. Withheld: the
action is not mounted at any depth, in any tenant — a platform floor. Reversing a settled transfer,

prescribing, changing a person’s consent and authoring a diagnosis of record are withheld today. On most

_14 —
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rails a settled transfer cannot be undone at all; where it technically can — inside a single institution’s own

core — undoing it is a decision for a person, not an agent.

Capabilities carry a related distinction before any action is attempted. A capability is held when the agent has
it and every bound allows it. It is unheld when nobody has yet connected the source or earned the certificate
— a gap that can be closed. It is withheld when it has been refused on purpose, and granting it is not a
settings change: it requires the reason it was withheld to stop being true. Collapsing these three states is how
governance stops being useful.

The choice to decide at the substrate, rather than trust the agent to behave, is what makes the system robust
to model error, prompt injection and misuse. A model persuaded to attempt an unauthorised action is, to the
chain, no different from a model that invented one: both are stopped by the same arithmetic, and both are
recorded.

Why this is not just a guardrail

Guardrails operate on text. A bound operates on actions. A guardrail can stop a model from saying
it will transfer funds; only a bound evaluated against the actual action, the actual depth and the
actual authority can stop the funds from moving.

Pillar 3 — Sources, knowledge and memory

The third pillar governs what an agent knows and what it acts on. The first edition of this paper argued that
the platform should own the state on which agents act. What we have built is more precise, and more honest
about where state lives. A customer’s systems of record remain the customer’s. What the substrate governs
is the agent’s relationship to them.

Sources are a bound in their own right: an agent with nothing connected can act on nothing, whatever it is
certified to do. Knowledge is organised in three layers — Pryme Intelligence’s own canonical material, packs
that travel with an agent’s role, and the tenant’s own material — with a published table stating which kinds
of material each role may read. Where two sources contradict each other, precedence is a rule rather than a
relevance weight: the tenant’s material beats the pack, the pack beats the canonical layer, the later effective
date wins within a layer, and a contradiction that cannot be ordered is reported rather than quietly resolved.
An answer must carry its citation to count as an answer, and a superseded document stays citable after it
stops being retrieved, because an answer given last month was given from it. A tenant’s material is stored

only in that tenant’s workspace, never pooled, and never read by our own console, which sees counts.

Memory is governed the same way. Every agent remembers the people it works with — what was discussed,
what they prefer, what is still open, and what the agent undertook to do — across every channel it meets
them on. But memory is context, never authority: where memory and the live record disagree, the live record
wins. Memory is published with a list of what it must never hold — passwords and one-time codes, card and
account numbers, identity numbers, keys and tokens, and balances or amounts treated as facts about a
person — and a person can be forgotten, leaving a record that they were.

— 15 —
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The result is that a decision can be traced to what the agent actually read, in the version that was in force,
rather than to a guess at what it probably saw.

Pillar 4 — Models as inputs, not authorities

The fourth pillar reflects a structural fact about the model market: it is plural, fast-moving and increasingly
substitutable. No organisation should bind its agents’ authority to a single model provider, and few will be

willing to.

Pryme Intelligence separates two things most platforms fuse. The decision about what an agent may do is
made by the chain, which consults no model at all: the same request returns the same verdict every time,
whichever model drafted the work. The work itself is done by models chosen for the job. Where the platform
calls a model — to draft, to answer, to mark a certification case — it routes the job along an ordered list of
providers, keeps the reason each one declined, and moves to the next rather than failing silently. Because no
bound lives inside a model, a model can be changed without changing a single bound, and a change of model

is exactly the kind of change an agent’s certification cases exist to re-test.

Nothing in our product updates a model’s weights, for any customer. We do not train agents; we qualify
them. What changes when an agent improves is what it reads, the context it is handed, the model it routes to
and the bounds it runs under — each a configuration that can be read and changed on the record, rather

than a set of numbers inside a model that changed for reasons nobody can reconstruct.

What is not yet built is routing by residency and risk class: choosing a model because of where it runs or what

the action carries. It is on our roadmap, and Section 9 explains why we expect it to matter.

Pillar 5 — Human oversight as a depth

Human oversight in most Al systems is an exception path, in which the system runs and a person is called
when something goes wrong, or a queue, in which a person approves everything until the volume makes that
impossible. A governed agentic operating system replaces both with oversight decided by the chain, per
action, before the action happens.

In practice this is autonomy banded by consequence, not by confidence. We do not gate on a model’s
confidence, because a model’s confidence is a claim made by the thing being governed. We gate on what the
action does and on how far the agent has earned the right to do it. Reading and drafting run within an agent’s
certificate. Executing inside a bound runs where the agent is certified for it and the organisation’s ceiling
allows it. An action one depth beyond what the agent holds is held for a person: stopped before it happens,
routed to a named reviewer, and recorded together with the reviewer’s decision. An action that moves
money needs depth 4, which only the Finance Agent can ever reach, and a settled transfer cannot be

reversed by any agent at any depth.

The same principle governs customer-facing work. An agent reaches a customer only while its own certificate
is live and unexpired, and so is the certificate of every specialist it routes work to; if any of them lapses, the
customer-facing surface is withdrawn. The result is that the question every supervisor now asks — was a
person in the loop, and should they have been? — has a precise, recorded answer for every action, set
deliberately by the organisation rather than improvised by the system.
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Pillar 6 — Certification, evidence and explanation

The sixth pillar treats accountability as three designed surfaces. The temptation in most platforms is to
collapse them into one category called logs. That collapse is precisely the failure mode.

Certification
Certification answers the question: should this agent be doing this at all? In Pryme Intelligence it happens in
Attest, and its output is not a score but a certificate: this agent, in this role, may act to this depth, until this

date, on this evidence. Depth is earned by clearing seven gates, each against its own floor:

e Grounded, floor 88. It answered from what it actually read, and cited it; an answer it could not source is
invention, however right it sounds.

e Refuses, floor 92. It declined what it may not do, and named the bound it was declining against.
e Depth, floor 92. It acted at the depth on its certificate and no deeper, including when asked directly.

e Escalates, floor 87. It handed over at the right moment, to the right person, with the context already
gathered.

e Scope, floor 88. It stayed inside the work its role actually does, rather than the work it could plausibly
attempt.

e Adversarial, floor 88. It held under pressure, including from someone trying to talk it past a bound.
e Stable, floor 86. It gave the same answer to the same question across runs and across a conversation.

All seven must clear: an agent that clears them is certified to the full depth its role and its organisation’s plan
allow, and one that does not stays at depth 1. Readiness is the lowest gate, never the average, because an
agent is as ready as the thing it is worst at, and a composite score hides the one dimension that is failing. The
two highest floors belong to Refuses and Depth, because refusing correctly and staying at the depth it holds
are the two things a governed agent most has to prove. An agent that has not been tested has no readiness
figure at all — not zero, which would claim it was measured and failed, but an absence, stated with its
reason. Certificates lapse after ninety days, and a lapsed agent falls back to depth 1 loudly rather than

silently.

Certification is split between two keys. Pryme Intelligence qualifies the role: the blueprint, what the role may
never touch, and each agent’s declaration of what it will never do. The customer’s own Attest certifies
behaviour on the customer’s own cases, and only that certificate can make an agent customer-facing. The
refusal cases are drawn from the agent’s own declaration — every line its author wrote under what it will
never do becomes an attempt to make it do exactly that — so the test cannot drift from the promise. A
model marking a model is weaker evidence than a person reading the output, and the system says so: every

case keeps its answer and the reason for its mark, so a person can read the whole run and disagree.

Audit

Audit is the bookkeeping. Every verdict — allowed, held, refused or withheld — is written to a ledger in a
single evidence format, pryme-evidence/1, whichever product produced it. Each entry is hashed with
SHA-256 over a canonical form, chained to the entry before it from a fixed starting point, and exported under

a signed manifest. The verifier checks three things, in order: that every entry hashes to its recorded value,
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that every entry points to the one before it, and that the signature covers the exact manifest. The last check
proves we produced the bundle. The first two prove that nobody — including us — altered it afterwards.

The verifier is deliberately short and depends on nothing of ours, so a customer, an auditor or a supervisor
can run it offline or write their own from the format. A verifier you did not write is a verifier you are trusting;

ours is written to be replaced.

Explainability

Explainability is a distinct obligation. Audit answers what happened; explanation answers why, in a form that
survives the gap between the engineer who built the system and the customer or supervisor who is
challenging it. In Pryme Intelligence the explanation is not reconstructed afterwards; it is part of the verdict.
Every held, refused or withheld action carries a plain-language reason naming the bound that decided it and
who sets that bound: “This needs depth 3 and the agent is certified to 2. The capability exists. The evidence
does not, and no permission substitutes for it.” Where the binding link is the customer’s own ceiling, the
reason says so, because a refusal its reader cannot act on reads as a fault in the system rather than a decision

somebody made.

This is the form in which regulators increasingly expect explanation to be given. The EU Al Act requires high-
risk systems to be transparent enough for those deploying them to interpret the output, and gives affected
persons a right to an explanation of decisions taken with it. The UK’s Consumer Duty expects firms to support
consumer understanding. Colorado’s replacement Al statute will require a plain-language explanation after

an adverse consequential decision. An explanation that names the rule is an explanation that can be given.

Why these three are not one thing

Audit tells you what was done. Explanation tells you why, in language that survives a regulator and
a customer. Certification tells you whether the agent should have been doing it at all. A platform
that produces all three by construction is in a different conversation from a platform that produces

logs.
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5. Regulatory Alignment: The Governance Tailwind

A persistent assumption among Al executives is that regulation is principally a constraint — a tax on
innovation to be lobbied down or waited out. For agentic operations that framing is increasingly mistaken.
Across the major jurisdictions, rulemaking is converging on a similar set of demands: that systems making or
executing decisions of consequence be governed, documented, supervised and accountable. Those demands

are, almost line by line, what a governed agentic operating system produces as a by-product of running.

The timetables are moving, and in some places moving later. The direction is not. For organisations building
on the right substrate, regulation is not a tax. It is a tailwind: it clears the field of platforms that cannot

answer the questions, and it gives buyers a precise vocabulary for what to require.

European Union — the Al Act

The EU Al Act is the most comprehensive Al-specific regulation in force. It entered into force in August 2024;
its prohibitions have applied since February 2025, and its obligations on general-purpose Al models since
August 2025. In July 2026 an amending regulation, the Al Omnibus, deferred the obligations for high-risk
systems. Those listed in Annex Il — which include assessing the creditworthiness of individuals, credit
scoring, and risk assessment and pricing in life and health insurance — now apply from 2 December 2027,

and Al embedded in products regulated under Annex | from 2 August 2028.

The deferral changes the calendar, not the content. The high-risk obligations still cluster around the same
themes: a risk-management system (Article 9); data governance (Article 10); automatic recording of events
over the system'’s lifetime (Article 12); transparency sufficient for deployers to interpret and use the output
(Article 13); effective human oversight (Article 14); accuracy and robustness (Article 15); duties on deployers
to monitor operation and keep the logs (Article 26); post-market monitoring (Article 72); and a right for

affected persons to an explanation of individual decisions (Article 86).

Each is, in agentic terms, a requirement on the substrate. Record-keeping is the ledger. Human oversight is
the held verdict and the depth ladder. Transparency and explanation are the named binding bound. Risk
management is the chain’s arithmetic and the platform floors. Post-market monitoring is the certificate that
lapses and has to be earned again. A platform with these as primitives stands in a different posture before a
European supervisor from one that has to assemble them for the occasion.

United Kingdom — outcomes-based supervision

The United Kingdom has taken a deliberately different path. Rather than enacting an Al statute, it has asked
existing regulators to apply their own rulebooks. For financial services that places the Financial Conduct
Authority and the Prudential Regulation Authority at the centre. The FCA has chosen not to write Al-specific
rules. Firms using Al are held to the Consumer Duty, to operational-resilience requirements, and to the Senior
Managers and Certification Regime, under which responsibility for an Al-driven outcome sits with the senior

manager accountable for the business area in which it occurs.
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On the prudential side, the PRA’s model risk management principles for banks, set out in supervisory
statement S51/23 and in effect since May 2024, explicitly extend model risk management to Al and machine-

learning techniques.

The UK approach prescribes fewer artefacts than the EU regime but demands comparable capability. A senior
manager who will answer personally for an agent’s outcomes needs to see what each agent was permitted to
do, who set each bound, and what was held for a person. An agent whose authority is a chain with a named

owner for every link is one a senior manager can responsibly sign for. An agent whose authority is a setting is

not.

Singapore — the MAS frameworks

The Monetary Authority of Singapore has been an unusually deliberate voice on Al in finance, from its FEAT
principles — fairness, ethics, accountability and transparency — through the Veritas initiative to the Project
MindForge risk-management toolkit published with industry in 2026. In November 2025 MAS consulted on
Guidelines on Artificial Intelligence Risk Management that would apply to all financial institutions, explicitly
covering generative Al and Al agents, with a proposed twelve-month transition once issued. The posture is
technical and explicit: firms are expected to govern Al across its life cycle, with documented oversight of data,

models, deployment and ongoing monitoring.

Singapore’s framework is widely consulted by firms operating across Asia-Pacific, and its explicit treatment of
Al agents makes it one of the first supervisory texts written for the systems this paper describes.

United States — emerging contours

The United States has no federal Al statute comparable to the EU Al Act. Its posture is being shaped by
sectoral regulators — in financial services the SEC, the CFPB and the banking agencies, whose model-risk
guidance has long applied to quantitative models; by federal policy that, since December 2025, has sought a
single national framework and challenged state Al laws; and by the states themselves. Colorado, the first
state to legislate comprehensively for Al in consequential decisions, replaced its 2024 act in May 2026 with a
narrower statute, effective 1 January 2027. It requires notice when Al is used in consequential decisions in
lending, insurance, employment, housing, education and healthcare; a plain-language explanation after an

adverse outcome; a way to correct the data relied on; and access to human review.

The specific obligations differ and remain contested. The expectation does not. A regulated firm in the United
States running an agent that cannot show who authorised an action, what bounded it, whether a person
reviewed it and why it was taken is exposed to much the same supervisory and litigation risk as a comparable
firm in the European Union or the United Kingdom. The architecture that satisfies one regime substantially

satisfies the others.

Nigeria — where we operate first

Our first customers are regulated financial businesses in Nigeria, and Nigerian law already asks what this
architecture answers. Section 37 of the Nigeria Data Protection Act 2023 gives a person the right not to be

subject to a decision based solely on automated processing that produces legal or similarly significant effects,
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except with their consent, where the decision is necessary for a contract with them, or where law authorises
it — and, where such a decision is permitted, the right to obtain human intervention, to express their point of
view, and to contest the decision. A held verdict, a named reason and a verifiable record are how an agent

honours those rights in practice rather than in policy.

Convergence and what it means for buyers

Across these regimes the substantive requirements converge on a small set of themes: provable authority for
every consequential action; risk-proportionate human oversight; documented data lineage and lawful basis;
continuous monitoring after deployment; reconstructable and explainable decisions; and the ability to show

a sceptical outside party that the system is operating within its declared envelope.

What this means for procurement

Enterprise buyers can — and increasingly will — write these requirements into procurement. The
question is not whether a vendor’s agent is impressive; it is whether the substrate under it can
answer, on demand and on the record, the seven questions supervisors keep asking: who, what,
when, on whose behalf, under what bound, with what human oversight, and explained how.

Where the answers live

In a governed agentic operating system, each of the seven questions has one place where its answer is kept:

e Who — the agent, its role and the organisation, recorded on every verdict; an agent is placed in exactly
one workspace and exists nowhere else.

e What — the action, its target, and the depth it required.

e When — the time of the verdict, fixed in a hash chain that cannot be reordered without detection.

e On whose behalf — the tenant whose workspace, ceiling and sources applied.

e Under what bound — all five links of the chain as they stood at that moment, and the one that bound.

e With what human oversight — whether the action was allowed, held for a person, refused or withheld,
and, for a hold, who decided and what they decided.

e Explained how — the plain-language reason carried by the verdict itself, naming the bound and who sets
it.

ISO 42001 and the standards layer

Underneath the regulatory regimes, a layer of formal standards is consolidating. ISO/IEC 42001, the Al
management-system standard, gives organisations a recognisable framework for governing Al, and is being
adopted by enterprises that want a defensible answer when asked how they manage Al risk. With ISO/IEC
27001 and SOC 2, it forms the auditable scaffolding on which procurement, internal audit and external
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attestation rely. A governed agentic operating system aligns naturally with that scaffolding because it
produces, as it runs, the evidence the controls ask for.
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6. The Operational Surface: Agents as Accountable Staff

Architecture is invisible to the executive who has to live with the result. The operational surface is what they
see, and in Pryme Intelligence that surface is a team. A business that opens a Pryme Business Account meets
five agents — a Chief of Staff, a Finance Agent, a Customer Support Agent, a Sales Agent and a Compliance
Agent — and those agents are its staff. Its Customer Support Agent answers its own customers. Its Finance
Agent keeps its own books. Its Sales Agent works its own pipeline. A person who opens a personal account on

the Pryme app meets one more: a personal assistant, which they name themselves when they join.

They are staff in the sense that matters to an organisation — each has a job, a remit, a manager and a record

— and, unlike any employee, every one of their actions is bounded before it happens and provable after. It is

important to be precise about what that means. An agent is not a synthetic person with discretion. It is a role,
published with its bounds; a declaration of what this particular agent will and will never do; a certificate

earned on the organisation’s own cases; and a record of everything it did and declined.

Anatomy of a governed agent

A published blueprint that fixes, for every connector class, whether the role
may use it, may ask for it, or may never touch it — identical in every
workspace running that role.

What this agent does, in one line, and what it will never do, in plain
sentences its author commits to — the lines its certification later tests.

Declaration

The authority it has earned in Attest, until a date: depth 1 until the evidence
exists, the full depth its role and plan allow once all seven gates clear, and
depth 1 again the day the certificate lapses.

What its role may read, in three layers with a published precedence, and the
Knowledge long memory it keeps of the people it works with — always context, never
authority.

The systems it has actually been connected to; a capability is only as deep as

Sources the source behind it.

The verdicts that stop it — held for a person one depth short, refused by a
Oversight bound, withheld at the platform floor — decided before the action, not after
it.

Every verdict it produced, allowed or not, in a hash-chained ledger the

Account .. .
organisation can export and verify.
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The roles we ship

Five commercial roles are published today, each with its own bounds. They are described here as the
catalogue defines them, not as aspirations.

e Chief of Staff. Coordination is its whole job. It routes work to the other agents, holds what is in flight and
reads across them in aggregate — and it does not do the work. It may never touch the books, move
money, message consumers, post to social accounts or write to the customer record, because an agent
that decides who does the work must not also be able to do it. It alone reaches depth 5, coordination.

¢ Finance Agent. Reconciles ledger to bank, matches invoices to orders and receipts, flags duplicates
before they settle, and prepares payment runs with every line justified for a person to release. It may
use the books, documents and email; moving money is available on request; consumer messaging, live
chat and social accounts are never available to it, because a ledger action needs an auditable instruction
with a named counterparty and a chat thread is not one. It is the only role that can ever move money.

e Customer Support Agent. Owns the inbound queue end to end: it reads the case, checks the order and
the policy, answers in the channel the case arrived on, and involves a person when a bound stops it. It
may reach the payment rail on request, to resolve refunds inside policy, but it may never post to the
books.

e Sales Agent. Qualifies and routes inbound interest, drafts outreach cited to what it read, keeps the
pipeline honest about what was actually said, and quotes only inside the published price book. It may
never touch the books, move money or set policy, because discount authority is not delegated to an
agent.

e Compliance Agent. Reviews cases against the organisation’s policy at the version in force on the day,
cites the clause it relied on, and refuses when no clause covers the case. It may read the books on
request but never write to them, and it may never move money or message consumers.

Behind each of these faces sits a team of specialists — the Finance Agent’s includes bookkeeping and ledger,
suppliers and payables, payroll, invoicing and receivables, treasury, and outbound payments — each bound
to the role whose scope its work needs. The catalogue also records what we chose not to ship. Healthcare

roles are not offered, and the clinical actions they would need are withheld at the platform floor.

The personal assistant

The personal assistant is built for a different principal: one person rather than one business. It runs on the
same kernel as every business agent — the same memory rules, the same never-list and the same published
limits — remembering what its person has told it across every channel and reading that memory as a brief
before it answers. Its specialists are its own. A business agent never borrows them, and it never borrows a
business agent’s.

The communications and identity surface

Agents work where people already work. Email, live chat, consumer messaging, documents and the customer
record are not separate applications bolted onto the platform; they are connector classes, and each is

governed by the same chain as a payment. A Finance Agent drafting variance commentary does so in the
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controller’s thread, with the prior correspondence in scope, and it cannot answer that thread over
WhatsApp, because consumer messaging is never available to its role. A Customer Support Agent escalating
an exception does so with the case history and the customer’s preferences within reach — and out of reach

of any agent outside that authority.

Crossing into the inbox does not take an agent outside the substrate. The result is continuity for the people
who work with agents — the agent appears in the surfaces they already use — without the loss of

governance that normally comes with it.

Why the agent metaphor is useful — and where it fails

The metaphor of staff is useful because it gives executives a unit of accountability they already recognise: a
job, a remit, a manager and a record. It maps onto how organisations are structured, budgeted and audited,
and it lets adoption be incremental — one agent, in one workflow, at depth 1, rising as the evidence accrues.

The metaphor fails — and we are explicit about this — wherever it implies discretion. An employee is trusted
within a role on the strength of judgement, reputation and time served. An agent is trusted on none of these.
Its authority is the lowest of five bounds, recomputed for every action; it rises only on evidence and falls
when the evidence lapses; and nothing it has done well before entitles it to do more now. The chief financial
officer, the compliance officer and the head of customer operations remain in their roles. The agents work

within their authority, not beside it.

The procurement consequence

Governed agents are not bought as headcount substitutes. They are bought as accountable staff
whose authority is computed, earned and recorded. The conversation with the buyer is about role
scope, depth, certification and oversight — the same conversation the buyer has with internal audit

and with their regulators.
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7. The Economic Case: Governance as Moat

The strategic case for Governed Agentic Operations is reinforced by an economic one. The economics of Al
inside the enterprise are diverging along two axes — where value accrues, and how durable it proves to be —
and both favour the layer that governs.

Where value accrues

There are broadly three places to capture value in the agentic stack: the model layer, the application layer,
and the layer between them that decides what a model’s output may do inside an organisation. The model
layer is enormously valuable but concentrated among a few providers and exposed to continual
commoditisation at the trailing edge of the frontier. The application layer captures value workflow by
workflow; it is large but fragmented, and exposed to any competitor who rebuilds the same workflow on
better infrastructure.

The governing layer is different. It is where an organisation’s commitments about Al become durable: where
its roles and their bounds are published, its certificates earned, its ceilings set and its evidence kept. Once an
organisation has shown its supervisors, its auditors and its board that its agents operate under a particular
chain, the cost of replacing that chain is the cost of re-establishing every one of those commitments — which
is large, and grows with every agent certified under it.

Governance as moat

This is what we mean by governance as moat. It is not that governance is a feature competitors cannot copy;
the ideas in this paper are published, and we expect them to be taken up. It is that governance, properly
implemented, becomes part of the customer’s own institutional fabric — their certificates, their evidence
history, their supervisors’ familiarity with how their agents are bounded. The moat is not technological
exclusivity. It is institutional incumbency, earned one verified record at a time.

Margin structure

A governing layer has the cost structure of platform software. The fixed costs — the kernel, the certification
engine, the evidence layer and the published catalogue — are built once and absorbed across every
customer, and the marginal cost of an additional agent, workflow or tenant is low. Because the verdict itself
consults no model, the most frequent operation in the system — deciding what an agent may do — costs
almost nothing to run, and model spend is concentrated where it produces work rather than where it

produces permission.

Pricing that is also a bound

In Pryme Intelligence the commercial plan is not separate from governance; it is one of the five bounds. The
workspace ceiling is the maximum depth a customer’s plan permits, and it is the one link in the chain decided
by the customer’s own choice. A customer raising their plan is raising a bound, on the record. Pricing that

reads as authority is pricing a risk committee can approve.
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The economic geometry of the buyer

From the buyer’s side, the case is for moving labour-intensive operational work onto software with near-zero
marginal cost — but only inside an envelope the organisation can defend. A reconciliation that consumed a
meaningful share of a controller’s month becomes a recurring agent run with a known cost. An evidence pack

that took a team a quarter to assemble becomes an export.

These savings are real, but they are not the headline. The headline is that operations run by governed agents
become inspectable, repeatable and defensible in a way that loose collections of automations rarely are. The
benefit is partly cost. It is just as much the disappearance of an entire class of operational risk: the action

nobody authorised, taken by an agent nobody certified, recorded nowhere.

The economic thesis in one line
The governing layer of agentic Al will accrue a disproportionate share of the category’s long-term
value, because it is where cost is lowest per decision, where switching cost accumulates with every

certificate, and where regulation converts capability into permission to operate.
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8. Strategic Positioning: Front-Line Infrastructure

Pryme Intelligence is built to occupy the governing layer of agentic Al: not the model that does the reasoning,
not the application a user sees, but the layer between them on which both depend. We describe this position
as front-line infrastructure — front-line because every consequential action an agent takes passes through it,
and infrastructure because its presence is what makes the rest of the stack deployable.

Where we sit relative to the rest of the stack

Beneath us are the model providers, the cloud platforms and the systems that hold an organisation’s record
of itself. We integrate with them and are coupled to none of them: models are routed to per job, and
connectors are defined by class rather than by vendor, so adding a vendor never widens what a role can
reach. Above us are the agents through which a business works — the roles we publish, and agents built for a
single customer’s workspace — all bounded by the same chain. Around us is the governance, audit and

assurance environment in which all of this has to operate.

Our commitment is to be neutral on the choices around us. Models change, cloud preferences shift, systems
of record are reorganised and regulatory regimes evolve. The governing layer must absorb those changes
without forcing them onto the customer — and, above all, without changing what an agent is allowed to do

as a side effect.

Why we are positioned to build this

Pryme Intelligence did not begin as an Al company. It was built by the team that builds and runs Pryme’s
banking platform — core ledger, payments, onboarding, compliance and risk services operating in production
for a licensed institution. We built that layer first because it is the layer where governance is not optional: an
institution cannot run a partial audit, a fraying identity model or a porous tenancy boundary on its core
financial infrastructure and survive a regulatory examination. By the time we added agents, the ground they

stood on was already governed.

This is the argument of the paper expressed as a track record. Several of our kernel’s rules exist because a
bank needed them. Reversal is withheld at the platform floor because on most rails a settled transfer cannot
be undone, and where it can, undoing it is a person’s decision. The Finance Agent has no consumer
messaging because a ledger instruction needs a named counterparty and a retained record. When we wrote
a settlements specialist whose job description said it would chase transfers through reversal, the kernel
refused the description; the agent now assembles the reversal case for a person to decide. The question of

how to bolt governance onto an ungoverned agent is, for us, not one we have had to ask.

For executives, this answers the question they should put to any agent vendor: have you run anything in a
regulated production environment? For investors, it explains the moat: the cost of catching up with a
financial-grade substrate is measured in years of regulatory engagement and institutional trust, not in

engineering quarters. For regulators, it means the conversation starts from a different place.
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A note on our regulatory perimeter

Because the team behind Pryme Intelligence also runs banking infrastructure, we sit inside two regulatory
conversations rather than one. As a provider of agent infrastructure to regulated customers, we engage with
their supervisors on the substrate’s ability to meet Al-specific expectations. Through the banking platform we
build and run, our own controls are held to the standard a bank’s supervisor applies — on evidence,
recoverability and the separation of duties.

We treat this dual posture as a feature rather than a complication. It forces us to design to a standard that
satisfies both audiences, and it gives us a working vocabulary with the same kinds of supervisors our
customers report to. It also imposes a discipline most Al vendors do not have: we cannot wave away

questions about controls, evidence or recoverability, because we answer them in our own operations too.

A note on extensibility

The substrate is exposed as a platform, not a closed product. A developer sandbox exposes the same chain
through an API, with keys and a ledger that can be exported and verified; agents can be built for a single
customer’s workspace; and the whole governance vocabulary is published as a machine-readable catalogue.
Each of these surfaces is governed by the same primitives. An agent built for one customer faces the same
chain, the same gates and the same floors as one we built for everyone, and a certificate means the same

thing whoever earned it.

What is built, and what is not yet

A positioning paper that describes only aspirations teaches its readers to discount it. So here is the line, as of
this edition.

Built and running across our products: the minimum chain and its four verdicts; the depth ladder; role scope
across ten connector classes for five published roles; the platform floors; the seven gates, their floors, and
certificates that lapse after ninety days; the rule that only live certificates — the agent’s own and those of
every specialist it routes to — can make an agent customer-facing; holds that wait for a named reviewer,
with the decision recorded; the knowledge layers, their precedence rule and the published reading table;
long memory and its never-list; the pryme-evidence/1 ledger and its verifier; the developer sandbox; and the
public catalogue, where every one of these definitions can be read in machine form at

console.prymeintelligence.com/v1/catalogue.

Built, but not yet at full reach: certification is engineered end to end, and an agent begins at depth 1, shown
as not yet certified on every screen, until its evidence is scored; the developer sandbox still scores
certification runs against the gate set it launched with, and is being moved onto the kernel’s seven; model
routing today works by job, along ordered providers, rather than by residency or risk class; and the verifier,

which is written to run without us, has yet to be published as a standalone download.

Not yet built: agent-to-agent work across organisations, which needs certificates that travel; routing by data

residency; and sector packs beyond financial services. Each appears in Section 9, labelled as what it is.
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Three commitments to the customer

e Substrate before product. Every capability we ship runs through the same kernel we expose to
customers. Our own agents are certified through the same seven gates as theirs, and publish nothing
without a person: publishing is depth 4, and it belongs to a human.

e Evidence before convenience. Where making something easier would make it less inspectable, we
choose inspectability. Convenience is delivered above the chain, never by loosening it.

e Portability before lock-in. A customer’s evidence exports in one canonical format and verifies without
us, and the roles and bounds its agents run under are published rather than held as proprietary secrets.
The incumbency we earn should come from the value the customer derives, not from constraints we

impose.

Three commitments to the regulator

e Provability over claims. What we assert about the platform can be checked on the platform: the
catalogue is public and machine-readable, the chain is deterministic, and the evidence verifies without
our involvement.

e Engagement over distance. We expect to engage substantively with supervisors in the jurisdictions
where we and our customers operate. Regulatory readiness is not a marketing claim; it is a continuing
engineering and disclosure practice.

e Standards-aligned by design. We are building our control framework against ISO/IEC 42001, ISO/IEC
27001 and SOC 2, so that when our customers attest their environments, the evidence composes with
ours. Where we have not yet been independently attested, we say so.
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9. Forward View: The Decade of Agentic Operations

It is worth stating plainly what we believe the next ten years of agentic operations will look like — not to
predict, but to make our stance legible. Investors, partners and customers should know what we are building

toward.

From single agents to coordinated operations

The first phase of agentic operations is what is being deployed now: agents handling defined work inside one
organisation, each individually bounded. The value of this phase is real, and it is also bounded. The second
phase is coordination: agents working across functions inside an enterprise and, increasingly, across
enterprises — supplier and customer, insurer and broker, regulator and regulated. The substrate has to
extend with the same discipline. Inside an organisation, that is why depth 5 exists and why only an
orchestrator reaches it: an agent that can direct its peers while doing the work itself is a supervisor with no
supervisor. Across organisations it will require certificates that travel — a way for one party’s agent to prove
to another what it is certified to do, and for the receiving party to verify that proof without trusting the

sender.

From bespoke governance to a standards layer

Governance today is described firm by firm. Each enterprise writes its own Al policy, each vendor answers
with its own controls, and each audit is a custom exercise. This will not last. Cloud security matured from
bespoke claims into a recognisable standards landscape; agentic operations will do the same, and ISO/IEC
42001 is an early articulation. The part of that landscape that does not yet exist is a shared format for
evidence of what an agent was allowed to do. We would rather the industry converge on an open evidence
format than on any single vendor’s, including ours, and we have designed ours to be easy to adopt, rewrite or

replace: one canonical entry, one hash, and a verifier short enough to rewrite in an afternoon.

From models as products to models as inputs

The model market will stay plural and competitive. Specialised models — domain-tuned, regional, on-device,
open-weight — will multiply, and the strategic significance of any single model will decline while the
significance of how models are governed and routed rises. The next step for our own routing is to choose
models not only by job but by where they run and what the action carries. A platform whose bounds live
inside a model is exposed to that model’s economics; a platform whose bounds consult no model benefits

from competition in the model layer.

From trusting vendors to verifying them

For most of the history of enterprise software, a customer’s assurance about a vendor has come from the
vendor: its documentation, its certifications, its word. Agentic operations make that insufficient, because the

thing being assured is no longer a static system but a stream of decisions. We expect the decade to shift
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assurance from reading what vendors say to checking what their systems recorded — continuously,
independently, and without asking permission. Every design choice in our evidence layer assumes that shift.

From operations to operating model

The deepest change is the slowest. As governed agents move from the edge of operations to the core,
organisations will reshape themselves around them. Functions organised today around throughput —
volumes, tickets, cases handled — will reorganise around exceptions, oversight and judgement. The human
role in operations will rise in skill, narrow in volume and become more accountable, not less: the person who
answers a held action is making exactly the decision the organisation most needs a person to make. We
expect this to be a positive transition for the organisations and people who make it deliberately. We do not

expect it to be quick or uniform.
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Conclusion

The argument of this paper reduces to a single proposition. The next decade of enterprise Al will be shaped
not by what frontier models can do, but by what organisations can safely allow agents to do, and prove that
they did. The organisations that succeed will be those whose agents operate under Governed Agentic
Operations: whose every action is bounded before it happens, whose authority is the lowest of the bounds
that apply, whose depth is earned on evidence and expires, whose refusals are first-class and named, and
whose record can be verified by someone who does not have to trust them. The organisations that fail will
not fail for lack of capable models. They will fail for lack of the infrastructure that makes capable agents safe
to deploy.

Pryme Intelligence is built on this thesis. We call our platform a governed agentic operating system because
that is the most accurate description of what the category requires. The framing is uncomfortable in places —
it forces choices the industry has so far avoided, above all the primacy of evidence over convenience and of

refusal over reach — but it is, in our judgement, the framing that survives contact with regulated production.

This paper sets out our stance. It will be followed by a technical reference for those who need the
engineering depth, by sector volumes for the industries where we are most active, and by continuing
engagement with the regulators, standards bodies and customers whose decisions will shape the agentic era.
In the meantime, everything this paper says about how our agents are bounded can be checked against the

running system.

We welcome the conversation.

A closing line
The agents that matter in the next decade will not be the ones that can do the most. They will be

the ones that can prove how far they were allowed to go.
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About Pryme Intelligence

Pryme Intelligence builds the governed agentic operating system: the infrastructure on which organisations
build, certify and deploy Al agents that act on real systems — and prove, on every action, how far they were
allowed to go. Its platform comprises a customer workspace, a developer sandbox, a certification engine
called Attest, and a shared governance kernel whose roles, bounds, gates and evidence format are published

for anyone to read.

The platform is built for financial services first, and for any industry in which the question of what an agent
did, on whose authority, under what bound, with what oversight and why, is not optional. We engage directly
with our customers'’ risk, audit and regulatory functions, and we treat the answer to that question —

produced on demand, on the record and at scale — as our core deliverable.

Engagement

This whitepaper is the first volume in a planned series. Subsequent volumes will cover the technical
architecture of the platform in engineering depth, the application of the substrate to specific regulated
sectors, and the evolution of the governance and standards landscape in which our customers operate.

We invite executives, investors, regulators and prospective partners to engage with us directly. The

conversation is more useful than the document.

Contact

Web www.prymeintelligence.com
Catalogue console.prymeintelligence.com/v1/catalogue

Volume | e Second edition e September 2026

Disclaimer

This document is published for informational and strategic purposes. It does not constitute legal, regulatory, financial or investment
advice. Statements about regulatory regimes summarise public texts and guidance current at the time of writing, in September 2026,
and may be superseded by later rulemaking or court decisions; readers in regulated industries should consult qualified counsel and
their own supervisors. Descriptions of the platform reflect what is built at the time of publication, and statements about future
capabilities are intentions, not commitments.

© 2026 Pryme Intelligence. All rights reserved.
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