Decision Accountability Has
Fundamentally Changed

Boards are increasing expected to defend how decisions
were made, not just outcomes.
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The Decision Accountability Shift

Human judgment remains accountable.
The analytical basis remains traceable.

For decades, high-stakes decisions were evaluated primarily on outcomes and the
reasonableness of professional judgment. Analytics supported those decisions, but
accountability rested with people, committees, and established institutional processes.

That environmentis changing rapidly as decisions are informed by increasingly
complex analytics. These are now often examined after the fact — by regulators,
auditors, courts, formal inquiries, and public oversight bodies — often long after the
decision-makers have moved on and the analytical environment has changed.

In this context, the benchmark is to be able to evidence decision integrity at two
distinct levels:

Judgement at the time
Did decision-makers understand the key assumptions, limitations, and uncertainty at
the time?

Analytical provenance
Can the analytical basis be distinguished from later re-runs, using whatever preserved
records, version identifiers, or other controls are lawful and feasible?

These are not the same question. They imply different evidentiary expectations in
practice depending on context.



What Scrutiny Looks Like in Practice

These are the kinds of questions commonly applied during subsequent regulatory,
audit, or inquiry review:

1. Can this decision be explained by people who were not
present at the time it was made?

2. Can it be shown how the analytical output relied upon was
produced?

3. Can the analytical basis used at the time be meaningfully
distinguished from later re-runs or reconstructions?

4. Can key assumptions, transformations and constraints be
shown using preserved records, where lawful and feasible?

These are not theoretical questions. They arise years later, under time pressure, and
are applied by reviewers with limited tolerance for ambiguity, informal explanation, or
reliance on institutional memory.



Where Accountability Actually Lands

Tools don’t carry accountability.
People in decision roles do.

In subsequent reviews, decision-makers are often asked to explain their decisions. That
expectation can arise even where intent and diligence were present. Explainations are
typically sought from those who:

« approved the decision,

- relied on analytical outputs, or

- exercised judgment where analytical insight translated into action.
In many organizations, this concentration of responsibility is:

- implicit rather than explicit,

- informal rather than documented, and

- weakly supported by preserved evidence.

As a result, decision-makers may be expected to explain decisions without being able to
demonstrate, confidentently and contemporaneously, how reasoning was formed at the
time. This accumulation of accountability is rarely visible before scrutiny begins.



Questions for Consideration

1. Where do we see the greatest accountability pressure in our current decision-making?
Which decisions—by impact, irreversibility, or regulatory exposure—would be hardest to explain
months or years later?

2. Which decision roles accumulate the most responsibility under scrutiny?
Where do approval, reliance on analytics, and judgment converge in ways that may not be explicit
or well documented?

3. How do we currently distinguish analytical inputs used at the time from later re-runs or
reconstructions?
Where do we rely on reconstruction, recollection, or institutional memory?

4. What evidence would we expect to produce if asked to explain a major decision today?
Who would provide it, and what form would it take?

5. Where are our current practices proportionate—and where might they fall short?
Are there decisions where our evidentiary posture is appropriate, and others where the risk profile
has changed?

6. What would “reasonable defensibility” look like for us in practice?
Given our size, sector, and risk exposure, what level of traceability should we expect—not in
theory, but in operation?

The purpose of this discussion is not to assess past decisions, but to understand how accountability
accumulates over time and whether our current practices are fit for that reality.



What This Briefing Is — and Is Not

What this briefing is What this briefing is not

* A board-level, descriptive account of * Not legal advice

how judgment is formed in practice - Not a compliance review

« A governance artefact designed for

. _ « Not an audit or assurance opinion
executive and board oversight

. o * Not a risk assessment
* A clear view of where explanation is

commonly requested - Not an investigative or evaluative or

enforcement activity
« A standalone document that can be

read without technical or legal * Not a determination of liability,
interpretation adequacy, or fault

« Prepared solely to support informed
oversight and decision-making clarity

This briefing does not change how decisions are made. It makes visible how they
already are before explanation is required.

Taken together, these observations clarify how decision accountability currently
operates in practice before any recommendation, assessment, or intervention is
considered.

This briefing is not intended to be relied upon as a basis for any decision, compliance
position, or legal conclusion; independent professional advice should be obtained
before action is taken.



Next Step

This briefing is typically delivered confidentially to boards and executive teams as a
standalone governance artefact.

It is used to:
- clarify how Al-assisted insight currently influences judgment,
« understand where explanation is commonly requested under scrutiny, and

« gain visibility into what evidence would be available if decisions were later
questioned.

This does not determine sufficiency or compliance; it surfaces governance
dependencies. The briefing does not recommend actions, assess adequacy, or
propose solutions. It is intended solely to support informed oversight and decision-
making clarity.

If this perspective is relevant to your organisation, a private, exploratory executive
briefing can be arranged. The discussion is hon-attributable and does not assess
systems, decisions, or individuals.
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Appendix - Engagement Boundary

Private Executive Briefing
(Non-Legal | Non-Technical | Governance-Focused)

Purpose of the Engagement

This private executive briefing is provided to support board and senior
executive understanding of how analytically informed decisions are
formed, relied upon, and later explained under conditions of post-hoc
scrutiny.

The engagement is descriptive and exploratory in nature. It is intended to
clarify governance dynamics, not to evaluate performance, adequacy, or
compliance.

Scope and Nature of the Engagement
The briefing:
« examines how analytical insight currently informs judgment within
the organisation,
« describes where explanation would reasonably be expected if
decisions were later examined, and
+ identifies what categories of evidence would typically be relied
upon in such explanations.
The engagement does not assess:
« whether decisions were correct or appropriate,
« whether systems, controls, or processes are sufficient,
« whether legal, regulatory, or fiduciary obligations have been met.
No determinations, findings, or opinions are provided.

What This Engagement Is Not

This engagement is not:

+ legal advice or legal opinion,

+ a compliance review or regulatory assessment,

+ an audit, assurance, or certification activity,

+ an investigation, inquiry, or fact-finding exercise,

+ arisk assessment or remediation plan, or

+ adetermination of liability, adequacy, fault, or breach.

The briefing does not replace, supplement, or override any existing legal,
compliance, audit, or governance processes.

Role of Insighted
Insighted acts solely as an independent, descriptive facilitator of
governance understanding.
Insighted does not:
. direct decision-making,

. recommend actions,

. prescribe controls or solutions, or

. assume responsibility for organisational decisions or outcomes.
All decisions remain the responsibility of the organisation and its appointed
decision-makers.

Use of Materials and Outputs
Any materials, discussion notes, or artefacts produced as part of the
briefing:
. are provided for internal governance and oversight purposes
only,
. should not be relied upon as evidence of compliance or non-
compliance, and
. should not be treated as formal advice or assurance.
The organisation retains full discretion over whether, how, and to whom any
materials are circulated.

Confidentiality and Optionality

The engagement is conducted on a confidential basis and participation is
entirely voluntary.

Proceeding with this briefing does not create any obligation to undertake
further work, implement changes, or engage additional services.

Closing Statement

This engagement does not change how decisions are made.

It supports visibility into how decisions are already formed and explained,
before explanation is required.
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