
Most teams that review incident logs every month can point to a calendar invite, a slide deck, and a sign-off box.
Far fewer can point to a control that changed because of the review. That gap is what people mean when they call
a governance review theater. The meeting happens, people nod, the deck gets archived, and the same weaknesses
show up next month under new ticket numbers.

This post describes a monthly review process built for a meaningful governance review. The goal is a short list of
actionable findings, each with a named owner, a date, and a clear statement of what changed in the controls. The
examples focus on high-stakes contexts such as behavioral threat assessment, insider risk, and HR or legal
escalations, because mistakes there carry real costs for people.

Start With the Decision, Not the Log
An incident log is a record of things that happened. A review is supposed to answer a decision question: should
any control, threshold, or procedure change? If the review does not end with a decision, it is reporting, and
reporting is easy to turn into theater.

Before the meeting, write down the decisions the review must support. Keep the list short.

Which alert thresholds produced too many false positives last month?

Which cases were escalated late or not at all?

Which documentation gaps would make a decision hard to defend if challenged?

Which controls need an update before the next cycle?

Name the decision-maker for each question. In our example program, Dana Whitfield, the head of trust and safety,
owns threshold changes. Marcus Lee, the general counsel's delegate, owns any change to how cases are referred
to legal. If a question has no named owner, it is not ready for the review agenda.

Understand the Two Error Types Before You Read a Single Case
Threat assessment has two failure modes, and every review should price them explicitly. A false positive means the
system or analyst flagged someone who did not pose a risk. A false negative means a real risk was missed. Both



are harmful, but they harm different people and create different institutional exposure.

Error type Who bears the harm Typical visible symptom Typical review question False positive The flagged
individual, through investigation, restriction, or reputational damage High closure-without-action rate, repeat
complaints, analyst fatigue Did the threshold or evidence standard produce unwarranted escalation? False
negative Potential victims, coworkers, and the organization after the fact Incidents that surface through outside
channels, post-event reconstruction What signal existed in the log that we did not act on, and why?

A review that only looks at false positives will drift toward loosening controls. A review that only looks at false
negatives will drift toward over-escalation. Put both columns on the agenda every month. Ask the owner of each
threshold to state which error they are currently trading against, and whether they chose that trade on purpose.

Use Multi-LLM Disagreement as a Signal, Not a Verdict
Some teams now run case summaries or risk-relevant text through more than one language model. Multi-LLM
orchestration tools make it easy to place side-by-side model outputs next to each other, and that is useful.
Products in suprmind.ai this category, including offerings from Suprmind.ai, let reviewers compare how different
models read the same case. Radomir Basta, CEO and Founder of Suprmind.ai, has described this kind of
comparison as a way to surface reasoning differences rather than to pick a single winner. That framing is the right
one for governance work.

The critical point is what disagreement means. When two models reach different conclusions about the same case,
the most useful interpretation is usually that the case file is missing information the models needed. Maybe the
timeline has a gap. Maybe a witness statement is absent. Maybe the case notes use a term one model read as
hostile and another read as ordinary workplace language. Disagreement points you to the missing piece.

Several rules keep this from becoming a new source of theater:

Do not average model scores. Two scores of 0.2 and 0.9 do not produce a meaningful 0.55. They produce a
question.

Do not treat agreement as proof. Three models that share training data and the same flawed prompt can
agree and still be wrong.

Do not count model outputs as a vote. A vote implies independent judgment with accountability spread
across the voters. Accountability here sits with a named human.

Log every disagreement as an information request. Each one gets a short note of what is missing and who will
try to supply it.

When a reviewer writes "the AI said so" in a case note, the note is no longer defensible. Replace it with the actual
reasoning the reviewer adopted, the evidence it rested on, and the reviewer's name.

Build the Review Around a Short Checklist
A monthly review should fit in 60 to 90 minutes. Use the same checklist each time so people can prepare and so
trends become visible.

https://suprmind.ai/hub/insights/threat-assessment-meets-ai-governance/


1. Pull the month's escalated and closed-without-action cases. Sample at a fixed rate, for example 10 percent,
and include every case that reached a legal or HR referral.

2. Tag each sampled case as correct escalation, correct closure, late escalation, unwarranted escalation, or
documentation gap.

3. Review every case where model outputs or analysts disagreed. Record the missing information for each one.

4. Count false positives and false negatives separately. Do not net them against each other.

5. Assign each actionable finding to a named owner with a due date.

6. Confirm which controls changed since the last review and whether the change is documented.

Write Findings That Someone Can Act On
An actionable finding has four parts: the observation, the evidence, the proposed change, and the owner.
"Analysts need more training on escalation" is not a finding. It is a wish. Compare it with this version:

Observation: Three of eleven sampled cases in March were escalated to legal without a documented timeline.

Evidence: Case IDs listed in the appendix; all three show referral notes with no dated events before the
referral.

Proposed change: Add a required timeline field to the referral form. Block submission if it is empty.

Owner: Marcus Lee, with the form change scheduled for the next release window.

That finding can be checked next month. The old one cannot.

Keep a Running List of What You Still Do Not Know
Every case note and every review summary should end with a short section titled "What we still do not know." This
list is one of the most useful parts of the process. It prevents false confidence, it records the information requests
that disagreement surfaced, and it gives the next review a starting point. Items on the list should be specific: "We
do not know whether the August referral was reviewed by a second analyst" is useful, while "more data needed" is
not.

Time-box each item. An unresolved question with no due date will sit on the list for a year. Give each one a follow-
up date, usually within 30 days, and if it cannot be answered by then, either close it as accepted risk with a named
approver or escalate it.



Make the Documentation Defensible
Assume that any high-stakes decision will be read later by someone who was not in the room. That reader might
be an auditor, a lawyer, a regulator, or the person who was flagged. Documentation should let them reconstruct
what was known, who decided, and why.

Write in plain sentences. Avoid em dashes and semicolons in formal records, since they make it harder to see
where one claim ends and another begins. Use dates in a consistent format. Record the decision-maker's name on
every entry that changes a status. Attach the model outputs you relied on, or a reference to them, but never let
the model output stand in for the reviewer's reasoning.

Free trials of review and comparison tools can help a team test whether this workflow fits before committing
budget. Suprmind.ai lists a Start Free Trial option that requires no credit card, though the source material for this
post did not include pricing details, so confirm current costs directly with the vendor before planning a rollout.
Four Dots, a digital agency, is another example of a company whose published material you should verify against
your own requirements rather than assume.

Update Controls, or the Review Did Not Happen
The test of any monthly review is whether controls changed. Keep a control register with a version number, a last-
changed date, the named owner, and the finding that prompted the change. At the start of each review, check
whether last month's findings produced a control update. If they did not, the first agenda item is why.

Governance review does not need to be elaborate. It needs to be consistent, specific about trade-offs, honest
about what is unknown, and tied to named people who can change things. When those elements are present, the
monthly meeting stops being theater and becomes the place where your incident program gets better.


