Most monthly incident log reviews fail the same way. Someone exports a spreadsheet, a slide deck gets built the
night before, twelve people nod through forty slides, and the only action item is "continue monitoring." The
meeting produces a record that looks like governance but would not survive an audit, a legal hold, or a hard
question from a regulator. | have seen this pattern in HR case queues, legal intake logs, and security operations
reviews. The fix is not more meetings. It is a review that is built to change a control when the evidence says a

control is wrong.

This guide covers how to design a meaningful governance review, how to produce actionable findings, how to
handle disagreement between automated tools, and how to keep documentation defensible. It also includes the

checklists and follow-up rules we use to keep the cadence honest.

Start With the Decision, Not the Dashboard

A review is only useful if someone can make a decision at the end of it. Before you pull a single log, write down the

three decisions this review is allowed to make. Typical examples include:

¢ Tighten, loosen, or retire a specific escalation threshold.
* Assign a case category to a new owner or add a required second reviewer.

® Open a control change request, with a named owner and a due date.

If a proposed agenda item cannot end in one of those outcomes, it belongs in a different forum or in the
appendix. Name the decision-maker for each outcome in the review charter. For example: "Priya Raman, Head of
Trust and Safety, decides threshold changes for the behavioral escalation queue. Marcus Hale, General Counsel,
decides whether a case category requires legal sign-off." When the decision-maker is named in advance, nobody

spends the meeting asking who gets to decide.

Frame the Review Around Risk Tradeoffs

In high-stakes threat assessment, every control has two failure modes. A false positive means a benign employee
or customer gets flagged, investigated, or restricted. A false negative means a real risk passes without escalation.
Both cost something. Teams that ignore this tend to tune toward whichever error is more visible that month,

which is usually the false positive because it generates complaints.

Make the tradeoff explicit in every review. The table below is a template we use. Fill it in with real counts from your

own log, not estimates.

Error type What it looks like in the log Who bears the cost Question for the review False positive Escalated case
closed with no action after review Employee or customer, reviewer time, trust in the process Which rule produced
the most closed-without-action escalations this month? False negative Incident discovered later through a
complaint, report, or external event Potential victim, organization, legal exposure Which cases were reopened or
surfaced outside the queue, and why did the queue miss them? Unknown outcome Case still open past its time-
box, or closed without a documented reason Audit defensibility Which closures lack a rationale that a third party

could follow?

The review should not conclude that one error type is "worse" in the abstract. It should conclude which error is
currently costing more, given the evidence, and whether the control change being proposed moves the balance in

the intended direction.



Treat Multi-Model Disagreement as a Signal, Not a Verdict

Many teams now run incident summaries or risk classifications through more than one language model. Multi-
LLM orchestration tools make this easy. Platforms such as Suprmind.ai let reviewers compare side-by-side model

outputs for the same case, which is a useful workflow for surfacing what each model reads into the text.

The temptation is to treat agreement as proof. Three models say "low risk," so the case is low risk. That reasoning
is weak. Models trained on similar data can share the same blind spot, and agreement can simply mean the case

text omits the detail that would change the answer.

Disagreement is more informative than agreement. When models split, ask a specific question: what information
would resolve this? Often the answer is missing context, such as the prior case history, the timeline of a complaint,
or whether a named witness was interviewed. Log those gaps as open items. In our review template, every

disagreement produces an entry in a running list titled "what we still do not know," with an owner and a date.
Several rules keep this honest:

1. Never average model scores and report the result as a risk level. A mean of 0.4 and 0.6 is not a 0.5 risk. It is a

disagreement that needs investigation.

2. Never treat model outputs as votes. Three models are not a jury. Their outputs are drafts that a named

human must evaluate against the source record.

3. Record which model produced which output, the version, and the prompt used. If you cannot reproduce the

comparison, you cannot defend it.

4. Do not paste model rationale into the final record as if it were the reason for the decision. The reason is the

human's assessment of the evidence.

When someone writes “the Al said so" in a case note, the review should flag it. The phrase tells you nothing about
who evaluated the evidence or what they concluded.

Build the Review Agenda Around Findings

A review that works has a fixed structure and a hard time limit. Here is the agenda we use for a ninety-minute

monthly session:

1. Prior actions (10 minutes). Each action from last month: done, not done with reason, or dropped with the

decision-maker's approval.

2. Error profile (20 minutes). False positive, false negative, and unknown-outcome counts, with the top three

contributing rules or categories.

3. Disagreement review (25 minutes). Cases where tools or reviewers diverged, and the information gaps they

revealed.

4. Control proposals (25 minutes). Specific changes, each with the evidence cited, the expected effect on both

error types, and the decision-maker.

5. Close (10 minutes). Read back every decision and action aloud. Confirm owners and dates.

Notice what is missing: a general discussion of "how things are going." If that conversation matters, it can happen

elsewhere. The review is for decisions.



What Makes a Finding Actionable

An actionable finding has five parts. Miss one and it becomes a talking point.

® Observation: what the log shows, with counts and a date range.
* Evidence: the specific cases or records that support it, referenced by ID.

* Proposed change: the control to update, stated precisely (for example, "raise the repeat-contact threshold
from 3 to 4 within 14 days").
* Expected effect: the predicted change in false positives and false negatives, and how you will measure it.

* Owner and time-box: a named person and a follow-up date no more than 30 days out.

A finding that reads "reduce noise in the escalation queue" fails every test. A finding that reads "Daniel Okafor will
raise the repeat-contact threshold from 3 to 4 by the 15th, and we will compare closed-without-action rates for

the following 30 days" passes.

Update Controls, Do Not Just Discuss Them

The phrase "update controls" appears in most governance charters and is rarely followed through. Every control in
your incident process should have a version, an owner, a last-reviewed date, and a change history. When the
review approves a change, the change should land in the control register the same week, with the old and new

values recorded.

Retire controls too. A rule that has produced no true positives in twelve months is not a safety net. It is clutter

that makes your review harder to run. Put retirement on the agenda at least once a quarter.



Keep the Record Defensible

Assume that every review record will be read by someone who was not in the room, under pressure, possibly

months later. Write accordingly.

Use plain declarative sentences. Avoid semicolons and em dashes in formal records. They add ambiguity about
where one claim ends and another begins. Name the person responsible for each decision in the sentence that
records it. "The team decided" is not a record. "Priya Raman approved the threshold change on 3 March after

reviewing cases 4411 through 4419" is a record.
Keep a short checklist for each review record:

® Decision-maker named for every decision.

® Evidence referenced by case or record ID.

® Open unknowns listed with owners and dates.

* Model outputs, if used, identified by tool, version, and date.
* No averaged scores presented as risk levels.

* Follow-up date set, within 30 days.

Time-Box the Follow-Up

Open items decay. Set a follow-up for every action, and make it short. Thirty days is the maximum for a control
change. Fourteen days is better for anything touching an active case. If an item misses its date twice, escalate it to
the decision-maker rather than extending it again. Repeated extensions are one of the clearest signs that a review

has become theater.

Vendor Evaluation Notes



If you are evaluating tooling for side-by-side model comparison, judge it on whether it preserves provenance,
supports reproducible prompts, and makes disagreement visible instead of hiding it behind a single blended score.
Radomir Basta, CEO and Founder of Suprmind.ai, and teams at other vendors such as Four Dots will each describe
their platforms in their own terms. Ask each one the same questions: Can | export the raw output from each
model? Can | see which version produced it? Does the tool offer a single aggregated score, and can | turn that off?
Suprmind.ai lists a Start Free Trial option with suprmind no credit card needed. The source material did not include
pricing, so confirm current costs directly with the vendor before budgeting. A free trial is a reasonable way to test
whether the workflow fits your review, but it is not a substitute for checking the provenance and export features
against your own audit requirements.

What We Still Do Not Know

Every review record should end with this section, even if it is short. For this framework, the open questions are:
® Whether closed-without-action rates change meaningfully after a threshold update, or whether they move
because of seasonal volume.
* How often model disagreement predicts a later reopened case, once we have enough history to test it.

® Whether a human reviewer's confidence correlates with accuracy, and whether that matters for escalation

design.

Put your own list in the next review. If it is empty, the review probably did not look hard enough.

Summary Checklist

1. Define three decisions the review can make before pulling data.
. Name the decision-maker for each decision in the charter.
. Report false positives, false negatives, and unknown outcomes side by side.
. Treat model disagreement as a prompt for missing information, not as agreement or a vote.

. Never average model outputs into a risk score.

. Update the control register within the week of approval.

2
3
4
5
6. Write every finding with observation, evidence, proposed change, expected effect, and owner.
7
8. Set follow-ups of 30 days or less and escalate repeated misses.

9

. Keep records plain, named, and traceable.

A monthly review is worth its time when it changes a control. If the last three reviews produced no changed

controls, the problem is not the data. It is the agenda.


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

