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Abstract

The year 2026 opened on a definition problem. The field used one vocabulary for
automation and for human-centered control, so a system that only watched itself could
be sold as governed, and a person who only watched a screen could be counted as a
governor. On January 1, 2026, the author separated Ethical AI, Responsible AI, and Al
Governance as distinct layers. On February 3, 2026, the original paper turned that
separation into three agent models that differ by where the human stands: an agent that
runs the whole pipeline, an agent that stops for a human at every functional role, and no
agent at all. On February 23, 2026, a non-cognitive enforcement layer, which the author
calls GOPEL, showed that the mechanical layer could be written as code that performs
no cognitive work, and on March 14, 2026, the definition of Al Governance named who
answers. This rebuild carries that path forward to working software for the agent layer,
now named HAIA Agents. It introduces the Alpha release of code for Agent Model 1,
which is Responsible Al written as code that checks the machine with other machines
and passes nothing without a gate, and for Agent Model 2, the hybrid in which the
machine runs through to AI Governance at a signed human checkpoint after every role.
It then revisits Agent Model 3, Manual Human AI Governance, which remains the
default in use and which produced both releases. Both releases are published with the
checks they pass in the author’s HAIA repository on GitHub. Neither is deployed, and in
the build record neither has yet called a live Al provider.
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1. The Definition Problem That Opened 2026
The problem was never a shortage of principles. By the end of 2025 the field had ethics

guidelines, risk frameworks, management standards, and a growing list of terms for
keeping people involved, and those terms ran together. “We keep arguing about Al
safety while failing to define governance itself,” the January 1 article opened, and it

proposed that the failure was linguistic before it was operational (Puglisi, 2026n).

That article split the field into three layers, each with its own question. “Ethical Al is the

» «

articulation of values.” “Responsible Al translates values into machine behavior.” “Al
Governance assigns decision rights, escalation paths, override authority, and
consequence ownership” (Puglisi, 2026n). The split mattered because the middle layer
had absorbed the third. Constitutional training, alignment research, guardrails, and
automated monitoring all shape a system before or during its output, and none of them
names a person who answers for that output. The article held the line in one sentence:
“Responsible AI becomes governance only when a named human has veto authority for

high-impact outputs” (Puglisi, 2026n).

The same article supplied the image the agent models later built on. A factory can carry
ethical design into every step of its line, and “It is still a factory.” A handmade product
differs because “The handmade product has a human hand on the output” (Puglisi,
2026n). The article then took the strongest version of automation seriously. A panel of
independent Al systems checking each other, which it called a Multi-AI Supreme Court,
“might represent the best achievable version of Responsible Al at scale,” yet the article’s
verdict followed at once: “It is still not governance.” The panel can converge on a
confident error when its members share upstream bias, so a better machine check still
leaves no one who answers (Puglisi, 2026n). The answer it offered was a hybrid rather
than a choice between the two: “the hybrid handles volume; the human handles

governance” (Puglisi, 2026n).

On February 5, 2026, the author named the mechanism behind the confusion. “Most Al
titles and terms being used right now are dead wrong,” the article began, because
marketing had turned operational requirements into slogans, and “Clarity of language is

a prerequisite for accountability” (Puglisi, 2026g). Its test cases were the two phrases
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most often offered as proof of control. Human-in-the-loop, as practiced, often left the
human “technically present but operationally decorative,” and the article drew the
difference as “the difference between a human who participates and a human who
decides” (Puglisi, 2026g). Human-centric design received the same treatment: “A
system designed around human needs is not the same as a system governed by human

authority” (Puglisi, 2026g).

That is the term problem this paper answers. Automation and human-centered control
were described with the same words, so an organization could build excellent
automation, call it governance, and believe it had a control it never built. The agent
models exist to keep those two things apart in the architecture, where a label cannot blur

them.

2. Where the Path Began: Checkpoint-Based Governance
The path started with Checkpoint-Based Governance, made public on September 23,

2025, as an implementation framework still in drafting. It described itself as “a
protocol-driven framework for structuring human-AI collaboration” and already named
the failure the later models would have to watch for, listing among its drift signals that
“Increasing approval rates may indicate automation bias” (Puglisi, 2025a). The current
framework page carries the same idea in its title, “Presence Is Not Authority,” and places
a named human “at defined points in the work” with authority to accept, modify, or

reject what the AI produced (Puglisi, 2026d).

Checkpoint-Based Governance does not claim to have invented human oversight or
accountability. It applies existing oversight research and policy to AI work and asks that
the human checkpoint leave evidence: who decided, on what, and why. Every checkpoint
closes on accept, modify, or reject. That narrow structure is what made the agent models
possible, because once a checkpoint is defined, the remaining question is mechanical:
where in the work the checkpoints sit, and what the machine is allowed to do between

them.

Figure 1 traces the path from that starting point to the Alpha release.
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Figure 1. The path from Checkpoint-Based Governance to running code, September
2025 to October 2026

3. The First Answer: Three Agent Models

The original paper, published February 3, 2026, as the HAIA-RECCLIN Agent
Architecture Specification, answered that question with three models that differ by
checkpoint density (Puglisi, 2026i). It divided the work into seven functional roles
(Researcher, Editor, Coder, Calculator, Liaison, Ideator, and Navigator), a role-based
practice which the author calls HAIA-RECCLIN, and it placed an agent between the AI

layer and the human layer to move the work.
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The agent’s job was deliberately small. The specification called it “a traffic controller. It
performs zero cognitive work,” and described it as “a pipe with a logbook” (Puglisi,

20261). Three models followed from where that pipe stops:

« Model 1. “The agent runs the full RECCLIN pipeline without stopping,” and the

human “exercises CBG authority once at the final output” (Puglisi, 20261).

« Model 2. The agent “pauses after each RECCLIN functional role, presenting
three-platform output plus dissent documentation to the human,” and the human
approves before the next role begins, so a task that passes through five roles

meets five checkpoints (Puglisi, 2026i).
« Model 3. “No agent. The human performs all orchestration” (Puglisi, 20261i).

Every transaction was to leave six record types: Request, Dispatch, Response,
Navigation, Arbitration, and Decision. The specification was candid about its status, and
its own table marked Models 1 and 2 as requiring an agent build and Model 3 as ready

for use (Puglisi, 2026i).

The names already carried the tiers. The specification called Model 1 “Agent Responsible
Al” Model 2 “Agent AI Governance,” and Model 3 “Manual Human AI Governance,”
and it gave the reason for the first: “Model 1 is explicitly named Responsible Al because,
at factory quality, the agent handles upstream shaping and the human reviews the final

output” (Puglisi, 2026i).

The same paper settled the hardest question in the set, which was whether the human
review at the end of Model 1 counted as governance. It did not. “The natural checkpoint
at the Model 1 endpoint is an informal safety valve, not a formal governance control”
(Puglisi, 2026i). The formal control it named was the automation bias trigger in
Checkpoint-Based Governance, and “Persistent threshold violations trigger escalation
from Model 1 to Model 2” (Puglisi, 2026i). Three days later, the EU Regulatory
Compliance Edition mapped the same three models against the EU AI Act and attached
a quality label to each: Model 1 as “Responsible AI (Factory Quality),” Model 2 as “Al
Governance (Handmade Quality),” and Model 3 as “Al Governance (Evidence

Standard)” (Puglisi, 2026j).
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That ruling is where the definition problem and the architecture met. A person who
receives a finished product at the end of an automated line, with no view of how it was
made, is reviewing output. The January article had already called that condition
“governing blind” (Puglisi, 2026n). Model 1 was Responsible Al from the start; the

February documents simply had not yet removed the person who stood at its end.

4. Evidence the Mechanics Could Be Built: GOPEL

The specifications described an agent that did not exist. On February 23, 2026, the
author published reference code for its mechanical layer, a non-cognitive enforcement
layer that dispatches, collects, routes, logs, pauses, hashes, and reports, which the
author calls GOPEL, the Governance Orchestrator Policy Enforcement Layer (Puglisi,
2026f). The design claim was that “The agent performs zero cognitive work,” and that an

agent unable to evaluate content cannot be steered through content (Puglisi, 2026f).

Seven Al platforms (Claude, ChatGPT, Gemini, Grok, Kimi, DeepSeek, and MiniMax)
were used to attack the code before publication, and the article reported the critical and

high-severity findings as fixed (Puglisi, 2026f).

The article was equally plain about the limits. The code ran on mock adapters, not live
provider connections, and “It isn’t deployment-ready software” (Puglisi, 2026f). GOPEL
showed that the mechanics could be written, though it did not yet carry an agent model

end to end.

5. Closing the Definition: Who Answers

On March 14, 2026, the author published the formal definition the January article had
called for. In its full form: “AI Governance is the system of decision authority,
accountability structures, and oversight mechanisms through which named humans
hold binding power to approve, modify, or halt AI outputs at defined checkpoints, with
accountability that survives audit through moral, employment, civil, and criminal
channels” (Puglisi, 2026a). The contrast with Responsible AI was stated in two short
lines: “Responsible Al shapes the machine.” “Al Governance answers for it” (Puglisi,

2026a).
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The definition kept moving as the work did. In June 2026, the second accountability
channel changed from employment to professional, so that accountability reaches
contractors, regulators, board members, and licensed professionals that an employment
frame misses; the framework’s public pages now name “moral, professional, civil, and
criminal” (Puglisi, 2026b). On June 9, 2026, the agent layer took the name HAIA
Agents. On September 23, 2026, the three models received the definitions this paper
builds on, recorded in the author’s words: “Agent Model 1 was defined as Responsible Al
a version of automation, AI Agents machine checks machine all code. Agent Model 2 is
hybrid of Machine runs through to AI Governance (presumed use of a tool like GOPEL),

then Agent Model 3 is Manual Human AI Governance.”

Those definitions closed the gap the February documents left open. Agent Model 1 is
Responsible AI throughout, with no human review counted as governance. Agent Model
2 is the hybrid: the machine carries the work, and AI Governance happens at each
checkpoint where a named human signs. Agent Model 3 is AI Governance with no agent
at all, and Figure 2 shows where the named human stands in each model. The October

build began from that text.

[
. . as.
Agent Model 1 Signs the Every step runs with —» Instrument p_’ ?;gé?gj
charter no human review gate Responsible Al
—
Responsible Al .  EEE——
fail Handoff
to human
!
Agent Model 2
Signs the Each role: one prompt Accept, modify, or Release
manifest —> to three to seven —> reject each answer — with
. ) latforms and the synthesis receipt
Hybrid: the machine P o ! P
runs through to
Al Governance T
next role
Agent Model 3
Dispatches Collects Routes them Decides at
Manual Human the work the answers to synthesis every step
Al Governance
(] Anamed human acts (] The machine acts [ ] cate
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6. Agent Model 1 in Alpha: Responsible AI Written as Code

6.1 The requirement

The author set the requirement on October 8, 2026: “What can we reasonably do for full
automation, while being able to maintain the Multi-AI methodology we use minus the
human.” The Navigator, the role that synthesizes and decides, would make the judgment
calls; at least three other Al platforms would do the review; and the record of outputs,
syntheses, and the Navigator’s judgment would be kept “so the process can be reviewed
and audited by a human later.” Two further requirements shaped everything after. The
first: “there must be a gate to qualify if something gets published or acted on.” The
second was what happens when a piece cannot reach that gate: it goes to the human,
and the agent moves on to the next project. In the author’s terms, forcing a failed piece
through the gate is a failure, and so is leaving the human out of a process that keeps

failing.

The release is a single Python program, which the author calls the CBG Model 1 Runner.
It runs one lane of work, such as a daily column, a stream of social posts, or images, with
no human review of any output before it goes out. Every output carries the label

“Responsible Al: automated, machine checks machine, no human review of this output.”

6.2 What the human signs

The human’s authority sits in a charter. A named human signs it with a passphrase-
protected key on a device the runner does not control, and the charter fixes the lane, its
scope, the instruments that score it, the Al platforms and the providers file behind
them, the budget, the targets, and the conditions for a stop. The runner holds only the
public key. It cannot change the charter, and it cannot write a stop or a resume. A signed
stop freezes it before the next stage, and an integrity failure freezes it until the human

signs a resume dated after the freeze.

The charter does not review any output, and the runner never treats it as review. No
named human is bound to an individual piece, which is why each piece is labeled

Responsible Al
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6.3 The loop

Each item runs through the same sequence, shown in Figure 3, and the order is the

point.

1.

Brainstorm. The Navigator, an Al platform held out of every review, picks one
topic inside the signed scope. It has no search at this stage and sends nothing but
the topic, and the topic is sealed in the record before anything is dispatched.

Silence is always allowed.

Parallel review. The topic goes word for word the same to an odd number of Al
platforms, three or more, at once, a practice which the author calls CAIPR, Cross
AT Platform Review. Each platform receives the RECCLIN Governance Mode
Session Prompt, which asks every return to show its sources, its conflicts, and its

fact-to-tactic-to-KPI reasoning.

Verification. Only after the returns are in does the Navigator get search, and
the runner runs every search and page fetch itself, so each query and page is on
the record. A claim counts as verified only when the Navigator named it from a

return and a quote of at least 40 characters appears on a page the runner fetched.

Support check. A quote on a page does not prove the page supports the claim,
so the verified claims, each with the text around its quote, go back to the review
platforms. A claim survives only when a majority say the page supports it and

none says it contradicts it. Every piece must rest on at least one such claim.

Creation. The Navigator builds the piece, names the claims it rests on, and may

cite only the pages behind those claims.

. Code checks. Before any Al sees the piece, code checks the disclosure line,

length limits, placeholders, forbidden terms, links without custody, image type,
size, and wholeness, and any text in the piece that imitates a scorer’s output or

gives an Al instructions.

Scoring. The piece and the full text of the lane’s instrument, pinned by its SHA-
256 hash, go word for word the same to the review platforms. The Navigator

never scores its own work, and every review returns to it in full for revision.
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8. Gate or handoff. The piece deploys only when every gate passes. Otherwise it
goes to the human with every platform’s scores and what blocked it, and the

runner moves to the next item without waiting or retrying.

[ The signed charter bounds every step: lane, scope, instruments, platforms, budget, targets, and the conditions for a stop ]

1. Brainstorm 2. Parallel review 2 LR 4. Support check
. . > > A quote of at least > Lo
The Navigator picks one CAIPR on an odd number D RS @ A majority supports;
topic, with no search of platforms, three or more a fetched page none contradicts
. i . . i 8. Gate
5. Creation > 6. Code checks - 7. Scoring
Cites only the pages Run before any Al Pinned instruments; the Dgfes e;ssr%r
behind verified claims sees the piece Navigator never scores 9 RasS
Goes to the human with every score and what Deploys, labeled
blocked it; the runner moves to the next item Responsible Al

[ Every step is written to a sealed, hash-chained record, and an audit command recomputes every gate from it ]

Figure 3. The Agent Model 1 loop, from brainstorm to the gate or the handoff

6.4 The gates

The gates come from the author’s own instruments, each pinned by hash in the charter.
A social post must reach 24 of 30 on the post-scoring instrument, which the author calls
HATA-SMART Copy, where “A score of 24 or higher passes” (Puglisi, 2026m). An image
must reach “Strengthens (12+)” of 15, and a carousel “Strengthens (16+)” of 20, on the
companion instrument for visuals, which the author calls HATA-SMART Creative
(Puglisi, 2026k). An article must reach 24 of 30 on the article evaluator, which the
author calls HAIA-CORE, and that evaluator sets “Pass at 24 and above” (Puglisi,
2026¢). A gate passes only when a majority of the platforms dispatched score the piece

at or above the line and none raises a hard stop. Hard stops come from the instruments
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themselves. On HAIA-CORE, “Any pillar scoring 1 or 2 flags that pillar on the output
and holds the run for a human ruling before the article proceeds,” and the instrument
also holds the run when “a source does not support its claim” (Puglisi, 2026¢). On
HATA-SMART Creative, a platform compatibility flag holds the piece the same way. A
majority in the Rework band ends the item at once. There is no instrument for video, so

the runner makes no video.

6.5 Flags

Agreement is not treated as proof. When every review platform reports no conflicts, the
runner raises a convergence flag and answers it the way CAIPR names, by adding two
more platforms or by verification outside the Al ecosystem; on the framework’s page,
“unanimous agreement on a claim that matters triggers verification outside the pool
rather than confidence inside it” (Puglisi, 20261). The runner also flags returns that all
cite the same sources, which only a claim verified on a different site answers, and
returns that carry text addressed to an Al as instructions, whose claims cannot be used.
When every scorer gives the same passing total with no dissent and no reserve platform

remains to add, the flag stands and the piece goes to the human.

6.6 Bounds

The bounds came from the author’s earlier automation run on a single platform, Grok
Bot, whose recorded failures included checks claimed but never done, posts to the
wrong target, silent runs, a double post, and repeated sign-in attempts against blocked
accounts. The author’s rule for the new code was direct: “Agents should view their work
load and resource bound and for efficiency not loop or cross bounds outside of the
scope.” The charter therefore caps calls, tokens, review rounds, searches, page fetches,
and time, per item and per run. A failed deployment, a sign-in problem, a target the
deploy step does not confirm, or a live page that does not show the piece is handed to
the human and ends the run, so the runner never returns to a target that refused it. A
handoff that reaches no one freezes the runner, and only one runner may hold a record

at a time.
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6.7 The record

Every step is written to an append-only record, chained by hash and sealed with the
runner’s own key, so an entry cannot be moved, relabeled, or cut from the middle
without that key. Each run signs the head of the record and writes it outside the record,
and each deployment carries a signed receipt. An audit command recomputes every gate
and every support check from the stored returns, confirms that no search came before
the review returns, that the Navigator never scored, that every deployment matches a
passing gate on the same piece, and that nothing went out while the runner was
stopped. A copy of the signed heads and receipts kept off the host lets the audit catch
records cut from the end. The runner also accepts external integrity watches before
every item and every deployment, which is where a GOPEL integrity check attaches

later.

6.8 Design rules drawn from Russell
The author asked that Stuart Russell’s principles guide the Navigator as the agent.
Russell (2019) offers three principles: “The machine’s only objective is to maximize the

2 <

realization of human preferences,” “The machine is initially uncertain about what those
preferences are,” and “The ultimate source of information about human preferences is
human behavior” (p. 173). Russell offers them as guidance for the people who design
machines, and the runner takes them that way, as design rules for its builder rather than

a claim to have built his program of provably beneficial machines.

The first rule became the charter: the Navigator holds no goal of its own and cannot
change what the human signed. The second became late commitment: the Navigator
chooses a topic without knowing where it will land, commits to an end result only after
the review and verification, and may stay silent. The third is narrower in code than in
Russell. The runner learns nothing from Al output or from its own deployments, and

treats the named human’s signed acts as the only evidence of what the human wants.

6.9 How it was built and tested
The code was written with Claude in the Coder role under the author’s direction and
rulings, then attacked by other AI platforms. Six reviews of the second build were

returned on October 9, 2026, from Gemini, Perplexity, Grok, Mistral, MiniMax, and
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ChatGPT, although the return from MiniMax noted that the code file was not attached.
Several reviews reported defects that reproduced when tested, including a piece that
could carry a forged scoring record, a hard stop missed when a scorer reworded it, and
an unsigned file that could block a real stop. Each finding was checked against the code,
and the confirmed ones were fixed in the third build and kept as permanent tests. A
separate internal attack on the third build found further gaps in how text was compared
and how acts were ordered, and those were fixed as well. The Alpha passes 379 internal
checks and an offline run with canned platforms, search, and pages. It has not called a

live AI provider or a live search service.

The reviews also carried dissent that this paper keeps. Five of the six said the original
Russell mapping claimed more mechanism than the code carries, which is why Section
6.8 now presents design rules. One review argued that the Responsible Al label asserts
more than independent scorers can prove. Several noted that scoring platforms trained
on similar data can share a blind spot, and that the instruments were written for a
human author whose approval steps Agent Model 1 replaces with the charter and the

gate.

7. Agent Model 2 in Alpha: the Hybrid That Runs Through to
Al Governance

7.1 The requirement

On October 7, 2026, the author asked for “a CBG Code that sits between AI Use and
Final Outputs,” software “that acts as the user interface to API access for Al platforms
that makes sure CBG is being followed.” The scope, set October 8, 2026, called for an
interface that “could be deployed using API across 3 to 7 Al platforms to dispatch work
and validated that they work in a manner consistent with CBG.” The requirements were
specific: the Navigator acts as the main connection, the interface sends requests out and
returns independent answers with “no filter no Synthesize,” it shows the full RECCLIN
outputs, and it sends them to the Navigator “one at a time as read and approved.”

Because GOPEL does not run as a service, the interface had to work on its own.
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The release is a single Python program, which the author calls the CBG Gateway. It is
the only program that holds the AI platform keys, so agents and automations cannot

reach the platforms except through it.

7.2 Checkpoints per role

An agent proposes a task. A named governor establishes it, with the authority to rewrite
its scope, criteria, and constraints, raise its risk class, narrow where its results may go,
choose the Navigator and the platforms for each role, and sign. The gateway then runs

only what the signed manifest names, one RECCLIN role at a time, as Figure 4 shows.

At each role, one prompt goes word for word the same to three to seven Al platforms at
once, and every answer is kept in full as it arrived, with no filtering and no merging. The
governor reads each platform’s complete answer and accepts, modifies, or rejects it.
Each answer the governor lets through goes to the Navigator, a separate platform held
out of the dispatch, one at a time and in the order approved. An answer the governor
rejected never reaches the Navigator. When every answer is decided, the Navigator’s
synthesis becomes its own checkpoint, and the governor accepts, modifies, or rejects it
before the next role starts. No role advances, and no result is released, without a verified

signature from the governor named in the signed manifest.

A named governor establishes the task
and signs the manifest

!

Each RECCLIN role, one at a time

One prompt, word for Every answer kept in full, The governor accepts, Approved answers go
word, to three to > with no filtering > modifies, or rejects > to the Navigator,
seven platforms and no merging each answer one at a time

A rejected answer never reaches the Navigator

The governor accepts, modifies,
or rejects the Navigator's synthesis

|

Release: high-risk work needs a
second governor's countersignature

next role

Signed receipt with every human signature,
checkable offline with the gateway's public key

Every act of authority is a passkey signature on the governor's own device; the record is chained by hash
[ ] Anamed human acts [ ] The machine acts
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That is the hybrid in practice. The machine carries the dispatch, the collection, the
routing, and the record at machine speed, which is the labor Agent Model 3 performs by
hand. Each checkpoint is AI Governance, because a named human decides with the

complete answers in view and signs for the decision.

7.3 Signatures, records, and receipts

Every act of authority requires a passkey signature made on the governor’s own device
after a fingerprint, face check, or device PIN, and the gateway holds only public keys, so
no Al and no agent can approve anything. The gateway maps its rules to Checkpoint-
Based Governance: authority before the work, a signed stop or a restart during it, accept,
modify, or reject after it, and no deferred decision before the next role or before release.
A high-risk task names a second governor, who must countersign the final text. Two
people stand behind every new passkey after the first, so no single operator can enroll a

governor alone.

The record is chained by hash, every Al-side entry carries the gateway’s seal, and the
gateway signs the head of its record after every human act and every release and sends it
to storage outside its own host. Every release writes a receipt that anyone holding the
gateway’s public key can check offline, including every human signature on the

authorization, every decision, and every countersignature.

7.4 What the record shows about governing

The gateway scores nothing, because scoring is judgment. It keeps the evidence a
governed process leaves: who decided each answer and synthesis, how fast, how much of
the AT text the governor changed, how many answers the governor kept from the
Navigator, and how often the governor overrode the Navigator. The automation bias
question that Checkpoint-Based Governance raised in September 2025 becomes
measurable here. The gateway reports each governor’s accept, modify, and reject rates
and review times, and enforces no threshold, because the thresholds remain proposed

and untested.
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7.5 How it was built and tested

The gateway was written with Claude in the Coder role under the author’s direction, and
reviews run on 10 Al platforms returned 17 critiques across its first eight builds between
October 7 and October 8, 2026: MiniMax, Kimi, Grok, Gemini, ChatGPT, Perplexity,
Mistral, DeepSeek, Meta Al, and Claude Fable run outside the project. Confirmed
findings were fixed build by build and kept as permanent tests. The Alpha passes 386
internal checks and 22 checks through its own review screens in a headless browser with

a simulated passkey. It has run only against canned platforms.

8. Agent Model 3 Revisited: Manual Human AI Governance

Agent Model 3 has no agent. The human dispatches the work, collects the answers,
routes them to the synthesis platform, decides at every step, and moves to the next. The
original paper described the cost plainly, and the cost is why automation was ever
pursued; it also described the evidence, and the evidence is why Agent Model 3 remains

the standard the other two are measured against.

The original paper put the logging case in one line: “The act of working is the act of
logging” (Puglisi, 2026i). Each platform keeps its own conversation history as the work
happens, so the human’s obligation at the end of a project is to collect and keep those
histories, and the paper called it “a retention task, not a documentation task” (Puglisi,
2026i). Because no orchestration layer touches that evidence, it is the most faithful

record of what was asked, what came back, and what the human decided.

Two things changed since February. The first is documentation. The structured record
that turns a manual session into an auditable account of what happened, who decided,
and what the evidence was, which the author calls CARCS, was published on April 23,
2026, and its page states that “Model 3, which CARCS was built to serve, runs with no
agent and no automated infrastructure” (Puglisi, 2026c¢). A CARCS record from Agent
Model 3 work declares itself Attestation Grade rather than Hash Verified, and the page

holds that the two “are not equivalent evidentiary states” (Puglisi, 2026c).

The second change is that Agent Model 3 built the Alpha. Every review round on both

programs was dispatched by the author to the review platforms and returned by hand,
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with each return saved and logged on receipt. The author set every requirement and

ruled on every question that changed what an agent does, while the technical fixes were
settled in the build and tested before they entered the code. The release of Agent Model 1

and Agent Model 2 is itself an Agent Model 3 record. The framework’s public page still

describes Agent Model 3 as “the default in use today” that “produced every published

case study” (Puglisi, 2026h), and that remains true. The Alpha does not retire it. It gives

organizations two places to stand short of it.

Model selection remains a checkpoint decision. The original paper made the choice of

model a decision recorded with its risk rationale, and nothing in the Alpha changes that

(Puglisi, 2026i).

9. The Three Agent Models Side by Side

Designation

Where the
human stands

What the
machine does

What stops a
bad output

Fits

Agent Model 1
Responsible AI

Signs the charter
and any stop or
resume; reviews no
output

Brainstorms,
reviews in parallel,
verifies, creates,
scores, and deploys
inside the charter

The instrument
gates, hard stops,
flags, and handoff to
the human

Low to moderate
risk, routine lanes

Agent Model 2

Hybrid: the machine
runs through to Al
Governance

Signs the manifest,
every answer
decision, and every
synthesis; a second
governor
countersigns high-
risk work

Dispatches, collects,
routes, records, and
refuses what the
rules refuse

The governor’s
reject at the
checkpoint

High-risk decisions
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Manual Human Al
Governance

Performs and
decides every step

Nothing beyond
each platform’s own
answer

The human, directly

Highest-
consequence and
novel work,
framework
development
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Agent Model 1 Agent Model 2 Agent Model 3

Status, October Alpha code, not Alpha code, not In use; produced the
2026 deployed deployed published corpus
and the Alpha

10. What the Alpha Does Not Claim

Alpha means the code runs, passes its own checks, and survived the reviews described

above. It does not mean deployment readiness.

Neither program has been deployed, and neither has called a live AI provider in the
build record. Neither has had a professional security review. Both depend on the
machine that runs them: whoever controls the host and the signing keys can still rewrite
records, which is why both send signed copies of their record heads to storage the host
cannot reach, and why both list deployment requirements that the code cannot enforce

on its own.

The judgment inside Agent Model 1 is Al judgment. Independent scorers and code
checks lower the risk that a weak or wrong piece goes out, and they do not remove it,
because the platforms are not calibrated to each other and may share blind spots. Agent
Model 1 also keeps a sealed ledger rather than a CARCS record, so its record is the
machine’s own account of what it did, produced and checked by code, rather than a

governed account of a session that a named human approved.

The gateway in Agent Model 2 establishes what was signed, not what was read. A
passkey signature shows that an enrolled person approved after the device checked
them; it cannot show that the person understood the answer. The gateway governs only
the AT use that passes through it, and someone can still paste a prompt into a chat

window outside it.

11. Where the Code Lives

Both Alpha releases are published on GitHub in the HAIA Agents folder of the author’s
HAIA repository, where the agent models and the GOPEL reference code sit side by side

in separate subfolders. Each program sits beside the checks this paper reports, and
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those checks run offline against canned platforms, search results, and pages, with no live
Al provider or account. A reader can rerun the 379 checks for Agent Model 1 and the
386 internal checks and 22 browser checks for Agent Model 2 before connecting
anything, and the header of each program states what it needs, how to run it, and what it

cannot do.

The code is offered for reading, testing, and critique under the license that closes this
paper. It is Alpha, and Section 10 states what that means: no deployment, no live
provider in the build record, and no professional security review. Anyone who runs
either program against live services takes on the conditions each program lists,
including keeping signing keys and copies of the record where the host cannot reach

them.

12. Conclusion

The year began with a vocabulary that let automation pass for governance and let
presence pass for authority. The answer was never to choose between machines and
people. It was to say, in the architecture, which one answers. Agent Model 1 now shows
what the best Responsible Al the author can build looks like in code: a machine that
picks its topic without knowing the end, sends it to independent platforms, verifies what
they claim, writes, submits its work to scorers it cannot influence, and stops at a gate it
cannot move. Agent Model 2 shows the hybrid the January article described, with the
machine handling volume and a named human signing every decision that matters.
Agent Model 3 remains where the evidence is cleanest, and it is where both programs

were built.

The definition problem of January 2026 was a problem of words. The Alpha release
makes the same distinction in code, where each output carries either a Responsible Al

label or a human signature.
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