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A B O U T  T H I S  PA P E R

This forward-looking, cross-industry paper asks what it would take to convert abundant
intelligence into decisions that are legitimate, executable, and accountable.

SeniorCRE's book, Coherence Before Intelligence (seniorcre.com/book), supplies the premise: an
organization needs a governed operating record before it applies AI to consequential decisions.
This paper follows that premise into an age of abundant intelligence. Senior housing & care serves
as the illustrative case because staffing, resident safety, finance, and operations interact directly
there.

The title echoes Ten31's earlier essay “Coherence in an Age of Abundance” (February 2026), which
argues from an investment perspective that abundant AI competence shifts advantage to
judgment [8]. This paper asks an institutional question instead: who holds the authority to act on
that intelligence, and how is the action constrained and made accountable?

Future scenarios in this paper are not predictions, and descriptions of architecture are not claims
of deployed capability. Exhibits and callouts carry one of four evidence labels, defined at the end of
the executive summary.
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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y

The authority deficit

>280×
Decline in the price of
GPT-3.5-level
inference, Nov. 2022 to
Oct. 2024 [1]

SOURCED

~9 in 10
Survey respondents
reporting regular AI
use in at least one
business function,
2026 [2]

SOURCED

44%
Respondents at AI-
using organizations
reporting at least the
scaling phase, 2026
(38% in 2025) [2]

SOURCED

6%
AI high performers:
respondents
attributing 5% or more
of EBIT to AI, 2026 [2]

SOURCED

The defining economic tension of the AI era is not whether organizations can
obtain more intelligence. It is whether they can convert an expanding supply of
recommendations into decisions that are legitimate, executable, and accountable.

T H E  S T R AT E G I C  I M P L I C AT I O N

As intelligence becomes an input every competitor can buy, the capacity to
authorize, execute, and answer for decisions responsibly may become a source of
institutional advantage. Organizations that can safely delegate more of what their
systems recommend would capture more of AI's value, faster. Those that cannot
will either forgo that value or accept risks they cannot see.

As advanced intelligence becomes widely accessible, institutions gain an unprecedented capacity
to analyze, recommend, simulate, and act. Yet lower-cost intelligence does not eliminate scarce
physical resources, conflicting institutional objectives, legal obligations, or responsibility for
consequences. It can instead multiply the number of plausible actions an organization must
govern. The price of GPT-3.5-level inference fell more than 280-fold between November 2022 and
October 2024 [1], and nearly nine in ten respondents to McKinsey's 2026 global survey report
regular AI use in their organizations, while fewer than half of respondents at AI-using
organizations report reaching the scaling phase, and only 6 percent attribute a meaningful share
of earnings to AI [2]. Capability is no longer the binding constraint; the institutional capacity to use
it is.

We call the gap between available machine capability and safely delegable action the authority
deficit. It is an analytical construct, not a measured index. A model may find an apparently
superior action without possessing the mandate to choose among competing stakeholder
interests. More powerful models can reduce factual uncertainty; they cannot eliminate
disagreements about risk tolerance, the distribution of benefits, professional duty, or who bears
the consequences.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Executive summary
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The central thesis is that abundance changes the bottleneck. When organizations can generate
sophisticated recommendations almost without limit, advantage may shift toward selecting which
evidence governs, resolving irreducible tradeoffs, delegating legitimate authority, constraining
execution, and learning from consequences. Coherence is not agreement among models. It is a
defensible institutional process for acting amid disagreement.

We propose an architecture with three linked domains: information authority (which evidence
and definitions govern), decision authority (who can resolve tradeoffs and delegate discretion),
and execution authority (what actions can occur, through which controlled pathways). Technical
enforcement, auditable lineage, and revocable delegation matter because monitoring an
unauthorized action after the fact is not equivalent to preventing it.

SeniorCRE's Operator-Controlled Operating Record, referred to in this paper as the Governing
Record, is one domain-specific application of the framework, described in Appendix C. It has been
designed but is not yet implemented in any community, and it is not proof that an independent
governance layer will prevail across industries. The commercial opportunity is conditional:
independent governance earns a durable place only where cross-system decisions are frequent,
consequential, and not adequately governed by existing vendors. The evidence threshold is a
functioning enforcement path, repeatable operator use, and quantified benefit net of
implementation and oversight costs.

The conclusion is a testable agenda for institutional leaders: govern evidence, make authority
explicit, constrain consequential execution, and measure whether these controls enable better
decisions at acceptable cost.

T H E  G O V E R N I N G  P R O P O S I T I O N

Abundant intelligence is a capability. Coherent action is an institutional
achievement.

How to read the evidence labels used in this paper

SOURCED A published external observation, attributed to its publisher and limited to what the
publisher reported.

ARITHMETIC A calculation from disclosed assumptions. It is not an observed result.

PROPOSED An architecture or practice this paper recommends. It does not describe shipped
capability.

HYPOTHESIS A strategic proposition that requires operator evidence to confirm or reject.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Executive summary
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FO R  C H I E F  E X E C U T I V E S  A N D  B OA R D S PROPOSED

These decisions belong to leadership, not to software. None requires a purchase, and each can
be put to management at the next board or executive meeting.

Decision Question for management A credible answer includes Warning sign

1 · Govern the
evidence

Which records govern our most
consequential decisions, and
who decides when systems
disagree?

A named owner and written
definition for each material
metric; disagreements
recorded, not overwritten

Different figures for
the same metric in
board materials

2 · Assign
decision rights

Who may delegate authority to
an AI agent, for which
decisions, and how is it
revoked?

A delegation register:
principal, scope, limits, expiry,
and revocation route

Agents acting
under shared or
human credentials

3 · Constrain
execution

Can we prevent a prohibited
action before it executes, or
only detect it? Which systems
can bypass approval?

Each control labeled
preventive, detective, or
advisory; bypass paths
inventoried and independently
tested

Dashboards
described as
controls

4 · Protect the
non-negotiables

Which legal, clinical, and safety
constraints can no approval
override?

Hard rules written outside any
model; licensed professionals
own clinical boundaries

Safety limits
treated as
optimization
targets

5 · Demand
evidence of value

What measurable improvement
justifies the cost of governance,
against what baseline?

Pre-registered metrics,
baselines, and stop
conditions; realized rather
than projected benefits

Feature counts or
demonstrations
offered as proof

6 · Plan for failure What happens when a control
fails, a model changes, or a
vendor or executive leaves?

Incident response, a safe
operating mode, and evidence
that survives the transition

No documented
fallback for the
approval path

T H R E E  M OV E S  FO R  T H E  N E X T  N I N E T Y  DAYS

01
Name the decisions that
matter
List the ten operating
decisions with the greatest
consequence, and record the
governing definition and
accountable owner for each.

02
Write the delegation
register
Before any agent receives
write access, record who
delegated what authority,
within which limits, and how it
is revoked.

03
Classify every control
Ask management to label
each existing AI control as
preventive, detective, or
advisory, and to show the
evidence for each label.

Six decisions that belong to leadership

Coherence in the Age of Abundance For chief executives and boards
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Part I. The abundance problem

S E C T I O N  0 1

The economics of abundance
Abundance is a relative economic condition, not a prediction that all inputs become free. AI may
lower the marginal cost of producing analysis, code, summaries, simulations, and proposals. Yet
physical capacity, clinical labor, regulatory approvals, capital, and trust remain constrained. The
result may be an asymmetric economy: abundant recommendations alongside scarce capacity to
implement them responsibly.

The price evidence is striking but narrow. Stanford HAI's 2025 AI Index reports that the cost of
querying a model that scores the equivalent of GPT-3.5 (64.8) on the MMLU benchmark fell from
$20.00 per million tokens in November 2022 to $0.07 by October 2024, a more than 280-fold
reduction [1]. The comparison spans different models at a matched benchmark threshold. It does
not show that every AI workload is cheap, and it measures the price of producing an output, not
the cost of acting on one.

E X H I B I T  1 SOURCED

The price of GPT-3.5-level inference fell more than 280-fold
Price per million tokens for a model scoring the equivalent of GPT-3.5 (64.8) on MMLU. Different models at a
matched benchmark threshold; not a measure of all AI workloads.

Source: Stanford HAI, AI Index Report 2025, Ch. 1, Fig. 1.3.22 (data: Epoch AI; Artificial Analysis) [1].
Redrawn by SeniorCRE.

Adoption is broad; scaling is not. McKinsey's 2026 global survey finds that nearly nine in ten
respondents report regular use of AI in at least one business function. Among respondents whose
organizations use AI, 44 percent report that AI has reached at least the scaling phase across the
enterprise, up from 38 percent a year earlier; the remainder report experimenting (22 percent) or
piloting (34 percent) [2]. In the 2025 edition, 7 percent of the comparable AI-using base described

US$ per million tokens

Nov. 2022 $20.00

Oct. 2024 $0.07

$0 $5 $10 $15 $20

>280×
lower,
2022–2024

Coherence in the Age of Abundance The economics of abundance
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AI as fully deployed and integrated across the organization [3]. Value is scarcer still: only 6 percent
of 2026 respondents qualify as high performers, reporting that at least 5 percent of their
organization's EBIT, and significant value, is attributable to AI, a share unchanged from 2025 [2].

E X H I B I T  2 SOURCED

Most AI-using organizations have not yet reached the scaling phase
Phase of AI use among organizations that use AI in at least one business function, % of respondents. The
2026 edition reports the scaling and fully scaled phases together.

Source: McKinsey Global Surveys on the state of AI, 2025 (n = 1,993) and 2026 (n = 1,719) [2][3]. Redrawn
by SeniorCRE.

H OW  TO  R E A D  T H E  S U RV EY  F I G U R E S SOURCED

These are self-reported responses from individuals, weighted by each respondent's nation's
contribution to global GDP. They are not a census of companies, and several respondents may describe
the same organization. The phase shares use AI-using organizations as their base, so they cannot be
subtracted from the overall use figure to produce a single adoption gap. Survey definitions of AI use
have also changed over time [2][3].

The gap between use and scale motivates research into implementation controls. It does not
establish causation, and it does not establish market demand for any governance product,
including SeniorCRE's.

Traditional enterprise software monetized scarce access to computation, structured workflows,
and proprietary information. As models and agents improve, some of those functions may
commoditize. Organizations will still pay for integration, verified context, reliability, risk transfer,
and operational outcomes. The key question is which capabilities remain scarce when almost
every competitor can generate sophisticated recommendations.

Coherence is a candidate scarcity; a related argument, that abundant AI competence shifts
advantage toward judgment, has been made from an investment perspective [8]. Institutional
coherence requires more than a unified database. An organization must know which evidence it
accepts, why conflicts were resolved, who approved consequential choices, and whether execution
matched authorization. These functions require institutional commitments and technical control,
not simply more inference.

Experimenting Piloting Scaling Fully scaled

2025 32% 30% 31% 7%

38% at least scaling

2026 22% 34% 44% (scaling + fully scaled)

44% at least scaling

Coherence in the Age of Abundance The economics of abundance
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The thesis has limits. Better AI could also reduce disagreement, automate policy design, and make
authorization tooling cheap. A governance provider cannot rely on scarcity rhetoric. It must show
that its product materially improves decision quality, time to resolution, controlled autonomy, or
auditability relative to alternatives.

S E C T I O N  0 2

Cheap intelligence, expensive consequences
The marginal cost of generating an analysis is not the marginal cost of acting on it. An AI system
can propose ten thousand staffing changes; each implemented change affects employees, care
delivery, labor law, and potentially residents. The volume of proposals can grow far faster than an
organization's capacity to supervise them. A governance architecture must therefore reduce the
review burden without allowing high-consequence decisions to pass without proper scrutiny.

The operating question is not “How many agents can we deploy?” It is “What fraction of their
useful work can be safely delegated?” That fraction is determined by verified evidence quality,
policy clarity, control coverage, reversibility, and exception handling. A system with excellent
models but no trustworthy execution controls can have a lower practical automation ceiling than a
less sophisticated system with disciplined authority.

This distinction changes the value proposition. Selling intelligence alone means competing on
model quality, latency, and cost. Selling accountable delegation means competing on safety,
interoperability, uptime, auditability, and institutional adoption. The latter may be more durable,
but only if customers experience materially better outcomes and the platform genuinely controls
the relevant action paths.

S E C T I O N  0 3

Coherence as an enterprise capability
Coherence is the sustained alignment of evidence, objectives, decision rights, and actions across
an organization. It is not unanimity. Two systems may legitimately represent different definitions
of occupancy, labor, or revenue. The coherent enterprise makes those differences visible and
records which definition governs a particular decision.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Cheap intelligence, expensive consequences
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E X H I B I T  3 PROPOSED

Operational coherence has four properties

Property The question it answers What fails without it

Traceability Can a conclusion be followed back to its
source and transformation history?

Figures that cannot be defended in
diligence or review

Contestability Can authorized people challenge and correct a
proposed governing value?

Errors persist because no one is
permitted to dispute them

Legitimacy Does the party resolving a conflict hold
delegated authority to do so?

Decisions are made by whoever
controls the system

Enforceability Are downstream systems prevented from
silently substituting an unapproved action?

Approvals that do not bind
execution

SeniorCRE analysis.

An organization can have excellent analytics and weak coherence. Finance may report occupancy
based on billable units while operations reports physically occupied units. Both metrics may be
correct. Problems arise when a board package combines them without definition, or when an AI
agent treats one as universally authoritative.

The relevant operating principle is context-specific governance, not a single universal truth.
Operational occupancy, billable occupancy, and licensed capacity answer different questions, and
a single global “correct” number may be inappropriate. A governing record should retain
competing source values, definitions, effective dates, decisions, and the scope for which each value
is authorized. This preserves intellectual honesty, avoids overwriting legitimate differences, and
matters most when agents consume data without a human analyst to question an ambiguous field.

S E C T I O N  0 4

Why intelligent agents disagree
Advanced agents can disagree because their objectives differ, their information is incomplete,
their time horizons diverge, or their assumptions are incompatible. Increased reasoning power
does not dissolve genuine tradeoffs between resident safety, employee well-being, financial
resilience, and growth.

Imagine one agent optimizing staffing expense, another optimizing clinical coverage, and a third
optimizing employee retention. All may correctly calculate their respective objectives. Their
recommendations cannot be reconciled without an explicit hierarchy of constraints, delegated
decision rights, and accepted risk thresholds. A clinical AI may prioritize safety while a financial AI
prioritizes cost; a logistics agent may optimize speed while a compliance agent identifies a
prohibited route. Each may reason competently within its mandate. No agent's intelligence, by
itself, confers authority to resolve competing mandates or to impose consequences on others.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Why intelligent agents disagree
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Intelligence

Authority

Accountability

Agents can also create correlated failure. If several systems rely on the same flawed source,
apparent consensus is not independent corroboration. Provenance and model-dependency
tracking therefore matter as much as majority agreement. A governance platform should
distinguish disagreement, shared-source agreement, and genuine independent validation.

Conflicts require structured resolution: identify the decision context, enumerate affected
stakeholders, record the evidence, apply non-negotiable constraints, evaluate permissible
alternatives, and escalate unresolved tradeoffs to an accountable authority. This process should be
testable rather than left to an opaque model judgment.

Part II. The authority architecture

S E C T I O N  0 5

Intelligence is not authority

I N D E P E N D E N T  F R A M E WO R K SOURCED

NIST's AI Risk Management Framework (AI RMF 1.0) organizes AI risk management into four
functions, GOVERN, MAP, MEASURE, and MANAGE, intended for voluntary use [4]; its Generative AI
Profile extends the framework to generative systems [5], and ISO/IEC 42001 specifies requirements
for an AI management system [6]. Together they show that AI governance is a recognized management
discipline. The distinction drawn here between information, decision, and execution authority is this
paper's synthesis, not a NIST or ISO taxonomy.

The capacity to understand and solve problems.

Permission to make a decision or execute an action within a defined scope.

The obligation to explain and answer for consequences.

These concepts can coincide in a person, but they are not interchangeable in an automated
enterprise. A highly capable agent may identify a profitable acquisition or a more efficient staffing
schedule. Neither recommendation authorizes the agent to sign a contract, move money, or
change a resident's care plan. Such actions may require corporate approvals, professional
judgment, licensure, regulatory compliance, and other safeguards.

Institutional authority originates in governance documents, law, contracts, professional
responsibilities, and delegated operating policy. Software can encode and enforce portions of
those obligations, but it cannot create legitimacy by declaration. A governance platform should
therefore be designed as an operator-authorized implementation of authority, never as an
autonomous sovereign.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Intelligence is not authority
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Authority must be explicit, scoped, time-bound where appropriate, revocable, and attributable. An
approval is not simply a green check mark. It should identify the approver, the delegated power,
the evidence reviewed, the policy version, the action requested, its constraints, and its expiry.

S E C T I O N  0 6

The three domains of institutional authority
Information authority answers: which source or derived value governs this decision, for what
purpose, and during which period? Decision authority answers: who may select among
alternatives, accept exceptions, or establish priorities? Execution authority answers: which
identity may invoke which action, in which system, under which conditions?

These domains should be separable but linked. A staffing agent might have access to an
authoritative census figure yet lack authority to reduce coverage. A regional leader might hold
approval rights for schedule changes but not permission to alter clinical documentation. A finance
agent might prepare a payment but not release it.

A robust chain of delegated authority includes an organizational principal, a delegated role, an
authorized agent identity, a permitted action, a resource scope, conditions, a duration, and a
revocation route. Every consequential execution should reference a valid chain at the moment of
action, not merely at the moment of recommendation.

E X H I B I T  4 PROPOSED

Three distinct governance domains, linked by a chain of delegated authority
Each domain can be granted and revoked separately. Negative authority applies across all three.

SeniorCRE analysis.

CHAIN OF DELEGATED AUTHORITY: PRINCIPAL → ROLE → AGENT IDENTITY → ACTION

Information authority

Which evidence governs
this decision, for what
purpose, and during
which period?

Evidence and definitions

Decision authority

Whomay select among
alternatives, accept
exceptions, or set
priorities?

Tradeoffs and delegation

Execution authority

Which identity may
invoke which action, in
which system, under
which conditions?

Controlled pathways

Negative authority
Prohibitions that no lower-level approval can waive: legal constraints and clinical safety rules.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance The three domains of institutional authority
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The architecture should also support negative authority: explicit prohibitions that cannot be
waived by lower-level approvals. Legal constraints and clinical safety rules should never be
represented as discretionary optimization preferences.

Five questions every consequential action must answer

If any element is missing, the system should refuse the request or route it for human resolution
according to risk. This requires separating policy authorship from policy enforcement. A clinical
leader can approve staffing minimums; an executive can approve budget limits; a security
administrator can operate the enforcement infrastructure. No single technical administrator
should be able to change clinical standards silently and then execute the resulting actions.
Separation of duties is a product feature, not merely an organizational chart.

Authority is also conditional. It can depend on facility, amount, resident impact, time, urgency,
professional qualification, or the state of another approval. An agent may prepare a $75,000
procurement order but be unable to submit it without a valid procurement-policy decision and two
approvals, while a routine $400 replenishment executes automatically if vendor, category, and
budget remain approved. Every approval should be bound to the actual action parameters;
otherwise an agent can obtain approval for one request and substitute another. The downstream
system must validate the authorization artifact, including policy version, expiry, replay protection,
and revocation status, rather than trust an agent's assertion that approval occurred.

E X H I B I T  5 PROPOSED

From intelligence to legitimate action: five gates

Gate Question Evidence required Default on failure

Evidence Which definitions and sources
govern?

Provenance, timestamps,
reconciliation

Mark unresolved

Mandate Who is entitled to decide? Delegation record and policy
version

Escalate

Constraints What must not be violated? Deterministic hard rules Deny

Execution Can the approved action be
enforced?

Bound identity and transaction
authorization

Do not execute

Accountability Can outcomes be
reconstructed?

Execution receipt and tamper-
evident audit trail

Investigate and
suspend

A proposed governance design. SeniorCRE does not currently operate this control plane.

Which principal delegated the authority?1

Which authenticated actor is using that delegation?2

Which evidence and which policy version govern the request?3

What precise action is requested, against which resource?4

Which mechanism will verify execution and record the result?5

Coherence in the Age of Abundance The three domains of institutional authority
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S E C T I O N  0 7

The operator-controlled governing record
A governing record is best understood as a controlled decision artifact, not a replacement for
every source system. It preserves source evidence, detects disagreement, documents the
operator's governing determination, and maintains lineage to downstream uses. Source systems
retain their original records and functional responsibilities.

A practical record includes the metric definition, facility, time period, source system, extraction
timestamp, original value, normalized value if any, discrepancy category, authorized decision-
maker, governing value, rationale, effective period, and an immutable decision history.
Corrections supersede earlier decisions without erasing them.

The most defensible first uses are frequent, material, and measurable: occupancy reconciliation,
labor and overtime reporting, revenue and census alignment, and portfolio reporting. Each can
show whether operators genuinely need independent governance before more ambitious agent-
control capabilities are introduced.

The record should expose uncertainty rather than fabricate precision. Missing feeds, stale data,
unresolved conflicts, and incomplete approvals must remain visible. If no governing value can be
established, the correct output may be “unresolved: human decision required.”

Three roles that must be kept distinct

E X H I B I T  6 PROPOSED

System of record, decision point, enforcement point

Role What it does What it must prove

System of record Stores authoritative business data and
the determinations that govern it

Complete lineage; contested values
preserved, not overwritten

Policy decision point Determines whether a proposed action
satisfies configured rules

Deterministic evaluation of hard
constraints; versioned policy

Policy enforcement
point

Actually permits or prevents execution in
the destination system

Unauthorized requests rejected at
the destination, including bypass
attempts

A governing record is primarily the first of these roles. The long-term thesis depends on proving the other two.

Architectural neutrality requires a stable governance contract: any connected application must be
able to submit source evidence, expose meaningful permissions, and accept externally verifiable
authorization decisions. Every adapter should disclose whether its controls are preventive,
detective, or advisory, so that a broad claim of enterprise governance cannot conceal gaps in
actual enforcement.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance The operator-controlled governing record
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Policy authorship must remain with appropriately authorized people. AI may draft policy language
or detect contradictions, but the operator approves the controlling policy. A machine-readable
policy is not a substitute for legal interpretation or professional judgment, and versioning must
make it possible to reconstruct which rules were in force at the exact moment of a disputed action.

Appendix C describes how SeniorCRE applies this design in senior housing & care, and its current
status.

S E C T I O N  0 8

The execution control plane

O P E R ATI O N A L  ACC E P TA N C E  T E ST PROPOSED

Issue an action request with a valid agent identity but insufficient authorization, and verify rejection at
the target application. Repeat with a modified payload, an expired approval, a revoked credential, and
a direct API bypass attempt. Record the actual destination response and audit trail. Without these
tests, “control plane” is an architectural aspiration rather than a demonstrated capability.

The transition from reporting to control occurs at the enforcement point. An agent may request an
action, but the target application should execute only after receiving a valid authorization
decision. This can be implemented through gateways, scoped credentials, transaction-approval
services, or native integrations, provided that alternative bypass paths are closed.

E X H I B I T  7 PROPOSED

A minimal control loop for consequential agent actions
Steps 03 and 04 form the enforcement boundary. Approval is bound to the precise requested action, so the
agent cannot substitute a materially different action afterward.

SeniorCRE analysis.

01
Agent
request

Identity of
agent and
sponsor

02
Policy
check

Resource,
context,
and risk

03
Authorize
or escalate

Hard rules
deny; people
decide

04
Constrained
execution

Scoped
identity; no
bypass path

05
Outcome
confirmed

Destination
confirms
the result

06
Audit
record

Tamper-
evident log
of the action

Revocation, suspension, and incident response feed back into policy

Coherence in the Age of Abundance The execution control plane
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Technical design must address prompt injection, stolen credentials, replay attacks, stale policy,
agent impersonation, tool misuse, and direct access to downstream systems. A dashboard that
flags violations after execution is monitoring, not prevention. Both are valuable, but they must not
be confused.

High-assurance controls include least privilege, separation of duties, dual approval where
warranted, policy-as-code, signed decision artifacts, tamper-evident logs, emergency suspension,
safe rollback where feasible, and periodic adversarial testing. Not all actions are reversible;
irreversible actions warrant stronger pre-execution gates.

Governing advanced agents

An advanced agent can operate through tools, APIs, browsers, and delegated service accounts. Its
effective authority is the union of every credential and pathway it can reach. An authorization
service is therefore ineffective if the agent can use an alternative credential to reach the same
downstream function. A deployment must inventory all write paths, limit credentials, and test
bypass attempts.

Agent identity should be distinct from the identity of the person who initiated a task. The audit
trail needs both: the sponsoring principal and the specific agent instance, including its tool
permissions and the action request. Where practical, permissions should be short-lived and task-
scoped; long-lived shared credentials weaken attribution and revocation.

Policy evaluation should be deterministic for hard constraints. A language model may summarize
evidence or propose an action, but it should not be the sole arbiter of whether a prohibited
transaction is permitted. Hard constraints belong in auditable rules, with explicit exceptions
routed to designated authorities. Probabilistic AI can support review; it should not silently replace
it.

Agent governance also has a temporal dimension. A purchase permitted at 9 a.m. may be
prohibited after a budget change at noon. Authorization must check current policy and resource
state at execution time, and for high-impact actions a signed approval can bind the request
parameters to a narrow validity window.

S E C T I O N  0 9

Bounded autonomy and human accountability
Human review of every machine action is not scalable. The better model is bounded autonomy:
the organization delegates narrow classes of action under explicit conditions and retains
meaningful escalation for exceptions. Boundaries can be set by dollars, resident impact, facility,
clinical criticality, confidence, or cumulative exposure.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Bounded autonomy and human accountability
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A procurement agent may reorder approved supplies below a specified threshold, but it cannot
change suppliers, sign long-term agreements, or purchase restricted items without additional
authorization. A staffing agent may propose schedule changes, but state staffing requirements,
licensure rules, and operator-defined clinical coverage minimums remain hard limits.

S A F E T Y  B O U N DA RY SOURCED

HHS describes the HIPAA Security Rule as requiring administrative, physical, and technical safeguards
for electronic protected health information held by covered entities and their business associates [7].
Whether a particular senior housing & care organization or workflow is covered depends on legal and
operational facts. The rule is a floor for protecting information; it is not an authorization to automate
clinical decisions.

E X H I B I T  8 PROPOSED

Risk tiers for agent actions in senior housing & care

Tier Typical actions Principal risks Minimum controls

0 · Read Retrieval and summarization
of authorized information

Privacy breach;
misleading summary;
improper disclosure

Least privilege; provenance;
review of external sharing

1 · Reversible
administrative

Drafting internal reports;
routine reminders;
nonclinical task status

Erroneous but
correctable changes

Scoped permissions;
traceable changes; practical
rollback

2 · Material
operational or
financial

Payroll inputs; vendor
commitments; staffing
schedules; billing data

Financial loss; labor-
law exposure; coverage
gaps

Hard policy checks;
exposure limits; separation
of duties; monitored
exceptions

3 · Resident-
safety, clinical, or
irreversible

Actions with direct resident-
safety, clinical, regulatory,
or irreversible
consequences

Harm to residents;
regulatory violation

Domain-specific safety
design; licensed
professional oversight;
regulatory review.
Medication administration is
outside autonomous action.

Conceptual design framework. Not a regulatory classification and not a statement of current SeniorCRE
functionality.

The tier is assigned to the action and its context, not to the model. The same agent may summarize
a census report under Tier 0 and attempt to change staffing assignments under Tier 2 or Tier 3.
This prevents organizations from granting broad trust on the strength of an agent's reputation or
benchmark score. A generic agent-authorization engine is never a substitute for clinical
validation, licensed judgment, or emergency procedures.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Bounded autonomy and human accountability
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Meaningful oversight requires more than an approval button. Reviewers need understandable
evidence, feasible alternatives, impact estimates, and sufficient time to intervene. Oversight can
fail through overload: if reviewers receive hundreds of low-quality escalations, approval becomes
ceremonial. Alert precision, approval turnaround, override patterns, and repeated exception types
should therefore be measured. Escalation design is as much an organizational behavior problem
as a software problem.

Accountability also requires incident response: detect a policy breach, suspend affected identities,
contain downstream effects, preserve evidence, notify responsible parties, and correct the
underlying control. Governance is an operating discipline, not a one-time configuration.

Part III. Application and economics

S E C T I O N  1 0

Illustrative case: the 40-community operator
Consider a hypothetical operator of 40 communities with separate clinical, workforce, financial,
and occupancy systems. Acuity indicators rise across three communities, and a clinical-support
agent flags them for review by the operator's licensed clinical staff, who determine that 18
additional overnight staffing hours are needed. At the same time, a financial agent recommends
cutting overtime, and a scheduling agent, finding limited staff availability, proposes cross-
community transfers.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Illustrative case: the 40-community operator
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E X H I B I T  9 PROPOSED

The same week, governed two ways

Without a governing process Under a coherent operating model

One system pushes schedule changes while
another publishes conflicting budget guidance.

The record preserves acuity indicators, authorized
census, staffing coverage, wage assumptions, and
source timestamps.

The dashboard shows improved labor efficiency
even as clinical coverage deteriorates.

Clinical minimums and labor rules act as
constraints; the scheduling agent tests feasible
rosters and the financial agent compares costs.

No one can say which figure governed, who
decided, or why.

Neither agent may override a protected clinical
threshold. The authorized decision-maker resolves
the remaining tradeoffs.

Errors surface after execution, if at all. The execution gateway verifies delegated authority
and records the change, approver, and result;
exceptions escalate.

Hypothetical case. It illustrates a design pattern and is not a claim that SeniorCRE presently delivers these
controls.

The risk is not that any one model is unintelligent. It is that decisions optimize incompatible
objectives without a legitimate adjudication process.

The proof standard is empirical: measure baseline discrepancy frequency, time to resolution,
unauthorized change attempts, staffing compliance, user burden, and resulting outcomes, and
compare them against existing workflows. A successful pilot should demonstrate operational
benefit without degrading resident safety or increasing administrative friction.

S E C T I O N  1 1

Assurance, safety, and procurement
An institutional procurement package should include a control inventory mapping each
consequential action to its policy owner, authorization decision point, enforcement point, log, test
evidence, and incident procedure. Controls that lack enforcement should be marked explicitly as
advisory. This avoids a misleading impression of comprehensive coverage.

Clinical boundaries require special handling. A platform should not substitute a financial
optimization for clinical judgment, or presume that an owner has authority to inspect protected
health information. Role-based access, minimum-necessary data use, applicable contracts, and
professional duties must govern each integration. Institutional owners and lenders may value
standardized assurance across portfolios, but ownership does not confer unlimited operational
authority. Oversight and intervention are distinct permissions.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Assurance, safety, and procurement
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Security assurance should test malicious and accidental behavior: prompt injection, compromised
tools, replayed authorizations, role escalation, stale credentials, and misuse of emergency
overrides. Testing must include negative cases in which the correct outcome is refusal. The system
should be able to show not only that authorized actions succeeded, but that unauthorized actions
were blocked.

Continuity is critical. If a centralized authorization gateway is unavailable, the organization needs
a documented safe operating mode. For some actions the correct response is to fail closed; for
others, such as urgent resident-safety operations, a narrowly controlled break-glass procedure
may be appropriate. Every exception must be logged and reviewed.

Independent review matters. A control provider should not be the only party certifying its own
effectiveness. External security assessments, customer-observed acceptance tests, and
reproducible audit evidence are stronger than internal claims, and the product must make those
assessments operationally feasible.

S E C T I O N  1 2

The economics: what would have to be true
The first test any per-site governance subscription must pass can be stated simply. Dividing the
annual subscription per site by the fully loaded hourly cost of the labor it displaces gives the hours
of verified labor substitution needed merely to break even, before implementation, integration,
and oversight costs. The test is a floor, not a verdict, because labor is only one category of value.
But it disciplines claims: a governance product that cannot point to substitution of that order, or to
a comparably valuable reduction in risk, has not yet made its economic case. Appendix C sets out
the arithmetic for any subscription level.

Enterprise governance procurement can involve security review, privacy assessment, legal review,
integration approval, and workflow redesign. A premium subscription is sustainable only if
benefits are credible and ongoing service delivery does not consume most of the gross margin. A
complete economic model should separately estimate subscription revenue, implementation fees,
integration maintenance, support and assurance costs, cloud infrastructure, customer acquisition
cost, renewal probability, and net expansion, and should test the case in which a dominant
system-of-record vendor blocks a critical integration or adds competing native controls.

Pricing should align with value and risk rather than encourage excessive action volume; charging
for each policy check could discourage safe use. Buyers also differ by use case. The chief operating
officer may sponsor reconciliation and workflow; the chief financial officer may sponsor financial
controls; clinical leadership must govern resident-care boundaries; and boards or institutional
owners may require evidence of enterprise-wide risk controls. A successful product must serve
these constituencies without confusing ownership oversight with clinical decision rights.

An institutional buyer should distinguish four categories of benefit, because each has different
evidence requirements.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance The economics: what would have to be true
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E X H I B I T  1 0 PROPOSED

Four categories of benefit and the evidence each requires

Benefit Measured in Evidence standard

Administrative productivity Hours and cycle times Baseline time studies; realized, not
projected, savings

Operational consistency Disagreement rates and variance
across reports

Recurrence of the same discrepancy;
report restatements

Risk reduction Control coverage and avoided
exposure

Defensible baseline; careful attribution,
since severe incidents are rare and multi-
causal

Capacity for safe
automation

Safely completed tasks and
exception rates

Measured workflow substitution, not
counts of software features

SeniorCRE analysis.

Finally, enterprise value should not be inferred from theoretical recurring revenue. Investors will
examine gross margin, implementation intensity, retention, integration dependence, customer
concentration, sales cycle, security posture, and demonstrable pricing power. The independent-
control-plane thesis raises the potential ceiling, but it also raises the burden of proof.

S E C T I O N  1 3

Competition, neutrality, and failure modes
The strongest competitive threat may come from existing systems of record, identity providers,
cloud platforms, and AI orchestration providers rather than from another analytics dashboard.
These firms can bundle permissions, provenance, and agent monitoring at low incremental cost.
An independent governance layer needs a reason for customers to prefer a cross-vendor authority
layer, and if a customer relies on a single dominant platform, the incumbent may be the
economically rational choice.

Neutrality must be demonstrated, not asserted. A provider that also offers its own systems of
record must apply identical provenance, reconciliation, and authorization rules to its own
applications and to third-party applications, and its own products should consume the same
interfaces, under the same limits, as anyone else. Without that discipline, an “independent
referee” claim is vulnerable to conflicts of interest. Appendix C describes the commitment
SeniorCRE has published.

Beyond competition, the principal failure modes are policy drift, poor data quality, operator
nonadoption, high false-positive rates, security compromise, and over-centralization. A
governance platform that becomes a single point of failure must include resilience, emergency
procedures, and carefully bounded break-glass access.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Competition, neutrality, and failure modes
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E X H I B I T  1 1 HYPOTHESIS

Five competitive scenarios and the response each requires

Scenario What it would mean Required response

A · Incumbents
bundle agent
governance

EHR and workforce
vendors add native
permissions and
monitoring

Prove cross-system reconciliation and common
audit evidence; do not duplicate application
permissions

B · Policy evaluation
commoditizes

Cloud and identity
platforms offer policy
engines cheaply

Use them; differentiate on domain authority models,
operator workflows, evidence semantics, and
integration coverage

C · Agents become
highly reliable

Fewer factual conflicts
between systems

Emphasize decision rights, competing objectives,
and accountable execution, which remain when
facts are accurate

D · Vendors restrict
write APIs

Hard enforcement is
unavailable on key paths

Disclose advisory-only controls; pursue supported
integrations; prioritize workflows where
enforcement can be proven

E · Operators resist
central governance

Governance is perceived as
slowing work

Risk-tiered delegation, low-friction approvals, and
latency targets; governance that makes routine work
unusable fails

SeniorCRE analysis.

Integration barriers are strategic, not merely technical. Vendors may limit APIs, write permissions,
or policy hooks. Where hard enforcement is unavailable, a control should be labeled advisory or
detective rather than preventive, and no provider should promise an unbypassable control without
proving exclusive or adequately constrained execution paths.

S E C T I O N  1 4

A phased proof agenda
Commercial proof should be falsifiable. Pre-register the primary pilot metric, measurement
window, baseline, operator participants, and minimum improvement required for continuation.
Separately record integration costs, manual workarounds, unresolved discrepancies, and safety
incidents. A single successful demonstration is insufficient: the evidence must show repeat use,
trustworthy governance decisions, and customer willingness to renew.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance A phased proof agenda
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E X H I B I T  1 2 PROPOSED

An evidence-based deployment sequence
Progression depends on independently tested operational outcomes, not calendar targets.

SeniorCRE analysis.

Phase one proves information authority. Select one or two high-value discrepancies, integrate real
source feeds, preserve original evidence, establish operator approval, and measure resolution
time and downstream consistency. No autonomous clinical or financial execution is necessary. 
Phase two proves decision authority: introduce role-based approval and policy exceptions for a
low-risk workflow, and test delegated rights, separation of duties, expiry, revocation, and reviewer
comprehension. Phase three proves execution authority: in a tightly scoped, reversible workflow,
require an agent to obtain authorization before changing a target system, and conduct bypass,
credential-isolation, policy-replay, and incident-response tests. Phase four scales only after
evidence, quantifying implementation economics, validating reliability under load, and obtaining
independent security and governance review. Higher-risk clinical actions require additional
regulatory, professional, and safety evaluation.

What a defensible pilot must demonstrate

A proof of concept can show that an API works; it cannot establish commercial value or
institutional readiness. For a governing-record pilot, the primary endpoint might be the median
elapsed time from identification of a material occupancy discrepancy to documented operator
resolution, with secondary endpoints for recurrence, lineage completeness, manual handoffs,
report restatements, and user satisfaction, measured across enough reporting cycles to avoid
novelty effects. For an authorization pilot, the primary endpoint might be the proportion of
simulated unauthorized write attempts rejected at the actual enforcement point, with secondary
endpoints for false rejections, latency, override burden, policy coverage, and recovery time.

PHASE 1

Information
authority

One or two real
discrepancies resolved
by the operator

PROOF
Governed value
with lineage

PHASE 2

Decision
authority

Role-based approval
for a low-risk
workflow

PROOF
Delegation and
revocation tested

PHASE 3

Execution
authority

Agent must obtain
authorization before
changing a system

PROOF
Bypass blocked
at destination

PHASE 4

Scale after
evidence

More communities
and vendors;
independent review

PROOF
Repeatable
economics

Coherence in the Age of Abundance A phased proof agenda
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Operator acceptance should be recorded as behavior, not sentiment alone: how often staff used the
governed workflow, whether they reverted to spreadsheets, which decisions still occurred outside
the system, and whether an executive sponsor would fund expansion. An impressive
demonstration with no repeat use is not evidence of product-market fit.

E X H I B I T  1 3 PROPOSED

Board decision gates

Gate Passes when Acceptance evidence

1 · Evidence integrity A material source disagreement is reproduced,
reconciled by an authorized operator, and
traced from raw source to downstream use

Complete audit record;
operator-observed
demonstration

2 · Workflow adoption Repeated real-world use over multiple reporting
cycles, with a prespecified improvement in
resolution time or error rate

Usage and outcome data, not
a champion's enthusiasm

3 · Authorization
integrity

Unauthorized actions in a low-risk workflow are
blocked at the execution boundary, including
adversarial bypass attempts

Test logs with tolerable
latency and false-rejection
rates

4 · Commercial
repeatability

A second customer is deployed with predictable
integration work, support, and pricing

Comparable implementation
records across customers

5 · Institutional
assurance

Access controls, incident response,
independent testing, and privacy safeguards
withstand enterprise review

Documentation suitable for an
enterprise security review

Marketing language should be limited to capabilities that have passed the corresponding gate.

The narrowest verifiable promise is the right place to begin: when two systems disagree about a
consequential operational fact, the operator can see both source values, designate the governing
record for a defined purpose, and retain the complete lineage. That promise is concrete enough to
test with operators and conservative enough to avoid claiming autonomous execution capabilities
that do not yet exist. Boards should require stage gates rather than visionary milestones, and the
strategy remains contingent on what the gates find.

C O N C L U S I O N

From abundant intelligence to accountable action
In an age of abundant intelligence, the central enterprise question changes from “Can we produce
a sufficiently intelligent recommendation?” to “Who has legitimate authority to decide among
competing recommendations, and how can the resulting action be constrained and explained?”

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Conclusion
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The answer is not a single all-knowing system. It is an institutional architecture that preserves
evidence, makes decision rights explicit, enforces boundaries, and remains accountable after
action.

Senior housing & care illustrates the stakes, but the governing problem is cross-industry.
SeniorCRE's Governing Record is one proposed application of the thesis, and its value must be
established through operator adoption and measurable outcomes. The larger proposition is
conditional but consequential: as intelligence becomes easier to obtain, coherence may become
the limiting factor in its responsible use.

In an age of abundant intelligence, coherent action remains an institutional
responsibility.

E V I D E N C E  P O S T U R E

What this paper claims, and does not
The evidence supports three propositions: the price of benchmark-matched AI inference has
fallen sharply, enterprise adoption is widespread but unevenly scaled, and AI risk governance is
an established discipline. It does not prove that institutional coherence is a scarce, priced
category, that independent authorization will prevail over incumbent vendors, or that SeniorCRE
has achieved product-market fit. Those propositions are presented as hypotheses with falsifiable
operator proof points. This paper is best read as an evidence-led strategic perspective and a
proposed architecture.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Evidence posture
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E X H I B I T  1 4

Status of the paper's principal propositions

Proposition Status What would establish it

Benchmark-matched AI inference has
become far cheaper

Sourced [1] Established for the MMLU threshold and
period reported

Enterprise AI use is broad, while scaling is
uneven

Sourced [2][3] Established as self-reported survey
findings

AI risk governance is a recognized
management discipline

Sourced [4]–[6] Established; NIST AI RMF is voluntary;
ISO/IEC 42001 certifies management
systems, not products; SeniorCRE holds
no such certification

Independent governance is more valuable
than vendor-native controls

Hypothesis Buyer interviews; competitor capability
comparison

Authorization can block a prohibited
action at the destination

Proposed Adversarial testing with audit evidence

Realized benefits exceed recurring and
integration costs

Hypothesis Measured pilot outcomes and total cost
of ownership

Multiple operators will pay for and renew
governance

Hypothesis Paid, repeatable deployments

Controls preserve clinical and privacy
boundaries

Proposed Clinical, legal, and security review of
each deployment

Status labels follow the definitions at the end of the executive summary.

This paper does not claim the following

It does not assert a date by which superintelligent agents will exist, or the share of senior
housing & care decisions they will automate. It does not claim that intelligence, labor, or capital
will become literally unlimited.

It presents no operator pilot data showing that SeniorCRE has reduced adverse events,
prevented unauthorized agent actions, or achieved the illustrative labor savings.

It presents no customer research establishing willingness to pay for enterprise-wide
autonomous governance, and no total addressable market.

It reports no vendor API audit confirming that permissions can be enforced across incumbent
EHR, workforce, finance, and CRM products.

References to NIST, ISO/IEC, and HIPAA are design references. They are not certifications,
attestations, or compliance claims for SeniorCRE.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Evidence posture
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A P P E N D I C E S

Working instruments
A P P E N D I X  A

Minimum decision-control record

A P P E N D I X  B

Pilot scorecard

A P P E N D I X  C

SeniorCRE's application of the framework

This appendix collects the material specific to SeniorCRE, so that the body of the paper can stand
as a cross-industry argument. It describes design intent and planning assumptions, not shipped
capability or customer results.

Decision ID and parent workflow ID

Operator, facility, business function, and affected resource

Evidence sources, definitions, timestamps, and uncertainty

Requesting person or agent identity; model and tool version where relevant

Policy identifier, version, effective date, and constraints

Chain of delegated authority and approval evidence

Requested action, permissible scope, and expiry

Authorization result, reason, and escalation path

Executed action, target system, result, and exception log

Revocation, rollback, and incident references

Source disagreement rate and severity

Median and 95th-percentile resolution time

Percentage of decisions with complete lineage

Operator approval time and exception burden

Unauthorized action attempts blocked versus detected

Policy bypass test pass rate

Source feed freshness and availability

Clinical and financial guardrail violations

Implementation time, cost, and support load

Operator retention, renewal intent, and willingness to expand

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Appendices
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The Operator-Controlled Operating Record

SeniorCRE builds operator-controlled operating infrastructure for senior housing & care. Its
Operator-Controlled Operating Record is designed as the governing record described in this
section: the operator, not the software vendor, would decide which evidence governs, and every
governed value would carry its lineage. SeniorCRE expresses the operator's authority over the full
path from data to truth to decision to execution as the Operator Authority Chain™. The record has
been designed and is not yet implemented in any community.

The operator chooses how SeniorCRE is deployed. In Road 1 — Govern what you have, the
operator keeps its incumbent systems and the record would govern across them. In Road 2 — Run
on SeniorCRE, the operator would elect SeniorCRE for selected system-of-record functions.
Replacement is never a condition of governance: govern first, replace only by choice.

Neutrality commitment

Because SeniorCRE is designed to assume selected system-of-record functions, including the
clinical record, for operators who choose Road 2 — Run on SeniorCRE, the neutrality test in Section
13 applies to it directly. SeniorCRE's Open Data Governance framework, published at
seniorcre.com/open-data-governance, commits SeniorCRE's own applications to consume the
same APIs, under the same limits, as any third party.

The break-even test for a per-site subscription

This paper does not state a price. The test in Section 12 can be applied to any per-site
subscription. Because the annual fee and the annual hours both scale by twelve, the rule reduces
to a single ratio: monthly labor hours needed per site equal the monthly subscription per site
divided by the fully loaded hourly cost of the labor displaced. A $3,000 monthly subscription at
$75 per hour, for example, requires 40 hours of verified labor substitution per site per month
merely to break even, before implementation, training, integration, and internal oversight.

The test is a floor, not a verdict. Labor is one of four categories of benefit in Section 12, and risk
reduction or safely enabled automation may justify a subscription that labor savings alone would
not. But each of those benefits must be measured against a baseline before it is counted. A proof
program should therefore measure actual workflow substitution rather than projected savings or
counts of software features.

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Appendices
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E X H I B I T  1 5 ARITHMETIC

Monthly labor hours per site needed to offset a subscription
Break-even hours = monthly subscription per site ÷ fully loaded hourly labor cost. Lines show three
illustrative labor costs.

SeniorCRE arithmetic. Generic formula; not a SeniorCRE price or an observed customer result.

E X H I B I T  1 6 ARITHMETIC

Break-even labor hours per site per month

Monthly subscription per site At $40 per hour At $55 per hour At $75 per hour

$1,000 25.0 18.2 13.3

$2,000 50.0 36.4 26.7

$3,000 75.0 54.5 40.0

$4,000 100.0 72.7 53.3

$5,000 125.0 90.9 66.7

Illustrative arithmetic. Labor value assumes full realization and excludes transition, implementation, and
oversight costs.

S O U R C E S

Sources and methodological notes
[1] Stanford Institute for Human-Centered Artificial Intelligence (HAI), Artificial Intelligence Index Report

2025, Chapter 1: Research and Development, §1.3 and Figure 1.3.22, “Inference price across select
benchmarks, 2022–24” (data: Epoch AI; Artificial Analysis).
hai.stanford.edu/assets/files/hai_ai-index-report-2025_chapter1_final.pdf
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Example in text: $3,000 at $75 = 40 h

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Sources and methodological notes

28



[2] McKinsey & Company, “The state of AI in 2026: On the road to ROI,” August 25, 2026. Online survey
fielded May 4–June 8, 2026; 1,719 participants in 97 nations; 36% at organizations with more than $1
billion in annual revenue; responses weighted by each respondent's nation's contribution to global
GDP. Phase shares (McKinsey's Exhibit 1; Exhibit 2 in this paper) use organizations that use AI in at
least one business function as the base.
mckinsey.com/capabilities/quantumblack/our-insights/the-state-of-ai

[3] McKinsey & Company, “The state of AI in 2025: Agents, innovation, and transformation,” November 5,
2025, and “AI at work but not at scale,” December 10, 2025. Online survey fielded June 25–July 29,
2025; 1,993 participants in 105 nations; 38% at organizations with more than $1 billion in annual
revenue; GDP-weighted. 88% reported regular AI use in at least one function. Among organizations
using AI: experimenting 32%, piloting 30%, scaling 31%, fully scaled 7%.
mckinsey.com/featured-insights/charts/ai-at-work-but-not-at-scale

[4] National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), Artificial Intelligence Risk Management
Framework (AI RMF 1.0), NIST AI 100-1, January 2023; AI RMF Core.
airc.nist.gov/airmf-resources/airmf/5-sec-core/

[5] NIST, Artificial Intelligence Risk Management Framework: Generative Artificial Intelligence Profile, NIST
AI 600-1, July 26, 2024.
nist.gov/publications/artificial-intelligence-risk-management-framework-generative-artificial-
intelligence

[6] International Organization for Standardization and International Electrotechnical Commission, ISO/IEC
42001:2023, Information technology — Artificial intelligence — Management system.
iso.org/standard/42001

[7] U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, “Summary of the HIPAA Security Rule.”
hhs.gov/hipaa/for-professionals/security/laws-regulations/index.html

[8] Ten31 Team, “Coherence in an Age of Abundance,” Ten31 Timestamp, February 2, 2026. Cited as an
earlier use of this paper's title and a related argument from an investment perspective.
ten31timestamp.com/p/coherence-in-an-age-of-abundance

Methodological notes

This paper synthesizes published governance frameworks with an explicitly forward-looking commercial
thesis. External figures are reported as their publishers reported them and redrawn by SeniorCRE;
publishers have not reviewed or endorsed this paper. Case studies are hypothetical and do not describe
any actual operator.

Survey definitions of AI use have changed over time; in the 2025 and 2026 McKinsey surveys, use means
regular use of AI in at least one business function. Phase shares and overall use shares have different
bases and should not be combined into a single gap.

Financial figures are arithmetic from disclosed assumptions: break-even labor hours per site per month
equal the monthly subscription per site divided by the fully loaded hourly labor cost. Labor costs and
subscription levels are illustrative. No price is stated and no return on investment is claimed.
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I M P O R TA N T  N O T I C E S

Important notices
Forward-looking statements
This paper contains forward-looking statements about technology, markets, and SeniorCRE's plans. They
reflect current expectations, involve risks and uncertainties, and are not guarantees. Actual results may
differ materially.

Product status
This paper describes a proposed architecture. SeniorCRE's Operator-Controlled Operating Record has been
designed but is not yet implemented in any community, and capabilities described as proposed are not
represented as available.

Clinical
SeniorCRE is not a healthcare provider. Nothing in this paper directs resident care. Clinical decisions,
medication administration, and regulatory compliance remain the responsibility of the operator and its
licensed professionals.

Not advice
This paper is provided for general information. It is not legal, regulatory, clinical, financial, or investment
advice. Readers should consult qualified advisors about their own circumstances.

Standards and regulations
References to NIST, ISO/IEC, and HIPAA identify frameworks relevant to governance design. They do not
state or imply that SeniorCRE is certified, attested, or compliant under any of them.

Third-party information
External data are attributed to their publishers and redrawn by SeniorCRE. The publishers have not reviewed
or endorsed this paper.

SeniorCRE® and Operator Authority Chain™ are marks of SeniorCRE, LLC. Other names are the property of
their respective owners; their mention implies no affiliation, endorsement, integration, or partnership.

© 2026 SeniorCRE, LLC, a subsidiary of HavenCo, Inc. All rights reserved. seniorcre.com

Coherence in the Age of Abundance Important notices

30



When intelligence becomes abundant, coherence
becomes the constraint on what institutions can safely
accomplish.

N E X T  S T E P S  F O R  L E A D E R S

01 Put the framework to management
Take the six decisions for chief executives and boards to your next board or executive meeting.

02 Read the premise
Coherence Before Intelligence sets out why a governed operating record comes before AI.
seniorcre.com/book

03 Request an executive briefing
A working session on applying the authority framework to your organization.
seniorcre.com/executive-briefing

G OV E R N A N C E  F I R ST.  I N T E L L I G E N C E  S E CO N D.  E X E C U TI O N  L A ST. seniorcre.com
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