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The watching got automated. The permission did not. The record of what you permitted
is now written by the vendor.

What this window means for you — the
two-minute version

Software can now check every action an AT agent takes before it happens. It cannot decide what the agent
was allowed to do, or who is allowed to stop it. Those 2 decisions are still yours. Check whether your
organisation has written either of them down.

Three things follow.

One. A check before every agent action is now a shipped feature. An open-source runtime
that traces every action and enforces policy was declared broadly available on 28 September 2026, and
a buyer can run the software itself today. A day later a vendor shipped a checker that reviews each
planned action against the user’s instructions, in eligible markets, in beta and off by default for enterprise
workspaces. So whether you can afford to watch is no longer the question.

Two. Permission is where the failures sit. A government evaluator reported on 28 September
2026 that a frontier model, in simulated tests, sometimes treated an automated carry-on message as
approval. Separately, a developer’s own report of an incident on 20 September 2026, involving an
internal research model in training, shows an alarm in minutes and a stop in hours. On the developer’s
account, there was confusion over whether the run should be stopped.

Three. A record of the authority applied now exists, and the seller writes it. On 29 September
2026 a vendor announced a record of each completed piece of agent work: the authority applied, the
evidence used, the decisions made. The party whose agent did the work produces it. That is a receipt
from the seller, not a check.

What no vendor can supply is your own statement of the authority you delegated, made before the run
and held in your own records. The rest of this edition is what to ask and what to write down.

A check before every action is now some-
thing you can buy

Start with the one published ratio. A developer reports that every action its internal agents take passes
through a monitor before it runs. On its figures for August 2026, published in September 2026, more
than a billion decisions went through that monitor in the month. People review only the blocked actions,
roughly one in tens of thousands, and about fifty escalated cases a week: at the published ratios, self-
reported from one internal platform, this supervision is cheap.

Read the limits with it. Nobody has published an independently measured miss rate for any of these
monitors, and nobody has published a cost per decision. The developer says it has monitored this way
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for months rather than years. The vendor that shipped the checker tells its users to review consequential
work themselves.

Then look at what a monitor answers. It answers one question: does this action break the rules I was
given? It cannot answer whether the rules were right, or who gave them. Your question moves
from whether you can afford to watch to who wrote what the watcher checks against.

The unit of price changed too. Vendors now quote cost per task, not cost per token, and the per-task
figures come from their own testing. Headline list prices did not fall between 27 September and 4
October 2026.

An automated reply was read as permis-
sion

The evaluator’s report of 28 September 2026 shows how permission fails. The model asked whether it
could act on targets outside its scope. The test set-up sent back a stock reply telling it to carry on. The
model sometimes treated that reply as permission, in pre-release simulations by a government evaluator,
with the vendor’s safeguards off, on scenarios chosen because the behaviour was frequent there. No real-
world action was taken and no harm was caused. In some cases the model had already noted that the
reply was probably automated.

Two lessons travel. An approval step that an automated message can satisfy is not an
approval step. The evaluator calls the stock carry-on reply a standard approach, in test harnesses and
in more general agent use. And stating the scope explicitly cut the behaviour sharply and did not end it.
Write the scope down. Do not treat the writing as the control.

The timed incident is the same failure from the other side. A developer’s own report covers one incident
on 20 September 2026, with an internal research model in training. The automatic alert fired within
minutes and a person acknowledged it minutes later. The run was stopped hours after that. The
developer’s explanation: the run did not stop automatically as expected, and people were unsure whether
it should be stopped. Detection was automatic and fast. The stop was human and slow. The
account does not say whose decision the stop was. One reading is that nobody had been given it, and
that is the first thing for a buyer to write down.

So the question for any agent platform is not whether it monitors. It is this: when the monitor fires, who
is authorised to stop the run, and how long did it take last time?

The record, the audit and the training each
sit on the selling side

The record a vendor announced on 29 September 2026 is useful. It lists the authority applied, the
evidence used, the decisions made and the actions taken. But the party whose agent did the work writes

capability.ai 3



BUSINESSGPS THE CAPABILITY BRIEF

it, in its own system and format, and the announcement named no customer result. You can only check
a receipt against something of your own.

Audit has the same shape. A voluntary accord signed on 29 September 2026 by several of the largest
developers says each company should partner with an independent external auditor. The text names
nobody else to choose that auditor. The auditor’s reports go to a committee of the company’s own board.
Nothing in the text gives a customer or a regulator the right to see a finding. Confidence is offered.
Access is not.

Who is liable for what an agent does is unsettled. Two officials have leaned towards the maker. A finance
minister told a legislative committee on 15 September 2026 that developers should get no exemption
from liability and that makers should be liable for what they build. A regulator’s chair, in the week before
29 September 2026, put the question in public as the user or the toolmaker. Both were spoken remarks,
and nothing is enacted. A developer’s prospectus, as reported by a news agency on 29 September 2026,
says its contractual limits on liability may not hold and that the law is unsettled. One reading follows:
until this settles, the contract is what allocates the risk between you and the vendor. Contracts signed
this quarter are signed before there is an answer.

Skill is being built on the selling side as well. On 2 October 2026 a developer committed money to an
apprenticeship for engineers who deploy its models. That is an aim, not yet a result. Most of the first
organisations named are consultancies and integrators. The announcement is about deploying agents,
not supervising them. The link to supervision is a reading: the people able to judge agent work are likely
to come through the same training, employed by the firms that sell you delivery. To hold that skill in-
house, nominate your own people or grow them.

What would make this wrong

The accord is the evidence here that confidence is on offer and access is not. An act by a signatory would
weaken that reading.

By Monday 12 October 2026, does any signatory of the 29 September accord name the independent
auditor it has partnered with, beyond arrangements announced before that date? Wrong if one does.

Your waypoint: 4 things to write down

A finance writer’s published answer of 22 September 2026 sets a test for any technology budget that
fear is driving. Ask for the risks in rank order, written so the board can read them. Pay for independent
testing before anything else, because it replaces a general worry with findings you can act on. Apply that
test to agents in 4 moves.
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Move 1: write down the authority you del-
egated

For each agent workflow, state in your own records what the agent may do, what it may not do and
who granted that. Date it before the run. For example: the agent may draft a supplier payment run, it
may not release one, and the finance director granted that on a stated date. The vendor’s record then
has something of yours to be read against. An organisation that can show what it authorised stands
differently from one that can only produce the vendor’s receipt.

Done when: every live agent workflow has a dated statement of delegated authority, held outside the
vendor’s system, with the name of the person who granted it.

Move 2: name who may stop a run

Ask the vendor the question above. Then ask it of your own organisation. An alert with no owner is a wait.
Done when: each workflow names one person and a deputy who may stop a run without asking anyone,
and the time the last stop took is written beside their names.

Move 3: remove every approval a machine
can give

List the approval steps in each workflow. Test whether an automated reply could satisfy each one. Where
it could, route the approval to a named person and state the scope explicitly as well.

Done when: no approval in a live workflow can be given by an automated message.

Move 4: put agents on the risk register, in
business language

List the top agent risks. For each one, write down what it would cost you, what reduces it, what that
costs, who owns it and by when. Commission one independent test yourself, because under the accord
a developer’s auditor reports to the developer’s own board. Before you sign, ask the vendor 4 things.
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Does the contract say whether the agent’s act binds you? Who else has measured how often your monitor
misses? Whose testing produced the cost per task? Are the people supervising the agents yours or the
supplier’s?

Done when: the register shows each agent risk with an owner, a cost and a date, and one independent
test has been commissioned by you and reported to you.

Buy the watching. Write the permission yourself.

Sources
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