
Governance Is Now the Law — and JieGou
Already Ships It

A regulatory crosswalk for AI agents that act on their own

In 2026 the bar for agents that act on their own stopped being a vendor talking point and became

a regulatory line. Four bodies that don't coordinate — the EU (AI Act: high-risk deployer duties, Art.

26; transparency duties, Art. 50, applying 2 August 2026), NIST (AI Agent Standards Initiative),

Singapore's IMDA (Model Framework for Agentic AI), and the US Senate (Sen. Warner's AI AGENT

Act, part of the "Framework for America's AI Future" rolled out 21 July 2026) — converged,

independently, on the same four requirements:

1. a verifiable agent identity tied to a human operator · 2. an audit trail of who

authorized each action · 3. a way to stop it · 4. autonomy granted in graduated steps,

by the reversibility of the action.

JieGou ships all four as the product, today — not as a roadmap item. Here is the map.

The crosswalk



What the

emerging law /

standard requires

Named by How JieGou answers it — today Status

1. Verifiable agent

identity, tied to a

human operator,

least-privilege —

not a generic

service account

NIST (agents ≠ generic

service accounts; least-

privilege, task-scoped) ·

IMDA (Agent Identity Cards:

capabilities, limits,

authorized domains,

escalation) · Warner (link

each agent to its operator's

identity)

Every agent is enrolled to a named

account and user, with deny-by-

default capabilities and a department

+ environment scope it cannot escape.

Live

2. Audit trail of

who authorized

each action; non-

repudiation; logs

retained

EU Art. 26 (keep logs ≥ 6

months) · NIST (auditability

+ non-repudiation: what it

was allowed to do, its

context, its decision,

systems touched, whether a

human approved or

overrode) · IMDA · Warner

(auditable records)

Every action writes a tamper-evident,

signed audit event — the actor is never

hidden — with full before/after context,

agent-identity, and timestamp. Beyond

the bar: each earned-autonomy grant

carries a cryptographically signed,

replay-verifiable receipt a third party

can re-check offline.

Live (SOC 2

evidence-

export +

compliance

dashboard

shipped)

3. A way to stop it

— revocable,

human override,

automatic brake

Warner (built-in grant /

revoke, real-time

revocation) · EU Art. 26

(authority to override or

intervene) · NIST (action-

level approval for high-

impact)

Three independent brakes: a human

approval gate (nothing consequential

fires without a named person's approval

— the work pauses), an automatic per-

agent runaway breaker (stops at a

cost / rate ceiling, enforced before

execution), and a kill-switch that drops

any deployment to observe-only.

Live

4. Graduated

autonomy, keyed

to the reversibility

of the action

IMDA (four-level graduated-

autonomy taxonomy; risk

factors = autonomy,

sensitive-system access,

reversibility) · NIST (least-

privilege, action-level

approval for high-impact)

An earned-autonomy ladder:

autonomy is earned per action-type,

gated by evidence bars that tighten

with the reversibility of the action, with

irreversible actions capped below full

autonomy — a near-verbatim match to

Singapore's framework.

Live (human-

in-the-loop by

design)

5. Human

oversight by

competent

people; risk

assessed and

bounded upfront

EU Art. 26 (competent

oversight with authority) ·

IMDA (humans meaningfully

accountable; bound risk

upfront)

Role-scoped approval routing puts a

competent, authorized human in the

loop, backed by a 10-layer governance

posture model (identity, audit, data,

human oversight, model, tool,

compliance, cost, observability,

incident).

Live (posture-

score engine +

public

readiness

check shipped)

What changed recently — three movements, all on the public record

1. The EU's transparency duties take effect 2 August 2026 — the nearest hard date on this

page. Article 50 applies from 2 August 2026. The European Commission adopted its final

transparency guidelines on 20 July 2026 — final guidance to obligation in under two weeks. Scope



is broader than "high-risk": chatbot disclosure, deepfake labeling, and the marking of AI-generated

public-interest text apply to limited-risk systems too. Penalties reach €15M or 3% of worldwide

annual turnover, whichever is higher. (Generative systems already on the EU market before 2 Aug

have until 2 December 2026 for machine-readable marking under Art. 50(2); every other Art. 50

duty applies on 2 Aug.) What it means: if your agents talk to customers or publish text into the EU,

disclosure is now a dated legal obligation, not a style choice. An audit trail that already records

which model produced what, under whose approval, makes the labeling duty a rendering of a record

you already keep.

2. The US Senate framework landed — with the operator-binding primitive intact. On 21 July

2026 Sen. Warner rolled out "A Framework for America's AI Future," whose lead item is the AI

AGENT Act. Two provisions matter here: link each AI agent to its human operator's identity, and

built-in controls that let a user clearly grant or revoke permission for the agent to act on their

behalf. Convergent evidence that operator-linked identity and revocable delegation are becoming

statutory language.

3. The sharpest live proof of the pattern: an entire program removed its auditor and left the

liability. On 13 July 2026 the U.S. Department of War suspended CMMC Phase II — the third-

party certification that would have become a condition of contract award on 10 November 2026.

What did not pause: the underlying security obligations (DFARS 252.204-7012 and NIST SP 800-

171, in contracts since 2015-16), Level 1 and Level 2 self-assessments, and the False Claims Act

exposure on every affirmation. The pattern, stated plainly: the verification mechanism was removed;

the obligation and the liability were not. When the independent check leaves the chain, the burden

of producing credible evidence moves onto the operator — an argument for an audit trail that stands

on its own, produced continuously, rather than an assessment that arrives every few years.

How to read this

This crosswalk underclaims by design. Where a capability is fully live and enforced, it says so;

where a last mile is still in progress, it says that too rather than round up. JieGou is not a

compliance-certification vendor — we produce the operational evidence trail; your counsel and

your auditors own the legal and certification calls. The point of the map is simpler: the requirements

four independent bodies just converged on are the ones JieGou was already built around.

Sources

EU AI Act Art. 26 (deployer obligations; logs ≥ 6 months; human oversight):

artificialintelligenceact.eu/article/26

EU AI Act Art. 50 (transparency; applies 2 Aug 2026; Commission final guidelines 20 Jul 2026):

digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu (Guidelines on transparency obligations)

NIST AI Agent Standards Initiative / NCCoE identity-&-authorization concept paper (Feb 2026)

Singapore IMDA Model AI Governance Framework for Agentic AI (22 Jan 2026 — Agent Identity

Cards; four-level graduated-autonomy taxonomy; reversibility risk factor): mddi.gov.sg

US AI AGENT Act (Sen. Warner; discussion draft 29 Jun 2026; framework rollout 21 Jul 2026):

warner.senate.gov



CMMC Phase II suspension — DoW Memo 26-P-1023, 13 Jul 2026; self-assessments, DFARS

7012, and FCA exposure remain (WilmerHale, Morgan Lewis, Crowell & Moring client alerts)

Current as of 29 July 2026. JieGou — governed AI operations for the mid-market. · jiegou.ai ·

shyan@jiegou.ai
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