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Abstract

As Al systems increasingly generate recommendations, explanations,
summaries, and classifications within regulated and fiduciary workflows,
organizations face a growing evidentiary gap: they are often unable to
reconstruct what an Al system presented at the moment its output could have
influenced a decision. Existing Al governance mechanisms emphasize model
oversight, explainability, and monitoring, yet do not reliably preserve Al-
generated representations as inspectable evidence. This paper defines Al
Reliance Logging as a distinct evidentiary control class concerned with the
systematic capture and preservation of externally observable Al outputs that
may later become the object of reliance. It clarifies the procedural failure mode
this control addresses, distinguishes it from adjacent governance practices, and
situates it within established audit, legal, and disclosure oversight doctrine. The
paper is implementation-agnostic and does not prescribe a specific technical
solution, focusing instead on the evidentiary obligation that emerges as Al
systems increasingly mediate consequential decisions.

1. Introduction

Al systems are now routinely embedded in workflows that carry legal, financial,
clinical, and fiduciary consequences. In these contexts, Al outputs increasingly
function as representations that inform or shape human judgment. When



disputes, audits, or regulatory inquiries arise, scrutiny rarely centers on abstract
model behavior. Instead, it converges on a narrower and more procedural
question:

What information was presented to decision-makers at the time reliance
could have occurred, and can that presentation be reconstructed?

In many organizations, the answer is uncertain. Al outputs are probabilistic,
time-variant, and often ephemeral. While internal system logs may capture
prompts, traces, or metadata, they frequently fail to preserve the Al-generated
representation itself as it was externally observable at the relevant moment.
When reconstruction fails, technical variability is reclassified as a procedural
control deficiency.

This paper argues that the absence of a dedicated evidentiary control for Al
outputs now constitutes a material governance risk. It introduces Al Reliance
Logging as a missing control class designed to address this gap.

2. The Procedural Failure Mode
Across regulated environments, a recurring failure pattern has emerged:

1. An Al system generates an output that is presented within a governed
workflow.

2. That output could influence a decision with legal or fiduciary
implications.

3. At a later point, an auditor, regulator, insurer, or opposing counsel seeks
to understand what the Al system presented at the time.

4. The organization cannot reconstruct the Al-generated representation with
sufficient fidelity or independence.

Crucially, this failure does not require proof that a human relied on the output.
In legal and audit practice, reliance analysis centers on the object of reliance,
not on telemetry of human intent or cognition. It is sufficient that the
representation was available to be relied upon in a governed context.

When Al outputs cannot be reconstructed, organizations are unable to
distinguish between acceptable technical variance and procedural control
failure. The absence of preserved evidence becomes the deficiency.



3. Defining Al Reliance Logging

Al Reliance Logging is a distinct evidentiary control class concerned with
preserving Al-generated representations that may later become the object of
reliance.

Definition

Al Reliance Logging is the systematic, reproducible capture and preservation of
externally observable Al-generated representations as timestamped, immutable
evidence, enabling later reconstruction and scrutiny of what was presented at
the moment it could have influenced a governed decision.

Several elements of this definition are deliberate:

« Externally observable representations: The control concerns what was
presented outwardly, not model internals, training data, or latent states.

« Moment of potential influence: The control activates where Al outputs
intersect with governed workflows, not across all Al activity.

o Immutable evidence: Records must resist alteration and support
independent inspection.

« Reconstruction and scrutiny: The purpose is post-hoc defensibility, not
real-time intervention.

Al Reliance Logging preserves what was available to be relied upon, without
asserting whether reliance occurred or whether the output was correct.

4. What Al Reliance Logging Is Not

Clear boundaries are essential to prevent scope creep. Al Reliance Logging does
not replace or subsume adjacent governance practices.

It is not:

« an accuracy, bias, or performance evaluation mechanism,

« an explainability or reasoning validation system,

« amodel governance or lifecycle management framework,

« amonitoring or optimization layer,

« ahuman decision-logging or intent-tracking system,

« a forensic investigation triggered only after incidents occur.



Al Reliance Logging is continuous and evidentiary. It does not intervene in Al
behavior, influence outcomes, or assert legal admissibility. Its role is strictly to
preserve representations for later inspection.

5. Internal Logs versus Evidentiary Records

Organizations commonly rely on internal operational logs, such as prompts,
system events, or execution traces. These logs are valuable for engineering,
oversight, and debugging, but they differ fundamentally from evidentiary
records.

Operational logs are typically:

« self-attested,

- mutable,

« optimized for system performance or troubleshooting,
« 1incomplete with respect to outputs as presented.

Evidentiary records, by contrast, must withstand adversarial scrutiny. They
require immutability, provenance, and a trust model that does not depend solely
on the producing system’s assertions.

Historically, similar transitions have occurred in other domains. Transaction
logging, communications archiving, and trade surveillance evolved from
internal practices into independent evidentiary systems once liability
crystallized. Al Reliance Logging follows the same pattern.

6. Limitations of Existing Governance Frameworks

Contemporary Al governance frameworks emphasize transparency,
accountability, and traceability. However, these principles are often
operationalized at the level of model development or workflow design, rather
than at the evidentiary layer.

Traceability may describe data lineage or decision processes without preserving
the Al outputs themselves as inspectable artifacts. As a result, organizations
may be compliant in design yet deficient in proof.

Al Reliance Logging addresses this gap by formalizing a control whose sole
purpose is to preserve the representations that matter when scrutiny arises.



7. Control Placement and Ownership

Al Reliance Logging aligns most naturally with internal audit, legal, disclosure,
and risk oversight functions. Its outputs are consumed by auditors, regulators,
insurers, and courts, rather than by model developers or data scientists.

Ownership therefore tends to sit with functions responsible for evidence
preservation and defensibility, while implementation may integrate with
technical systems. This separation reinforces the independence required for
evidentiary credibility.

8. Implications
Formalizing Al Reliance Logging as a control class has several implications:

o Governance: Shifts Al risk framing from correctness to
reconstructability.

« Compliance: Provides a concrete mechanism for satisfying traceability
and record-keeping expectations.

« Litigation readiness: Reduces disputes over what an Al system
presented.

« Organizational design: Clarifies that evidentiary obligations are distinct
from Al development and operations.

Importantly, Al Reliance Logging does not constrain innovation. It activates
only where Al outputs intersect with governed decisions.

9. Conclusion

As Al systems increasingly mediate consequential decisions, the inability to
reconstruct Al-generated representations at the moment of potential reliance has
become a material control failure. Existing governance mechanisms do not
reliably address this evidentiary gap.

Al Reliance Logging formalizes the missing control: preserving Al-generated
representations as immutable, inspectable evidence. By naming and defining
this obligation, organizations can align Al adoption with established audit and
legal principles without asserting control over Al reasoning or outcomes.



The critical question is no longer whether Al outputs vary, but whether
organizations can prove what was presented when it mattered.

Implementation Note

This paper defines a control class, not a product. Multiple technical
implementations of Al Reliance Logging are possible.

One such implementation is an Al Reliance Evidence System, which
implements Al Reliance Logging by capturing and preserving externally
observable Al-generated representations as immutable, time-bound records. The
system enables later reconstruction and scrutiny of what was presented at the
moment Al output could have influenced a governed decision. It does not
evaluate accuracy, validate reasoning, influence Al behavior, or record human
decision-making; its role is evidentiary only.
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