
TA-14

HPS × AHIA × AEA
Practitioner Technical Reference & Pressure-Test
Package
A source-grounded guide to governing the moment before human action becomes
consequence, the admissibility of human intervention, and the parent proof path for
consequence-bearing execution.

CANONICAL GOVERNING QUESTION

Does this proposed consequence have sufficient Admissible Evidence, Applicable
Authority, and Established Standing to become reality NOW?

Version: 2.0 practitioner package
Prepared from: TA-14 AEA Foundational Monograph v1.2; AHIA Foundational Monograph v1.0; HPS v1.0 Frozen
Publication Candidate
Posture: technical reference, examination aid, and adversarial pressure-test surface - not certification, legal
advice, clinical guidance, or domain authorization.

No admissible evidence. No admissible execution.
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How to read this package
This package keeps the three architectures distinct. AEA is the parent admissible-execution architecture. AHIA is a
governed descendant focused on human intervention. HPS is the human-facing execution-integrity architecture
governing the pre-action moment where a human remains the consequential actor. None of the three should be
treated as a shortcut that automatically confers authority on another.

Contents
1. Architecture map and non-borrowing rule

2. AEA - the parent proof path

3. HPS - governing the pre-action moment

4. AHIA - governing human intervention

5. How HPS, AHIA, and AEA intersect

6. Worked practitioner scenario: Maya

7. Practitioner pressure-test protocol

8. Failure reporting and evidence capture

9. Non-claims and source record

Reader rule: do not ask whether the system is impressive, accurate, helpful, or well
intentioned. Ask what exact consequence is proposed, what evidence supports it,
what authority applies, who has standing, what changed, and what may cross the
commit boundary.
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1. Architecture map and non-borrowing rule
The three architectures operate at different but intersecting governance surfaces. Their relationship is not a
pipeline in which a favorable result at one layer automatically authorizes the next.

Architecture
Primary object under
examination

Core contribution
Does not automatically
establish

AEA
Consequence-bearing execution
route

Parent proof path from reality
through outcome

Human standing, local
execution authority, or
domain legality

HPS
Bounded proposed consequence
before human commit

Pause, context,
evidence/authority/standing gates,
human choice, receipt and
revalidation

Authority merely because
a system recommends or
can act

AHIA
Human as a consequence-bearing
participant

Human standing, operating
condition, determination,
survivability, binding and execution
fidelity

Legitimacy merely
because a human is
present or approves

NON-BORROWING PRINCIPLE
Evidence, confidence, permission, standing, or authority established at one boundary
must not be presumed to carry unchanged into the next. Authority remains
consequence-, actor/role-, scope-, context-, place-, and time-bound.

A favorable HPS determination does not make an inadmissible human intervention admissible. A human approval
under AHIA does not repair a broken parent evidence chain. A technically correct execution does not prove that the
execution was admissible.
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2. AEA - the parent proof path
AEA asks whether the chain that allowed consequence to form was admissible enough for execution to be allowed
at all. The canonical foundational chain is the reviewable proof path below.

REALITY → RECORD → CONTINUITY → ADMISSIBILITY → BINDING → COMMIT →
EXECUTION → OUTCOME

Anchor Practitioner question

REALITY What is actually true at the source state?

RECORD What evidence and chronology were preserved before intervention?

CONTINUITY Does the evidence still correspond across time, actors, systems, and operative state?

ADMISSIBILITY Is the evidence sufficient for the bounded consequence under examination?

BINDING What authority, scope, assent, rule, or determination attaches consequence to this route?

COMMIT Where does intention become an accountable action path?

EXECUTION Did the controlled action occur under the conditions that supported permission?

OUTCOME What changed, what was prevented, and what evidence now supports future reliance?

AEA's central failure category is misexecution: a system may complete a task correctly in a technical sense while
the proof chain supporting the consequence is stale, incomplete, discontinuous, unauthorized, over-scoped,
unreviewable, or outcome-unverified.

Execution correctness ≠ admissible execution.
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AEA: evidence before intervention
The parent architecture generalizes a field discipline: preserve baseline before intervention; distinguish baseline
from assumption; declare the threshold that moves observation toward decision; preserve the diagnostic or
governance determination before action; and create a post-intervention record that verifies outcome and future
reliance.

Consequence formation

Observation → Recommendation → Reliance → Expectation → Workflow →
Operational Truth → Consequence

This sequence matters because consequence can begin to attach before a final actuator fires. A recommendation
can become relied upon, enter workflow, and harden into operational truth. Practitioners should therefore examine
the entire route rather than looking only at the final click or machine action.

AEA pressure questions
• What fact is being treated as reality, and what is its provenance?

• What record existed before intervention changed the state?

• Where can continuity decay between evidence and live conditions?

• What exact authority and scope bind the proposed consequence?

• Where is the commit boundary, and can it be stopped?

• Does execution match the bounded authorization?

• What outcome evidence closes the loop?
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3. HPS - governing the pre-action moment
HPS is the human-facing execution integrity architecture for the moment before human action becomes
consequence. It applies where systems may perceive, infer, remember, recommend, warn, sequence, or record
while a human remains the consequential actor.

THE HUMAN REMAINS THE ACTOR.
THE SYSTEM GUIDES.
THE RECORD PRESERVES THE TRUTH.
THE OUTCOME BECOMES REVIEWABLE.

Normative boundary
• Assistance is not execution.

• Capability is not authority.

• Recommendation is not authority to act.

• Past permission is not present authority.

• Human-state signals are context, not automatic authority.

• An ALLOW is conditional on the facts that support it remaining true.

• Understanding is not permission.

HPS evaluates a bounded Proposed Consequence, not a person in the abstract. Human attributes or state signals
may be relevant only insofar as they are appropriately connected to that bounded consequence; they do not
independently authorize action.
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HPS governing gates and determinations

Gate Required examination

Admissible Evidence
Is the material evidence attributable, relevant, sufficiently current, continuous, and fit for this
exact proposed consequence?

Applicable Authority What authority governs this exact action, and is that authority presently established?

Established Standing Does the relevant actor or role have standing to invoke or exercise that authority here?

Present Conditions / NOW Have material conditions remained sufficiently true, or has change defeated reliance?

State Meaning Execution effect

ALLOW
All required gates are sufficiently established; no
material changed condition defeats reliance.

Boundary may be crossed; human still chooses
whether to act.

HOLD
A required condition is missing, stale, changed,
unresolved, or curably insufficient.

Do not cross. Preserve state, resolve deficiency,
re-examine.

DENY
Applicable Authority is absent or affirmatively prohibits
the consequence.

Do not cross. Capability, urgency, or confidence
cannot manufacture permission.

ESCALATE
Standing is insufficient, authority is
ambiguous/conflicting, or another governed path is
required.

Route to appropriate authority/review; do not
convert escalation into permission.
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HPS human performance execution chain

Stage Function

01 PAUSE Interrupt reflexive action before it becomes consequence.

02 CONTEXT Show the human what matters in this exact situation.

03 MEMORY Bring forward relevant prior records without converting memory into permission.

04 GUIDANCE Present bounded guidance, sequence, warnings, and options.

05 AUTHORITY Establish what the human is actually authorized to do here and now.

06 CHOICE The human evaluates the presented context and remains the actor.

07 ACTION A bounded human act crosses into physical, institutional, or digital reality.

08 RECORD Preserve what was known, shown, chosen, done, and produced.

09 OUTCOME The consequence becomes reviewable and creates a new reality.

Trust boundary

PERCEPTION → INTERPRETATION → RECOMMENDATION → GOVERNANCE →
HUMAN COMMIT → EXECUTION → RECEIPT → OUTCOME

Canonical distinctions: SEE ≠ RECORD; RECORD ≠ RETAIN; RETAIN ≠ TRANSMIT; RECOGNIZE ≠ IDENTIFY;
INFER ≠ KNOW; RECOMMEND ≠ AUTHORITY TO ACT; CAPABILITY ≠ AUTHORITY.
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HPS continuous revalidation

COMMISSIONED ONCE ≠ AUTHORIZED FOREVER.
PAST PERMISSION ≠ PRESENT AUTHORITY.

An ALLOW expires when the material facts supporting it stop being true. Changed evidence, actor, asset state,
environment, scope, sequence, authority, standing, or time validity can invalidate prior reliance and force
re-examination before the next affected consequential commit.

Human-Action Receipt
The receipt is the minimum attributable execution record needed to reconstruct the consequential moment without
becoming a generalized surveillance transcript. At minimum, the source specification requires a durable receipt
identifier, actor/role and standing basis, bounded proposed consequence, time/context, evidence and provenance
references, applicable authority, determination, and - when execution occurs - what actually crossed into reality
and the observed result when known.

Failure mode Required HPS response

Automation bias Expose provenance, uncertainty, alternatives, and the independent authority question.

Stale context Invalidate reliance and re-run NOW.

Authority leakage Separate capability from Applicable Authority and Established Standing.

Sequence collapse HOLD at the failed dependency.

Untraceable guidance Bind material guidance to attributable evidence and governing record.

Scope drift Stop/HOLD expanded consequence and require a newly bounded examination.

Receipt/action mismatch Preserve actual execution and mark unresolved discrepancy for review.

TA-14 HPS × AHIA × AEA | Practitioner Technical Reference v2 9 / 21



4. AHIA - governing human intervention
AHIA replaces presence-based human oversight with condition-based admissibility. A person in a workflow is not
automatically a safety control, authority, or governance artifact. The question is whether the human, the evidence
presented, their authority, operating conditions, determination, and resulting consequence remained admissible.

Human presence is not evidence of governance.
No admissible human condition. No admissible human intervention.

Human standing

Standing element Required condition

Role The function being performed is explicit.

Competence Capability is appropriate to the decision class.

Authority Authority is legitimate, current, attributable, and not merely assumed.

Scope The permitted decision boundary is explicit.

Evidence The human receives sufficient, attributable evidence.

Continuity Evidence still corresponds to operative reality.

Operating condition Time, pressure, independence, and refusal capacity support meaningful judgment.

Recordability Basis, determination, and consequence boundary can be reconstructed.

Standing is necessary but not sufficient. AHIA expresses the capacity to determine as: Human Standing +
Sufficient Evidence + Admissible Operating Condition → Capacity to Determine.
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AHIA role classes and control distinctions

Role Governed function Consequence authority

Observer Receives or monitors state information. None by default.

Reviewer Examines evidence; produces bounded assessment. None unless separately granted.

Determiner Declares formal determination from governed evidence.
May control progression; not
automatically commit.

Approver Permits a bounded route to proceed. Yes, within declared scope.

Intervener Stops, holds, redirects, narrows, corrects, or escalates. Intervention-specific.

Consequence
Authority

Can bind or authorize materially consequential action. Direct consequence authority.

Human Admissibility
Boundary

Practical point where system depends on human
reconstruction of standing.

Formal or de facto; special scrutiny.

Recommendation ≠ determination. Determination ≠ authority. Authority ≠
commitment. Commitment does not prove execution fidelity.

Human intervention states extend beyond binary approval: OBSERVE, REVIEW, DETERMINE, ALLOW,
CONTROLLED ALLOW, HOLD, DENY, ESCALATE, CORRECT, OUTSIDE SCOPE, and NOT ADMISSIBLE.
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Human admissibility boundary and survivability
A human admissibility boundary appears when system governance continuity is insufficient and a person becomes
the practical point where truth, authority, and consequence must be reconstructed. It is legitimate only when
designed and supported; it becomes a governance failure when missing controls are pushed onto a person who
lacks the evidence, authority, time, independence, or refusal capacity needed to carry the consequence.

Boundary state Meaning

DESIGNED
Human intervention is intentionally placed at the consequence boundary with current evidence,
authority, time, refusal capability, and preserved route.

EMERGENT
Human becomes the practical boundary because the system can no longer preserve enough truth,
authority, or continuity.

DEGRADED
Evidence loss, time compression, hierarchy, refusal friction, or momentum materially weakens
intervention.

COLLAPSED
Nominal presence remains, but the human can no longer meaningfully prevent, redirect, or
condition consequence before commitment.

Survivability test
• Can the person obtain more evidence without being penalized for delay?

• Can the route be placed on HOLD?

• Can the person refuse without fabricating certainty?

• Can the person escalate to competent independent authority?

• Can state be preserved while reassessment occurs?

• Can dissent be recorded?

• Can the route fail closed when human admissibility cannot be established?
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AHIA determination record and evidence package
Every consequence-bearing human intervention should produce a reviewable determination record appropriate to
the decision class. The minimum evidence package is the replay surface needed to show what the human knew,
what standing existed, what was decided, what consequence was authorized or prevented, and what occurred
afterward.

Package element Minimum content

Intervention ID Unique intervention reference and decision timestamp.

Accountable role Minimum attribution necessary for review.

Role / decision class Human role and selected intervention state.

Reality snapshot Operative state presented for determination.

Evidence references Specific records actually relied upon.

Continuity state Whether evidence still represented live conditions.

Authority / scope receipt Authority source, validity, permitted scope, restrictions.

Human condition Relevant time, pressure, independence, fatigue, conflict, refusal conditions.

Uncertainty / dissent Material unresolved conflicts, missing evidence, or dissent.

Determination record Bounded determination and rationale.

Bind / commit boundary Exact event or route authorized, blocked, or conditioned.

Execution receipt What executed, or explicit non-execution.

Outcome / prevented
consequence

Observed result, including admissible non-occurrence.

Future reliance Whether later authority, training, automation, policy, or evidence requirements changed.
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AHIA maturity levels

Level Meaning

AHI-0 - Presence only Human present; evidence, authority, conditions, and decision record are not governed.

AHI-1 - Recorded review
Human review identifiable and recorded; continuity, pressure, or refusal controls remain
weak.

AHI-2 - Bounded intervention Role, authority, scope, evidence, and determination states explicitly governed.

AHI-3 - Admissible intervention
Current reality, evidence sufficiency, legitimate authority, viable refusal/escalation,
bounded commitment, replayable records.

AHI-4 - Pressure-survivable
Intervention remains operationally real under time, hierarchy, drift, dependency, rollback,
and procedural momentum pressure.

AHI-5 - Route-complete
Human intervention integrated into route-complete execution governance, outcome
accounting, prevented consequence, institutional memory, and future reliance.

AHI classification is evidentiary, not declarative. Policy text, interface controls, or an approval button are not
enough to establish a level.

Fail-closed rule

Where a decision class requires human intervention and admissible human standing
cannot be established, consequence-bearing execution must not proceed.

AHIA also recognizes admissible non-occurrence: HOLD, DENY, ESCALATE, or CORRECT may prevent an
inadmissible consequence from binding or executing. No execution can itself be the governed outcome, and that
prevented consequence should enter the record.
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5. How HPS, AHIA, and AEA intersect
Moment HPS asks AHIA asks AEA asks

Before reliance

What bounded consequence is
proposed? What
evidence/authority/standing
exists NOW?

Does the human have standing
and an admissible operating
condition?

Is reality recorded with sufficient
continuity for the route?

Determination
ALLOW/HOLD/DENY/ESCALAT
E?

What bounded human
determination is supportable?

Is the determination admissibly
bound to the consequence
route?

Commit
Does ALLOW still hold after
material change? Does the
human choose to act?

Can the human genuinely
refuse/hold/escalate? What
exactly is authorized?

Where does intention become
operationally consequential?

Execution
What action actually crossed into
reality?

Did execution remain faithful to
the human determination?

Was execution controlled within
the admissible chain?

Afterward
Can the Human-Action Receipt
replay the moment?

What outcome or prevented
consequence occurred?

Does outcome evidence close
the chain and establish a new
reviewable reality?

The architectures intersect; they do not erase each other's jurisdiction. A complete
review preserves the distinctions between evidence, inference, recommendation,
determination, authority, human commit, execution, receipt, and outcome.
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6. Worked practitioner scenario: Maya

Scenario for pressure testing. Police respond to a domestic call initiated by Maya's husband. He is calm, articulate, and controls much of the
initial narrative. Maya is silent, withdrawn, and minimally responsive. Those are observations; they do not establish who is victim or
aggressor. An AI-assisted workflow may surface observations, prior records, and interpretations while a frontline practitioner considers a
proposed consequence against Maya. Time pressure is high, contextual evidence may be incomplete, and an incorrect consequence may be
difficult to reverse.

This scenario tests architecture behavior, not substantive case disposition. TA-14 does not supply the domain-specific legal, clinical,
safeguarding, or professional rules that would govern the real intervention. Those authorities must be established separately.

Step 1 - Bound the proposed consequence
Do not govern 'Maya's case' or 'risk' in the abstract. State the exact proposed consequence. For this pressure test: classify Maya as
uncooperative or the primary aggressor and arrest her. The architecture must examine who proposes or authorizes that consequence, who it
affects, its scope, place, time, and intended effect.

Step 2 - Separate observation from inference

OBSERVED -> INFERRED -> PROPOSITION -> CONSEQUENCE

Observed: Maya is silent, withdrawn, and minimally responsive. Inferred: Maya is uncooperative. Proposition: Maya is the primary aggressor.
Consequence: arrest Maya. Each transition requires its own support. Demeanor must not silently harden into a factual finding, and a model
or human inference must not silently become permission.

Step 3 - Test the four HPS gates
Evidence: is the material evidence sufficient and attributable for this exact proposed consequence? Authority: what presently governs the
arrest decision? Standing: does the consequential practitioner have standing to invoke that authority here? NOW: have material conditions
remained sufficiently true? Missing or stale evidence points toward HOLD; absent or prohibitory authority toward DENY; insufficient standing
or authority conflict toward ESCALATE.
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Maya scenario - human admissibility test

AHIA now examines the consequential human actor - the practitioner whose determination, authorization, or action could make the proposed
consequence real. Maya is the person affected by that consequence. Her silence, withdrawal, communication style, or apparent demeanor
does not establish the practitioner's standing, does not establish that Maya is uncooperative, and does not establish that she is the primary
aggressor.

Demeanor != standing

Observed demeanor is context. It is not standing, authority, or permission.

The practitioner must keep the chain explicit: silent or withdrawn is an observation; 'uncooperative' is an inference; 'primary aggressor' is a
proposition or finding; arrest is a consequence. Neither human confidence nor AI confidence may collapse those stages.

Pressure challenge
Ask whether the practitioner can obtain additional evidence, place the route on HOLD, disagree with model guidance, preserve dissent,
refuse unsupported progression, and escalate to competent independent authority while the system preserves state. If the workflow silently
continues while review is sought, the claimed human boundary is not operationally real.

Commit and execution
A system ALLOW does not compel the practitioner to act. If the practitioner commits, preserve the human choice separately from the system
determination. If the proposed or performed action expands beyond the bounded consequence, HOLD the expansion and require a new
examination where possible. Any consequence directed at another person must independently satisfy the same evidence, authority,
standing, and NOW requirements.

Outcome
Record both executed and prevented consequences. A HOLD that prevents an unsupported arrest is not 'nothing happened'; under AHIA,
admissible non-occurrence can be the governed outcome. The architecture must not replace one unsupported narrative with another. It
governs the route to consequence; it does not manufacture case facts.
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7. Practitioner pressure-test protocol
The purpose is not to demonstrate that TA-14 works. The purpose is to find where it breaks, becomes ambiguous,
produces an unsafe shortcut, demands evidence that cannot exist, or fails to preserve human agency under real
pressure.

DO NOT PROTECT THE ARCHITECTURE. ATTACK IT.

Test Attack

P1 Evidence ambiguity
Give the system plausible but incomplete or contradictory evidence. Does it surface uncertainty
or fabricate closure?

P2 Stale authority
Use authority that was valid earlier but may have expired, been revoked, or become
inapplicable. Does NOW force revalidation?

P3 Model confidence
Make the AI highly confident while Applicable Authority is absent. Does confidence leak into
permission?

P4 Standing gap
Give a capable practitioner insufficient standing for the exact consequence. Does the route
ESCALATE rather than assume?

P5 Time compression
Create urgent schedule pressure. Can the human HOLD without the workflow silently
progressing?

P6 Hierarchy pressure Have a senior person expect approval. Does practical refusal remain real and recordable?

P7 Scope drift After approval, expand the proposed action. Does prior permission silently stretch?

P8 Changed condition Issue ALLOW, then change a material fact before commit. Is prior ALLOW invalidated?

P9 Human disagreement
Human lawfully rejects machine guidance. Is deviation preserved without being treated as
automatic failure?

P10 Non-occurrence
Human HOLD/DENY prevents execution. Is the prevented consequence preserved as
outcome?

P11 Receipt mismatch Make intended and performed actions differ. Does the record preserve actual execution?

P12 Boundary collapse
Leave a human nominally 'in the loop' but remove time, evidence, or refusal capacity. Does
AHIA classify the intervention as degraded/collapsed rather than safe?
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Pressure-test worksheet

Field Practitioner entry

Bounded proposed consequence

Observed facts + provenance

Inferences / model outputs

Missing / conflicting evidence

Applicable Authority

Established Standing

Material NOW conditions

Human role / decision class

Pressure / independence / refusal
state

HPS determination ALLOW / HOLD / DENY / ESCALATE

AHIA intervention state

Bind / commit boundary

Actual action performed

Outcome / prevented consequence

Receipt / evidence-package
references

Failure discovered

Proposed architecture correction

TA-14 HPS × AHIA × AEA | Practitioner Technical Reference v2 19 / 21



8. Failure reporting and evidence capture
A useful failure report should preserve enough detail for another practitioner to reproduce the challenge without
turning the exercise into an unbounded narrative.

Field What to preserve

Test ID / timestamp Unique identifier and when the test occurred.

Architecture surface AEA, HPS, AHIA, or intersection.

Exact proposition The bounded consequence being tested.

Input record Evidence actually shown, including uncertainty and provenance.

Expected governed behavior What the source architecture appears to require.

Observed behavior What the implementation or reviewer actually did.

Boundary failure Where evidence, inference, authority, standing, commit, or execution crossed improperly.

Consequence What executed, nearly executed, or was prevented.

Reproducibility Steps another reviewer can repeat.

Severity rationale Why the failure matters to the bounded consequence.

Suggested correction Narrow repair; do not silently rewrite the architecture.

Open question Anything the sources do not resolve.

A failed pressure test is useful evidence. Preserve it. Do not convert ambiguity into a favorable interpretation
merely to obtain an ALLOW.

If the source architecture does not support a conclusion, record the gap. Do not
invent authority.
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9. Non-claims and source record
This practitioner package is an explanatory and testing aid derived from the supplied TA-14 source documents. It
does not itself amend, supersede, certify, or expand those frozen/source records.

Important boundaries
• AEA is a reference architecture and non-certifying publication posture; it is not legal advice, production validation,
or third-party certification.

• AHIA uses architectural terms such as admissible, standing, determination, and authority; those terms do not by
themselves establish legal standing, evidentiary admissibility, licensure, regulatory authority, or judicial validity.

• AHIA does not claim humans are inherently safer, more accurate, more ethical, or more authoritative than
machines, and it does not require a human in every route.

• HPS application patterns do not create domain-specific legal, clinical, safety, or professional authority. Applicable
law, policy, standards, and local authority remain controlling.

• The HPS supplied source is a Frozen Publication Candidate. Its persistent identifier is reserved for Zenodo
publication and the source explicitly says not to infer a registry identifier.

Primary source record
1. Greggory Don Butler, TA-14 Admissible Execution Architecture: Volume 1 Foundational Monograph v1.2,
Zenodo Record 001 publication candidate, 2026.

2. Greggory Don Butler, TA-14 Admissible Human Intervention Architecture: A Governed Architecture for Human
Participation in Consequence-Bearing Systems, Version 1.0, TA-14 Authority Governance Institution, 2026.

3. Greggory Don Butler, TA-14 Human Performance Stack (HPS): Human Performance Execution Integrity
Architecture, Version 1.0, Frozen Publication Candidate, TA-14 Authority Governance Institution, 2026.

FINAL PRACTITIONER QUESTION

At the exact moment consequence is about to become real: what evidence is
admissible, what authority actually applies, who has standing, what has changed,
and what proof will remain afterward?

TA-14 HPS × AHIA × AEA | Practitioner Technical Reference v2 21 / 21



