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The Decisions Made
Before the Human
Review Begins

AI-assisted decision exposure may arise not only from what a system recommends,
but from what it prevents the reviewer from seeing, considering or acting upon.

What had already been decided before the human was able to
review anything?
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OPENING PREMISE

The review may begin after the decision
environment has already been shaped
Many organisations describe their AI-assisted processes in reassuringly simple terms:

The system produces an output.
A human reviews it.
The human makes the final decision.

That sequence may be formally accurate. It may also conceal where much of the real decision
influence has already occurred.

Before a case reaches the reviewer, an AI-enabled process may have filtered information, ranked
cases, removed options, applied thresholds, generated a summary, assigned a priority or decided
that no escalation was necessary.

By the time the human review begins, the decision environment may already have been materially
shaped.

The final reviewer may still possess formal authority. But that authority operates only over the
evidence, alternatives and cases that remain visible and practically available.

The first question should therefore not always be: Did a human approve the
decision?

Sometimes the more important question is: What had already been decided
before the human was able to review anything?

UPSTREAM INFLUENCE

The visible decision is not necessarily the
first decision
AI influence is often associated with explicit recommendations: approve, reject, investigate,
escalate or select.
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But an AI system does not need to issue a final recommendation to influence a decision. It can
shape the pathway earlier by determining:

• which cases enter the review queue;
• which cases receive priority;
• which signals appear in a summary;
• which alternatives are displayed;
• which risks are classified as material;
• which cases are escalated;
• which cases remain below a threshold; and
• which options are no longer operationally available.

These upstream interventions may appear administrative or technical. Yet they can change what
the reviewer sees, the order in which it is seen and the actions that remain possible.

The review may therefore begin after several consequential choices have already been embedded
into the pathway.
DECISION VISIBILITY

Suppression does not require deletion
Information does not need to be permanently deleted to become practically absent from a
decision.

A risk may technically exist somewhere in the system while remaining invisible in the interface
used by the reviewer.

An alternative may remain theoretically available but require a separate search, an inaccessible
permission level or a process that cannot be completed within the decision window.

A case may remain stored but be placed so far down a queue that it receives no meaningful
attention. A warning may appear in the underlying data but disappear from an automated
summary. A threshold may prevent an unusual case from being escalated because it does not
match the patterns the system was configured to prioritise.

In each situation, the information still exists.
But existence is not the same as decision visibility.

For governance purposes, the relevant question is whether the material evidence, uncertainty,
alternative or risk could realistically be found, understood and used by the relevant actor before
the decision became operational.
OPERATIONAL ILLUSTRATION

A simple example: prioritisation before
review
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Consider an AI-assisted system used to prioritise cases for human review.

The organisation may be able to show that:
• every high-priority case was reviewed by a qualified employee;
• the reviewer could accept or reject the system recommendation;
• the final action was attributed to a named person; and
• a record of approval was retained.

Those controls may be genuine. But they do not explain what happened to the cases classified as
low priority.

Were they reviewed later? Were they sampled? Could a human identify why they had
not been escalated? Were important signals excluded from the priority calculation?
Could the reviewer inspect cases that the system did not place in the queue? Was
the absence of escalation itself recorded and reviewable?

The most consequential exposure may not exist inside the reviewed cases.

It may exist in the population that never reached review.

HUMAN JUDGEMENT

The reviewer can only judge the environment
presented
Human judgement is always bounded by available information.

• A reviewer cannot question evidence they cannot see.
• They cannot select an alternative that is not displayed.
• They cannot escalate a case that never reaches their queue.
• They cannot challenge uncertainty that has been removed from the summary.
• They cannot reconstruct a missing pathway merely because the organisation retained the final

approval record.

This does not mean that every filtered or prioritised process is defective.

Filtering is often necessary. Prioritisation can improve speed, consistency and resource allocation.
Summaries can reduce cognitive load. Thresholds can prevent teams from being overwhelmed by
irrelevant signals.

The governance issue is not whether information was reduced. It is whether material reduction
remained visible, reviewable and attributable.

A legitimate control should allow the organisation to understand what was removed, why it was
removed, which rule or system produced that result and how the result could be questioned when
necessary.



ID∆AC™ AI-assisted decision exposure

The Decisions Made Before the Human Review Begins www.iddac.eu 04

Without those conditions, operational efficiency can quietly become decision
invisibility.

ASSURANCE BOUNDARY

Why conventional assurance may miss the
problem
Many reviews begin at the final decision point. They examine the output, the approval, the
reviewer authority and the documentation created after the action.

That perspective is important, but incomplete. It can confirm what happened inside the visible
route while leaving the boundaries of that route unexamined.

A stronger review must also look upstream:
• How was the review population created?
• What evidence was selected or omitted?
• How were cases ranked or routed?
• Which thresholds affected visibility?
• What prevented escalation?
• Which alternatives were hidden, unavailable or made impractical?
• What information was visible at the time, rather than merely recoverable afterwards?

This changes the unit of analysis.

The object is no longer just the final output or approval.
It is the decision pathway through which evidence, cases, alternatives and
authority were progressively shaped before commitment.

FIRST-PASS REVIEW

Four questions organisations can ask
A first-pass review can begin with four operational questions.

1 What never reached the reviewer?
Identify cases, evidence, risks and alternatives excluded from the ordinary review
environment. The objective is not to inspect every piece of data. It is to understand the
mechanisms that define the boundary of what becomes visible.
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2 Why did it not reach the reviewer?
Determine whether absence resulted from filtering, ranking, omission, thresholding,
workflow design or another route condition. A result without an attributable reason is
difficult to challenge and difficult to defend.

3 Could the absence be detected and questioned?
A reviewer or control function should be able to identify that something was excluded
and understand how to investigate it. Invisible exclusions create a different exposure
from visible and reviewable reductions.

4 Could the excluded case or option be restored in time?
A theoretical recovery path is not enough. The relevant question is whether an ordinary
authorised actor could access, reconsider, reroute or escalate the excluded material
before the decision became operational.

EVIDENCE CONDITIONS

What good practice should preserve
A defensible AI-assisted pathway does not need to show every actor every piece of information.

It should, however, preserve enough evidence to establish:
• what was filtered or deprioritised;
• which mechanism produced that result;
• when the reduction occurred;
• which actor or system configuration governed it;
• whether the result could be reviewed;
• whether material cases could be restored or escalated; and
• whether the exclusion affected the eventual decision route.

These conditions do not eliminate exposure. They make exposure visible enough to examine.

That distinction matters because AI governance cannot depend solely on confidence that the
system generally performs as expected. It also requires the ability to investigate the cases in which
the expected route did not occur.
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CLOSING PROPOSITION

The decision may be located in the missing
path
The most obvious decision artefact is usually the final one: an approval, rejection,
recommendation, classification or operational action.

But the final artefact may reveal only the last visible stage of a longer process.

Earlier decisions may have determined:
• which case was considered;
• which evidence counted;
• which risks appeared important;
• which alternative remained viable; and
• whether human attention was activated at all.

This is why human review cannot be assessed only by confirming that a person appeared at the
end of the process. The review environment itself must be examined.

The central governance question is not simply whether a human saw the AI output. It is whether
the organisation can explain how the system shaped what the human was able to see, consider
and do.

Sometimes the most consequential AI-assisted decision is not the
recommendation placed before the reviewer. It is the decision about what
would never reach the reviewer in the first place.

Examine where AI shapes the route
Explore related operational resources in the ID∆AC™ Resource Library to identify where AI filters,
ranks, frames or routes information before a decision becomes operational.

Where the route remains unclear, an ID∆AC™ Intake can help delimit the decision pathway and
determine whether a bounded Scope Review is appropriate.

Explore the Resource Library  |  contact@iddac.eu

Boundary note. This publication is an educational resource. It does not constitute legal advice, regulatory assurance or a
determination that any specific filtering or prioritisation mechanism is defective. Materiality depends on the decision context,
the pathway and the practical effect on visibility and action.
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