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Computed Governance

Enterprise Risk and Compliance,
continuously computed
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Executive Overview

Most enterprises cannot answer one simple question: what is our actual risk exposure right now?

They can show completed audits. They can produce evidence packages. They can point to
frameworks that have been implemented and certified. But none of this tells them whether, at this
moment, their controls are operating as intended — or what the financial consequence of a failure
would be.

The reason is not a lack of investment. It is a structural limitation in how governance has always been
done.

Today's governance systems do not compute risk. They estimate it — through assessments,
declarations, and assumptions that become outdated the moment infrastructure changes. The result
is @ number that cannot be defended, a posture that cannot be demonstrated, and a board
conversation that never gets beyond the qualitative.

Computed Governance replaces estimation with computation. Risk exposure, compliance status, and
control effectiveness are derived continuously from live system behavior — not periodically assessed
through human interpretation. The result is risk intelligence that is always current, always defensible,
and always derived from what your infrastructure actually does.

1. The Risk Estimation Problem

Modern enterprises operate under a critical assumption: if controls are defined and assessed, risk is
managed. This assumption underpins the entire GRC market — and it is fundamentally flawed.

Risk registers are populated with estimates. Evidence packages represent a moment in time.
Assessments reflect what people believe is true, not what systems are actually doing. The gap
between estimated risk and actual risk exposure is not a rounding error. At scale, it is the difference
between a defensible board position and a regulatory enforcement action.

The hidden cost of estimation:

Evidence production overhead — teams spend weeks preparing audit packages that represent a
snapshot in time, not continuous reality. In large enterprises, this routinely costs €400K—-€600K
annually in staff time alone.

Delayed detection — control failures that occur between assessment cycles may go undetected for
months. The longer the gap between violation and detection, the greater the remediation cost and
regulatory exposure.

Unquantified risk — risk registers are populated with estimates, not measurements. Boards and
executives make capital allocation decisions based on numbers that cannot be validated against
actual system state.

Al governance blind spot — as Al systems take on decision-making roles, assessment-based models
have no mechanism to govern non-deterministic behavior. This is not a future risk. It is a current gap
that regulators are already beginning to address.
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2. Why Existing Platforms Cannot Solve This

The GRC market has evolved significantly. Platforms are more sophisticated, integrations are deeper,
reporting capabilities are more granular. But across every category, one fundamental limitation
remains unchanged: they all govern declarations, not systems.

Governance platforms (Diligent, LogicGate) — excel at board reporting, workflow, and audit
coordination. Cannot connect to operational systems.

Enterprise GRC (Archer, MetricStream, IBM OpenPages) — deep control frameworks, structured risk
registers. Cannot validate beyond the point of assessment.

Platform-adjacent (ServiceNow IRM, SAP GRC) — workflow integration, CMDB-based modeling.
Cannot verify the accuracy of the data it governs.

SIEM / observability (Splunk, Sentinel) — real-time event detection, threat visibility. Cannot map
observations to policy and control frameworks.

No existing platformn computes risk from live infrastructure behavior. They all govern declarations —
not systems.

3. Computed Governance: Three Questions, One Computation
Engine

Computed Governance replaces interpretation with computation. Rather than asking humans to
assess whether controls are implemented, it derives risk exposure and compliance status directly and
continuously from observed system behavior.

Four core properties:

1. Computed, not estimated — risk exposure is derived from what systems do, not what is
reported about them. Every evaluation is grounded in live infrastructure state.

2. Continuous, not periodic — risk intelligence is not a scheduled activity. It is a persistent system
property — evaluated in real time, not at quarterly intervals.

3. Validated, not assumed — data integrity is not a prerequisite assumed to be met. It is an
active output of the governance system itself.

4. Closed-loop, not linear — deviations trigger immediate feedback into operations and
governance. The system corrects rather than documents.

Computed Governance operates across three intelligence dimensions — each addressing a distinct
governance question, all derived from the same semantic foundation.

Computed Al Governance - Are we in control of Al behavior and decisions?
Continuous COSO-aligned governance across Al systems and pipelines — validating Al controls, risks,
and policies as they operate, not after the fact.
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Computed Financial Risk - What's our financial exposure?

FAIR-based financial risk quantification derived from live infrastructure state. Replaces point-in-time
estimates with continuously updated, mathematically derived exposure figures — defensible to
regulators, boards, and capital markets.

Computed Compliance Automation - Are we compliant - continuously?

Real-time, multi-framework compliance validation across NIS2, DORA, ISO 27001, and 259+
frameworks. Evidence is generated continuously — eliminating the manual audit preparation cycle
entirely.

The five-layer architecture:

1. Semantic Translation — policy and regulatory intent is converted into machine-interpretable
structures, eliminating the gap between what a regulation says and what a system must do.
(Module: MATCH)

2. Data Integrity Validation — the accuracy of observed data is actively verified. Risk intelligence
cannot be reliable if the data it operates on is unverified.

3. Infrastructure Observation — system behavior is monitored continuously — configurations,
relationships, states, and changes — in real time.

4, Computed Financial Risk / Computed Compliance Automation — compliance status, control
effectiveness, and FAIR-based risk parameters are mathematically derived from observed
state, not estimated from surveys.

5. Feedback Loop — deviations are fed back immediately into operations and governance —
enabling correction, not just reporting.

4. Proof: Ministry of Justice, Netherlands

The Dutch Ministry of Justice (Justitiéle ICT Organisatie — JIO) deployed Computed Governance
across a complex environment with 28 firewalls from three vendors, seven contradictory data
sources, and audit preparation cycles of six weeks. The objective was not compliance automation. It
was risk reduction — continuous, validated, and defensible.

After 18 months in production, results were validated by JIO's own auditors:

€8.1M risk exposure reduction — FAIR-validated; 33x faster issue resolution; 99.9% data accuracy —
auditor-validated; 2 days audit preparation — was 6 weeks; €1.6M+ documented annual savings; 2,116
firewall policy issues resolved in 6 weeks; & frameworks live simultaneously: ISO 27001, GDPR, NIS2,
BIO2; 50% automation of change impact analysis

"We had seven aata sources that contradicted each other. Our data accuracy was 40%. Audit
preparation took six weeks — and we still found gaps during the assessment.”
Department Head, Infrastructure, Platforms & Workplace, Ministry of Justice, Netherlands

The same engine that delivered these results is the same engine that powers Computed Governance
in your environment.
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5. What This Means by Role

For the CRO Risk exposure derived from actual system state. FAIR-based quantification that replaces
point-in-time estimates with continuously updated measurements. A risk posture that can be
demonstrated to regulators, the board, and capital markets on demand — not reconstructed for each

conversation.

For the CISO Real-time visibility into control execution status. Evidence that is continuously
generated, not manually assembled. Security gaps identified when they appear, not when the next
audit cycle begins. Cyber risk expressed in financial terms that the board can act on.

For the CIO Infrastructure drift detected automatically. One semantic layer across all sources —
resolving the contradiction between what your CMDB says and what is actually running. Every new
framework maps to the same foundation. No new implementation required.

For the Board Assurance that is not dependent on the honesty of the reporting chain. Live risk
dashboards. A governance posture that is structural, not ceremonial — and defensible to any

regulator, at any moment.

6. Business Case

The financial case for Computed Governance rests on four quantifiable drivers:

Cost Driver Current State With Computed Governance

Evidence production €400K—€600K/year in stafftime  Near-zero — generated

overhead continuously

Audit preparation 6 weeks per cycle 2 days (ref: JIO)

Issue resolution speed Weeks to months 33x faster

Data accuracy 40% at baseline (ref: JIO) 99%+ continuously validated
Risk exposure Estimate-based, point-in-time €8.1M reduction (FAIR-validated)

guantification

Total documented ROl -- €1.6M+ annual savings (ref: J1O)

7. Next Step

The gap between your estimated risk posture and your actual risk exposure is measurable. We
measure it in a single Executive Briefing — using your own infrastructure as the reference.

Alternatively, a 90-day pilot delivers live Computed Governance output within your environment
before any long-term commitment.
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About Methodino

Methodino builds Computed Risk Intelligence infrastructure — the semantic foundation that
computes compliance, financial risk, and Al governance continuously from live system behavior.

Computed Governance covers three questions: Are we compliant? What is our financial exposure?
Are we in control of Al behavior? Computed Security Intelligence answers a fourth: Where are we
vulnerable right now?

Operating beneath GRC, SIEM, and security tools, Methodino connects fragmented data sources into
one computed truth. Risk you can measure. Compliance you can prove. Both, continuously.

Proven at the Dutch Ministry of Justice. Deployed across government, financial services, and critical
infrastructure.

Contact
methodino.ai — info@methodino.ai

Erik Witte, Co-Founder & CEO
erik.witte@methodino.ai
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Your next step

The leaders who act now
will define the governance standards for the Al era.

Those who wait risk being defined by them.

Start computing your risk.

Book an Executive Briefing
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