
From Escalation to
Accountability:
Closing the Loop on AI
Answers
A practical way to investigate disputed
AI answers and decide what needs to
change.



Enterprise AI rarely operates without human
oversight. A person may review an edge case,
check a consequential answer, or challenge a
result that does not fit the work in front of
them. That is a sensible control. AI can handle
routine work while people retain authority
where context or judgment matters.

Human oversight works well for individual
exceptions. A reviewer can question an AI
answer and settle the immediate issue, so work
continues.

When the same objection surfaces again,
however, the organization has to ask whether it
is seeing unrelated cases or a weakness that
the handoff keeps masking.

This whitepaper examines how to respond
when challenges to AI answers recur. It shows
how to investigate a disagreement, establish
who has authority over the immediate response
and any system change, and determine whether
the underlying issue has been resolved. Two
illustrative enterprise situations make those
decisions tangible.
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When Human
Oversight
Becomes a
Workaround

That repeated objection is where oversight
begins to lose value. A reviewer can resolve the
present case, yet the service carries on as
before. If the reason for the disagreement never
becomes visible, the next person may meet the
same answer and need the same manual
intervention.

The point is not to assume the AI was wrong.
The answer may have reflected outdated
approved guidance. It may have missed context
that mattered to the employee. The reviewer
may even be following a practice that has since
changed. Or the disagreement may expose a
business rule that no one has settled. 

Each possibility calls for a different decision,
and a correction made at the wrong layer can
leave the actual cause in place.
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When Human Oversight Becomes a Workaround

Consider a contact center where agents
repeatedly correct the same chatbot answer
about delivery cut-off times. Each correction
takes only a minute, but the work adds up while
the underlying problem remains. The company
pays for both the AI assistant and the manual
corrections, while some customers continue
receiving incorrect information.

Treat a challenged answer as a signal to
investigate, not just a request for manual
rescue. Before deciding what to change, a team
should be able to answer four practical
questions:

What does this user need to do now, while
the question is being examined?

Can we reconstruct the grounds on which the
assistant answered?

Who can determine the valid rule and identify
the cause of the disagreement?

What change, if any, would prevent a repeat,
and how would we verify it?

Together, these questions keep two obligations
in view. Someone must give the employee a
responsible answer now, while the organization
determines whether the disagreement points
to a wider issue.

The handoff has done its job only when the
second question is not allowed to vanish with
the first.

If you are still designing where
validation ends and human review
begins, explore how to make those
handoffs controllable
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From a
Challenged
Answer to a
Governance
Decision
Four questions mentioned in the previous
section establish what the organization needs
to know. The next task is to turn them into a
decision rather than another open escalation. 

The sequence in this section starts with the
grounds of the answer, moves to the authority
for the immediate and wider decisions, and
ends with a change that can be tested.

RECONSTRUCT WHAT SHAPED
THE ANSWER

The first step is to recover the answer as the
employee encountered it. By the time a
challenge is investigated, the service and its
sources may have changed. Without a record of
the original conditions, a reviewer can mistake
today's state for yesterday's cause and choose
the wrong correction.

For each challenged answer, the reviewer
needs a compact record of what the service
knew and returned. These four elements make
the account usable:

Question and working context. What did the
employee ask, and what role or task context
was available? This shows whether the
answer addressed the actual situation.

Source and version. Which approved
knowledge or instruction was used, and
which version was effective then? This
distinguishes stale material from faulty use
of current material.

Access limits. Which permissions shaped
what could be retrieved? This tests whether
apparently missing guidance was outside the
employee’s authorized view.

Answer and relevant history. What did the
assistant say, and was there a relevant earlier
exchange? This anchors the review in the
response the user saw.

Retrievable source context, conversation
history, monitoring, and component versioning
make this account more feasible. They do not
guarantee perfect reconstruction.
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From a Challenged Answer to a Governance Decision

If evidence is incomplete, that limit belongs in
the decision record. A team should not claim to
have found the cause merely because it has a
plausible explanation. Once the basis is clear,
the question changes from what happened to
who can decide what it means.

SEPARATE THE IMMEDIATE CASE
FROM THE SYSTEM QUESTION

Reconstruction narrows the possibilities, but it
cannot settle every dispute. The employee still
needs a decision for the task at hand.
Separately, the organization must decide
whether the answer revealed a one-off context
gap, a service weakness, or an unsettled
business rule. The people who can resolve
those questions may be different. Changing a
prompt cannot decide which policy is valid.

That is why accountability needs to follow the
decision, not a generic escalation queue. The
following four decisions need owners, even
when one team holds several of them:

Immediate action: who decides what this
employee should do in the current case?

Governing rule: who confirms the approved
procedure or knowledge source and resolves
conflicts between sources?

System explanation: who determines why the
assistant used those grounds and whether its
behavior matched the intended design?

Change acceptance: who authorizes a
correction and decides that the revised
behavior is fit for use?

These decisions do not require one universal
organization chart. They require a visible
handoff between business authority and system
expertise.

If the approved rule was stale, its owner
determines what guidance is now valid. The
assistant owner then investigates why the old
instruction remained available. Only once those
decisions are made can a correction be chosen
responsibly.

CHANGE THE CAUSE AND TEST
THE OUTCOME

With the cause and decision owner established,
the third step is to change the right thing. 

If approved content was outdated, revise it and
stop the old version from shaping future
answers. If the rule itself is ambiguous, the
business owner must decide it before the
assistant can reflect it. An access fault needs a
permission change, while misleading synthesis
may require a change in assistant behavior or
evaluation. If the employee relied on
superseded practice, staff guidance may be the
issue. These are alternatives, not a standard
package of fixes.
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From a Challenged Answer to a Governance Decision

The correction is not complete when it works
for one wording of the question. Test the
original query under the relevant role and
context, then try nearby cases that could reveal
the same weakness. Check whether earlier
answers or affected users need attention.
Closure needs a recorded cause, an authorized
change, and evidence that the result holds
where the issue matters.

Across all three steps, a short memo can keep
the inquiry from collapsing back into one
manual fix:

Three Decisions to Close the Loop

What happened, and what evidence
supports the explanation?

What changes, and who has authority to
decide and accept it?

What test or follow-up shows the issue
is closed?

The questions provide a way to investigate an AI
answer without assuming a model fault. The
two situations below show why the next move
depends on what the person actually disputes,
not a universal instruction.
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How the Flow
Plays Out in
Enterprise
Workflows
A human challenge can look similar on the
surface while calling for a different response.
Consider a disputed procedural answer and an
event summary an operator questions. Both
require tracing what shaped the AI output
before choosing a fix. But one turns on rule
authority, the other on event context.

AN SOP ASSISTANT CONFLICTS
WITH CURRENT GUIDANCE
Suppose an assistant built around standard
operating procedures (SOPs) tells a staff
member to follow a step that a supervisor says
is no longer valid. The employee needs correct
guidance, but it's unclear whether the
procedure is outdated or the assistant used it
incorrectly. That determines where the
correction belongs.

In this example, the assistant retrieves
approved knowledge within the employee's
access and records the source version. This
shows what information it used, but not
whether the procedure is still valid. The steps
below show how to investigate the issue,
establish business authority, and make the right
correction.

Reconstruct the answer.
Compare the question, employee’s
access, and SOP version used. If the
answer was reused, check whether later
changes should have invalidated it.

Decide the immediate action and rule.
The authorized procedure owner
confirms what the employee should do
now and whether the written SOP needs
revision. The AI-function owner explains
the retrieval or response behavior.
Neither can make the other's decision.

Change and test.
If guidance is outdated, approve the
update and ensure the old version no
longer affects answers. If the assistant
missed a condition, fix it and test related
questions. If the rule is unresolved, refer
the question to an authorized person.
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How the Flow Plays Out in Enterprise Workflows

AN OPERATOR CHALLENGES AN
AI-GENERATED EVENT SUMMARY
Now suppose an operator questions a summary
that groups several monitoring events and
suggests they share one cause. 

The operator may see a dependency or recent
change that the summary missed. Equally, the
operator may be recalling an older service
topology. This is a different dispute from the
SOP example: the validity of a written
procedure may be clear while event context or
correlation remains uncertain. 

The prompts below trace the summary to its
event context before anyone decides on a fix.

Disputed signal.
Which event episode, correlated signals,
and operator summary are in question?

What to inspect.
Check the event timeline, service
dependencies, recent context, and the
owner, freshness, and version of each
context source. Determine whether the
grouping or the wording created the
misleading impression.

Who decides.
An operator or service owner decides the
immediate incident response. The
monitoring-function owner examines
correlation and summary behavior and,
with the context-source owner, decides
what correction to test.

A CUSTOMER SERVICE ASSISTANT
MEETS TWO VALID RULES
Finally, a customer-facing case. During a
seasonal campaign, a shopper asks the
retailer’s AI assistant whether discounted items
can be returned. The assistant says yes, within
30 days. A contact-center agent overrides it:
campaign items are final sale.

Reconstruct the answer.
The record shows that the assistant used
the current returns policy, which allows
30-day returns, while the campaign
terms published by marketing exclude
sale items. Both sources were approved
and current. Neither the model nor the
retrieval failed.

Decide the immediate action and rule.
The agent settles this shopper’s case
under the campaign terms. Which rule
prevails, and whether customer service,
legal, or the commercial team decides it,
is a business question that no prompt
change can answer.

Change and test.
Until that decision is made, the assistant
owner routes return questions about
campaign items to agents. Once the rule
is settled, the policy owner updates the
source, and the team tests related
questions, such as other campaigns,
partial returns, and marketplace items,
before automated answers resume.
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Accountability
Means Closing
the Loop
A challenged answer becomes useful
operational evidence when the team can see
its original grounds, give the user a
responsible answer, and decide whether the
service needs a tested correction.

The three illustrations point to different owners
because the contested object differs. A
common intake can surface both without
pretending that one technical team can settle
every business question.

Sometimes the investigation cannot establish
one valid answer. Two approved sources may
conflict, or the business rule may genuinely be
unsettled. In that condition, changing the
model would only conceal the decision gap. 

The responsible owner may need to limit
automated answers on that question, direct it
to a human, and specify the business decision
that would allow normal use to resume. This is a
conditional response to unresolved authority,
not a blanket rule to stop the assistant.

Human oversight becomes governance when an
objection can be investigated, adjudicated, and
resolved, or when its uncertainty is explicitly
contained until a decision is possible. The
measure of closure is not that someone
answered the latest escalation. It is that the
organization knows what it has decided, what
changed, and what evidence would reveal a
recurrence.
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The test comes when a similar
challenge appears months later. A
team should be able to find the
earlier decision, see why it was
made, and know who can reopen it.
Otherwise, every escalation starts
from zero, however carefully the
previous one was handled.



About Expert Soft
Expert Soft is a targeted ecommerce software 
delivery company, partnering with Fortune 
500 companies and global corporations 
across the US and EU. With SAP Commerce 
Cloud and Java as our backbone, we know how 
to ensure scalable and high-performing 
solutions that can handle 1 mln requests per 
second, delivering a smooth customer 
experience. 



Developing a payment engine that saved our 
client about $100 million in operational 
expenses, ensuring multi-country platform 
support, adapting solutions for new market 
entry with tailored enhancements  — these are 
just a few of the challenges our specialists 
tackle.



We aim to deliver more than a software 
system. We aim to deliver tailored solutions 
that maximize profitability within available 
resources. Our success is driven by:


Clients



We work with corporations around the 
world with revenue of over $20 billion 
and 150K+ employees.


Approvals by audits



Our ongoing work with corporations is 
consistently validated through 
rigorous audits, both by internal teams 
and Big 4 consulting firms.


High-level security



Approved by assessments from global 
companies, who are leaders in their 
respective industries.


Budget efficiency



By carefully aligning technology 
investments with your business goals, 
we ensure optimal value and cost-
effectiveness.

Professional team



No offshore outsourcing and our 
team’s average tenure of 4+ years 
means you get seasoned problem-
solvers, not just coders.

Team Strengths

All our engineers 
have a university 
background


Specialists excel 
their skills in our 
training LABs


Perfect 
English skills

Ready to 
help 24/7
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About Expert Soft

Expert Soft Excels In

Payment engine


Microservices architecture



Content management



Redesign

E-commerce platform


Headless commerce



Micro frontends



Migration&Integration


Front-End Back-end
HTML, CSS, JavaScript 
(Angular, React, Vue, 
Next, TypeScript, 
Jquery),  Spartacus

Java EE, Spring, SAP 
Commerce (Cloud), 
Node.JS. 

UX/UI Design Quality Assurance
UX Research, UI Design, 
Figma, Adobe, Sketch

Manual Testing, Test 
Automation

Our 

Tech Core

DevOps
Docker, Kubernetes, CI/
CD

Targeted Domains

Retail Telecom Healthcare

Fintech Wholesale Manufacturing
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