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Executive summary

Meta's Muse strategy is pushing AI from answering questions toward planning, using tools and taking
actions. Muse Spark 1.1 is explicitly designed for agentic tasks, while Meta AI can now make plans,
connect to email and calendar applications and complete tasks on a user's behalf. Muse Glimmer extends
that direction by bringing a smaller open-weight model for agentic tasks onto personal devices. Meta
describes the wider destination as personal superintelligence.

This creates two distinct governance contexts. For a personal agent, there may be no organisation
between the platform provider and the individual. No enterprise security team, architecture board, risk
committee or programme governance function is necessarily present. The user may become the effective
permissions authority and risk owner for an agent connected to files, messages, browsers, applications
and devices.

Inside an organisation, the same capability becomes a different problem. The agent may interact with
corporate identity, data, regulated processes, customers, suppliers and production services. At that point,
agent governance becomes a delivery responsibility. Programme, Portfolio and Project Management
must connect business outcomes with autonomy boundaries, technical controls, risk treatment, testing,
readiness and operational acceptance.

The resulting thesis for PPPM leaders is straightforward: personal Al agents expose the governance gap;
enterprise Al agents turn that gap into a delivery problem. Organisations that can govern autonomy
through evidence, controls and clear accountability should be able to adopt agentic AI with greater
confidence and at greater pace.

The core argument in one line

Personal AI agents expose the governance gap. Enterprise Al
agents make governing autonomy a core delivery capability.

What this briefing covers

What Meta gains strategically from Muse Glimmer and the wider Muse ecosystem.

Why personal and enterprise agent governance are related, but not the same problem.

How MITRE ATLAS, NIST AI RMF, ISO/IEC 42001 and the EU AI Act fit around agentic systems.
How traditional PPPM artefacts need to evolve when systems can act autonomously.

A practical seven-gate model for moving from experimentation to controlled production use.
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1. What Meta has actually changed

Meta's Muse family is increasingly focused on agentic capability. Muse Spark 1.1 is a multimodal

reasoning model built for tool use, computer use, coding and other agentic tasks. Meta says its consumer
Al can now plan, connect to email and calendar applications and complete tasks on behalf of users. This
is a material shift from an assistant that primarily responds to one that can increasingly follow through.

Muse Glimmer adds another dimension. Reuters reported on 10 August 2026 that Glimmer is an open-
weight model intended for smaller agentic tasks on personal devices using a single graphics card. Local

execution matters because it gives individuals and developers more direct control over the model and
reduces dependence on continuous cloud inference for some workloads.

Glimmer should not be treated as the whole of Meta's personal superintelligence proposition. The
strategic proposition spans Meta AI, Muse models, APIs, applications, devices and an emerging agent
ecosystem. Glimmer matters because it broadens access and helps push capable agentic Al toward the
edge, closer to the person and the systems around them.

2. What Meta gains from giving Glimmer away

Strategic gain

Plain-English effect

Why it matters

Distribution and standard-setting

More developers and users build around
Meta models, APIs and conventions.

Familiarity can become ecosystem
preference and eventually influence
standards.

Lower inference burden

Some workloads execute on user-owned
hardware.

Meta can extend adoption without funding
every unit of compute centrally.

A funnel into the wider Muse stack

Users can start locally and move to larger
models or hosted services when needed.

Glimmer can create a path into Meta Al and
the Meta Model API.

Influence over the personal-agent interface

Agents become a place where people ask for
outcomes rather than opening individual
applications.

Shaping this interface could become
strategically comparable to influence over
search, mobile or social distribution.

Ecosystem learning

Open use reveals what developers build,
where controls fail and which integrations
matter.

Meta gains market and product intelligence
even when private local content is not sent
back to Meta.

Competitive pressure

Useful local models reduce the perceived
cost of agentic capability.

This challenges subscription and API-led
competitors to justify premium economics.

Regulatory positioning

Meta can frame open-weight access as
broadening participation in advanced Al

That argument matters as governments
decide how open and highly capable models
should be governed.

Hardware and edge Al

Local agents fit naturally with PCs, phones,
glasses and connected devices.

Muse becomes part of a broader edge-to-
cloud product strategy.

The strategic prize is not Glimmer itself. It is influence over the

emerging layer between a person and the digital services they

use.
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3. Two governance contexts: personal and enterprise

Agentic Al creates a governance problem in both personal and organisational settings, but the control
environment is very different. Treating them as one shared-responsibility model hides an important
distinction.

Personal agents: the organisational layer may disappear

A personal agent can potentially be connected directly to a person's email, calendar, files, browser,
applications, payment services, smart-home systems and devices. In that scenario there may be no
security architecture review, no formal identity governance, no programme board and no operational
acceptance process.

The individual becomes the practical authority deciding what the agent can access and what it is
permitted to do. That is a weak place to locate sophisticated technical risk. Most consumers cannot
reasonably be expected to threat-model prompt injection, context poisoning, credential misuse, unsafe
tool invocation or permission escalation. Safe defaults and platform-level controls therefore become
particularly important.

Enterprise agents: the gap becomes a delivery responsibility

Inside an organisation, the control environment reappears, but so does a much larger consequence set.
An agent may interact with enterprise identity, sensitive information, regulated processes, suppliers,
customers and production services. A bad action can move from personal inconvenience to operational,
financial, regulatory or reputational impact.

This is where PPPM becomes central. Someone has to convert policy, architecture and security concerns
into programme scope, accountabilities, acceptance criteria, evidence, rollout decisions and operational
ownership. The governance challenge is no longer only about model safety. It is about controlled
delegation.

Control area Platform provider Organisation Individual

Base model and runtime safety High Medium Low

Safe defaults and permission High High Medium

design

Identity and access architecture | Medium High Low to medium
Use-case approval and business | Low High Medium
accountability

Which systems and data are Medium High High for personal use
connected

Human approval thresholds Medium High Medium

Operational monitoring and Medium High Low for consumers
incident response

Understanding sophisticated AI | Cannot be fully pushed Requires specialist capability Cannot reasonably be assumed
threats downstream
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4. Where MITRE ATLAS and governance frameworks fit

No single framework answers the whole agentic-AI problem. Regulation, management systems, risk
frameworks and adversarial threat models address different questions. The useful move for delivery

leaders is to connect them.

Framework / layer Primary question Agentic relevance PPPM implication

MITRE ATLAS How could an adversary ATLAS explicitly covers agentic AI | Turn threat scenarios into
compromise or manipulate the AI- | and techniques including Al agent | controls, test cases and acceptance
enabled system? tool invocation, prompt injection, evidence.

context poisoning and tool
poisoning.

NIST AI RMF How should Al risk be governed Provides a voluntary structure Use it as a risk-management
and managed through the around Govern, Map, Measure and | backbone and evidence structure.
lifecycle? Manage. NIST also provides a

Generative Al Profile.

ISO/IEC 42001 Does the organisation have an Provides requirements for Connect programme governance

auditable Al management system? | establishing, maintaining and to enterprise policy, roles,
continually improving an Al auditability and continual
management system. improvement.

EU AI Act What legal obligations apply to the | Obligations differ by role and Translate legal obligations into
provider, deployer and use case? system classification. General- scope, requirements, controls,

purpose Al providers also face gates and retained evidence.
specific transparency and
documentation duties.

Platform safeguards What safety is engineered into the | Defaults, sandboxing, identity Treat vendor safeguards as
model, runtime and permission patterns and behavioural dependencies to verify, not
architecture? evaluation affect residual risk assumptions to inherit.

before an organisation adds its
own controls.

A practical crosswalk

A robust delivery model should be able to trace an obligation or risk from source to evidence. For

example:

Policy or regulation — system risk - MITRE ATLAS threat
scenario - technical and process control - test - acceptance

evidence - operational monitoring

This turns Al governance from a static checklist into a delivery system. The point is not to satisfy every
framework independently. It is to demonstrate that the organisation understands its obligations, has
implemented relevant controls and can produce evidence that those controls work.

5. The PPPM shift: from delivery governance to autonomy

governance

Agentic Al is not simply another technology workstream. It changes the relationship between
requirements, architecture, cyber security, operations and benefits realisation because the system can
make choices and invoke tools after deployment.
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Experienced programme leaders already integrate business outcomes, technical dependencies, suppliers,

security, change, testing and operational readiness. The discipline is familiar. What changes is the
content of the artefacts and the evidence needed at each decision point.

Traditional PPPM artefact Agentic Al extension Key question

Business case Autonomy and risk case What decisions or actions are we deliberately
delegating, and what value justifies that
delegation?

Scope Capability and tool boundary What can the agent see, call, change, approve
or initiate?

RACI Human-agent accountability model Who remains accountable when the agent acts,

and who can stop or override it?

RAID Dynamic agentic risk register What new risks emerge from prompts, tools,
permissions, model updates and external
content?

Architecture Trust-boundary and identity design Where can credentials, data, instructions or

actions cross boundaries?

Test strategy Adversarial and behavioural evaluation Can the agent be manipulated, exceed its
authority or take unsafe actions?

Go-live criteria Autonomy acceptance criteria What evidence is required before higher levels
of autonomy are enabled?

Service transition Agent operations and monitoring How will behaviour, incidents, model changes
and tool changes be observed and controlled?

Change management Human adoption and override design Do users understand when to trust, challenge,
confirm or stop the agent?

Benefits realisation Value plus control effectiveness Are productivity gains being measured
alongside residual operational and regulatory
exposure?

6. A practical seven-gate delivery model

A useful programme control model is progressive autonomy: increase what the agent can do only when
evidence supports the next level of delegation.

1. Use-case classification: Define the business outcome, users, data sensitivity, regulatory context and
consequences of failure.

2. Autonomy envelope: Specify what the agent may do automatically, what requires confirmation and
what it must never do.

3. Identity and tool design: Apply least privilege, scoped credentials, separation of duties and explicit
trust boundaries.

4. Threat and compliance mapping: Map legal and policy obligations and use MITRE ATLAS-style
scenarios to identify plausible attack paths.

5. Controlled pilot: Test with representative data and adversarial cases before connecting higher-impact
systems, real customers or production actions.

6. Operational readiness: Define monitoring, rollback, incident response, audit evidence, human
override and service ownership before go-live.

7. Progressive autonomy: Increase permissions only when evidence supports it. Reassess when models,
tools, data sources, users or regulations change.
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The principle behind the gates

Autonomy should be earned through evidence, not granted by
default because the model appears capable.

7. What senior programme leaders should do now

Put agent autonomy and permissions explicitly into programme scope rather than leaving them buried
inside solution architecture.

Make AI security and adversarial testing a delivery workstream, not a late assurance review.

Require traceability from regulation and policy to requirements, controls, tests and production evidence.
Treat model updates, runtime changes, API changes and new tool integrations as controlled changes
requiring regression testing.

Define human approval points precisely. The phrase human in the loop is too vague to function as an
acceptance control.

Update operational-readiness and service-acceptance criteria for agent behaviour, permissions,
monitoring, incident handling and rollback.

Measure benefits and residual risk together. Productivity gains are not clean benefits if they quietly
increase operational or regulatory exposure.

Build cross-functional governance spanning product, engineering, cyber security, legal, data protection,
operations and programme leadership.

This is also a leadership opportunity for the PPPM profession. Much of the public AI discussion still
focuses on models, benchmarks and regulation. Organisations also need leaders who can turn capability
into controlled, operational change across complex stakeholder, supplier and service environments.

8. Why this matters beyond Meta

Muse Glimmer is a useful case study because it makes the direction of travel visible. Local and personal
agents shorten the distance between an Al model and the systems around a user. Other providers will
use different architectures, but the same delivery questions recur: who owns the identity, who grants the
permissions, who monitors behaviour, who accepts residual risk and who can stop the agent?

The consumer case shows why safe platform defaults matter. The enterprise case shows why
organisational governance alone is not enough. The hard work is translation: turning policy, threat
models and technical architecture into programme decisions, test evidence, readiness gates and
operational ownership.

The organisations that develop this delivery capability early should be able to adopt agentic Al with
greater confidence because they will not need to choose between innovation and control. Good
governance should enable faster decisions by making the evidence and boundaries clear.

The leadership thesis

Personal AI agents expose the governance gap. Enterprise Al
agents make governing autonomy a core delivery capability.
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The competitive advantage will not come from having agents. It
will come from being able to scale agentic autonomy with
evidence, control and operational confidence.

About the author

Brian Kelly is a senior programme, portfolio and project delivery leader with more than 25 years of
experience delivering complex technology, infrastructure, outsourcing, product and operating-model
change across global and regulated environments. His background includes Accenture and
Viasat/Inmarsat, with leadership across telecommunications, satcom, cloud, infrastructure, service
transition and new-product delivery.

His current focus is the intersection of Al, strategic delivery and assurance: how organisations move
from impressive Al demonstrations to governed, testable and operationally resilient outcomes.

More background and current commentary: linkedin.com/in/brianpjkelly/

Sources and further reading

Meta: Introducing Muse Spark 1.1, 9 July 2026
https://ai.meta.com/blog/introducing-muse-spark-meta-model-api/

Meta: Meta AI Doesn't Just Think, It Acts, 24 July 2026
https://about.fb.com/news/2026/07/meta-ai-muse-spark-doesnt-just-think-it-acts/

Reuters: Meta launches new Al model as Zuckerberg champions open-weight push, 10 August 2026
https://www.reuters.com/world/china/meta-launches-new-ai-model-zuckerberg-champions-open-weight-push-2026-08-10/

MITRE: ATLAS: Adversarial Threat Landscape for Artificial-Intelligence Systems
https://atlas.mitre.org/

NIST: Artificial Intelligence Risk Management Framework (AI RMF 1.0)
https://www.nist.gov/publications/artificial-intelligence-risk-management-framework-ai-rmf-10

NIST: Artificial Intelligence Risk Management Framework: Generative Artificial Intelligence Profile
https://www.nist.gov/publications/artificial-intelligence-risk-management-framework-generative-artificial-intelligence

ISO: ISO/IEC 42001:2023 - Artificial intelligence management systems
https://www.iso.org/standard/42001

European Commission: General-purpose Al obligations under the AI Act
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/factpages/general-purpose-ai-obligations-under-ai-act

Note: This briefing is independent commentary and is not legal advice. Regulatory obligations depend on jurisdiction, system classification,
organisational role and specific use case.
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