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ENTITY ASSIGNMENT OF THIS DOCUMENT'S PROGRAMS
HAC-ES now operates as two affiliated entities: the Human Asset Foundation of Eugene-Springfield (Oregon ORS Ch. 65 nonprofit; 501(c)(3) application pending) and the Human Asset Cooperative of Eugene-Springfield (ORS Ch. 62 worker and community cooperative). Assignment of this document's programs:
The dual-entity structure adds a defense: charitable assets (Human Asset Fund, HAIS, Development Pool) sit in a 501(c)(3) whose assets are locked to charitable purposes by federal law — an extraction barrier stronger than any bylaw. Related-party pricing between the entities (counsel item C2) is the new surface to monitor; the HAIS shall log and publish all inter-entity transactions.


WHAT THIS FRAMEWORK IS FOR
Anti-extraction as a principle is easy to state. Anti-extraction as an operational reality requires specific mechanisms — because every institution that has ever drifted from its mission did so through small, individually defensible decisions that cumulatively hollowed out its founding commitments. The word 'extraction' does not appear in the police blotter. It appears in audit findings, in compensation schedules, in vendor contracts, in fund deployment patterns that drift over years toward convenience rather than need.

This framework defines exactly what extraction looks like in the specific context of HAC-ES, how each form is monitored, what systems generate alerts, who reviews those alerts and with what authority, and what responses are triggered at each level of severity. It is a living document — updated annually as the Cooperative's operations mature and as new extraction risks are identified through experience.

	THE FOUNDING PRINCIPLE IN OPERATIONAL LANGUAGE
The anti-extraction principle in the Articles of Incorporation states: 'No individual, organization, or artificial intelligence system may extract value from the Human Asset Fund or Cooperative operations for private benefit.' This framework translates that constitutional commitment into: specific definitions of what extraction looks like in practice; specific HAIS monitoring functions that detect it; specific human oversight bodies with authority to investigate it; specific response protocols calibrated to the severity of the violation; and specific reporting requirements that make the Cooperative's anti-extraction performance publicly accountable. The principle is not self-enforcing. This framework is.





PART I
THE FIVE FORMS OF EXTRACTION
WHAT EXTRACTION ACTUALLY LOOKS LIKE
Before designing controls, it is necessary to be precise about what extraction means in practice. It is not always obvious. It rarely announces itself. The most dangerous forms of extraction in cooperative and nonprofit organizations are gradual, individually defensible, and invisible to monitoring systems that only look for the dramatic.

	TYPE 1  Direct Financial Extraction


	Definition
	How it happens
	HAIS warning signals

	Private individuals receive financial benefit from Cooperative resources without corresponding legitimate value delivered. The most visible and legally clearest form of extraction.
	Excessive compensation above approved ranges; unauthorized loans to insiders; self-dealing contracts where a Council member's company receives Cooperative business; inflated expense reimbursements; personal use of Cooperative assets; diversion of grant funds to unauthorized purposes.
	Compensation above registered range; contract flagged in conflicts registry; expense claims above policy thresholds; Fund transactions without matching deployment records; asset inventory discrepancies; vendor payments to addresses matching insider residential data.



	TYPE 2  Indirect Control Extraction


	Definition
	How it happens
	HAIS warning signals

	Organizational structures or decision patterns that benefit insiders without direct financial transfer. Power concentrated in ways that serve those holding it rather than members.
	Staff member or Council member entrenched despite documented poor performance; decisions steered toward preferred vendors or partners through informal channels; information asymmetry deliberately maintained to prevent member oversight; governance procedures structured to discourage member proposals or appeals.
	Sole-source contracts above $1,000 without documentation; Council meeting attendance patterns showing quorum manipulation; member proposal rejection rates above baseline; appeal response times exceeding policy; staff tenure in conflict-adjacent roles without rotation; Council vote patterns showing consistent bloc voting on financial matters.



	TYPE 3  Mission Extraction


	Definition
	How it happens
	HAIS warning signals

	The Cooperative's programs gradually shift to serve populations, priorities, or outcomes that are more convenient, more fundable, or more aligned with the preferences of powerful insiders — rather than the members whose needs are greatest. No single decision is extractive. The cumulative drift is.',
	Human Asset Fund deployed toward easier-to-administer programs rather than most impactful. Employment pipeline prioritizes members with stronger credentials because they are easier to place. Definition of basic needs narrowed to exclude what is hardest to provide. Grant reporting shaped by funder preferences rather than member needs. Program design driven by what is measurable rather than what matters.
	Priority 1+2 as percentage of total Fund deployments declining over rolling 12 months; benefit distribution Gini coefficient rising (benefits concentrating); member needs assessment completion rates declining in hardest-to-serve populations; grant applications increasingly misaligned with stated member need data; program outcome metrics drifting from Human Flourishing Dashboard dimensions.



	TYPE 4  Data Extraction


	Definition
	How it happens
	HAIS warning signals

	Member data monetized, shared with commercial partners, used to train AI models sold externally, or used in ways that transfer value created by members to outside parties without member consent or benefit.
	Member contact data sold to marketing firms; needs assessment data shared with insurance companies; HAIS behavioral data used to train commercial AI models; de-anonymized member patterns licensed to research institutions for commercial use; member location data shared with government agencies without required consent process.
	API calls to external endpoints not in approved integration list; data export volumes above baseline for non-operational purposes; new data-sharing agreements not in approved vendor registry; HAIS model update documentation referencing external training data sources; member data query patterns inconsistent with stated operational purpose.



	TYPE 5  Attention Extraction


	Definition
	How it happens
	HAIS warning signals

	Programming, communications, and systems designed to maximize member engagement, data collection, or organizational revenue for their own sake rather than for member benefit. The Cooperative becomes an attention or data platform rather than a service institution.
	Communications designed to maximize open rates rather than inform members; engagement metrics used to justify programming decisions rather than impact metrics; membership drives structured to inflate numbers rather than serve need; events designed for organizational visibility rather than member benefit; AI system optimized for member interaction volume rather than member flourishing.
	Communications frequency above policy baseline without corresponding increase in member-reported benefit; program enrollment metrics diverging from program outcome metrics; member satisfaction scores declining while engagement metrics rise; HAIS interaction volume trending up while Human Flourishing Dashboard metrics flat or declining; marketing spend rising as proportion of total expenditure.





PART II
THE FIVE ENFORCEMENT LAYERS
ENFORCEMENT ARCHITECTURE
Anti-extraction enforcement operates through five layers that work simultaneously and reinforce each other. No single layer is sufficient. Together they create interlocking accountability that makes sustained extraction progressively more difficult to conceal and more difficult to sustain.

Layer 1: Constitutional Architecture — Making Extraction Structurally Impossible
The first line of defense is not monitoring — it is design. Many forms of extraction are architecturally impossible in HAC-ES before any monitoring system is needed.

	Structural protection
	How it prevents extraction

	No shareholders
	No equity to liquidate, no acquisition premium to capture, no IPO to prepare for. The entire profit motive that drives corporate extraction does not exist under Oregon ORS Chapter 62 nonprofit cooperative structure.

	Anti-extraction in Articles
	Embedded in the Articles of Incorporation — not the Bylaws. Changing it requires unanimous membership vote plus Oregon Secretary of State filing. No temporary majority can amend it away.

	Surplus-returns-to-mission
	Every dollar above operating costs must return to the Human Asset Fund or mission activities. Personal financial enrichment through governance control is illegal, not merely prohibited by policy.

	HAIS anti-extraction lock
	The Cooperative's AI infrastructure cannot be repurposed, sold, or transferred without unanimous membership vote. The most valuable Cooperative asset cannot be quietly extracted.

	Anti-extraction principle — unanimity to change
	The specific requirement of unanimous member vote to modify the anti-extraction principle means it cannot be amended by any faction regardless of temporary coalition size. Designed as a permanent constitutional constraint.



Layer 2: HAIS Automated Monitoring — Continuous Surveillance
The HAIS performs continuous automated monitoring of financial flows, deployment patterns, and behavioral indicators across all five extraction types. The monitoring is not periodic — it runs continuously and flags anomalies within 24 hours of detection.

Compensation Monitoring
The HAIS maintains a Compensation Registry for all staff and Council members — salary, benefits, and total compensation including deferred compensation. It continuously compares each registered compensation amount against: Oregon nonprofit market data for equivalent roles (updated quarterly from published compensation surveys); national benchmarks where Oregon data is insufficient; and the Cooperative's own Compensation Policy adopted by the Governing Council.
1. Any compensation above the approved band triggers an alert to both AI Oversight Officers within 24 hours
1. Any compensation increase, bonus, or benefit expansion not processed through the formal annual compensation review triggers an alert regardless of dollar amount
1. Any compensation change executed within 60 days of a conflict-of-interest disclosure triggers an elevated alert requiring Finance Committee review before the change takes effect
1. Total compensation for the five highest-paid positions is published in the monthly Fund Dashboard — not the annual report, the monthly dashboard

Vendor and Contract Monitoring
Every contract above $1,000 is registered in the HAIS Contract Registry before execution. The HAIS cross-references all vendor identities against the Conflicts of Interest Registry, which lists every Council member, key staff member, and their known business relationships, family connections, and organizational affiliations.
1. Any contract with a vendor appearing in the conflicts registry triggers a mandatory pre-execution disclosure review — the contract cannot be executed until the disclosure is documented and the Finance Committee clears it
1. Sole-source contracts above $5,000 require documented justification reviewed by the Finance Committee — the HAIS flags any sole-source contract above this threshold that lacks documentation
1. Vendor concentration monitoring: if any single vendor receives more than 20% of total Cooperative contract spending in a rolling 12-month period, an alert is generated for Governing Council review
1. Any vendor payment to an address matching a registered insider address is flagged as a potential related-party transaction requiring Finance Committee investigation

Fund Deployment Pattern Analysis
The HAIS continuously monitors the pattern of Human Asset Fund deployments against the priority hierarchy defined in the Bylaws. This is the primary mission extraction detection function.
1. Monthly: HAIS calculates Priority 1+2 as a percentage of total Fund deployments and publishes it on the Fund Dashboard. A decline of more than 5 percentage points over a rolling 6-month period triggers a Council alert
1. Quarterly: HAIS generates a Benefit Distribution Analysis mapping who received what benefits by zip code, income quintile, length of membership, and primary language. Rising concentration (as measured by Gini coefficient) triggers a Council review
1. Annually: HAIS compares stated program goals from the prior year against documented outcomes and against original member need assessment data. Systematic divergence between what was promised, what was funded, and what members needed triggers a mission alignment review

Data Flow Monitoring
The HAIS monitors its own data flows for unauthorized external data transfer — an unusual requirement but one that reflects HAC-ES's commitment that the system cannot extract value from member data even for the Cooperative's own benefit.
1. All outbound API calls are logged and compared against an approved integration registry. Any call to an external endpoint not in the registry triggers an immediate alert to AI Oversight Officers
1. Data export volumes are baselined and monitored — exports that significantly exceed operational baseline without corresponding operational justification are flagged
1. Model update documentation is reviewed for any reference to external training data that could include member data. Any such reference triggers a member consent verification process before the update is deployed

Layer 3: Democratic Financial Oversight — Member Eyes on Every Dollar
The third layer makes financial information so accessible and so regularly published that extraction cannot hide in complexity or deliberate delay. This layer is explicitly designed around the recognition that informed members are more powerful than any audit function.

	Mechanism
	What it covers
	Where published

	Monthly Fund Dashboard
	Published to all members every month. Covers: total Fund balance by priority tier; exact dollar amount deployed to each priority category; number of members served in each need category; compensation totals by category; all vendor payments above $1,000 in aggregate; and the Anti-Extraction Compliance Score. Real-time visibility, not annual summaries.
	Member portal and public website. No login required for aggregate data. Full detail requires member authentication.

	Annual Audited Financial Statements
	Independent CPA audit conducted annually. Statements presented to the Member Assembly before any other business. Published publicly within 120 days of fiscal year end. Members vote on acceptance — a rejection triggers an extraordinary member process.
	Annual Member Assembly. Published on public website and Oregon DOJ Charitable Activities registry.

	Auditor Independence Provisions
	Auditor selected through competitive process administered by HAIS, approved by member vote. Mandatory rotation every five years. Outgoing auditor required to provide written transition memo identifying areas of concern. Any member can submit questions to the auditor through HAIS portal during audit process.
	Finance Committee administers selection. Full Council approves. Member questions submitted through HAIS — auditor required to address in writing.

	Mission-Aligned Investment Policy
	Members vote on the Investment Policy governing Fund reserve investments. Both exclusions (fossil fuels, predatory products) and preferences (Oregon CDFIs, cooperatives) are democratically set. Annual reporting on whether investments comply.
	Member Assembly vote. HAIS monitors compliance against approved policy and reports monthly.

	Anti-Extraction Compliance Score
	Composite metric of eight indicators calculated monthly by HAIS and published on the Human Flourishing Dashboard. Score below 90% triggers Council notification. Score below 80% triggers mandatory Special Member Assembly within 60 days.
	Public-facing Human Flourishing Dashboard — no login required.



Layer 4: Independent Human Oversight Bodies
The fourth layer is human oversight with genuine independence from the parties being overseen. Independence is structural — built into the mandate and accountability of each body — not dependent on the personal integrity of the individuals filling the roles.

AI Governance Oversight Officers
The two elected AI Oversight Officers carry specific anti-extraction monitoring responsibilities beyond their AI governance functions. Their at-large election means they are the Council members least structurally captured by any single organizational interest.
1. Conduct and publish annual Anti-Extraction Compliance Review — a specific examination of whether financial, operational, or mission-drift indicators suggest extraction is occurring, distinct from the HAIS automated monitoring
1. Review all HAIS anti-extraction alerts within 48 hours and document their determination in the HAIS audit log
1. Have authority to freeze any financial transaction or contract pending Council review — a unilateral authority that cannot be overridden by the Council Chair or Executive Director
1. Report any suspected material extraction violation to the Oregon DOJ Charitable Activities Section independently of Council approval — this is a mandatory duty, not a discretionary one

Finance Committee
A standing committee of the Governing Council required to include at least one Individual Member Representative with financial expertise and one Organizational Member Representative. Reviews all financial statements monthly before publication.
1. Reviews all compensation changes before they take effect — no change is effective until Finance Committee clearance
1. Reviews all sole-source contracts above $5,000 and all contracts flagged by the HAIS conflicts registry
1. Has authority to engage an independent forensic accountant at Cooperative expense without full Council approval if it suspects financial information is being withheld or misrepresented
1. Reports directly to the Member Assembly — not to the Council Chair or Executive Director. Its accountability runs to members.

Oregon Department of Justice Charitable Activities Section
External regulatory enforcement as a backstop that operates independently of all internal governance bodies. HAC-ES registers annually with the Oregon DOJ Charitable Activities Section and files required financial disclosures — all publicly accessible.
1. Oregon DOJ has authority to investigate complaints, demand financial records, and take enforcement action including removal of officers and directors for violations of charitable trust
1. Any member of the public — not just Cooperative members — can file a complaint with Oregon DOJ. This external accountability channel cannot be blocked by Cooperative governance
1. The AI Oversight Officers have a mandatory duty to report any suspected material extraction to Oregon DOJ independent of Council approval
1. The Oregon Secretary of State has authority to revoke the Cooperative's Articles if it fails to comply with ORS Chapter 62. Annual public filings provide ongoing external visibility

Layer 5: Whistleblower Protections and Escalation Paths
The fifth layer is the one most organizations neglect: a safe, accessible mechanism for anyone — staff, members, Council members, vendors — to report suspected extraction without fear of retaliation.

	Mechanism
	How it works
	Who manages it

	Anonymous HAIS reporting channel
	Any person — member, staff, vendor, community member — can submit a concern through the HAIS anonymous reporting portal. The system strips identifying metadata before routing the report to AI Oversight Officers. The reporter receives a tracking number for follow-up without revealing identity.
	AI Oversight Officers. If Officers are implicated, routes to the three longest-serving Individual Member Representatives on the Council.

	Non-retaliation policy
	Any retaliation against any person who in good faith reports a suspected violation is grounds for immediate removal from any Cooperative position and permanent membership termination. The HAIS monitors for retaliation indicators (sudden changes in employment status, benefit access, or program enrollment for reporters) in the 90 days following a report.
	HAIS automated monitoring + AI Oversight Officer review

	Response requirement
	Every report — regardless of source or seriousness — must receive a written response within 30 days. Response provided to reporter (anonymously if anonymous reporting was chosen). Summary of concern and disposition published in quarterly governance report with identifying information removed.
	AI Oversight Officers responsible for compliance. HAIS tracks all reports and flags any without 30-day response.

	Escalation path when Officers are implicated
	If a report implicates both AI Oversight Officers, it routes automatically to a Special Review Panel: the three longest-serving Individual Member Representatives plus an external mediator from a pre-approved list selected by the Finance Committee.
	Special Review Panel — convened automatically by HAIS routing protocol. Does not require Council vote to activate.

	Oregon DOJ direct reporting
	Any member or former member may report suspected charitable trust violations directly to Oregon DOJ Charitable Activities Section at any time. The HAIS member portal includes a direct link to the Oregon DOJ complaint form. The Cooperative cannot suppress or discourage such reports.
	Oregon DOJ — external to all Cooperative governance structures





PART III
THE ANTI-EXTRACTION COMPLIANCE SCORE
MONTHLY MEASUREMENT: THE COMPLIANCE SCORE
The Anti-Extraction Compliance Score is the Cooperative's primary anti-extraction accountability metric. It is calculated monthly by the HAIS and published on the public-facing Human Flourishing Dashboard — visible to members, funders, government partners, regulators, and any member of the public. It is not a self-assessment. It is a calculated score from operational data.

The Eight Indicators
	Indicator
	What it measures
	Weight
	Reporting and alert thresholds

	Fund Priority Compliance
	Percentage of Human Asset Fund deployed per the Bylaws priority hierarchy (Priority 1-2 first) versus actual deployment pattern in the reporting month
	25%
	Monthly. Below 90% threshold triggers Council alert. Declining trend over 6 months triggers mission alignment review.

	Compensation Policy Adherence
	All staff and Council compensation within approved ranges. Binary: 100% = all within range; any amount below 100% = at least one position outside range.
	20%
	Monthly. Any score below 100% triggers immediate Finance Committee review before next payroll.

	Conflicts Registry Currency
	Percentage of required conflicts-of-interest disclosures filed within required timeframes. All Council members and key staff must update annually and within 72 hours of any new reportable relationship.
	15%
	Monthly. Below 100% triggers individual notification. Below 90% triggers Council action.

	Related-Party Disclosure Compliance
	All transactions flagged by HAIS conflicts cross-reference disclosed to Finance Committee within 24 hours of flag generation. Binary percentage compliance.
	15%
	Monthly. Any failure to disclose a flagged transaction triggers immediate Finance Committee investigation.

	Benefit Distribution Equity
	Gini coefficient of Human Asset Fund benefit distribution across member income quintiles. Lower Gini = more equitable distribution. Score inverted: 100 - (Gini x 100).
	10%
	Monthly. Rising Gini (worsening equity) over 12-month trend triggers Population Access Review.

	Mission Alignment Trend
	12-month trend line for Priority 1+2 as percentage of total Fund deployments. Flat or improving trend = full score. Declining trend = score reduced proportionally.
	5%
	Monthly. Declining trend for 2+ consecutive quarters triggers Governing Council strategic review.

	Audit Finding Resolution
	Percentage of prior audit findings resolved within 90 days of audit report publication. Unresolved findings after 90 days reduce score proportionally.
	5%
	Monthly (from audit date). Unresolved findings after 90 days published individually in Fund Dashboard.

	Member Report Response Rate
	Percentage of whistleblower and concern reports receiving written responses within 30 days. Binary: 100% = all responded; any failure = proportional reduction.
	5%
	Monthly. Any unreponded report after 30 days triggers AI Oversight Officer escalation review.



Score Thresholds and Consequences
	Score range
	Classification
	Required response

	95-100%
	Full compliance
	No required action. Score published monthly. Positive trend noted in quarterly governance report.

	90-94%
	Minor compliance gap
	Automatic notification to all Governing Council members with plain-language explanation of which indicator(s) are below threshold and why. Finance Committee review within 14 days.

	80-89%
	Significant compliance gap
	Mandatory Special Member Assembly within 60 days. AI Oversight Officers present full compliance analysis. Member vote on remediation plan required.

	Below 80%
	Material compliance failure
	Immediate notification to all members through HAIS communications system. Emergency Governing Council meeting within 7 days. AI Oversight Officers required to notify Oregon DOJ Charitable Activities Section. Independent forensic review engaged within 30 days.

	Below 70% or consecutive below 80%
	Potential systemic extraction
	AI Oversight Officers required to notify Oregon DOJ immediately. Governing Council authority suspended pending investigation outcome. Special Review Panel (three senior Individual Member Representatives + external mediator) assumes oversight authority.



	WHY THE SCORE IS PUBLIC
Most organizations keep compliance scores internal. HAC-ES publishes the Anti-Extraction Compliance Score publicly — on the same dashboard any member of the public can access — for the same reason it publishes its financial statements and bias audit results: because accountability requires visibility. An organization that only reports its compliance score to itself is not accountable. An organization whose members, funders, government partners, and community neighbors can all see the score in real time has accountability that does not depend on anyone's good intentions. The score is public because that is what public accountability means.





PART IV
GRADUATED RESPONSE PROTOCOL
WHAT HAPPENS WHEN EXTRACTION IS DETECTED
Detection is not enforcement. The response to detected extraction must be proportional to severity, swift enough to prevent continuation, and not subject to obstruction by the parties being held accountable. The following protocol governs responses at each severity level.

	LEVEL 1 — MINOR  Procedural Violation


	Trigger
	Who responds
	Response steps
	Timeline

	Single indicator below threshold. No pattern of repetition. No evidence of intent. Examples: a compensation record updated late, a sole-source contract without documentation, a conflicts disclosure filed 5 days after required deadline.
	Finance Committee with AI Oversight Officer notification
	1. HAIS generates alert with documentation within 24 hours of detection. 2. Finance Committee reviews within 7 days. 3. Affected party corrects violation and provides written explanation. 4. Finance Committee documents finding and resolution. 5. Incident noted in quarterly governance report with resolution described. 6. No public naming of individuals unless pattern develops.
	Resolution within 30 days of flag. Quarterly governance report publication.



	LEVEL 2 — SIGNIFICANT  Pattern or Policy Breach


	Trigger
	Who responds
	Response steps
	Timeline

	Indicator below threshold for 2+ consecutive months. Multiple related violations by same party. Single significant violation (e.g., undisclosed related-party contract above $5,000). Any mission alignment indicator declining for 3+ consecutive months.
	AI Oversight Officers + Finance Committee joint review
	1. AI Oversight Officers conduct joint investigation within 14 days of pattern detection. Full HAIS audit log access. Authority to interview any party. 2. Finance Committee reviews all related financial records. 3. Written investigation report to full Governing Council within 30 days. 4. Council required to vote on remediation plan within 14 days of report. 5. Remediation plan published in plain language to all members. 6. Progress tracked and published monthly until resolved.
	Investigation complete within 30 days. Council vote within 44 days of initial flag. Member communication within 48 days.



	LEVEL 3 — SERIOUS  Material Violation


	Trigger
	Who responds
	Response steps
	Timeline

	Deliberate or reckless violation. Violation causing material financial harm to the Fund or members. Any violation involving falsification of records. Any violation where a Council member or senior staff member appears to have directed or concealed the violation.
	AI Oversight Officers + independent forensic accountant + Oregon DOJ notification
	1. AI Oversight Officers suspend relevant financial processes pending investigation. 2. Independent forensic accountant engaged within 7 days at Cooperative expense — Finance Committee authority, no Council vote required. 3. Oregon DOJ Charitable Activities Section notified by AI Oversight Officers within 7 days. 4. Full investigation report to Governing Council and published to all members in plain language within 60 days. 5. Council required to remove implicated parties from positions within 14 days of findings. 6. Remediation including financial restitution documented and tracked.
	DOJ notification within 7 days. Investigation complete within 60 days. Staff/Council action within 74 days.



	LEVEL 4 — CRITICAL  Systemic or Criminal


	Trigger
	Who responds
	Response steps
	Timeline

	Sustained systematic diversion of Fund assets. Coordinated action by multiple Council or staff members to conceal extraction. Any violation meeting the Oregon threshold for criminal prosecution of nonprofit officers (ORS 164.015 et seq.).
	Special Review Panel + Oregon DOJ + law enforcement referral
	1. AI Oversight Officers immediately activate Special Review Panel (three senior Individual Member Reps + external mediator). Governing Council regular authority suspended pending panel finding. 2. Oregon DOJ and, if applicable, law enforcement contacted immediately. 3. All related financial transactions suspended. All Cooperative assets frozen pending investigation. 4. Independent forensic audit of all Cooperative records for prior 3 years. 5. Member Assembly convened within 30 days for full disclosure and member direction. 6. All remediation including civil recovery action pursued.
	Panel activation within 24 hours. DOJ/law enforcement within 24 hours. Member Assembly within 30 days.





PART V
THE GOVERNANCE OF GOVERNANCE
WHO MONITORS THE MONITORS
This framework has one remaining question that most anti-extraction policies never address: if the monitoring systems are operated by insiders, and the response protocol is governed by insiders, what prevents insiders from turning off the monitoring or overriding the response? The answer is a set of structural provisions that place ultimate accountability outside any insider group.

The Monitor Accountability Matrix
	Monitor
	Potential capture mechanism
	Structural protection

	HAIS automated monitoring
	Could be reconfigured to suppress alerts
	AI Governance Charter requires both AI Oversight Officers to approve any change to monitoring functions. Charter changes require supermajority member vote. Any change to anti-extraction monitoring specifically requires unanimous member vote — same threshold as changing the anti-extraction principle itself.

	AI Oversight Officers
	Could fail to act on alerts; could be captured by interests they should monitor
	Elected by full membership with term limits. Subject to removal by Member Assembly. Required to publish quarterly AI Governance Report including all anti-extraction alerts and dispositions — members can see whether Officers are acting. Oregon DOJ reporting duty is mandatory regardless of Council or Officer preference.

	Finance Committee
	Could defer to management; could be captured by Council Chair
	Reports directly to Member Assembly, not Council Chair. Has independent authority to engage forensic accountant. Must include Individual Member Representatives elected by individual members — not appointed by Council.

	Governing Council
	Could override response protocol; could remove Officers who are monitoring it
	Officers cannot be removed by Council vote alone — removal requires Member Assembly vote. Anti-extraction provisions cannot be amended by Council. Oregon DOJ has external authority independent of Council. Member Assembly has authority over Council.

	Annual auditor
	Could develop relationship capture with management over time
	Mandatory five-year rotation. Members can submit questions directly. Auditor's duty runs to membership not management. Selection process administered by HAIS and approved by member vote — not management appointment.

	Member Assembly
	Could be manipulated by organized faction
	Individual and Organizational Member seats are separate electorates. Supermajority requirements for foundational changes. Special Assembly petition rights give any 10% of members power to convene Assembly. Oregon DOJ and state law operate above Member Assembly authority.

	Oregon DOJ
	External authority — cannot be manipulated by Cooperative insiders
	Oregon state law and independent regulatory authority. Any member of the public can file a complaint. Oregon DOJ has investigative and enforcement authority that requires no Cooperative consent.



The Mandatory External Anchors
Two external anchors place HAC-ES's anti-extraction accountability firmly outside the control of any internal party:

Oregon DOJ Charitable Activities Registration
Annual registration with the Oregon DOJ Charitable Activities Section is both a legal requirement and a structural accountability mechanism. The filed documents — financial statements, officer lists, compensation schedules — are public records accessible by any person. The DOJ has authority to investigate complaints and take enforcement action that does not require Cooperative consent. The AI Oversight Officers have a mandatory personal duty to notify the DOJ of any suspected material violation — a duty that survives their removal from office and that cannot be discharged by Council direction.

Oregon ORS Chapter 62 Cooperative Law
The Cooperative is a legal creature of Oregon ORS Chapter 62. The anti-extraction principle is embedded in the Articles of Incorporation filed with the Oregon Secretary of State. Changing those Articles requires not just member votes but state regulatory filing. The Secretary of State has authority to revoke the Articles for non-compliance. The state of Oregon is an accountability principal that operates entirely outside the Cooperative's governance hierarchy.

The Honest Limit of All Frameworks
No governance framework, however carefully designed, completely prevents determined extraction by sufficiently motivated insiders over a sufficiently long time horizon. The history of cooperative and nonprofit organizations includes institutions with strong founding documents that were gradually hollowed out. This framework does not prevent that possibility — it makes it harder, slower, more visible, and more costly.

The ultimate safeguard is what no document can create: an engaged, informed, participatory membership that knows what the Cooperative is doing, cares whether it is doing it right, and uses the mechanisms this framework provides to raise concerns and demand accountability. Member engagement is the final line of defense. This framework exists to make that engagement effective when it occurs — not to substitute for it when it does not.

	THE FOUNDING ANTI-EXTRACTION COMMITMENT IN OPERATIONAL TERMS
The founding members of HAC-ES are making a specific promise to every person who joins after them: that the Cooperative's resources will be used for the members, not for the people who administer it. That the Human Asset Fund will deploy toward the greatest human need, not the greatest administrative convenience. That the AI system will serve member flourishing, not organizational aggrandizement. That when someone sees extraction happening — in any of its five forms — they will have a safe path to report it and confidence that the report will be taken seriously. This framework is the operational substance of that promise. It is not aspirational. It is structural. And it is the measure by which every future HAC-ES financial and governance decision should be evaluated.





Human Asset Cooperative of Eugene-Springfield  ·  Anti-Extraction Monitoring and Control Framework  · Consolidated Edition · July 2026
This framework is subject to annual review and update. Proposed amendments must follow the standard member proposal process. Amendments affecting the Anti-Extraction Compliance Score thresholds or the Level 3/4 response protocols require Governing Council supermajority plus member ratification.


PROVEN MECHANISMS INTEGRATION
Integrated pursuant to the July 2026 companion documents: Area-Wide Cooperative Models and Proven Mechanisms, Adapted.
NEW DEFENSE — INDIVISIBLE RESERVES (THE ANTI-DEMUTUALIZATION LOCK)
The extraction threat this defends against: demutualization — the historical pattern in which a generation of members votes to convert a cooperative's accumulated assets into private windfalls (building societies in the UK, mutual insurers and savings banks in the US). The existing anti-extraction principle blocks ongoing extraction; indivisible reserves block terminal extraction.
Bylaws Section 3.7 makes Human Asset Fund principal permanently indivisible: distributions from earnings only, dissolution assets to the Federation or aligned nonprofits, amendment only by unanimous member vote. This is Emilia-Romagna's deepest mechanism — Italy's indivisible reserves (Pandolfi Law) are why cooperative capital there compounds across generations instead of being cashed out by any one of them. Each generation builds on, rather than liquidates, the last.
Framework table addition: 'Indivisible reserves | Fund principal can never be distributed to members; earnings-only distributions; unanimous vote to amend | HAIS publishes principal/earnings accounting monthly; any distribution touching principal is structurally blocked and auto-escalated to the AI Oversight Officers.'


