The Difference Between a Date and a Trigger
Fit Until When
Give this question enough time and most rooms do produce a date. Not the vague "ongoing" that shows up when nobody's prepared for the question at all — an actual date, on the calendar, tied to the annual planning cycle or the quarterly review or whatever governance ritual already exists to make dates feel handled. This looks like progress. It's usually the same dodge in more respectable clothing.
A scheduled review date answers "when will we next discuss this," not "until when is this fit." Those sound adjacent and aren't. The review will happen regardless of whether anything has changed — it's on the calendar because the calendar said so, not because a condition was met that makes the fitness question newly worth asking. Which means the review can arrive, confirm nothing in particular, and get treated as re-proof of fitness simply because a meeting occurred on the appropriate date with the appropriate people in it.
A real answer to this question isn't a date at all, usually. It's a trigger — a condition specific enough that its absence is also information. Until the workaround becomes the majority path. Until headcount crosses a threshold the method was never designed for. Until the thing it was built to prevent happens anyway. A trigger can go unmet, and an unmet trigger tells you something. A calendar date can't go unmet. It just arrives.
This isn't an argument against review cycles — they're useful scaffolding, and plenty of orgs need the discipline of a recurring check. The failure isn't having a date. It's letting the date substitute for the condition, so that the ritual of checking quietly replaces the thing the checking was supposed to verify.
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