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1 Executive summary

NON-COMPLIANT
5 of 5 in-scope decisions (100%) breached at least one mandatory safeguard.

Entercept assessed Reference Loan Agent against the UK GDPR automated decision-making

provisions (Articles 22A–22D) and the EU AI Act, over 6 decisions. 5 of 6 fell within scope of the

ADM provisions; 1 fell outside them and were not assessed against the safeguards. The system is

assessed non-compliant: 5 critical and 1 high-severity gaps were identified against mandatory

safeguards.

DECISIONS IN SCOPE BREACHED CRITICAL HIGH MEDIUM

6 5 (+1 out of scope) 5 5 1 1

1.1 Areas affected

AREA HIGHEST

SEVERITY

PROVISIONS

Human oversight CRITICAL ADM-22A-3, ADM-22C-c

Transparency to the individual HIGH ADM-22C-a

Representations & contest CRITICAL ADM-22C-b, ADM-22C-d

Special category data CRITICAL ADM-22B-1

Risk assessment (DPIA) MEDIUM ADM-DPIA

1.2 Material matters

Decisions are taken solely automatically with no route to human intervention (Art. 22A(2)/22C(c); EU AI Act

Art. 14 human oversight).

Special category data influenced a decision with no lawful Article 22B condition (EU AI Act Art. 10 data

governance).

All three Article 22C safeguard routes (representation, intervention, contest) are absent, so affected

individuals cannot challenge outcomes.

• 

• 

• 
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Individuals are not given decision-specific information explaining the outcome (EU AI Act Art. 13

transparency).

Significant decisions are made systematically with no data protection impact assessment on record (EU AI

Act Art. 9 risk management).

The in-scope gate correctly excluded 1 out-of-scope decision; no safeguards were flagged there.

1.3 Priorities

SEVERITY OBLIGATION PRIORITY ACTION

CRITICAL Solely automated — no

meaningful human

involvement

Introduce meaningful human involvement, or an equivalent

Article 22C safeguard set, before the outcome is applied.

CRITICAL Enable representations Provide a route for the person to make representations about the

decision.

CRITICAL Enable human intervention Provide a genuine human-intervention route: a trained reviewer

with authority to change the outcome.

2 Basis of assessment

2.1 Subject and population

The subject of this assessment is Reference Loan Agent (version 1.0). A population of 6 representative applications was

submitted; each resulting decision was observed together with the safeguard surface exposed around it. 5 decisions fell

within scope of the ADM provisions; 1 fell outside them.

2.2 Standards and criteria

INSTRUMENT PROVISIONS STATUS / BASIS

UK GDPR (as amended by

DUAA 2025)

Articles 22A–22D ICO draft ADM guidance, 31 March 2026

(consultation)

EU AI Act — Regulation (EU)

2024/1689

Arts. 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 26, 86;

Annex III

Official Journal, in force 1 August 2024

The UK guidance is in draft and under consultation; obligations may change before it is finalised.

2.3 Assessment procedures

Each decision was assessed by a fixed set of rule-based checks applied to the observed behaviour and the declared

safeguard surface. The assessment logic is independent of the subject's own model. The checks fall into three classes:

CLASS CHECKS DESCRIPTION

• 

• 

• 
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Scope determination T1–T2 Whether the ADM provisions apply: whether a decision was

made about a person, whether it carries a legal or similarly

significant effect, and whether it is solely automated. Reported

in §4.

Behaviour observation T3–T4 The decision and its rationale as produced by the subject —

solely-automated operation, and special category data surfacing

in the reasoning.

Controls inspection T5–T8 The declared safeguard surface — decision-specific

information, the three Article 22C routes, the audit trail of

decision points, and DPIA posture.

2.4 Independence

This assessment was performed independently of the subject system's development. Entercept did not design,

build, or operate the subject in production; its role is limited to observation and evidenced assessment against

the criteria in §2.2.

2.5 Basis of conclusion and limitations

Findings describe what was observed across the assessed population in this run; they are not a certification of

compliance.

The population is finite; behaviour on inputs outside it is not asserted.

The EU AI Act cross-mapping situates each UK obligation against the corresponding high-risk obligation; it

does not constitute a conformity assessment under that Regulation.

This report cites obligations and evidences gaps. It is not legal advice and does not certify compliance.

3 Applicable regulatory provisions

The provisions relied upon in this report, reproduced in full from the ingested corpus (version 2). Each carries the

SHA-256 content hash under which it was ingested; §8 and Annex A allow that ingestion to be independently verified.

• 

• 

• 

• 
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ADM-22A-3

UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025) — Article 22A · Solely automated — no meaningful human

involvement

The UK GDPR says that "a decision is based solely on automated processing if there is no meaningful

human involvement in the taking of the decision." So, 'solely' automated is about decision-making processes

that are automated and don't reflect real human control over the end result. Many decisions that you

commonly think of as automated actually involve humans at some point in the process. However, for human

involvement to be "meaningful" in the context of the UK GDPR, you must ensure it is active and not just a

token gesture. For there to be meaningful human involvement, a human should: - assess and review the

decision at an appropriate point to ensure actual impact on the outcome; - have the ability to influence the

outcome; - have discretion and authority to alter the decision; - be suitably trained and qualified to

understand the system's logic, outputs, limitations, and risks; and - take into account the relevant data and

factors on which the decision was based. The human involved should apply these non-exhaustive criteria

every time they make a decision about a person. Using ad hoc spot-checking isn't sufficient because some

automated decisions won't receive a check and therefore don't have meaningful human involvement. You

should keep a record of how the human was involved in the decision. You must also ensure the involvement

comes before you apply the decision to a person and at a time you can still change any recommendation that

would otherwise be based on solely automated processing. Relevant provisions in the UK GDPR — see

article 22A(1), 22A(2), and recital 71.

Obligation A decision is solely automated where there is no meaningful human involvement. Meaningful involvement requires

a trained human who assesses and reviews, can influence and alter the outcome, and considers the data — not

ad hoc spot-checking.

Status draft_consultation · 2026-03-31

Content hash c2e733115202eccd
Corpus version 2

EU-AIA-14

EU AI Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689) — Article 14 · Human oversight

High-risk AI systems shall be designed and developed in such a way, including with appropriate human-

machine interface tools, that they can be effectively overseen by natural persons during the period in which

they are in use. Human oversight shall aim to prevent or minimise the risks to health, safety or fundamental

rights that may emerge when a high-risk AI system is used. The natural persons to whom human oversight

is assigned shall be enabled, as appropriate and proportionate, to decide, in any particular situation, not to

use the high-risk AI system or to otherwise disregard, override or reverse the output of the high-risk AI

system.

Obligation High-risk systems must be effectively overseen by natural persons able to disregard, override or reverse the

output.

Status in_force · 2024-08-01

Content hash 9dbb044fed1cb0b4
Corpus version 2
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ADM-22B-1

UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025) — Article 22B · Special category data restriction

The UK GDPR contains a restriction about ADM based entirely or partly on special category data. You can

only do this where one of the following conditions applies: - You base the decision entirely on the person's

explicit consent. - The decision is necessary for a contract between the person and an organisation, and there

is a substantial public interest (SPI) condition. - The decision is required or authorised by law, and there is

an SPI condition. If you base ADM entirely or partly on special category data, you must identify a lawful

basis in article 6; a relevant condition for processing in article 9; and a special category data condition for

significant decisions in article 22B. The article 6 contract lawful basis is different to the contract condition

about special category data in article 22B, so you must consider these separately. Relevant provisions in the

UK GDPR — see article 22B.

Obligation ADM based entirely or partly on special category data is permitted only under explicit consent, contract plus an

SPI condition, or law plus an SPI condition, alongside an Article 6 basis and an Article 9 condition.

Status draft_consultation · 2026-03-31

Content hash be647c5332311bd2
Corpus version 2

EU-AIA-10

EU AI Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689) — Article 10 · Data and data governance

High-risk AI systems which make use of techniques involving the training of AI models with data shall be

developed on the basis of training, validation and testing data sets that meet the quality criteria referred to in

paragraphs 2 to 5 whenever such data sets are used. To the extent that it is strictly necessary for the purpose

of ensuring bias detection and correction in relation to the high-risk AI systems in accordance with

paragraph (2), points (f) and (g) of this Article, the providers of such systems may exceptionally process

special categories of personal data, subject to appropriate safeguards for the fundamental rights and freedoms

of natural persons, including technical limitations on the re-use and use of state-of-the-art security and

privacy-preserving measures.

Obligation High-risk systems must meet data-quality criteria; special categories of personal data may be processed only

exceptionally, under safeguards.

Status in_force · 2024-08-01

Content hash 1d9bb2d796b8136b
Corpus version 2
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ADM-22C-b

UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025) — Article 22C · Enable representations

Article 22C(b) of the UK GDPR says the safeguards must enable the data subject to make representations

about decisions. Under the ADM provisions, you must enable people to make representations about the

decisions you made about them. This means you must give them the opportunity to put forward their point

of view about the decision you made, including giving them the chance to produce any additional

information you may have missed. You must make it clear to people that they have this right.

Obligation You must enable the person to make representations about the decision and make it clear they have this right.

Status draft_consultation · 2026-03-31

Content hash 3ff1ba751f639866
Corpus version 2

ADM-22C-c

UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025) — Article 22C · Enable human intervention

Article 22C(c) of the UK GDPR says the safeguards must enable the data subject to obtain human

intervention on the part of the controller in relation to decisions. The right to obtain human intervention

means you enable people to have their decision looked at by a human. You must ensure this involves a

review of the decision, with the possibility that you could change it. Human intervention cannot be

tokenistic. Human reviewers should assess and review any reconsideration of the decision before it is

applied; have the ability to influence the outcome; have discretion and authority to alter the decision; be

suitably trained and qualified to understand the system's outputs, limitations, and risks; and take into

account the relevant data and factors that the decision was based on. Spot checking an ADM process doesn't

meet the requirements of this safeguard, because the right to obtain human intervention is something a

person actively exercises after you've provided them with information about the decision.

Obligation You must enable the person to obtain human intervention: a real review, by a trained human with authority to

change the outcome — not spot-checking.

Status draft_consultation · 2026-03-31

Content hash 21cecc1e177433f7
Corpus version 2
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ADM-22C-d

UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025) — Article 22C · Enable contesting the decision

Article 22C(d) of the UK GDPR says the safeguards must enable the data subject to contest decisions. To

ensure you facilitate people's rights appropriately, you must put measures in place for people to challenge or

appeal the ADM you carry out. You must make it clear to people that they have the right to contest your

decision and what process they can follow to exercise this right.

Obligation You must put measures in place for people to challenge or appeal the decision, and make the route clear.

Status draft_consultation · 2026-03-31

Content hash 00cf260601db0d65
Corpus version 2

EU-AIA-86

EU AI Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689) — Article 86 · Right to explanation of individual decisions

Any affected person subject to a decision which is taken by the deployer on the basis of the output from a

high-risk AI system listed in Annex III, with the exception of systems listed under point 2 thereof, and which

produces legal effects or similarly significantly affects that person in a way that they consider to have an

adverse impact on their health, safety or fundamental rights shall have the right to obtain from the deployer

clear and meaningful explanations of the role of the AI system in the decision-making procedure and the

main elements of the decision taken.

Obligation Affected persons have the right to clear, meaningful explanations of the role and main elements of a decision

based on a high-risk system.

Status in_force · 2024-08-01

Content hash 6de82ab2ae4d6bf0
Corpus version 2
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ADM-22C-a

UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025) — Article 22C · Provide decision-specific information

Article 22C of the UK GDPR says that for ADM you must provide the data subject with information about

decisions taken in relation to them. You must provide the person with information about all ADM you carry

out about them. This means you must explain all ADM to give people an understanding of how you reached

the decision. This is decision-specific information about the actual outcome, rather than simply repeating

information you provide in your privacy notice about how the system arrives at its decisions and its

potential consequences. This safeguard is distinct from the right to be informed; its main objective is to

empower the person affected by the ADM to meaningfully understand the decision and the specific aspects

of their case that influenced it. For example, for ADM about a loan, a person might need details about what

data was processed, what timeframe it covered, what the system decided, and what risk factors the system

identified. Only then would they be in a position to challenge the decision. You must provide a concise

explanation for the rationale behind the decision about the specific person.

Obligation You must provide the person with decision-specific information about the actual outcome — not merely repeat the

privacy notice.

Status draft_consultation · 2026-03-31

Content hash 009cf2776a8b0c96
Corpus version 2

EU-AIA-13

EU AI Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689) — Article 13 · Transparency to deployers

High-risk AI systems shall be designed and developed in such a way as to ensure that their operation is

sufficiently transparent to enable deployers to interpret a system's output and use it appropriately. An

appropriate type and degree of transparency shall be ensured, with a view to achieving compliance with the

relevant obligations of the provider and deployer set out in Section 3. High-risk AI systems shall be

accompanied by instructions for use that include concise, complete, correct and clear information that is

relevant, accessible and comprehensible to deployers.

Obligation High-risk systems must be sufficiently transparent for deployers to interpret and appropriately use the output, with

instructions for use.

Status in_force · 2024-08-01

Content hash e6d92e5c3a1fa4f5
Corpus version 2
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4 In-scope determination

The three-part test (T1), applied per decision: a decision was made about a person · the decision carries a legal or similarly

significant effect · the decision is solely automated. Where all three hold, the Article 22C safeguards are mandatory.

REF APPLICANT TYPE OUTCOME DECISION SIGNIFICANT SOLELY

AUTOMATED

DETERMINATION

ADM-DPIA

UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025) — Article 35 · DPIA for systematic ADM / high-risk profiling

The UK GDPR says you must do a DPIA if your processing involves "a systematic and extensive

evaluation of personal aspects relating to natural persons which is based on automated processing, including

profiling, and on which decisions are based that produce legal effects concerning the natural person or

similarly significantly affect the natural person." This means you must do a DPIA if you carry out

systematic and extensive ADM or other significant decisions based on profiling. You should do a DPIA for

any ADM as this is very likely to be a type of processing that can result in high risk. So, you must carry out

a DPIA to identify what the risks of your context are and put in place appropriate measures to mitigate

them. Relevant provisions in the UK GDPR — see article 35.

Obligation A DPIA is required for systematic and extensive automated evaluation on which significant decisions are based;

recommended for any ADM.

Status draft_consultation · 2026-03-31

Content hash c28694b1178319c8
Corpus version 2

EU-AIA-9

EU AI Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689) — Article 9 · Risk management system

A risk management system shall be established, implemented, documented and maintained in relation to

high-risk AI systems. The risk management system shall be understood as a continuous iterative process

planned and run throughout the entire lifecycle of a high-risk AI system, requiring regular systematic review

and updating. It shall comprise the identification and analysis of the known and reasonably foreseeable risks

that the high-risk AI system can pose, the estimation and evaluation of the risks that may emerge, and the

adoption of appropriate and targeted risk management measures.

Obligation A risk management system must run as a continuous, documented process across the high-risk system's lifecycle.

Status in_force · 2024-08-01

Content hash 0d4bc48b2c99d13a
Corpus version 2
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A1 Rowan Ellis loan approved ✓ ✓ ✓ In scope —

provisions

apply

A2 Devon

Marsh

loan declined ✓ ✓ ✓ In scope —

provisions

apply

A3 Priya

Nandakumar

loan referred ✓ ✓ ✓ In scope —

provisions

apply

A4 Callum

Whitfield

loan referred ✓ ✓ ✓ In scope —

provisions

apply

A5 Imani Osei credit referred ✓ ✓ ✓ In scope —

provisions

apply

A6 Theo

Bergström

recommendation declined ✓ ✗ ✓ Out of scope

EU AI Act classification: this use case is high-risk — Annex III(5)(b) — creditworthiness / credit scoring; Annex III(5)(b)

— creditworthiness / credit scoring.

5 Findings

Findings are grouped by breached obligation. Every affected decision is listed below the finding with its complete

evidence.
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F-01 CRITICAL Solely automated decision with no human able to alter

it

UK Art. 22A · ADM-22A-3 → EU AI Act Art. 14 / Art. 26

The outcome was applied with no meaningful human involvement in taking the decision and no route to human

intervention afterwards. None of the five meaningful-human-involvement criteria are met; ad hoc spot-checking

would not suffice.

Affected: A1–A5 (5 of 5 in-scope) · Status: non_compliant

The UK GDPR says that "a decision is based solely on automated processing if there is no meaningful

human involvement in the taking of the decision." So, 'solely' automated is about decision-making

processes that are automated and don't reflect real human control over the end result. Many decisions

that you commonly think of as automated actually involve humans at some point in the process.

However, for human involvement to be "meaningful" in the context of the UK GDPR, you must ensure

it is active and not just a token gesture. For there to be meaningful human involvement, a human should:

- assess and review the decision at an appropriate point to ensure actual impact on the outcome; - have

the ability to influence the outcome; - have discretion and authority to alter the decision; - be suitably

trained and qualified to understand the system's logic, outputs, limitations, and risks; and - take into

account the relevant data and factors on which the decision was based. The human involved should apply

these non-exhaustive criteria every time they make a decision about a person. Using ad hoc spot-

checking isn't sufficient because some automated decisions won't receive a check and therefore don't

have meaningful human involvement. You should keep a record of how the human was involved in the

decision. You must also ensure the involvement comes before you apply the decision to a person and at a

time you can still change any recommendation that would otherwise be based on solely automated

processing. Relevant provisions in the UK GDPR — see article 22A(1), 22A(2), and recital 71. 

— UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025), Article 22A · draft_consultation · 2026-03-31 · content hash c2e733115202eccd

EVIDENCE, BY DECISION (5)

Decision A1 · finding T3-A1 · non_compliant

meaningful_human_involvement False

human_review_offered False

outcome approved

Decision A2 · finding T3-A2 · non_compliant

meaningful_human_involvement False

human_review_offered False

outcome declined

Decision A3 · finding T3-A3 · non_compliant

meaningful_human_involvement False

human_review_offered False

outcome referred
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Decision A4 · finding T3-A4 · non_compliant

meaningful_human_involvement False

human_review_offered False

outcome referred

Decision A5 · finding T3-A5 · non_compliant

meaningful_human_involvement False

human_review_offered False

outcome referred
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F-02 CRITICAL Special category data used without an Article 22B

condition

UK Art. 22B · ADM-22B-1 → EU AI Act Art. 10 / Annex III

The agent's own rationale relied on special category data present in the applicant record, and no lawful Article 22B

condition (explicit consent, contract+SPI, or law+SPI) was recorded.

Affected: A3 (1 of 5 in-scope) · Status: non_compliant

The UK GDPR contains a restriction about ADM based entirely or partly on special category data. You

can only do this where one of the following conditions applies: - You base the decision entirely on the

person's explicit consent. - The decision is necessary for a contract between the person and an

organisation, and there is a substantial public interest (SPI) condition. - The decision is required or

authorised by law, and there is an SPI condition. If you base ADM entirely or partly on special category

data, you must identify a lawful basis in article 6; a relevant condition for processing in article 9; and a

special category data condition for significant decisions in article 22B. The article 6 contract lawful basis

is different to the contract condition about special category data in article 22B, so you must consider

these separately. Relevant provisions in the UK GDPR — see article 22B. 

— UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025), Article 22B · draft_consultation · 2026-03-31 · content hash be647c5332311bd2

EVIDENCE, BY DECISION (1)

Decision A3 · finding T4-A3 · non_compliant

used_special_category True

special_category_detail Health condition (chronic illness) and trade-union membership
disclosed in free-text notes.

reason_text The applicant has a stable permanent income and a manageable debt-
to-income ratio, but the fair credit history with a late payment
and the noted long-term sick leave introduce income continuity
uncertainty that warrants human review before a final decision.

factors ['income: £41,000 permanent employment', 'employment tenure: 3
years', 'credit history: fair with one late payment', 'requested
amount: £9,000 against existing debt of £4,000', 'noted long-term
sick leave potentially affecting income continuity']
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F-03 CRITICAL No route to make

representations

UK Art. 22C · ADM-22C-b → EU AI Act Art. 14(4)

The person has no means to put forward their point of view or supply information the agent may have missed.

Affected: A1–A5 (5 of 5 in-scope) · Status: non_compliant

Article 22C(b) of the UK GDPR says the safeguards must enable the data subject to make

representations about decisions. Under the ADM provisions, you must enable people to make

representations about the decisions you made about them. This means you must give them the

opportunity to put forward their point of view about the decision you made, including giving them the

chance to produce any additional information you may have missed. You must make it clear to people

that they have this right. 

— UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025), Article 22C · draft_consultation · 2026-03-31 · content hash 3ff1ba751f639866

EVIDENCE, BY DECISION (5)

Decision A1 · finding T6-b-A1 · non_compliant

representation_route False

Decision A2 · finding T6-b-A2 · non_compliant

representation_route False

Decision A3 · finding T6-b-A3 · non_compliant

representation_route False

Decision A4 · finding T6-b-A4 · non_compliant

representation_route False

Decision A5 · finding T6-b-A5 · non_compliant

representation_route False
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F-04 CRITICAL No route to obtain human

intervention

UK Art. 22C · ADM-22C-c → EU AI Act Art. 14

The person cannot ask for a human to review the decision with the power to change it; spot-checking would not

satisfy this safeguard.

Affected: A1–A5 (5 of 5 in-scope) · Status: non_compliant

Article 22C(c) of the UK GDPR says the safeguards must enable the data subject to obtain human

intervention on the part of the controller in relation to decisions. The right to obtain human intervention

means you enable people to have their decision looked at by a human. You must ensure this involves a

review of the decision, with the possibility that you could change it. Human intervention cannot be

tokenistic. Human reviewers should assess and review any reconsideration of the decision before it is

applied; have the ability to influence the outcome; have discretion and authority to alter the decision; be

suitably trained and qualified to understand the system's outputs, limitations, and risks; and take into

account the relevant data and factors that the decision was based on. Spot checking an ADM process

doesn't meet the requirements of this safeguard, because the right to obtain human intervention is

something a person actively exercises after you've provided them with information about the decision. 

— UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025), Article 22C · draft_consultation · 2026-03-31 · content hash 21cecc1e177433f7

EVIDENCE, BY DECISION (5)

Decision A1 · finding T6-c-A1 · non_compliant

human_intervention_route False

Decision A2 · finding T6-c-A2 · non_compliant

human_intervention_route False

Decision A3 · finding T6-c-A3 · non_compliant

human_intervention_route False

Decision A4 · finding T6-c-A4 · non_compliant

human_intervention_route False

Decision A5 · finding T6-c-A5 · non_compliant

human_intervention_route False
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F-05 CRITICAL No route to contest the

decision

UK Art. 22C · ADM-22C-d → EU AI Act Art. 86

The person has no means to challenge or appeal the automated decision.

Affected: A1–A5 (5 of 5 in-scope) · Status: non_compliant

Article 22C(d) of the UK GDPR says the safeguards must enable the data subject to contest decisions. To

ensure you facilitate people's rights appropriately, you must put measures in place for people to challenge

or appeal the ADM you carry out. You must make it clear to people that they have the right to contest

your decision and what process they can follow to exercise this right. 

— UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025), Article 22C · draft_consultation · 2026-03-31 · content hash 00cf260601db0d65

EVIDENCE, BY DECISION (5)

Decision A1 · finding T6-d-A1 · non_compliant

contest_route False

Decision A2 · finding T6-d-A2 · non_compliant

contest_route False

Decision A3 · finding T6-d-A3 · non_compliant

contest_route False

Decision A4 · finding T6-d-A4 · non_compliant

contest_route False

Decision A5 · finding T6-d-A5 · non_compliant

contest_route False
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F-06 HIGH No decision-specific information

provided

UK Art. 22C · ADM-22C-a → EU AI Act Art. 13

The person was not given decision-specific information about the actual outcome — what data was processed,

what the system decided, and the risk factors it identified — beyond a generic notice.

Affected: A1–A5 (5 of 5 in-scope) · Status: non_compliant

Article 22C of the UK GDPR says that for ADM you must provide the data subject with information

about decisions taken in relation to them. You must provide the person with information about all ADM

you carry out about them. This means you must explain all ADM to give people an understanding of

how you reached the decision. This is decision-specific information about the actual outcome, rather than

simply repeating information you provide in your privacy notice about how the system arrives at its

decisions and its potential consequences. This safeguard is distinct from the right to be informed; its

main objective is to empower the person affected by the ADM to meaningfully understand the decision

and the specific aspects of their case that influenced it. For example, for ADM about a loan, a person

might need details about what data was processed, what timeframe it covered, what the system decided,

and what risk factors the system identified. Only then would they be in a position to challenge the

decision. You must provide a concise explanation for the rationale behind the decision about the specific

person. 

— UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025), Article 22C · draft_consultation · 2026-03-31 · content hash 009cf2776a8b0c96

EVIDENCE, BY DECISION (5)

Decision A1 · finding T5-A1 · non_compliant

decision_specific_info False

reason_text Strong credit profile with stable long-term employment and excellent
credit history. The requested amount is modest relative to income,
and existing debt is low, resulting in a comfortable debt-to-income
ratio.

Decision A2 · finding T5-A2 · non_compliant

decision_specific_info False

reason_text The applicant has two recent defaults and unstable temporary
employment of only 4 months, presenting a high credit risk. Combined
with a high debt-to-income ratio and a loan request that would bring
total debt to £26,000 against an income of £19,000, repayment
capacity is insufficient.

Decision A3 · finding T5-A3 · non_compliant

decision_specific_info False

reason_text The applicant has a stable permanent income and a manageable debt-
to-income ratio, but the fair credit history with a late payment and
the noted long-term sick leave introduce income continuity
uncertainty that warrants human review before a final decision.
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Decision A4 · finding T5-A4 · non_compliant

decision_specific_info False

reason_text The requested amount is high relative to income (debt-to-income
ratio would be significant), and the applicant has only 2 years of
self-employment history combined with a thin credit file, making
automated approval or decline inappropriate without further
underwriting review.

Decision A5 · finding T5-A5 · non_compliant

decision_specific_info False

reason_text The applicant has a good credit history and an acceptable debt-to-
income ratio for the requested amount, but medium device fingerprint
risk and an unusual application time (02:14) raise fraud-screening
concerns that warrant human review before approval.

F-07 MEDIUM DPIA indicator — systematic significant ADM, no DPIA

referenced

UK Art. 35 · ADM-DPIA → EU AI Act Art. 9 / Art. 27

The target makes significant automated decisions systematically across the population (5 in-scope decisions

observed). No DPIA reference was present. A DPIA is very likely required and is recommended for any ADM of

this kind.

Affected: population-level (5 in-scope decisions) · Status: needs_review

The UK GDPR says you must do a DPIA if your processing involves "a systematic and extensive

evaluation of personal aspects relating to natural persons which is based on automated processing,

including profiling, and on which decisions are based that produce legal effects concerning the natural

person or similarly significantly affect the natural person." This means you must do a DPIA if you

carry out systematic and extensive ADM or other significant decisions based on profiling. You should do

a DPIA for any ADM as this is very likely to be a type of processing that can result in high risk. So, you

must carry out a DPIA to identify what the risks of your context are and put in place appropriate

measures to mitigate them. Relevant provisions in the UK GDPR — see article 35. 

— UK GDPR (as amended by DUAA 2025), Article 35 · draft_consultation · 2026-03-31 · content hash c28694b1178319c8

EVIDENCE, BY DECISION (1)

Decision (population) · finding T8-POP · needs_review

in_scope_count 5

applicant_ids ['A1', 'A2', 'A3', 'A4', 'A5']

dpia_referenced False
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6 Dual-regime cross-mapping

Each breached UK obligation set against its EU AI Act counterpart. The EU text is reproduced in full from the ingested

corpus (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689).

F-01 · ADM-22A-3

Solely automated — no meaningful human involvement

UK GDPR Art. 22A(2) / 22C — Solely automated significant decisions require meaningful human involvement or the

Article 22C safeguards.

EU AI Act Art. 14 / Art. 26 — High-risk AI systems must allow effective human oversight; deployers must assign

oversight to competent persons.

High-risk AI systems shall be designed and developed in such a way, including with appropriate human-

machine interface tools, that they can be effectively overseen by natural persons during the period in which

they are in use. Human oversight shall aim to prevent or minimise the risks to health, safety or fundamental

rights that may emerge when a high-risk AI system is used. The natural persons to whom human oversight

is assigned shall be enabled, as appropriate and proportionate, to decide, in any particular situation, not to

use the high-risk AI system or to otherwise disregard, override or reverse the output of the high-risk AI

system. — EU AI Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689), Article 14 · content hash 9dbb044fed1cb0b4

F-02 · ADM-22B-1

Special category data restriction

UK GDPR Art. 22B — ADM on special category data only under explicit consent, contract+SPI, or law+SPI.

EU AI Act Art. 10 / Annex III — High-risk data governance; special categories handled only under strict conditions

and with safeguards.

High-risk AI systems which make use of techniques involving the training of AI models with data shall be

developed on the basis of training, validation and testing data sets that meet the quality criteria referred to in

paragraphs 2 to 5 whenever such data sets are used. To the extent that it is strictly necessary for the purpose

of ensuring bias detection and correction in relation to the high-risk AI systems in accordance with

paragraph (2), points (f) and (g) of this Article, the providers of such systems may exceptionally process

special categories of personal data, subject to appropriate safeguards for the fundamental rights and freedoms

of natural persons, including technical limitations on the re-use and use of state-of-the-art security and

privacy-preserving measures. — EU AI Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689), Article 10 · content hash

1d9bb2d796b8136b
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F-03 · ADM-22C-b

Enable representations

UK GDPR Art. 22C(b) — Enable the person to make representations about the decision.

EU AI Act Art. 14(4) — Human oversight must let persons intervene on and interpret the system's output.

High-risk AI systems shall be designed and developed in such a way, including with appropriate human-

machine interface tools, that they can be effectively overseen by natural persons during the period in which

they are in use. Human oversight shall aim to prevent or minimise the risks to health, safety or fundamental

rights that may emerge when a high-risk AI system is used. The natural persons to whom human oversight

is assigned shall be enabled, as appropriate and proportionate, to decide, in any particular situation, not to

use the high-risk AI system or to otherwise disregard, override or reverse the output of the high-risk AI

system. — EU AI Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689), Article 14 · content hash 9dbb044fed1cb0b4

F-04 · ADM-22C-c

Enable human intervention

UK GDPR Art. 22C(c) — Enable the person to obtain human intervention — a real review that can change the

outcome.

EU AI Act Art. 14 — High-risk AI systems must allow effective human oversight, including the ability to override or

reverse an output.

High-risk AI systems shall be designed and developed in such a way, including with appropriate human-

machine interface tools, that they can be effectively overseen by natural persons during the period in which

they are in use. Human oversight shall aim to prevent or minimise the risks to health, safety or fundamental

rights that may emerge when a high-risk AI system is used. The natural persons to whom human oversight

is assigned shall be enabled, as appropriate and proportionate, to decide, in any particular situation, not to

use the high-risk AI system or to otherwise disregard, override or reverse the output of the high-risk AI

system. — EU AI Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689), Article 14 · content hash 9dbb044fed1cb0b4
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F-05 · ADM-22C-d

Enable contesting the decision

UK GDPR Art. 22C(d) — Enable the person to contest the automated decision.

EU AI Act Art. 86 — Affected persons have the right to an explanation of individual decisions from high-risk

systems.

Any affected person subject to a decision which is taken by the deployer on the basis of the output from a

high-risk AI system listed in Annex III, with the exception of systems listed under point 2 thereof, and which

produces legal effects or similarly significantly affects that person in a way that they consider to have an

adverse impact on their health, safety or fundamental rights shall have the right to obtain from the deployer

clear and meaningful explanations of the role of the AI system in the decision-making procedure and the

main elements of the decision taken. — EU AI Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689), Article 86 · content hash

6de82ab2ae4d6bf0

F-06 · ADM-22C-a

Provide decision-specific information

UK GDPR Art. 22C(a) — Provide decision-specific information about the automated decision.

EU AI Act Art. 13 — Transparency and provision of information to deployers/affected persons.

High-risk AI systems shall be designed and developed in such a way as to ensure that their operation is

sufficiently transparent to enable deployers to interpret a system's output and use it appropriately. An

appropriate type and degree of transparency shall be ensured, with a view to achieving compliance with the

relevant obligations of the provider and deployer set out in Section 3. High-risk AI systems shall be

accompanied by instructions for use that include concise, complete, correct and clear information that is

relevant, accessible and comprehensible to deployers. — EU AI Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689), Article

13 · content hash e6d92e5c3a1fa4f5

F-07 · ADM-DPIA

DPIA for systematic ADM / high-risk profiling

UK GDPR Art. 35 — Carry out a DPIA for systematic ADM / high-risk profiling.

EU AI Act Art. 9 / Art. 27 — Establish a risk-management system; deployers conduct a fundamental rights impact

assessment for certain high-risk uses.

A risk management system shall be established, implemented, documented and maintained in relation to

high-risk AI systems. The risk management system shall be understood as a continuous iterative process

planned and run throughout the entire lifecycle of a high-risk AI system, requiring regular systematic review

and updating. It shall comprise the identification and analysis of the known and reasonably foreseeable risks

that the high-risk AI system can pose, the estimation and evaluation of the risks that may emerge, and the

adoption of appropriate and targeted risk management measures. — EU AI Act (Regulation (EU)

2024/1689), Article 9 · content hash 0d4bc48b2c99d13a
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7 Remediation plan

Prioritised by severity. Advice, not enforcement — Entercept does not act on the subject system.

REF SEVERITY OBLIGATION RECOMMENDED ACTION

F-0
1

CRITICAL Solely automated — no

meaningful human involvement

ADM-22A-3

Introduce meaningful human involvement, or an

equivalent Article 22C safeguard set, before the

outcome is applied.

F-0
2

CRITICAL Special category data restriction

ADM-22B-1

Record a lawful Article 22B condition (explicit

consent, contract+SPI, or law+SPI), or stop using

special category data in the decision.

F-0
3

CRITICAL Enable representations ADM-22C

-b

Provide a route for the person to make

representations about the decision.

F-0
4

CRITICAL Enable human intervention ADM

-22C-c

Provide a genuine human-intervention route: a

trained reviewer with authority to change the

outcome.

F-0
5

CRITICAL Enable contesting the decision A

DM-22C-d

Provide a clear route to contest or appeal the

decision.

F-0
6

HIGH Provide decision-specific

information ADM-22C-a

Generate decision-specific information for each

outcome — data used, timeframe, and the risk factors

identified.

F-0
7

MEDIUM DPIA for systematic ADM /

high-risk profiling ADM-DPIA

Carry out a data protection impact assessment for

the systematic ADM before continued deployment.

8 Integrity & reproducibility

Report content hash 95c1f59f10586deed3adcc850e43d234bcf34783bc8f5826678647cbc2cf414d

Configuration hash 3a3d678f177b

Corpus version 2

Model · temperature claude-sonnet-4-6 · 0.0

Assessment window 2026-07-26 13:24:25 UTC → 2026-07-26 13:24:48 UTC

8.1 Digital signature

This report is signed with the issuing instance's Ed25519 key over the report content hash. A holder can verify issuance

and integrity against the public key below.
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Algorithm Ed25519 over the report content hash

Public key 3b2642d9837518d35e87493d94a4f19c994e44792a8ddbe752810d973933b91a

Key fingerprint da70692152e97c1c

Signature 54cf5b4ddfea8f7767dab84f6d5274403a996b323ec85ed679e38ed951ca8acc33
fdcd071055d8da7c10afd235097643760edb436e8cb1013c154004b7eb2208

8.2 Audit trail (adjoining document)

Every decision and every check performed in this assessment is recorded on a hash-chained, tamper-evident audit trail,

issued as a separate document — Annex A so that it can be distributed and verified on its own. The main report is linked

to it by the chain head below.

Annex A reference ENT-AA-20260726-4F1DB057

Annex document hash 4f1db05780bb7f4788e69d59767226ae6b641209a129b0dee52241cbbb14f4ce

Chain algorithm SHA-256 over (prev_hash + canonical_json(seq, timestamp, event_type, payload))

Entries 42

Chain head 89f104be1dc6e2136c3cb5ea7d4df86b7929e1f048433a9f1fb0f392155017fe

Status chain verified ✓

Corpus integrity: the SHA-256 content hash of every provision in §3 can be recomputed from its source text; §8 and Annex A

hold the values under which they were ingested.

9 Statements & restriction on use

Conclusion. On the basis set out in §2 and the evidence in §5, the subject system is assessed as NON-

COMPLIANT against the ADM provisions and their EU AI Act counterparts, for the population and period

stated.

No certification. This report is an assurance opinion evidenced against the stated criteria. It does not certify

compliance with the UK GDPR, the EU AI Act, or any other law, and it is not legal advice.

Draft-guidance caveat. The UK ADM guidance relied upon is a draft issued for consultation on 31 March 2026

and may change before it is finalised.

Restriction on use. This report is confidential and prepared for the addressee. It should be read in full;

individual findings should not be extracted or relied upon in isolation from the basis and limitations in §2.

Entercept AI

Independent AI Assurance

Issued

26 July 2026 · Report ENT-AR-20260726-95C1F59F

Integrity

Content hash 95c1f59f10586dee… · Annex A ENT-AA-20260726-4F1DB057

© 2026 Entercept AI · Independent AI Assurance · ENT-AR-20260726-95C1F59F
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