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This appendix carries one assurance claim through every stage
of the proposed framework. It is illustrative and does not de-
scribe any actual system, entity, or risk record. Its purpose is
to give an adopting entity a pattern to follow and to demon-
strate that the process specified in Section 7 is executable as
written.
Setting. A public-sector entity operates an AI-supported
screening system that ranks applications for a benefit pro-
gramme and flags those requiring closer manual review. Of-
ficials make all final eligibility determinations; the system
does not decide. The system is in production and has been
operating for one full reporting period.
Stage 0 — Inputs drawn through the Risk–Assurance In-
terface. From the existing risk-management record for this
system: system context and intended use; the risk register
entries relevant to the system; implemented controls and
their indicators; residual-risk assessments; monitoring results
for the reporting period; and the most recent reassessment
findings. Nothing in this stage is recalculated.
Stage 1 — Assurance scope, requirements, and claims (Sec-
tion 7.2).
Scope. The screening and ranking component as configured
in the current production release, for applications received
in the defined reporting period, covering all applicant groups
within the programme’s eligibility rules. Excluded from scope:
the downstream case-management system, and officials’ final
determination process.
Applicable substantive requirements identified Require-
ments arising from the program’s governing rules on
equal treatment of applicants; applicable data-protection
requirements; the entity’s own policy on human oversight of
AI-supported decisions; notice, explanation, and recourse
obligations owed to applicants under applicable law or policy,
where applicable; and requirements arising from adopted
standards where the entity has committed to them.
One claim selected for this example.

Claim C-04. For the screening component as configured
in release [x], applications processed during [report-
ing period] were flagged for manual review at rates,
and with false-flag rates, that do not differ across the
applicant groups defined in [the programme’s equal-
treatment rule] beyond the tolerance stated in that rule.

The claim is clear (it admits of evidence), context-specific
(release, period, population), traceable (to the named equal-
treatment requirement), evaluable (from flag-rate and out-
come data), and bounded in time (to the stated reporting
period) — the five criteria of Section 7.2.
Stage 2 — Risk-to-assurance calibration (Section 7.3).
Risk-record linkage. Claim C-04 is linked to the existing risk

register entry describing the risk of unequal treatment of
applicant groups in screening. That entry is assessed at the
entity’s highest risk level. A second entry, concerning data
quality in an input field, is also relevant; the two are consid-
ered separately and not combined into a new score.
Calibration inputs. Risk level: highest in use. Risk nature: a
risk to individual entitlement and equal treatment, for which
outcome-distribution evidence is directly relevant. Context of
use: a system supporting decisions about individuals’ access
to a benefit, with human determination downstream—which
reduces but does not remove the effect on individuals, since
the flag influences the review an application receives.
Presumptive floor applied. Table 9, first condition: a system
whose failure could affect the eligibility or entitlements of
individuals, at the highest risk level is R3 / I3.
Departure recorded? None. The floor is accepted.
Configuration output. Rigour R3 (enhanced verification, in-
cluding sample-based verification of underlying evidence);
techniques: disaggregated outcome analysis on the reporting-
period data, review of monitoring records, and verification of
the analysis against source records; evaluator independence
I3 (internal audit or equivalent function outside the delivery
chain). No binding instrument prescribes a higher minimum
for this claim.
Stage 3 — Assurance execution and evidence evaluation
(Section 7.4).
Evidence assembled, with source:

1. Disaggregated flag-rate and false-flag-rate analysis for the
reporting period, by applicant group — newly produced
for this claim; existing monitoring reported aggregate
rates only.

2. Monitoring records for the reporting period, including
exception reports — existing risk-management record.

3. Control indicator evidence for the control requiring peri-
odic equal-treatment review— existing risk-management
record.

4. Data-quality assessment for the input field identified in
the second risk entry — existing record, produced for a
different purpose.

5. Impact-assessment output covering the screening compo-
nent — existing record.

Evaluation against the five adequacy criteria (Table 11):
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Criterion Finding
Relevance Met. Items 1–3 concern the release and period

in the claim’s scope. Item 5 predates the current
release and is relevant to context but not to the
claim’s period.

Validity Met for items 1–3. The disaggregated analysis uses
outcome data appropriate to the inference; the
monitoring records corroborate it. Item 4 supports
a data-quality inference, not an equal-treatment
inference, and is not relied on for this claim.

Currency Met. Items 1–3 fall within the stated reporting
period and post-date the current release.

Coverage. Not met. One applicant group defined in the equal-
treatment rule is represented by too few appli-
cations in the reporting period for a stable rate
estimate. Because the claim as stated covers all
defined applicant groups, the evidence does not
provide full coverage of the claim.

Sufficiency Partially met. Taken together, and at the calibrated
R3 rigour level, the body of evidence supports
the claim for the applicant groups with sufficient
representation but does not support the claim for
the under-represented group. The overall evidence
base is therefore only partially sufficient for the
claim as stated.

Verification performed at R3. The internal audit function ver-
ified the disaggregated analysis against source application
records on a sample basis, and confirmed the group-size fig-
ure that produced the coverage finding.
Interface return triggered. The coverage gap may materi-
ally affect the linked risk entry because one applicant group
cannot be evaluated reliably within the current reporting
period. The issue is therefore routed back through the Risk–
Assurance Interface for risk-management consideration of
whether the risk entry, controls, or monitoring arrangements
require amendment. Assurance of C-04 continues in paral-
lel, while any revised risk-management outputs may subse-
quently re-enter the assurance process through the interface.
Stage 4 — Assurance conclusion and reassurance (Section
7.5).
Claim-level conclusion. Partially supported. The claim is sup-
ported for applicant groups [list] and is not supported by the
available evidence for group [x], where the number of ap-
plications in the reporting period is insufficient to evaluate
the claim reliably. This is a statement about the adequacy
of the available evidence and is not a finding that the equal-
treatment requirement was breached for that group.
Governance report. The partial conclusion, the coverage limi-
tation, the R3/I3 configuration with no departures, and the
interface return are reported to the body responsible for the
relevant organisational decision before that decision is taken.
Organisational decision (not part of assurance). The deciding
body may, for instance, continue operation with an added
condition requiring cumulative monitoring across periods for

the under-represented group. That decision remains the re-
sponsibility of the entity; the assurance conclusion neither
authorises nor prohibits continued operation, and the assur-
ance record should preserve that distinction.
External communication, where applicable. Where publica-
tion or other external communication is required by applica-
ble law or policy, or is otherwise appropriate to the system’s
context, a summary may state what was assured, the appli-
cable rigour and independence levels, the assurance conclu-
sion by category, and the material coverage limitation. Any
such communication should avoid disclosing personal data,
security-sensitive information, confidential information, or
details that could enable circumvention of the system.
Reassurance triggers recorded. Re-evaluate C-04 on expiry
of the stated reporting period; any material change to the
screening release; any change to the equal-treatment require-
ment; or receipt of revised risk-management outputs arising
from the returned coverage finding.
What the example demonstrates, and what it does not. It
demonstrates that the framework produces a specific, defen-
sible, and reviewable output for a realistic claim, including
where the available evidence supports the claim only partially.
It also exercises the two-way Risk–Assurance Interface, the
presumptive floors, the evidence-adequacy criteria, the con-
clusion categories, and the arrangements for recording and
communicating the assurance conclusion where applicable.
It does not demonstrate that the framework is affordable,
that the presumptive floors are set at the appropriate levels,
or that the effort involved is proportionate; these remain
questions to be tested through the pilots specified in Table
13.
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