Compliance Readiness Brief
AI governance, data privacy and regulatory posture
Prepared for Corey Gray, Marketing, Paris. Dated 7 September 2026.
Review window 7 March 2026 to 7 September 2026. Internal evidence drawn from Outlook mail, Microsoft Teams chats, the calendar and SharePoint and OneDrive files. External benchmarks drawn from public regulatory and enforcement sources, listed in section 6.
1. Scope
This brief assesses how ready the organisation is to answer a regulator, an internal auditor or a customer security review on the way it builds and runs AI systems and handles personal data. It covers the six months to 7 September 2026 and draws on everything that surfaced across mail, Teams, the calendar and the document estate for policy, audit, privacy and regulatory subject matter. The external half of the picture sets that internal position against the current state of the EU AI Act and against how data protection authorities are actually enforcing.
Two boundaries are worth stating plainly. First, the assessment reflects only what is discoverable in the searched estate; controls that exist but leave no trace in mail, chat, calendar or files will read here as gaps, and several of the findings below are precisely of that kind. Second, this is a readiness view rather than a legal opinion, and the severity ratings weigh regulatory exposure against how much work closing the gap represents, not against any formal risk register.
2. Internal findings
A framework exists on paper
Three governance documents sit in OneDrive and they are coherent with one another. AI_Governance_Policy_Book.docx, dated 4 February 2026, sets out a four-pillar model covering compliance and privacy, security and identity, reliability and quality, and financial governance; its section 3 commits to data residency enforcement across EUDB, GDPR and HIPAA, to PII detection and redaction, and to regulatory alignment with the EU AI Act. AI_Governance_QuickStart_Checklist.docx turns the same four pillars into a thirty-day action plan, and AI_Governance_Strategy_RACI.docx assigns each step a responsible and an accountable role, naming an AI Governance Lead, a Compliance Officer, a Security Officer, a Platform Admin and the CIO.
The policy book is not finished, however. It runs to a single page, its own comment thread from 4 February 2026 records the intent to expand it to a comprehensive twenty to forty pages, and it closes with the note that architecture diagrams will be embedded in the final version. What exists is a table of contents and a set of commitments rather than an approved baseline an auditor could test against.
The compliance work items are overdue
The Jira backlog carries a governance epic whose two compliance items have not moved. ZAG-4 is to identify the scope of governance and ZAG-5 is to draft compliance criteria for agent behaviour. ZAG-5 has been reported overdue in every daily digest from 1 August 2026 through the most recent one on 6 September 2026, which still lists it under medium priority with the instruction to prioritise it because it is overdue; the digests trace the assignment back to notifications received between June and July 2026. The practical effect is that agent work continues without documented acceptance criteria to test it against.
Two connectors carry open risk flags
The digest of 6 September 2026 lists two unresolved system items among the top five requiring immediate attention. The ServiceNow connector was flagged on 21 August 2026 as a compliance risk, with the instruction to review the connection status in the Microsoft 365 admin portal. The Jira connector was flagged on 12 August 2026 as a data integrity risk, with the note to resolve the issue so that data stays up to date. Both have been open for more than two weeks, and both sit on paths that move business records between systems.
Vendor compliance evidence was never closed out
The clearest documented gap comes from the Cloud ERP procurement. The offer analysis posted in the Contoso S2P chat on 26 February 2026 scored three bidders against a framework that gave compliance and corporate responsibility a fifteen per cent weighting covering GDPR, certifications and sustainability, and it recorded the result for GDPR and EMEA residency as missing against all three. The same analysis states that no compliance certifications were supplied, that legal risk is therefore unresolved, and that final award must not proceed until commercial, service-level and compliance gaps are closed contractually. It lists the outstanding evidence precisely: GDPR, ISO 27001 and SOC 2 Type II documentation, and confirmation of EMEA data centre locations. Nothing in the six-month window records that evidence arriving.
Cross-functional validation has not happened
The digests of 10 and 13 August 2026 both carry the same instruction to align with the Compliance Officer on GDPR validation, alongside a requirement to complete four internal briefings covering the Finance Director, the Legal team, the CISO and the Compliance Officer. The 13 August entry records these as a recommended action still to be scheduled, and the 6 September digest still shows the associated procurement actions as active. No record of a completed briefing, a sign-off or a compliance opinion appears anywhere in the searched estate.
What the search did not find
Absences matter as much as findings here, because a regulator asks for artefacts rather than intentions. The estate contains no AI system inventory, no risk-tier classification against the EU AI Act's Annex III, no data protection impact assessment, no record of processing activities and no lawful-basis register. The calendar for the window holds nine events, of which the relevant ones are three Zava Security training sessions on 27, 28 and 29 April 2026 and a security review office hour on 27 April; there is no recurring privacy, audit or compliance forum, and no AI-literacy training distinct from security training. Supporting frameworks are present but unmapped, including a NIST playbook in the TIGRES AI Frameworks library that itself notes AI systems may be subject to specific legal and regulatory requirements, and a Pillar 5 security and governance template on the AI Strategy site that remains a blank form.
3. Regulatory landscape
The EU AI Act is now partly live
Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 applies in phases set by its Article 113. The Article 5 prohibitions and the Article 4 AI literacy duty have applied since 2 February 2025, and the AI literacy duty is owed by every organisation using AI rather than only by high-risk deployers. The general-purpose AI model rules, the governance structure around the AI Office, and the penalty regime took effect on 2 August 2025. Most high-risk obligations for standalone Annex III systems, together with the Article 50 transparency duties, apply from 2 August 2026, and high-risk AI embedded in products regulated under Annex I follows on 2 August 2027.
One moving part deserves care in planning. The Commission proposed a Digital Omnibus on AI in November 2025 and co-legislators reached a provisional political agreement on 6 and 7 May 2026 that would push the Annex III high-risk date to 2 December 2027 and the Annex I product date to 2 August 2028, add a ninth Article 5 prohibition covering non-consensual intimate imagery and AI-generated child sexual abuse material, and shorten the Article 50 grace period for marking AI-generated content from six months to three with a proposed effective date of 2 December 2026. As of the June 2026 review of the tracker used here, none of that is law: it still needs a Parliament plenary vote, formal Council adoption and publication in the Official Journal, so the binding default remains the original dates. Planning against the postponement rather than the statute is the single most expensive assumption available at the moment.
On the standards side, harmonised European standards are still being finalised by CEN-CENELEC, so no presumption of conformity is available yet. Until those references are published, organisations lean on the GPAI Code of Practice and on ISO/IEC 42001 as the working evidence base.
GDPR enforcement has turned toward algorithms
Cumulative GDPR fines reached roughly 5.6 billion euro by the end of 2025, of which about 1.4 billion euro was issued during 2025 alone. Ireland's Data Protection Commission again led by value with more than 800 million euro for the third consecutive year, while Spain's AEPD led by volume with over 1,200 enforcement actions. The more useful signal for this brief is the change in subject matter: the European Data Protection Board's 2025 Coordinated Enforcement Framework moved the focus from cookie consent to algorithmic processing, and its first coordinated AI enforcement wave in the third quarter of 2025 saw fourteen authorities issue 92 million euro in fines, ranging from 2 million euro in the Netherlands to 28 million euro in Italy.
What that wave targeted maps almost exactly onto the gaps identified in section 2. The investigations covered automated HR screening, credit scoring and insurance risk assessment systems that lacked transparency, a valid lawful basis and human oversight, cited under Articles 5(1)(a), 6, 13 and 22. Individual actions tell the same story: the Italian Garante fined OpenAI 15 million euro in December 2024 over the lawful basis for training data collection, transparency to data subjects and age verification; the Dutch authority fined Clearview AI 30.5 million euro in September 2024 for building a biometric database without a valid Article 9 basis; and the Irish DPC fined LinkedIn 310 million euro in April 2025 over lawful basis and transparency for behavioural advertising, an amount the EDPB directed it to raise above its own draft.
The clearest warning shot is the November 2025 TikTok decision, a combined 535 million euro split between the Irish DPC at 345 million and the Austrian authority at 190 million. It is the first major penalty to cite AI Act provisions alongside GDPR, covering transparency for a recommendation system, age verification and the processing of children's biometric data. Regulators are now willing to run both instruments in a single action, which means an AI governance gap and a data protection gap are no longer separately budgeted risks.
4. Gap analysis
Each row below pairs an obligation or control with the internal evidence found for it, states the gap in terms of what an auditor would be unable to obtain, and rates severity. High severity means an obligation is already in force or an award or deployment decision is blocked; medium means the control is committed to in policy but unevidenced.
	Ref
	Obligation or control
	Internal evidence found
	Gap and exposure
	Severity

	G1
	AI system inventory and Annex III risk classification
	AI Governance Policy Book, section 3, commits to regulatory alignment with the EU AI Act
	No system-by-system classification exists, so it cannot be shown whether any system is high-risk
	High

	G2
	Compliance criteria for agent behaviour
	Jira ZAG-5, carried as overdue in every digest from 1 August to 6 September 2026
	Agent work continues with no documented acceptance criteria; ZAG-4 on governance scope also open
	High

	G3
	Article 50 transparency and AI content marking
	Not covered by any of the fourteen sections listed in the policy book
	No disclosure or content-marking standard exists, against an application date of 2 August 2026
	High

	G4
	Vendor compliance evidence for the ERP award
	Contoso S2P offer analysis of 26 February 2026 records GDPR and EMEA residency as missing for all three bidders
	ISO 27001, SOC 2 Type II and residency evidence requested but never recorded as received; award is blocked
	High

	G5
	Connector data integrity and compliance
	ServiceNow flagged 21 August 2026 as a compliance risk; Jira flagged 12 August 2026 as a data integrity risk
	Both still open on 6 September 2026; records continue to move through unverified connections
	High

	G6
	Lawful basis and impact assessment for automated decisions
	No impact assessment, processing record or lawful-basis register found in mail, chat or files
	This is the exact pattern the EDPB fined across fourteen authorities in its 2025 coordinated action
	High

	G7
	AI literacy duty, in force since 2 February 2025
	Three Zava Security training sessions on 27, 28 and 29 April 2026, plus a security review office hour
	Training found is security-focused; no AI literacy curriculum or completion record located
	Medium

	G8
	Data residency enforcement, including EUDB
	Required by policy book section 3 and by section 1 of the quick-start checklist
	Stated as a requirement in both documents; no attestation or configuration evidence found
	Medium

	G9
	PII detection and redaction on AI outputs
	Quick-start checklist section 1 requires PII redaction for all AI outputs
	Control is specified but no implementation or test evidence was located
	Medium

	G10
	Human oversight of high-risk decisions
	Quick-start checklist section 3 requires human-in-the-loop for high-risk decisions
	No operating procedure, escalation path or record of overridden decisions found
	Medium

	G11
	Cross-functional compliance sign-off
	Digests of 10 and 13 August 2026 require alignment with the Compliance Officer on GDPR validation plus four briefings
	None of the four briefings is recorded as complete, so no signed-off compliance position exists
	Medium

	G12
	An approved, auditable policy baseline
	AI Governance Policy Book is a one-page condensed draft dated 4 February 2026
	The governing document is unfinished and unapproved, so there is no baseline to audit against
	Medium


5. Prioritised remediation actions
Owners below are taken from the RACI matrix in AI_Governance_Strategy_RACI.docx wherever that document names a role for the task, and from the task digests where an individual is already assigned. The first wave clears what is either overdue or actively blocking a decision. The second wave builds the evidence a regulator or customer would ask for. The third closes out the control set and the policy baseline.
	Priority
	Action
	Owner (responsible)
	Accountable
	Target date

	P1
	Compile an AI system inventory and classify each system against Annex III (closes G1)
	AI Governance Lead
	CIO
	7 Oct 2026

	P1
	Close Jira ZAG-5 and publish compliance criteria for agent behaviour (closes G2)
	Corey Gray
	AI Governance Lead
	7 Oct 2026

	P1
	Remediate the ServiceNow and Jira connectors and record the fix (closes G5)
	Platform Admin
	IT Director
	7 Oct 2026

	P1
	Obtain GDPR, ISO 27001 and SOC 2 Type II evidence and EMEA residency confirmation before any ERP award (closes G4)
	Corey Gray
	Compliance Officer
	7 Oct 2026

	P2
	Adopt an Article 50 transparency and AI content marking standard (closes G3)
	AI Governance Lead
	Compliance Officer
	6 Nov 2026

	P2
	Stand up an impact assessment and lawful-basis register for every AI process touching personal data (closes G6)
	Compliance Officer
	CIO
	6 Nov 2026

	P2
	Launch an AI literacy programme distinct from security training and record completion (closes G7)
	AI Governance Lead
	CIO
	6 Nov 2026

	P2
	Complete the four outstanding briefings to the Finance Director, Legal, the CISO and the Compliance Officer (closes G11)
	Corey Gray
	Executive Sponsor
	6 Nov 2026

	P3
	Evidence EUDB residency and PII redaction with configuration exports and test results (closes G8 and G9)
	Security Officer
	Compliance Officer
	7 Dec 2026

	P3
	Document the human-in-the-loop procedure and log overridden decisions (closes G10)
	AI Engineer
	AI Governance Lead
	7 Dec 2026

	P3
	Expand the AI Governance Policy Book to its intended scope and put it through formal approval (closes G12)
	Corey Gray
	CIO
	7 Dec 2026

	P3
	Map the control set to the GPAI Code of Practice and ISO/IEC 42001 while harmonised standards are pending
	AI Governance Lead
	CIO
	7 Dec 2026


The four P1 items are the ones that would be hardest to explain if a review landed this month, and three of the four are already assigned to somebody. G2 and G5 need nothing more than the existing owners closing work that is on their list; G4 needs a letter to two vendors; G1 is the only P1 item that has to be started from nothing, and it is the one that determines whether the August 2026 high-risk obligations touch the organisation at all.
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