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Introduction
Before the message, there is a record
[image: A paper record passes through glass gates; a correction travels back towards the operations.]Conceptual illustration of the reading journey, created with AI assistance.A payment reminder arrives on a phone. It contains an amount, a link and perhaps a repayment offer. Understanding how it was produced means looking further back: identifying the creditor and the company acting on its behalf, examining the information held about the account, and tracing the choices made before the message was sent. Artificial intelligence may enter at several points. The conversation on screen reveals only part of that process.

This investigation begins before the reminder. The first chapter separates the actors and their functions: owning a claim, organising collection, generating a score and drafting a reply. Each carries different powers. A single interface can bring them together while leaving the person contacted uncertain about who does what. The privacy notices and contractual documents examined here provide a starting point for unravelling those roles.

Chapter two turns to the results companies advertise. Faster collections, lower processing costs and better customer ratings are different measures. Comparing them requires attention to the people included, the period covered and the method used. The next chapter follows another kind of information: a person describing a difficulty. How is that disclosure interpreted, who receives it, and what support can actually follow?

Correction comes next. An amount may be disputed, a payment reported or an agreement revised. The change then needs to reach the tools that continue to act on the account. Chapter four follows that process and examines a US case documented by a regulator, keeping its jurisdiction and circumstances explicit. Chapter five moves upstream to contracts, data recipients and service providers. The allocation of tasks matters when several organisations must respond to the same problem.

The final chapter brings together ways of examining a record: obtaining personal data, asking about a calculated profile, seeking an explanation where the law provides for one, and distinguishing different procedures and their deadlines. Payment reminders do not all fall under the same legal rules. The task is to identify the particular operation at issue and the organisation able to address it.

The book is a documentary investigation into the collection of consumer debts in France. Laws, decisions, studies and commercial statements are attributed in each chapter. Material from other countries retains its original context. We have not audited a live collection system or reconstructed the handling of individual accounts. That boundary matters whenever the inquiry moves from an advertised capability to its actual use.

Bringing the six parts together makes it possible to follow one question through the whole process: how does information about a person turn into an action, and how can that person change what happens next? This English edition draws on the six English articles published on 24 and 25 September 2026. Their sources and nine diagrams remain attached to the text. The contents and links between chapters support both continuous reading and a return to a particular issue.
The investigations and their references are included in the six chapters of the book.
Chapter 1
Who decides the next step?
Who owns the debt, what the software decides, and how a debtor can challenge the result: a documentary investigation into AI debt collection in France.
24 September 2026 · Online article
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Read also: Part 2: results · Part 3: support · Part 4: correcting the record · Part 5: contracts and accountability · Part 6: data rights and remedies.

On page 7 of its French privacy notice, Intrum Corporate describes automated scoring that can inform whether a debt file should be referred for judicial recovery. Automation is therefore described as operating before a message reaches the debtor: it can help determine what happens to the case. [1]

That distinction matters. A conversation may sound entirely ordinary even though a system has already selected the case, chosen a contact channel or prepared an offer. Conversely, a language model may write the reply without having any authority over the amount demanded or the decision to pursue a claim.

Investigating AI debt collection means looking beyond the conversation. Who owns the claim? Which company is acting on that owner’s behalf? What information reaches the software, and where can a person challenge the result?

This documentary investigation concerns consumer debts in France. Material from other countries is identified separately. No reconstructed testimony or test of a live collection system is presented as evidence.

The sender may not own the debt

The creditor holds the right to demand payment. It may instruct a collection company to act on its behalf. Under the French rules governing third-party out-of-court collection, the written agreement must specify matters including the basis of the claim, the amounts to be collected and the collector’s remuneration. Outsourcing collection does not, by itself, transfer ownership of the claim. [2]

A sale is different. An assignment transfers the claim to a new owner, which may then appoint a collector of its own. Changing the creditor and changing the company that contacts the debtor are distinct events. [3]

Under the general French Civil Code rules, unless the debtor has already consented to the assignment, it must be notified to them or acknowledged by them before it can be asserted against them. Certain defences remain available against the buyer, including those inherent in the debt. Selling a claim does not, as a general principle, remove a dispute about whether it exists. Special rules may apply to particular financial transactions. [4]

The technology supplier has another role again. An investigation needs to establish separately who develops the software, who configures its rules and who owns the claim. One group may perform several functions, but that does not make the legal entities or their responsibilities interchangeable.


[image: Under a collection mandate, the creditor retains the claim and appoints a collector. Under an assignment, the original creditor transfers the claim to a new creditor, which can also appoint a collector. These are alternatives, not mandatory consecutive steps.]
General French-law schematic. Arrows show a collection mandate (top) or an assignment (bottom), not a payment. No particular transaction is depicted. Sources: [2] [3] [4]. Checked 24 September 2026.

This map helps locate the relevant evidence. The underlying contract and account records establish the basis of a demand. The collection mandate describes the authority granted to the collector. Product documentation explains what a customer can automate. None is a substitute for the others.

A claim must be verifiable outside the interface

France’s consumer-protection authority, the DGCCRF, explains that a claim must be established, quantified or quantifiable, and due. These conditions concern the obligation to pay, not how convincingly a payment portal presents it. [5]

The burden of proof works in both directions. A party demanding performance must prove the obligation; a party claiming to have been released must show payment or another event that extinguished it. Investigators therefore need both the records supporting the original demand and the payments or corrections made afterwards. [6]

For collectors covered by Articles R124-1 to R124-7 of the French Code of Civil Enforcement Procedures, the collection letter must identify the collector and creditor, explain the basis of the demand and separate principal, interest and ancillary amounts. Subsequent collection steps must refer to that letter and its date. This does not mean that every text message must reproduce the full letter. The chapter concerns collection on behalf of others and provides for exceptions where a profession has its own rules. [7] [2]

Collection costs require a separate check. Without an enforceable title, they generally remain the creditor’s responsibility. The law provides exceptions, including certain legally required acts; a court can also charge a debtor acting in bad faith with specified necessary costs. Buying or operating an AI system does not automatically make its cost payable by the consumer. [8]

This groundwork is essential when attributing an error. A payment may already be missing from the data sent to the collector. If the model accurately repeats an incorrect balance, it has not necessarily invented the debt, but it has not corrected it either. The original information, the transfer and the resulting action need to be examined separately.

Before the system speaks, it makes choices

Public descriptions reveal several functions. They do not establish that every function is active on every case.

In a Belgian brochure about Ophelos, Intrum says message openings, clicks, logins and debt size help determine the timing, channel and content of communications. It describes reinforcement learning, in which the system adjusts its choices in response to the outcomes being sought. This is a supplier’s description published in Belgium, not an observation of French cases. [9]

PAIR Finance describes classifying incoming messages, including requests for more time, instalments and disputes, before routing their handling to a person or a generated response. Ophelos also advertises language models that identify circumstances requiring additional support. These are company descriptions of functionality, not independently validated performance findings. [10] [11]

A practical distinction helps keep the investigation precise. A fixed rule schedules a reminder. A score estimates a probability. An action-selection mechanism chooses the next step. A language model writes a response. Software with the necessary permissions can then implement a change. Combining those functions does not make them equivalent.

The system’s objective matters just as much as its architecture. Getting a response, collecting a first payment and completing an affordable repayment plan are different outcomes. Improvement in the first does not establish improvement in the others.

Nor does a click establish an ability to pay. Silence may have several explanations. The relevant question is how an operator handles that uncertainty, rather than treating a prediction as a verified fact about an individual.


[image: An analytical framework: case data can feed an assessment and action selection. A message can use a template, be written by a person or be generated. Taking action on the case requires the relevant authority. Execution has to be checked in the case record. Human checks can occur at several stages.]
An analytical framework, not a verified architecture: functions may be separate, absent or subject to human checks at different stages. Execution is checked against the case record. l0g synthesis of operator descriptions: [9] [10] [11]. Checked 24 September 2026.

Deployment claims also need the right level of precision. In a statement published on 25 July 2025, Intrum listed France among the countries where Ophelos had gone live. The announcement did not identify the modules active in each portfolio. A national rollout is not evidence that generative AI is used throughout the business or that collection operates autonomously from end to end. [12]

What does referral for judicial recovery actually mean?

Intrum’s French notice states the company’s view that its automated decisions have no legal or similarly significant effect because contractual rights remain unchanged. It also says a person can request human reassessment and that human experts regularly supervise AI responses and decision logic. That stated supervision does not establish prior review of every case. These remain the company’s descriptions, without an established regulatory endorsement. [1]

Referring a case for judicial recovery does not mean an algorithm issues a judgment. It is not immediate authority to seize assets either. Compulsory enforcement requires, among other things, an enforceable title establishing a quantified and due claim. Selecting a file for further action and satisfying the conditions for enforcement are separate stages. [13]

The issue here concerns what happens to the person before any eventual judicial decision. Article 22 of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) governs decisions based solely on automated processing that have legal or comparably significant effects. The French data-protection authority, the CNIL, explains that a decision can have a significant impact without formally changing a person’s rights. [23]

There are exceptions, including contractual necessity, specific legal authorisation with safeguards, and explicit consent. Their application depends on the circumstances and the relevant protections. A score is therefore neither automatically prohibited nor a general licence to automate decisions. [14]

A precedent helps frame the inquiry. On 7 December 2023, in the SCHUFA case, the Court of Justice of the European Union held that a score can constitute an automated decision where businesses give it a determining role in lending decisions. The case was not about Intrum or French debt collection. Its relevance here is that the practical influence of a result matters, even where another company acts on it afterwards. [15]

Assessing the collection process therefore requires operational evidence. Does the score recommend referral or trigger it? Does a person examine the supporting records beforehand? Can they reject the recommendation, and do they actually do so? What consequences follow for the person concerned?

The public documents reviewed do not answer that complete set of questions. They provide grounds to investigate the system’s authority, not grounds to declare an infringement.

Identifying an AI does not explain its decision

A more immediately observable question is whether an automated interlocutor identifies itself. The European Commission confirms that the transparency duties in AI Act Article 50 have applied since 2 August 2026. For covered systems that interact directly with people, providers must ensure people are informed of their artificial nature at the first interaction, subject notably to the exception where this is obvious. That particular duty does not cover a score operating solely in the background. [16]

Disclosure and explanation serve different purposes. Knowing that a machine is speaking does not explain the amount demanded, where its data came from or who authorised an offer.

The GDPR imposes separate information duties. Where data obtained elsewhere are used to contact a person, Article 14 generally requires information about the processing by the first communication, subject to its stated exceptions. The source of the data is among the information to be provided. [14] [24]

The absence of a new consent request does not itself establish unlawful processing. Consent is one of several legal bases under the GDPR. Another basis, such as legitimate interests, requires its conditions to be met, including balancing those interests against people’s rights. It does not remove the requirements concerning purpose, data minimisation and accuracy. [17]

A correction has to reach the system taking action

One scenario worth investigating is a correction made by the creditor that fails to reach a copy still being used for reminders. This is a possible failure mechanism, not an incident established in this investigation. It shows why acknowledging a mistake and correcting the process are different things.

The right to rectification covers inaccurate or incomplete personal data. The CNIL also explains that corrections must be communicated to recipients of the data, unless that proves impossible or involves disproportionate effort. A courteous acknowledgement cannot, on its own, establish that the correction has reached those recipients. [18]

Where data accuracy is disputed, restriction of processing can be requested while it is checked. This does not cancel a debt or universally halt proceedings. Some uses remain possible, notably for establishing, exercising or defending legal claims. [19]

An access request can help reconstruct a case by obtaining the data held and information about their origin, rather than another copy of general terms. The CNIL explains that a controller must also obtain assistance from processors holding relevant information. Access does not automatically extend to every internal document or to other people’s data. [22]

The 27 February 2025 Dun & Bradstreet Austria judgment, concerning automated credit assessment, further clarifies the explanation required in the situations it addresses: people must be able to understand which data were used and how. Trade secrets do not justify a blanket refusal; the relevant authority or court must be able to balance the interests involved. This is not an automatic right to receive source code. [20]

For the person being pursued, useful information may be much more concrete: which payment record was used, what result was produced and which action followed? That is where an error can be located and its correction checked.

Measuring whether the case was resolved

Automation can offer benefits. A system that quickly retrieves a payment record or makes it easier to correct an error could provide a genuine service. Lower processing costs are not inherently contrary to a debtor’s interests. The question is what the system resolves and what it leaves unresolved.

Response speed is therefore an incomplete measure. Was a dispute actually recorded? Did an offer take verified information into account? Can an authorised person take over the case? The same questions apply when the first contact is with a human agent.

There is also a basic security step: verify the company through a known channel, independently of any link in the message. France’s Cybermalveillance.gouv.fr recommends such checks for suspicious communications. Preserve the original message and do not give sensitive information to an unauthenticated recipient. Verify an unfamiliar sender independently before relying on the message or sharing sensitive information. [21]

The documents reviewed shift attention towards decisions made before the conversation begins. Establishing their effects will require configurations and execution records linking an input to a decision and a subsequent action in a real case. A tool can make collection easier to administer. Assessing its value also requires knowing whether the person asked to pay can get the underlying claim checked.

For further context, our investigation into how personal traces become saleable profiles follows the move from observation to inference. Our article on personal data after a contract ends examines copies and recipients. The profiling glossary entry distinguishes evaluating a person from making a fully automated decision.

Method and limitations

Public documents reviewed on 24 September 2026 include French legislation, CNIL and European Commission publications, CJEU press-office releases and operator documentation. The Court’s press releases summarise judgments; they do not replace the full judgments and are not binding on the Court.

No interviews seeking responses from the companies, individual case investigation or platform tests were conducted for this version. Company documentation establishes what operators say, not the actual performance of each module. The publication date of Intrum’s notice cannot be established from its filename alone. The findings do not measure an error rate or establish an infringement by a named operator.

The diagrams explain principles, rather than reproduce a verified company architecture. Rules specific to public debts, business-to-business claims and special procedures are not extrapolated to the cases discussed here.

Sources and documents

All references were consulted on 24 September 2026. Dates below identify publication, a displayed update or the effective date of a statutory provision, as indicated. French-law references remain French sources; this English edition does not substitute another jurisdiction’s rules.
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Chapter 2
Examining the performance claims
An investigation into AI debt-collection claims: receipts, costs, satisfaction, comparison groups and what happens after a repayment agreement.
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On 7 April 2025, Intrum reported that its Ophelos platform had increased amicable recovery rates in the Netherlands by 25%, while reducing the cost to collect by 22%. These were described as early results. The announcement did not provide a protocol that would allow a reader to reproduce the comparison. [1]

The promise deserves a fair hearing. Collecting a valid debt sooner, with less effort and at a lower cost, can benefit both the creditor and the person who owes the money. Yet apparently similar claims can describe very different improvements: more replies, an initial payment, an agreed instalment plan or a debt actually settled.

A system might be excellent at securing commitments without tracking whether they are kept. It could also provide a valuable service by identifying an unjustified demand, leaving the creditor with less money collected. To assess automated debt collection, the inquiry has to continue after the conversation ends.

This documentary investigation draws on company publications, original research and supervisory material available on 24 September 2026. Findings from other countries are not presented as measurements of the French market. No individual case file or production-system test is used.

What sits behind a recovery claim

A brochure distributed by Intrum Belgium under the title AI in Credit Management 2025 reports a 6% improvement in collection results over 120 days, a 13% reduction in collection costs over that period and a satisfaction score rising from 4.21 to 4.38. Its results page gives no calendar dates, group sizes or precise construction of the comparison. Publication through the Belgian business does not, by itself, identify the population being measured. [2]

These numbers do not contradict the Dutch results. Nor do they establish a decline in performance from 25% to 6%. Nothing demonstrates that the same measure, debts or observation period are involved.

Before explaining a difference, it is necessary to establish what is being counted. A rate based on the number of cases producing any payment is different from a rate based on the share of the original amount owed that has been recovered. A few partial payments could improve the first without materially changing the second. Both measures can be useful; they answer different questions.

Time matters too. Over a short horizon, a system might principally bring forward payments that would otherwise have arrived later. That cash-flow benefit has value to a creditor. It does not establish that the final amount recovered will be higher. Distinguishing acceleration from additional recovery requires a sufficiently long follow-up.

Even a closed case needs a definition. Full repayment, a commercial write-off, an upheld dispute, a transfer to another provider and the end of a collection mandate should not disappear into a single category of “resolution”. Doing so would discard the explanation at the very moment the result is counted.


[image: An engagement measures a response; a receipt measures money received; verified resolution concerns the outcome of an agreement or dispute. These are not mandatory stages: an upheld dispute may close a case without payment.]
l0g analytical framework, without numerical data or a mandatory sequence. An improvement must be tied to the outcome actually measured. Methodological reference: FCA review, 27 July 2026 [12].

Keeping the starting population in view

A robust comparison begins with a cohort: cases entering the process during a defined period and then followed for the same length of time. This prevents newly assigned debts from being compared with debts that have already received months of attention.

The starting group matters as much as the final result. If automation only handles people who can be reached, recent arrears or straightforward amounts, its performance does not describe every case assigned to the collector. Results within that scope might be excellent. The scope still needs to remain visible.

It would be particularly misleading to remove cases handed to a person after a difficulty, then compare the remaining automated cases with the human team's results. One side would retain the cases it could handle; the other would inherit exceptions as well. A comparison of end-to-end approaches should follow the original groups even when responsibility changes.

That requires a record of entries, exits and the reasons for them. Payments must then be reconciled, reversals and refunds deducted, and principal distinguished from fees. The treatment of interest, concessions and disputed claims needs to be explained. Without that accounting, a change in money recovered could describe something other than a better service.

Results should also be reported as levels as well as changes, with an indication of uncertainty. A relative increase alone says nothing about the starting rate or the number of people affected. A striking percentage might involve few cases; a modest difference might affect a large population.

None of this requires publishing identities or private conversations. Properly defined aggregate statistics, subject to independent review, would already make the claims substantially easier to verify.

Separating the model from the modernisation

Intrum's own 2025 annual report makes a relevant distinction. On page 19, its chief financial officer separates the savings available from standardising processes from those AI might deliver gradually. This is a discussion of the group's transformation, not an evaluation of a particular experiment. [3]

Consider a hypothetical implementation: a new portal makes payment easier, staff change their routing rules and a model chooses when reminders are sent. Higher collections could make the project a success. Attributing the entire improvement to the model would still be premature.

The right comparison depends on the question. A creditor considering a complete service may want to know how it performs against the previous arrangement. Establishing AI's contribution requires asking what would have happened with the same modernised journey, but without the particular AI function being assessed. The project's cost and the quality of the alternative belong in that calculation.

Where feasible and properly governed, random assignment of comparable cases helps prevent operators from selecting treatments according to case difficulty. It does not remove the need to disclose what differs between groups, retain transferred cases in the analysis or follow outcomes beyond the first payment.

Cost claims demand similar care. Cost per contact can fall while the number of contacts rises. Cost per euro recovered can decline because receipts increase, without an equivalent reduction in total spending. Licences, computing, oversight, integration and subsequent human work need to be included within a stated accounting boundary.

Treating every saving as suspect would be equally unhelpful. Less administrative work and an easier process can serve both parties. The shared benefit needs to be observed, rather than inferred solely from the operator's lower expenses.

Field experiments follow the money beyond the handover

A paper by James Choi and his co-authors, issued by the NBER in April 2025, studies a Chinese lender using data from April 2021 to December 2023. The analysis includes cases entering collection before December 2022, allowing at least a year of follow-up. In its randomised experiment, some cases are assigned to AI on days two to five past due, then to people from day six; others receive human calls from day two. Cases initially assigned to AI yield less under the authors’ measure. The gap narrows sharply after the human handover but remains at 360 days. [6] [7]

The measure also accounts for payment timing. The authors discount receipts, assigning less value to money received later, then divide the total by the initial overdue amount. That measure must not be retold as a simple rate of cases paid off. The protocol and tables are available in the author version dated 30 March 2025. [7]

This is not a test of generative agents deployed in France in 2026. Its relevance is the need to assess the whole journey: obtaining a promise or making a successful human handover is not the final outcome. Yale's account places the deployment before the widespread release of today's generative tools. [8]

Other findings prevent this weaker collection result from being generalised. A study by Fang and co-authors published online by Manufacturing & Service Operations Management on 7 May 2026 reports two randomised field experiments. Its abstract says undisclosed AI agents outperform people under some context-appropriate emotional instructions, but perform worse under inappropriate instructions. Only the abstract and publication record could be examined here, so the claimed percentage gains are not reproduced. [9]

These studies assess different systems and workflows. They do not settle a contest between “AI” and “humans” in general. They make it necessary to specify the instructions, population, follow-up period and interaction conditions before applying a result to another service.

Disclosure is one such condition. In the European Union, Article 50 of the AI Act has applied since 2 August 2026. For direct interactions within its scope, providers must design systems to inform people that they are interacting with AI, subject notably to the exception where this is obvious. An experiment involving undisclosed AI is therefore not a ready-made deployment recipe. [10]

Examining PAIR's claim about emotional stress

On 11 February 2026, PAIR Finance presented a company-commissioned study as showing a 36% reduction in emotional stress associated with debt collection. Its calculation uses reported proportions of participants feeling judged: 61% with a human and 39% with AI. The data were collected between August and October 2025. [4]

The arithmetic is straightforward: the stated decline is 22 percentage points, or approximately 36% of the initial level. That checks the conversion between figures, not how the underlying proportions were constructed. Feeling judged is also one particular aspect of an experience. It should not become a comprehensive measure of stress or evidence of improved financial health.

The preprint by Goetze, Clajus and Stricker involves 3,514 people randomly assigned to two groups. Each participant read one conversation scenario. They did not speak to an agent or repay a debt as part of the test. [5]

The appendix reveals an important design feature. The human scenario specifies a ten-minute wait, the AI scenario a ten-second wait. The human also comments that earlier contact would have been preferable; the AI thanks the person for being candid. Several features change together. [5]


[image: Participants read one of two scenarios. The human scenario specifies ten minutes of waiting and a remark about earlier contact; the AI scenario specifies ten seconds and thanks the person for being candid. The comparison changes several features at once, not only the interlocutor’s identity.]
Fictional research scenarios, not measurements of a production service. Data collected August-October 2025. Summary of differences in Table A1, pp. 14-15, Goetze and co-authors; methodological interpretation by l0g. [5]

Random assignment makes it possible to compare reactions to those two bundles of features. It does not isolate the effect of the interlocutor's artificial identity. Would a prompt, non-judgmental human response have produced the same reaction? The design does not supply that comparison.

That does not make the study useless. A digital service that is genuinely more available and less guilt-inducing could be an improvement. The remaining questions are whether the deployed service reproduces those characteristics and whether the effect holds among people dealing with an actual debt. Assessing a written scene does not establish whether an instalment plan is affordable or whether a person can obtain redress when an interaction goes wrong.

Readers should know that PAIR commissioned the research and that two co-authors are affiliated with the company. Those links do not invalidate the observations. Publishing the protocol is precisely what makes scrutiny possible. The study nevertheless does not independently validate the supplier's full set of commercial performance claims. [4] [5]

Who never appears in the satisfaction score

Positive feedback is useful evidence. It also needs to be placed alongside the people whose views were not recorded.

On page 75 of its annual report, Intrum describes a post-interaction SMS survey. The group explicitly acknowledges selection and non-response limitations: the survey reaches people who have had an interaction, can be contacted through that channel and choose to reply. Respondents may therefore not represent the whole contacted population. [3]

A higher average could reflect better service, but also a change in who responds. Distinguishing the two requires invitation counts, response rates and a description of the population covered. An improvement among portal users does not reveal the experience of people who never entered the portal.

Call volumes need the same caution. Intrum's Belgian brochure reports a 17% reduction in incoming traffic, attributed to self-service adoption. [2] The explanation is plausible: someone who can resolve a matter alone has less reason to call. Verification should nevertheless distinguish successful self-service from abandoning an attempt to get help.

An avoided contact, an abandoned call and a resolved request are not interchangeable outcomes. Looking at them together would help establish whether lower traffic means less need for assistance or more difficulty obtaining it. These are competing possibilities to investigate, not established incidents at the company.

The US Consumer Financial Protection Bureau documented complaints about repetitive automated journeys and difficulties reaching human support in a June 2023 report on financial-service chatbots. It supplies situations worth monitoring, not a failure rate for today's European platforms. [11]

What remains after the payment

On 27 July 2026, the UK's Financial Conduct Authority published a review of consumer-outcome monitoring. It highlights the limits of using activity measures as substitutes for actual effects and the value of combining different sources of evidence. The review concerns firms subject to the UK Consumer Duty. It is neither a review of French debt collection nor a statement of French law. [12]

Applied to this investigation, that distinction means examining receipts, the fate of agreements and corrections together. An accepted instalment plan should be followed to its end, separating plans still running from those that have reached their scheduled completion. Looking only at finished plans would discard part of the story.

A dispute requires a different test: was the challenge reviewed, and was the outcome implemented? Where an error is accepted, verification should extend to the corrected amount, any refund and the cessation of action that no longer has a basis. A courteous response does not establish those things. Neither does an account balance on its own.

For someone in financial difficulty, the ability to keep an agreement needs to be considered alongside other commitments. Paying one debt could leave rent or another essential bill unpaid. That risk supports proportionate assessment; it does not justify unlimited collection of intimate information or an assumption that every payment causes hardship.

A strong validation package would bring together cohorts defined before analysis, outcomes measured over several horizons and indicators covering errors and redress. Scope choices, version changes and exclusions would remain visible. Difficulties arising after a handover to a human would stay in the assessment of the initial journey.

It would also examine benefits for people who do not pay: an unfounded demand withdrawn, a referral to suitable support or revised arrangements when circumstances change. Collections might remain unchanged while the handling of the case improves substantially.

What the evidence supports

The publications examined describe commercial gains and credible opportunities to simplify collection. They do not establish a market-wide causal effect of AI in French debt collection, or an average benefit for the people concerned. Local comparisons, psychological scenarios and overseas field experiments do not fill that gap simply by being added together.

The strongest conclusion concerns how to verify the promises. The original population, handover decisions and events after the initial payment must remain in view. Money collected needs to be assessed alongside full costs and the handling of difficulties. Satisfaction has to be distinguished from silence.

A debt-collection AI should be evaluated through to the outcome of the agreement or dispute. Without that follow-up, we may know that it secured a response. We will not yet know whether it helped resolve the situation.



Method and limitations

Company documents establish what their authors claim, not an independent replication of the results. Relevant pages and appendices are identified below. The author version of Choi and co-authors' paper was consulted. Discussion of Fang and co-authors' study is limited to the publisher's abstract and metadata. Statistical analyses were not replicated: individual-level data and replication code were not used in this investigation. No interviews, requests for comment sent to the parties or live-system tests were conducted. Questions requiring an answer remain documentary limitations, not established violations.

Sources and scope

[1] Intrum · Proven impact: Our AI platform delivers results in both implementation and innovation. 7 April 2025. Early Dutch results, not a French estimate. Cohorts and comparison protocol are not detailed.

[2] Intrum Belgium · AI in Credit Management 2025. Brochure identified as 2025; exact release date unconfirmed. Page 5: collection and cost results over 120 days, satisfaction and incoming traffic. Population not detailed.

[3] Intrum · Annual Report 2025. Financial year 2025. Page 19: process savings and AI’s gradual contribution. Page 75: SMS survey design and limitations. Group and local populations are not interchangeable.

[4] PAIR Finance · Étude européenne : l’IA réduit le stress émotionnel lié au recouvrement de créances de 36 %. 11 February 2026; data collected August-October 2025. Source of the 36% claim and reported 61% / 39% proportions. The release describes the commissioning and co-author affiliations.

[5] Minou Goetze, Sebastian Clajus, Stephan Stricker · AI in Debt Collection: Estimating the Psychological Impact on Consumers. Preprint v1, listed as submitted on 19 January 2026. Methods p. 4; results p. 6; Table A1 scenarios pp. 14-15. Participants read scenarios rather than experiencing live conversations.

[6] James J. Choi, Dong Huang, Zhishu Yang, Qi Zhang / NBER · How Good is AI at Twisting Arms? Experiments in Debt Collection: Working Paper 33669. April 2025. NBER record and abstract; the full paper was read through the author version below. This is a working paper.

[7] James J. Choi and co-authors, version linked from his Yale page · How Good is AI at Twisting Arms? Experiments in Debt Collection. Author version dated 30 March 2025, linked from the author’s Yale research page. Printed pagination: data and design pp. 10-17; Table 4 p. 48. Outcomes are discounted receipts scaled by the initial overdue balance.

[8] Yale School of Management / Yale Insights · Can AI Replace Human Debt Collectors?. 20 May 2025. University account of its researcher’s work, used to situate the generation of systems studied. Units and empirical details were checked in the original paper.

[9] Zheng Fang, Yuqian Chang, Xueming Luo, Qingsheng Wu, Jaakko Aspara / INFORMS · Artificial Intelligence, Emotional Labor, and Service Operations. Online publication 7 May 2026; accepted 1 April 2026. Abstract and metadata only. Numerical gains are omitted because the full text and comparison bases could not be examined.

[10] European Commission · Transparency obligations under Article 50 of the AI Act. FAQ updated 24 July 2026. Article 50 applies from 2 August 2026; explains the scope and exceptions for disclosure of AI interactions.

[11] Consumer Financial Protection Bureau · Chatbots in consumer finance. 6 June 2023. US analysis of financial chatbots and complaints, including response loops and access to support. It does not supply a French failure rate.

[12] Financial Conduct Authority · Outcomes monitoring: good practice and areas for improvement. 27 July 2026. Sections 1, 5 and 6: activity versus outcomes, journey monitoring and combining indicators. A UK reference, not French law.

Documents consulted on 24 September 2026. Publication dates and observation periods are distinguished where known.
Chapter 3
What happens when you ask for help
How AI detects vulnerability, routes people to support and handles sensitive information. An investigation into what happens after an alert.
24 September 2026 · Online article
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Read also: Part 1: decisions · Part 2: results · Part 4: correcting the record · Part 5: contracts and accountability · Part 6: data rights and remedies.

Identifying someone in difficulty can open a route to support. But the same classification can help decide which conversations are automated. Ophelos’s technical documentation, findings from the UK financial regulator and French data-protection guidance reveal the decisions between a personal disclosure, an alert and actual assistance.

In a technical post, Ophelos describes vulnerability detection as helping direct human attention to some situations while allowing responses to unflagged conversations to be automated. Detection quality therefore has an operational consequence: a missed difficulty may also influence the service a person receives. That is a possible implication of the company’s description, not an incident verified in a French customer’s case. [1]

Ophelos’s French website does advertise detection using a language model, a system trained to process and generate text, to help specialist teams prioritise their work. It does not disclose performance by type of difficulty or the configuration of each portfolio. A feature offered in France does not establish that every French case follows the same route. [2]

Assessing the promise requires separating what the system notices, what it records and what the company does next. A relevant alert can exist without assistance ever arriving. Equally, a straightforward request can receive a useful response without its author first being assigned a category.

Vulnerability is not a single condition

The UK Financial Conduct Authority’s 2021 guidance considers vulnerability through health, life events, resilience to shocks and the ability to understand or use services. It does not assume that everyone with one of these characteristics will suffer harm. The approach concerns needs and circumstances; it is not a statement of French law. [3]

Consider two illustrative situations, neither drawn from an actual customer file. Someone may have enough money to pay but be unable to use the contact channel offered. Someone else may understand the reminder perfectly and have no disposable income with which to meet it. Repeating an explanation does not solve the second problem. An instalment plan may do nothing for the first.

The label “vulnerable” therefore covers circumstances that call for different responses. By itself, it does not identify an affordable payment, an accessible communication format or the urgency of a request. Nor does it establish that someone is unable to make their own choices.

That is the first question to ask of an AI claim in this field: what need is the system supposed to recognise? A classification can help organise a service. It cannot replace an understanding of why the person is struggling to use it.

From a message to a customer profile

In its description of the first generation of OLIVE, Ophelos presented a model that analysed written messages and returned a score between zero and one, together with an indication of a possible difficulty. This was a screening tool. The description provides no basis for interpreting that score as a clinical probability or a diagnosis. [4]

More recent documentation describes summaries and suggested next steps. Ophelos says it compared the model with more than a thousand examples labelled by its customer-service staff. That internal check is not an independent measurement of needs missed in production. [1]

The status of information matters as it passes from the original words to the record a staff member reads. An explicit disclosure, a software-generated inference and a need confirmed with the person are different things. Displaying them in the same way could obscure that distinction.

The general technical risk is documented. The US National Institute of Standards and Technology describes generative outputs that depart from their inputs while appearing confident. This does not establish an error at Ophelos. It is a reason to check generated summaries rather than treat them as original evidence. [5]

A meaningful audit would connect each interpretation to its source: the relevant message, its date, the model version and any human confirmation. This would help distinguish information that has become outdated from information that was never established in the first place.

A concise note can be useful to the next member of staff. Its usefulness is also why traceability matters. The reader needs to know what it summarises, what it assumes and what still needs to be asked.

What an absent alert can tell us

The most visible error is an unwarranted alert: the system flags a difficulty that a review does not confirm. Evaluators call this a false positive. A false negative is the opposite: a difficulty present in the reference assessment is not detected by the system.

The possible consequences differ. An unnecessary alert could trigger intrusive questions, inappropriate routing or an inaccurate record. A missed alert could leave a request for support in a routine process. These are risks to investigate, not harms whose frequency has been measured here.

The allocation between automated and human replies also appears in PAIR Finance’s French documentation. It describes classifying messages and deciding whether a staff member or generative AI should answer. That does not establish that PAIR uses the same vulnerability detector as Ophelos. [6]

Reviewing only flagged cases would not test the whole allocation decision. It would reveal unnecessary alerts but miss needs left on the other side. Unflagged conversations must also be reviewed, against an independent assessment with access to the same context and explicit criteria.

This changes how a claim of “accuracy” should be read. A high share of relevant alerts can coexist with many missed cases. Conversely, a system that flags almost everything may find more difficulties while overwhelming the specialist team. Neither metric, taken alone, settles the question without the other error type and its consequences.


[image: Proposed, unexecuted protocol: review alerts for unwarranted classifications, then sample unflagged cases to identify missed needs. Use common context and criteria, retaining disagreements. No error rate has been calculated.]
Methodological illustration by l0g, with no statistical data. This protocol has not been executed. Providers describe the routing choices that motivate the proposed review. [1] [6]

The human reference itself needs a method. Are reviewers looking for a health condition, a communication barrier or a request for an adjustment? Do they see the same conversations? Are disagreements retained? Agreement within a company on a category is not a medical finding.

Then there are people who never reply. Silence does not establish the absence of difficulty. An audit of incoming messages alone cannot explain what happens to people who were unable to start a conversation. Any published result needs to make that boundary visible.

After detection, someone must be able to act

Independent evidence does not support dismissing the technology. In March 2025, the FCA described a firm using AI to scan recorded calls for potential vulnerability. Managers checked whether appropriate help followed; where it had not, the firm contacted the customer and coached the employee. The regulator also identified adjustments to call-duration targets for staff handling these situations. These findings concern UK financial services. [7]

That is a concrete counterexample to the assumption that automation can only distance people from assistance. It can help recover a need that was overlooked. The benefit described, however, belongs to the whole process: detection, review and corrective action. The software alone does not complete the final step.

A newer FCA publication, dated 17 September 2026, reports trials of analysing online-chat language to route customers to human agents. It also identifies limited evidence at some firms of how recorded vulnerabilities translated into appropriate support. Its scope is UK payment services, not French debt collection. [8]

The transferable finding is narrow but useful: the presence of a category in a record does not by itself establish the service delivered. A company might identify many needs but lack available advisers. It might also employ specialists without giving them authority to change the options offered.

A promised handover cannot distinguish these possibilities. An audit would need its destination, the wait before someone takes responsibility, the information actually received and the decisions the recipient can make. Where an adjustment is agreed, its implementation also needs checking in the systems preparing subsequent contacts.

None of this means requiring everyone to use the telephone. A written conversation, a later appointment or an accessible explanation may be more appropriate. The test is whether the response fits the need expressed, not whether a human voice appears at every stage.

Disclosure does not automatically change the service

A separate FCA-commissioned survey, conducted in March and April 2024, offers a useful reference point. Among 412 UK adults in vulnerable circumstances who had disclosed different needs, 58% said their provider made changes to ensure they received the necessary support. The report is dated May 2024 and was released with the regulator’s March 2025 work. It does not measure an AI effect. [9]

The remaining responses cannot legitimately be turned into a failure rate. The question does not establish that every absence of change was wrongful or that a change was always possible. It does show the value of asking what happened after disclosure, rather than stopping at whether the information was received.

Applied to debt collection, that distinction takes an investigation beyond counts of flagged or transferred cases. Successful assistance should be described by what it enabled: understanding an offer, having circumstances considered or obtaining a usable answer. This is a proposed evaluation framework, not a finding from tests of the platforms discussed here.

Assistance without a medical dossier

Intrum Corporate’s French privacy notice envisages customers voluntarily providing health, disability or private-life information to help adapt repayments. It says collection is limited to what is necessary. The notice describes company commitments, not the contents actually held in every customer record. [10]

Voluntary disclosure and model-generated inference nevertheless raise different questions. Did the person provide the information, or did the system infer it? If it was inferred, does the person know that a characteristic has been recorded? How much confidence is attached to it, and how can it be challenged? The documents reviewed do not let us trace this process through a particular French case.

Health information does not have to originate with a doctor to fall within data-protection rules. France’s CNIL includes certain conclusions derived by combining data. However, an unpaid bill or budget difficulty is not inherently health data; classification depends on the information processed and its context. [11]

Processing special-category data under the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) requires two separate conditions: a lawful basis under Article 6 and an applicable exception under Article 9. Legitimate interests alone therefore cannot authorise processing health data. The conditions depend on the use, not simply on an intention to help. [12]

A practical question follows: what information is actually needed to make the adjustment? For someone requesting written contact, recording that need may be enough to organise the service. Inferring and circulating a suspected condition would be a different operation requiring justification. This is an illustrative design choice, not a practice observed at a named operator.

Share the adjustment, restrict the disclosure

The GDPR requires, among other things, data minimisation, explicit purposes and accuracy. In this context, those principles invite a distinction between temporarily analysing a message, retaining a conclusion and reusing it later. These operations do not become identical merely because they happen within the same software. [13]

For access controls, the CNIL recommends limiting permissions to information needed for each role. An organisation may need an authorised person to examine a disclosure without giving everyone implementing the resulting adjustment the same access. A service instruction linked to a customer is still personal data requiring protection. [14]


[image: Proposed design, not an audited architecture. The original message is accessed according to need. An interpretation retains its source and can be corrected. The agreed adjustment conveys a useful instruction without unnecessary detail. This instruction remains personal data.]
Design proposed by l0g using data-minimisation, accuracy and access-control principles. It does not depict an observed system at Intrum, Ophelos or PAIR Finance. [13] [14]

The diagram proposes separating functions, not building another database of personal disclosures. It would also be necessary to review needs that have changed and distinguish removal of an active flag from any justified retention of a historical record. A past difficulty should not remain presented as current simply because no one revisits the file.

Reuse to improve a model needs its own examination. Removing a name does not anonymise a conversation if it remains linkable to the customer within the system. The CNIL distinguishes pseudonymisation, which replaces identifiers, from anonymisation. This does not establish that debtors’ health information is actually used to train the tools examined here. [15]

An audit would therefore ask which information enters training examples, who can access it and what safeguards apply. It would also examine the need for a data-protection impact assessment. Such an assessment is required for processing likely to create high risks to people’s rights and freedoms. Its absence online is not evidence that it does not exist or, by itself, that a rule has been breached. [18]

A safeguard still to be traced through real cases

The documentary finding is more specific than a debate for or against chatbots. Detection may improve assistance; it may also help allocate conversations that do not receive immediate human attention. What needs examining is the connection between that classification, the staff available and the actions actually taken.

For France, independent evidence is still missing from this investigation linking an original message to a possible alert, then to a response and its implementation. A bounded assessment of missed needs is also missing. Error rates or net benefits for debtors cannot be inferred from the corporate presentations reviewed alone.

Further investigation must be able to examine a successful correction as well as an error: what information changed, who approved it and whether subsequent handling reflected that change. That would make a working safeguard visible, rather than accepting a stated procedure or presuming its failure.

In France, GDPR access and rectification rights allow people, within the applicable framework, to request data held about them and seek correction of inaccurate information. Those rights do not mean that every request immediately suspends collection or extinguishes the debt. [16]

Budget support does not depend on being recognised by an algorithm, either. The Banque de France points people towards Points conseil budget, which provide free, confidential assistance in France. That support is separate from the service tasked with obtaining payment. [17]

The promise ultimately comes down to a practical question: after explaining a difficulty, could the person obtain an appropriate response without disclosing more than was necessary? The public documents reviewed do not let us reconstruct that passage from detection to effective support for the French operations of the platforms examined.



Method and limitations

Documentary investigation with an information cut-off of 24 September 2026. Company materials establish what their publishers claim, not independent evidence of performance. UK findings retain their original sectoral and population scope. No interviews, requests for comment, authenticated individual case files or platform tests were conducted for this instalment. The illustrative examples and two diagrams present distinctions and proposed controls, not observed incidents or an audited company architecture.

Sources and scope

[1] Ophelos / Lily Davis · The Power of Fine-tuned LLMs for Detecting and Supporting Vulnerable Customers. The page displays 21 January and 8 May 2025 without clearly identifying their roles. Describes Olive 2.0 and automation of unflagged replies; reports internal validation.

[2] Ophelos France · L’IA dans le recouvrement de créances. Undated page. French-language offering for language-model-based detection; it does not establish each portfolio’s configuration.

[3] Financial Conduct Authority · Guidance for firms on the fair treatment of vulnerable customers. 23 February 2021; page updated 22 July 2026. Contextual definition and support needs in the UK.

[4] Ophelos / Jacob Goss · What is NLP and how can it be used to detect vulnerability?. The page displays 8 July 2021 and 8 May 2025. Historical description of a zero-to-one score; no clinical calibration is established.

[5] National Institute of Standards and Technology · Artificial Intelligence Risk Management Framework: Generative Artificial Intelligence Profile, NIST AI 600-1. July 2024. Section 2.2, p. 6: erroneous generated content or content that diverges from inputs. Not evidence of an error at a named provider.

[6] PAIR Finance · Intelligence artificielle. Undated French page. Describes message classification and allocation of replies to a staff member or generative AI.

[7] Financial Conduct Authority · Delivering good outcomes for customers in vulnerable circumstances – good practice and areas for improvement. 7 March 2025; updated 3 December 2025. Section 3.2: AI-assisted call review, human follow-up and work organisation.

[8] Financial Conduct Authority · Payments firms: delivering good outcomes for consumers in vulnerable circumstances. 17 September 2026. Language-analysis pilots and findings about translating needs into support in UK payment services.

[9] Critical Research, commissioned by the FCA · Vulnerability review: Improving understanding of the outcomes for consumers in vulnerable circumstances when engaging with financial services firms. Data collected March-April 2024; report dated May 2024, released March 2025. Figure 20, p. 27: 58%, with a base of 412 people who disclosed their needs. No AI effect measured.

[10] Intrum Corporate France · Politique de confidentialité relative à la protection des données personnelles des clients débiteurs. File version whose name begins 202604; exact publication date unconfirmed. Page 4: voluntarily supplied sensitive information and stated collection limits.

[11] CNIL · Qu’est-ce ce qu’une donnée de santé ?. 8 January 2018. Definition and contextual classification of health data, including some inferred information.

[12] CNIL · La licéité du traitement : l’essentiel sur les bases légales prévues par le RGPD. 29 November 2019. Distinguishes a lawful basis for processing from the additional condition for special-category data.

[13] CNIL / Regulation (EU) 2016/679 · RGPD, chapitre II : Principes. Regulation of 27 April 2016, Article 5. Purpose limitation, minimisation and accuracy. Online version consulted at the investigation cut-off.

[14] CNIL · Sécurité : Gérer les habilitations. 13 March 2024. Access limited to information needed for each role. Figure 2 proposes an editorial application.

[15] CNIL · Identifier les données personnelles. 27 January 2020. Distinguishes anonymisation from replacement of identifiers. Applied here to data still linkable to a customer in the system.

[16] CNIL / Regulation (EU) 2016/679 · RGPD, chapitre III : Droits de la personne concernée. Articles 15 and 16. Access and rectification within the applicable framework, distinct from the legal status of the debt.

[17] Banque de France / Mes questions d’argent · Point conseil budget. Consulted 24 September 2026. Includes free, confidential support available from Points conseil budget in France.

[18] CNIL · Ce qu’il faut savoir sur l’analyse d’impact relative à la protection des données (AIPD). 18 October 2017; page consulted at the investigation cut-off. High-risk threshold, without assuming what is in a company’s compliance file.

Documents consulted on 24 September 2026. Uncertain dates are identified rather than inferred from file names.
Chapter 4
Correcting the record all the way through
A documentary investigation into debt disputes, data correction, the Enova case and the separate deadlines for complaints, data rights and court action.
25 September 2026 · Online article
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Read also: Part 1: decisions · Part 2: results · Part 3: asking for help · Part 5: contracts and accountability · Part 6: data rights and remedies.

A payment reminder can arrive after the bill has been paid. A dispute can be acknowledged without the underlying record being corrected. Drawing on collectors’ published procedures, a documented US case and French law, this fourth instalment follows the route from a customer’s message to the operations that must take it into account.

On its French website, Intrum says a payment may take several days to become visible to its services. When money has been paid directly to the original creditor, it asks for proof of payment. PAIR Finance also describes a possible delay before funds reach its account, depending on the payment method, and invites people still receiving reminders after a few days to get in touch. Receiving the money and updating the information used to manage a case are related, but distinct, operations. [1] [2]

Matching a payment to an invoice can take time. While that payment is being checked, which information will the next reminder use?

There is an additional issue when software interprets the reply. PAIR describes its generative AI as able to classify incoming requests, including disputes, select responses and route processing to an employee or to AI. Its configuration and results on French accounts still require independent verification. [3]

Understanding the risk requires following the process to completion. A message can be recorded and a decision made, but that decision still needs to reach the systems that act on the account. Each stage calls for a different check.

Start with the disputed facts

A request for more time is about arranging payment. A dispute asks a different question: whether the right person is being pursued, whether the debt exists, whether the amount is correct or whether it has already been paid. Offering instalments does not resolve mistaken identity.

In France, Article 1353 of the Civil Code allocates the burden of proof. A party seeking performance of an obligation must establish it; a party claiming to have discharged that obligation must substantiate the payment or other event that extinguished it. A collection system’s entry does not remove the need to examine the relevant evidence. [4]

The French consumer-protection authority, the DGCCRF, also explains that a claim must exist, be for a determined or determinable amount, and be due. Amicable collection is distinct from compulsory enforcement, which requires an enforceable instrument and compliance with the rules governing the particular measure. The wording of a reminder cannot change its legal status. [5]

Ability to pay and liability to pay must therefore remain separate. Someone may be able to afford an amount they do not owe. Conversely, a valid debt may be impossible to repay immediately. The first problem calls for verification; the second requires an assessment of the person’s circumstances and possible arrangements.

In its French help section on unfamiliar invoices, PAIR says it checks the matter with the contractual partner and stops the process if its payment demands prove unjustified. That describes the outcome of the check. It does not, on its own, specify which reminders are paused while the check is underway, or how long the investigation takes. [2]

An exception must have a way in

A service built around an existing account must also be able to receive a message from someone who says they are not the customer concerned. Authentication may protect personal information. A route that the person cannot actually use may prevent the error from being reported.

The US Consumer Financial Protection Bureau’s report on financial chatbots, published on 6 June 2023, reproduces a complaint illustrating this difficulty. A person disputing a debt described repeatedly being directed to log into an account they said they did not have. The regulator reports an individual complaint without ruling on the debt’s validity. Its scope remains that US customer’s experience; the precise technology involved is unknown. [6]

Intrum’s French dispute page directs users to messaging within its payment portal. The company also publishes a complaints procedure accepting email, post or telephone contact. Those pages do not specify how quickly someone can reach an employee or what authority that employee has over the case. [7] [8]

For requests concerning personal data, the EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) requires the controller to facilitate the exercise of rights. Where there are reasonable doubts about identity, it permits the additional information needed to confirm it. Both requirements matter: protect a file from disclosure to the wrong person while enabling the right person to challenge an error. [13]

The right to human intervention also needs careful description. Article 22 addresses certain solely automated decisions with legal or similarly significant effects and provides specific safeguards in the relevant circumstances. The human intervention required under this provision therefore depends on the type of decision and the legal basis for automating it. [15]

An agreement can be undone elsewhere

A US case shows why the enquiry needs to go beyond the interface. In its order concerning Enova, issued on 15 November 2023, the CFPB described loan extensions approved and then automatically cancelled when an interim partial payment changed the balance. The conduct described covered 2011–2020. The system could then debit, or attempt to debit, the remaining loan balance rather than only the expected fee. A confirmed agreement was being undone by a subsequent computer check. [9]

These are the regulator’s findings in a matter resolved by consent, without admission or denial of the findings and legal conclusions, except as to jurisdiction. In its statement that day, Enova attributed the issues to unintended technical errors, said they had been addressed and disagreed with the CFPB’s characterisation. It described centralising payment processing and strengthening testing. Those remain the company’s representations. [9] [10]

An order filed on 2 September 2025 subsequently terminated the consent order and waived alleged non-compliance with it. The document records, among other things, payment of the $15 million civil penalty, the engagement of a consultant, and steps towards redress and corrective measures. [11]

The documented mechanism was a software balance check. The sources do not attribute it to generative AI. Its relevance here is the break between the agreement confirmed to a customer and the payment operation eventually initiated.


[image: According to the CFPB, the system compares the balance recorded at approval with the balance reduced by a partial payment. A mismatch cancels the extension and can trigger a debit of the remaining balance on the original due date.]
Balance check described by the CFPB (§§ 43–50). After cancellation, the customer could still avoid the debit by obtaining a new extension or paying off the loan. [9]

The grounds for pausing collection

A service complaint, a challenge to the debt and a personal-data request can exist together. They do not have interchangeable effects. Putting them behind the same button does not erase the legal distinctions.

In the United Kingdom, FCA rule CONC 7.14 requires firms within its scope to suspend recovery steps when a debt is disputed on valid or potentially valid grounds. It also requires an investigation and information for the customer on the outcome. Where the collector is not the lender or debt owner, information must flow back under the arrangements specified in the rule. This is a UK requirement within a particular regulatory scope, not a general rule governing French invoices. [12]

In France, a separate route concerns the accuracy of personal data. Under Article 18 of the GDPR, a person contesting that accuracy has the right to obtain restriction of processing while it is verified. Restriction limits use without necessarily deleting the data. The CNIL explains its purpose: keeping disputed information from continuing to be used while a correction is being examined. [13] [14]

The legislation nevertheless permits certain processing after restriction, including to establish, exercise or defend legal claims. It also requires notice before the restriction is lifted. A data request therefore neither extinguishes the debt nor replaces a challenge before the appropriate court. [13]

Its practical effect should be identifiable. Which information is covered? Which uses have stopped, and from when? A receipt acknowledging the request does not answer those questions. Equally, pausing a particular use does not concede that the entire debt is non-existent.

Taking a correction through the system

Article 5 of the GDPR requires accurate data and, where necessary, updates, with reasonable steps to rectify or erase inaccurate data without delay in light of the processing purpose. Article 19 addresses the next stage: relevant corrections and restrictions must be notified to recipients of the data, unless this is impossible or involves disproportionate effort. The person can ask to be told who those recipients are. [16] [13]

Article 16 also gives the individual a right to have inaccurate data corrected without undue delay. Following that correction through a collection process requires examining exchanges between the creditor, service provider and their systems. [13]

Consider a design example, not an incident attributed to an operator. A service corrects an invoice balance, but a reminder has already been prepared using the old amount. Updating the account record does not guarantee that the prepared message will be recalculated. It may need to be cancelled or checked again immediately before sending. The relevant test is the information actually used when the action takes place.

The same reasoning applies when a partner sends back an older copy of the record. A correct update could later be overwritten by stale information. Retaining the source, version and date of changes, and checking that they were applied, would help detect this kind of failure. These are proposed controls, not incidents observed at Intrum or PAIR.

A human handover must also have practical substance. Does the reviewer have the necessary evidence? Can they correct the information, or obtain action from the team authorised to do so? Access rights should fit the task without unnecessarily opening every customer file. The CNIL recommends limiting permissions and separating responsibilities along these lines. [17]

Computer logs can help establish what happened next: they record operations and when they occurred. The CNIL recommends recording changes with the actor’s identifier and a reference to the data concerned, while protecting the records. It also warns against excessive duplication of personal data in logs and keeping them indefinitely. Checking a correction does not justify copying a customer’s supporting documents everywhere. [18]

The deadlines run independently

Intrum’s published complaints procedure states that it will acknowledge a complaint within ten working days if it cannot provide a response within that period, and handle it within a maximum of two months from sending. This is the company’s stated timetable for that procedure. It is neither a universal debt-collection deadline nor a general two-month pause in collection. [8]

For a personal-data rights request, the GDPR requires information about action taken without undue delay and, ordinarily, within one month of receipt. A further two months may be allowed where the complexity and number of requests justify it; the extension and its reasons must be notified within the first month. That response deadline is not permission to wait until the last day before correcting inaccurate information. [13] [16]

Court proceedings have a different timetable. Under Article 1415 of the French Code of Civil Procedure, an objection to an injonction de payer, or payment order, is lodged with the registry of the court that issued it, using the prescribed procedure. A conversation in a collector’s messaging system is not a substitute. [19]

Article 1416 ordinarily allows one month after formal service of the order. If service was not made on the person, it provides different starting points, linked to the first document served personally or, failing that, the first enforcement measure making assets unavailable. The document received and the relevant procedure therefore matter; not every notification starts an identical countdown. [20]

The reform dated 16 February 2026, applicable in these respects to orders issued from 1 September 2026, changed matters including service and the registry’s notification of the creditor. It did not make the collector’s complaints team the recipient for a court objection. Article 1416 retains its own rules. [21] [19] [20]

These processes may need to proceed in parallel. Waiting for a commercial response before dealing with a court document is a confusion to avoid. This account explains general rules; an individual case requires checking the documents and dates and, where needed, obtaining professional legal advice.

Following a correction to completion

The companies’ help pages describe reconciliation delays. The Enova case, in another jurisdiction and over an earlier period, shows how operations after confirmation could also undo an agreement. Neither establishes an error rate for AI debt collection in France. [1] [2] [9]

An investigation using case files would match the original request and supporting evidence to the decision and subsequent actions. Was the challenge upheld, partly upheld or rejected? Was the decision explained? Where a correction was required, which records establish that it reached the relevant recipients and operations? These questions do not assume every dispute should end in the abandonment of a claim.

Automation could make this easier to verify if it preserves usable records and applies decisions consistently. It could also make an error harder to follow if no one can establish which system used which version of a file. The documentary evidence identifies that risk and useful controls; it does not establish which outcome prevails across the market.

The result to examine is specific: an understandable decision, corrected information where correction is required, and operations that actually use the up-to-date record.

Method and limitations

This documentary investigation has a cut-off date of 25 September 2026. Company pages describe published procedures or technology; they do not verify implementation. The Enova account distinguishes the CFPB’s findings, the company’s published position and the termination order. It is not presented as a French case or a demonstrated generative-AI failure.

No interviews, requests for comment, access to debtors’ accounts or platform tests have been undertaken. No individual French case file has been authenticated. The correction scenarios are design examples. The Enova diagram follows the mechanism described by the CFPB. Legal comparisons remain limited to the relevant jurisdictions and scope. No statistical result has been extrapolated.

Sources and reference points

[1] Intrum France. J’ai déjà payé. Undated page. Possible delay before a payment becomes visible; proof requested for payment directly to the creditor.

[2] PAIR Finance. Aide et soutien : France. Undated page. Arrival of funds and checks of a disputed invoice with the contractual partner.

[3] PAIR Finance. Intelligence artificielle. Undated page. Provider description of request classification and routing of responses.

[4] Légifrance. Code civil, article 1353. Version in force since 1 October 2016. Proof of the obligation and of payment or discharge.

[5] DGCCRF. Recouvrement amiable de créances : les règles à connaître. 24 October 2025. Requirements for a claim and distinction between amicable collection and compulsory enforcement.

[6] Consumer Financial Protection Bureau. Chatbots in consumer finance. 6 June 2023. A reported complaint about a route requiring an account the person said they did not have; not a ruling on that debt.

[7] Intrum France. Je ne suis pas d’accord avec cette dette. Undated page. Directs users to portal messaging; other channels are described in source 8.

[8] Intrum France. Je souhaite faire une réclamation. Undated page. Acknowledgement within 10 working days if no answer has been given; stated handling limit of 2 months from sending.

[9] Consumer Financial Protection Bureau. In the Matter of Enova International, Inc.: Consent Order, 2023-CFPB-0014. 15 November 2023. §§ 42–50: extensions confirmed and then automatically cancelled after a balance change. § 5: terms of consent. See termination in source 11.

[10] Enova International. Enova Reaches Agreement with CFPB on Consumer Loan Processing Errors. 15 November 2023. Enova’s published position: unintended errors, disagreement with the characterisation and stated corrective measures.

[11] Consumer Financial Protection Bureau. Order Terminating the Consent Order: Enova International, 2023-CFPB-0014, Document 3. Filed 2 September 2025. Terminates the order and records, among other matters, payment of the $15 million penalty and corrective steps.

[12] Financial Conduct Authority. Consumer Credit sourcebook, CONC 7.14: Settlements, disputed and deadlocked debt. CONC 7.14.1R–6R. UK rules within their scope on disputed debts, suspension, investigation and information. Clauses dated 1 April 2014, checked in 2026.

[13] CNIL / Règlement (UE) 2016/679. RGPD, chapitre III : droits de la personne concernée. Articles 12, 16, 18, 19 and 22: rights, deadlines, restriction and recipients. Conditions and exceptions continue to apply.

[14] CNIL. Le droit à la limitation du traitement : geler l’utilisation de vos données. Explanation of restriction. Read alongside the conditions and exceptions in Article 18, source 13.

[15] CNIL. Profilage et décision entièrement automatisée. 29 May 2018. Conditions and safeguards for solely automated decisions under the GDPR.

[16] CNIL / Règlement (UE) 2016/679. RGPD, chapitre II : principes. Article 5: accuracy and updates, reasonable steps, data minimisation and security.

[17] CNIL. Sécurité : gérer les habilitations. 13 March 2024. Role-appropriate permissions and separation of responsibilities.

[18] CNIL. Sécurité : tracer les opérations. 14 March 2024. Operation logs, protection and limits on the information retained in them.

[19] Légifrance. Code de procédure civile, article 1415. Opposition is made at the registry of the court that issued the order. Read the version and transitional provisions with source 21.

[20] Légifrance. Code de procédure civile, article 1416. Normally one month after service, with particular starting-point rules where service was not made personally.

[21] Légifrance. Décret n° 2026-96 du 16 février 2026 portant réforme de l’injonction de payer. Decree dated 16 February, published 17 February 2026. Articles 1 and 9: amendments and application to orders issued from 1 September 2026.

Documents consulted on 25 September 2026. Pages without an established date remain marked as undated. Several references come from the same organisation and are not independent validations.
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Intrum’s French privacy information distinguishes between two roles. For activities including debt collection and debt purchasing, the company describes itself as a data controller. For other services, such as billing administration, it says it processes data on its clients’ instructions. The name on a payment reminder can therefore stay the same while the legal role changes. [1]

That distinction provides a practical starting point for examining automated collection. The earlier instalments followed decisions, performance claims, support for people in difficulty and the correction of account records. This one follows the contracts. Who sets the objectives? Who authorises the use of personal data? Who can stop an operation or replace a supplier?

Public notices describe roles and name some suppliers. Legislation sets duties for the organisations commissioning and providing the service. The next step is to connect those duties to control over individual accounts: issuing instructions, checking execution and stopping an operation. [2] [4]

A collection mandate leaves other questions open

The first contract defines the collection assignment. Within the relevant French framework for amicable collection on another party’s behalf, Article R124-3 of the Civil Enforcement Procedures Code requires a written agreement with the creditor. It must specify matters including the basis and components of the amount due, the collector’s remuneration payable by the creditor and the remittance of funds. It authorises the collector to receive payment on the creditor’s behalf. [3]

That mandate answers one question: whose claim is the company pursuing? It does not settle who determines how personal data will be used. France’s data protection authority, the CNIL, explains that this classification depends on the facts rather than a contractual label. Under the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), a controller determines the purposes and essential means of processing. A processor handles data on the controller’s behalf and instructions, with some discretion over technical implementation. [2]

Sending a reminder, analysing a message and reusing a conversation history therefore need separate examination. Choosing software does not by itself establish joint controllership. Conversely, paying a supplier does not remove the need to identify decisions the supplier makes for its own purposes. The CNIL applies the same operation-by-operation analysis to organisations developing AI systems. [2] [9]

A company’s position in an organisation chart does not settle its data protection role. The relevant evidence concerns who decided which information was needed, how long it would be retained and what uses were permitted. A contracting chain becomes intelligible when those choices can be linked to identifiable legal entities. [2]

The suppliers behind the interface

Ophelos’s global privacy notice, updated on 25 March 2025, names AWS for hosting, Front for support, Sendgrid for email delivery and Thoughtspot for website analytics. It separately identifies Stripe for payments. The disclosure names some providers while leaving unspecified the data each receives, the configuration of French collection accounts and the language-model provider used for a particular response. [5]

Investigating a specific interaction would require more than a list of brands. The information’s route would need to be reconstructed: which entity receives the message, which services process it, who can access it and where any copies go. That would also help distinguish data needed for the service from information used for other purposes.

The European Data Protection Board’s Opinion 22/2024, adopted on 7 October 2024, provides a clear reference point. The controller should know the identities of processors and further processors throughout the chain. It must verify their safeguards, with the depth of verification proportionate to the risks. The Board does not, however, require every downstream contract to be obtained systematically. Knowing the chain and checking its guarantees is not the same as indiscriminately collecting every commercial document. [6]

Proportionality matters. An examination can ask whether the evidence covers the actual use: the data involved, access, continuity and permitted actions. A highly detailed review of a secondary component might leave an unanswered question about the service that authorises reminders to be sent. This is an assessment criterion proposed here, not a finding from an audit of the companies mentioned.

Identifying the recipients of personal data

The person receiving a reminder also has a route to information. In its 12 January 2023 judgment in Case C-154/21, the Court of Justice of the European Union held that the right of access generally includes the actual identity of recipients to whom personal data have been or will be disclosed. Categories may suffice where identification is impossible, or where the controller demonstrates that the request is manifestly unfounded or excessive. [7]

A general privacy notice and an answer to an access request serve somewhat different purposes. The latter may allow an individual to move from a category such as IT providers to the actual recipients of their data. The judgment does not create a general entitlement to all of a company’s contracts, its source code or the names of suppliers that have received none of that person’s information. [7]

For this investigation, such a response would be evidence to compare with the operator’s account of the service and its published disclosures. No individual access request was made for this article. The recipients of a French account’s data cannot therefore be inferred from Ophelos’s general notice alone.

Answering a message and improving a product

Handling a conversation is distinct from improving the product. In this context, inference means using a model to produce an output. Training changes the model using data. Evaluation measures its behaviour. These operations can involve different information and need to be examined according to their purposes, rather than combined under the single label AI. [19] [10]

Ophelos’s notice provides for research and development, including service improvement, and mentions creating or using aggregated, de-identified or anonymised data. It does not establish that an individual message has been used to train an external model. That would require further evidence about the data actually reused, the service configuration and the operations performed. [5]

The CNIL’s guidance of 11 January 2022 sets conditions for a processor’s reuse of entrusted data: valid written authorisation, compatibility assessment as applicable, a lawful basis and information for those concerned. A blanket advance authorisation to reuse the data is unlawful. For the new use, the supplier itself becomes the controller. [8]


[image: An actor initially handles data as a processor for a client. It follows the client’s instructions for that assignment. When it reuses the data for its own purpose, it becomes controller for that new processing. Whether reuse is lawful requires a separate assessment.]
An actor initially acts as a processor. Reuse for its own purpose requires a separate assessment: valid written authorisation, compatibility as applicable, a lawful basis and information for those concerned. Source: CNIL [8].

The CNIL also distinguishes AI development from deployment: organisations must be classified for the processing operations in which they actually participate. Reuse of information already held requires its own legal examination. Receiving a conversation to deal with an unpaid account does not, by itself, confer freedom to use it for any other product. [9] [10]

The documentary question is straightforward even when the technical answer is not: what happens to the message after the customer receives a reply? A useful account would distinguish retention for servicing the debt, possible examination for quality control and reuse to develop the system. We have not obtained the configurations needed to reconstruct those operations at the businesses studied.

Keeping the ability to take the work back

Some collection arrangements fall within a more specialised regime. France’s Monetary and Financial Code regulates servicers acting for purchasers of non-performing loans, loans classified as non-performing under the applicable prudential rules. Scope depends on matters including the original lender, the loan’s status at transfer and the date of the sale. Articles L54-11-1 to L54-11-3 contain exclusions, including certain professionals and transfers before 30 December 2023. This is not a regime for every unpaid household invoice. [11]

Within its scope, outsourcing does not discharge the servicer from the responsibilities imposed by that chapter. Article L54-11-14, in the version effective since 3 May 2025, requires a written agreement, direct access to relevant information and preservation of obligations towards the credit purchaser and borrowers. Crucially, after termination, the servicer must still have the expertise and resources needed to perform the outsourced activities. [11] [12]

Taking operations back requires recoverable records, usable formats, staff with the necessary skills and a replacement service. A documented exercise would help assess those resources, the time required and the difficulties encountered. No such exercise was observed for this article.

A ministerial order dated 24 March 2026, published on 12 April and effective from 13 April, adds controls for a particular arrangement: outsourcing the receipt and holding of borrower funds to another authorised servicer or certain professionals. For the arrangement defined in Article 6, Articles 10 and 11 require prior assessment, monitoring and termination arrangements, and the servicer’s prior agreement before a substantial change to the outsourced service can be imposed. This obligation concerns the receipt and holding of funds within the arrangement defined by the order. [13]

The value of that framework for an investigation lies in identifying the documents to request when the activity is actually covered. Citing a detailed obligation without first establishing that the contract and provider fall within its scope would mislead the reader.

Stopping an action while preserving a service

Control over an outsourced provider also has a technical dimension. A conversational agent can be limited to drafting text or have access that enables it to trigger an operation. In its 29 April 2024 security guide, France’s cybersecurity agency ANSSI recommends limiting or prohibiting automated actions based on untrusted inputs, such as emails. It also recommends appropriate, protected logging. This is cybersecurity guidance, not certification of a firm’s collection practices or legal compliance. [14]

Consider a design scenario, not an observed incident. A contract allows a client to request suspension of the AI. The technical team switches off the model, but another component retains scheduled messages. Stopping the calculation and stopping delivery are then separate operations. Whether suspension works depends on which permissions are actually withdrawn.

A useful control would match the contractual right to the operational mechanism. Who can block sending? Can they do so without the supplier’s intervention? Can operations already under way be identified? How will someone seeking an explanation retain a channel of contact? These are proposed test questions, not presumed answers about the operators.

Restart conditions matter as well. Can a team compare versions, understand the changes and check performance before restoring the service? That would help test the control retained over a supplier. It does not require pretending a model will remain unchanged. It requires knowing which changes call for which review.

Technical records can help reconstruct the sequence: the instructions in force, permissions, service version, triggering event and operational result. But collecting more information is not automatically more protective. The CNIL recommends limiting data in logs, protecting access and avoiding excessive duplication of the information being processed. The aim is useful evidence, not indefinite retention of every personal disclosure. [15]

Suspending a technical component does not itself erase a debt. Under the proposed framework, a human team or replacement service must be able to handle legitimate requests, including those from the person being asked to pay. Continuity needs to cover both sides of the relationship, not merely the ability to send another reminder.

The conditions for compensation

If harm occurs, every company in the chain does not automatically become liable on identical terms. Article 82 of the GDPR distinguishes controllers from processors. The latter are liable, in particular, for breaches of obligations directed specifically at them or for acting outside lawful instructions. The provision also includes grounds for exemption and recourse between parties. Where several participants are responsible for damage caused by the same processing, each may be liable for the entire damage, with subsequent recourse according to their shares of responsibility. Being named in a supplier chain does not establish liability for every harm. [16]

The Court of Justice clarified on 4 May 2023, in Case C-300/21, that compensation requires an infringement, damage and a causal link. An infringement alone is insufficient. Non-material damage does not, however, need to pass a minimum seriousness threshold, although it must be demonstrated. Handling a complaint, imposing a sanction and compensating an individual are different processes. [17]

This article does not reconstruct the indemnities or liability caps negotiated between the businesses: the signed contracts have not been obtained. Commercial allocation of costs, data protection obligations and civil liability need to be examined on their own evidence and legal basis.

Disclosure of an AI interaction has its own framework. According to the European Commission, the relevant Article 50 obligations under the AI Act have applied since 2 August 2026. Providers of covered systems that interact directly with people must design them to disclose that AI interaction from the start, subject notably to the exception where it is obvious. Identifying responsible parties and obtaining compensation fall under the rules examined above. [18]

The evidence still needed

Outsourcing may provide specialist skills and a service an organisation would struggle to build alone. That possibility should not be dismissed. The useful test concerns the means retained to understand, control and replace the service. The EDPB’s opinion on processors itself combines verification obligations with a risk-proportionate approach. [6]

The signed contracts, the full list of recipients of a French account’s data and the reuse configurations remain to be obtained. The ability to suspend and resume the service also requires examination in practice. The public material provides no basis for concluding that the named businesses have breached their obligations on these points.

The most useful evidence would connect contractual instructions for a specific use, that use’s supplier chain and a documented control showing which operations the instructions permit. For continuity, an actual takeover exercise, including its results and difficulties, would carry more weight than a reference to exit arrangements in a contract.

A contract binds an organisation; its execution can be checked in the operations. The next stage of this investigation would follow an instruction through to the action it permits, then examine how the client takes back control when the service ends.

Method and limitations

Documentary investigation current to 25 September 2026, based on company notices, official legislation, European case law and guidance from public authorities. Ophelos’s descriptions are global and do not verify French deployments. No interviews, enquiries to companies, account access or tests of commercial platforms were conducted. The diagram explains the change in role when data are reused for a supplier’s own purpose, following the CNIL’s guidance. It depicts no audited company architecture. The legal discussion does not replace professional assessment of an individual contract or situation.

Sources and reference points

[1] Intrum France. Données personnelles. Undated page. Declared roles by service, including billing administration and collection.

[2] CNIL. Responsable du traitement, sous-traitants : comment bien identifier son rôle ?. 6 June 2025. Classification based on facts; essential means distinguished from technical implementation.

[3] Légifrance. Code des procédures civiles d’exécution, article R124-3. In force since 1 June 2012. Agreement with the creditor within the relevant third-party collection framework.

[4] CNIL / Règlement (UE) 2016/679. RGPD, chapitre IV : responsable du traitement et sous-traitant. Articles 24, 26, 28 and 32. Responsibilities, safeguards and processing arrangements.

[5] Ophelos. Global Privacy Policy. Updated 25 March 2025. Global notice and declared providers; not automatically applicable to every French account.

[6] Comité européen de la protection des données. Opinion 22/2024 on certain obligations following from the reliance on processor(s) and sub-processor(s). Adopted 7 October 2024, published 9 October. Executive summary, PDF pages 2–3; identification and verification of processors.

[7] Cour de justice de l’Union européenne. Österreichische Post, C-154/21, EU:C:2023:3. 12 January 2023. Actual recipients of personal data and limits of the access right.

[8] CNIL. Sous-traitants : la réutilisation de données confiées par un responsable de traitement. 11 January 2022. Reuse for a processor’s own purposes and the resulting change in role.

[9] CNIL. Déterminer la qualification juridique des acteurs. 8 April 2024. Classification of organisations participating in AI-system development.

[10] CNIL. Assurer que le traitement est licite : réutilisation des données. 8 April 2024. Lawfulness and purpose when data are reused for AI development.

[11] Légifrance. Code monétaire et financier, chapitre XI : gestionnaires et acheteurs de crédits. Version checked on 25 September 2026. Definitions, exclusions and retained outsourcing responsibilities.

[12] Légifrance. Code monétaire et financier, article L54-11-14. In force since 3 May 2025. Information access and expertise needed to take outsourced activities back.

[13] Légifrance. Arrêté du 24 mars 2026 relatif à la protection des fonds et à l’externalisation par les gestionnaires de crédits. Dated 24 March, published 12 April, effective 13 April 2026. Articles 6, 10 and 11; the specific receipt-and-holding-of-funds arrangement.

[14] ANSSI. Recommandations de sécurité pour un système d’IA générative. 29 April 2024. R27 and R29, PDF page 27: actions based on untrusted inputs and logging.

[15] CNIL. Sécurité : tracer les opérations. 14 March 2024. Contents, protection and limits of technical logs.

[16] CNIL / Règlement (UE) 2016/679. RGPD, chapitre VIII : voies de recours, responsabilité et sanctions. Article 82. Controller and processor liability, exemption and recourse between liable participants.

[17] Cour de justice de l’Union européenne. Österreichische Post, C-300/21, EU:C:2023:370. 4 May 2023. Conditions for compensation and no minimum seriousness threshold for non-material damage.

[18] Commission européenne. Transparency obligations under Article 50 of the AI Act. Checked 25 September 2026. AI-interaction disclosure; obligations applicable from 2 August 2026.

[19] Autorité de la concurrence. Intelligence artificielle générative : fonctionnement concurrentiel du secteur. 28 June 2024. Definitions of training and inference; no market figures reproduced.
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An assessment of your willingness to pay can be personal data even though you never supplied it. The Court of Justice of the European Union expressly made that point in its CRIF judgment of 4 May 2023. A request for access can therefore reach information a company has calculated about you, not just your name, address or the details you gave it. [1]

That distinction matters in automated debt collection. On its French product page, PAIR Finance says that how easily someone can be reached and how quickly they respond inform its assessment of willingness to pay. The company also describes changes to the channel, frequency and tone of communications. This description is the supplier’s own account. [2]

The two documents approach the same issue from different directions. The supplier describes how it interprets behaviour. The court explains why some interpretations generated about a person remain data that person can access. Making use of that right requires knowing what to ask for and keeping the request separate from a dispute over the debt itself.

This final instalment examines how to check a collection demand in France under the European data-protection framework. The judgments clarify these rights through disputes in other sectors; they contain no findings against the collection platforms studied here. The procedural rules below concern France.

Start with the debt

Before examining the software, it must be possible to reconstruct the amount claimed. Who says they are the creditor? Who is acting on their behalf? Which contract, service or transaction supports the claim? Which payments have already been recorded? Article 1353 of the French Civil Code places the burden of proving an obligation on the party seeking to enforce it. A person claiming to have paid must, in turn, establish payment or another ground of discharge. The account therefore needs to connect the amount claimed with the supporting records. [4]

French law also sets requirements for the collection letter. For third-party out-of-court collection within the scope of Article R124-1 of the Civil Enforcement Procedures Code, the letter must identify the collector and the creditor, explain the basis of the demand, and separate principal, interest and other amounts. Subsequent collection approaches must refer to the letter and its sending date. Professions governed by specific statutes require separate consideration: these requirements cannot simply be applied to every person seeking payment. [5] [6]

The breakdown matters when the amount increases between messages. A charge does not become payable just because it appears on a screen. Under Article L111-8, collection costs incurred without an enforceable instrument, or titre exécutoire, generally fall on the creditor. The provision includes an exception for acts the law requires the creditor to perform and allows the creditor to ask a court to allocate certain necessary costs to a debtor acting in bad faith. Specific statutory provisions must also be considered. [7]

An out-of-court demand is different from compulsory enforcement. The wording of a reminder does not give it the powers associated with an enforceable instrument. Conversely, a genuine procedural document should not be treated as an ordinary commercial notification. France’s consumer-protection authority, the DGCCRF, explains this distinction in its collection guidance. [20]

Reconciling documents and amounts also helps locate an error: an upstream failure to record a payment can affect every subsequent stage of the software’s operation.

The profile the company created

A collection company may hold information received from a creditor, exchanges with the person concerned and assessments derived from them. In CRIF, the Court adopted a definition of personal data that includes derived information about an identified or identifiable person, specifically mentioning assessments of creditworthiness or willingness to pay. A result does not fall outside the right of access merely because the company generated it. [1]

A request can cover the personal data actually being processed, including scores and assessments where they exist. Article 15 of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) also covers information on purposes, the source of data not obtained from the individual, recipients and retention. [3]

The response must make the data understandable. A list of categories cannot replace the data themselves. The Court recognises that extracts or even complete documents may be essential to an intelligible copy. It does not grant unrestricted access to every company document: the right concerns personal data, with the necessary context and due regard to other people’s rights. [1] [10]

For a collection file, this calls for a distinction between facts and assessments. A receipt date records an event. A classification intended to represent willingness to pay is an interpretation. Its accuracy and its role in subsequent handling each require examination.

A focused request could cover assessments applied to the case, what they mean and when they were made where that information is retained, then ask how they were used. This approach, proposed by l0g, starts with the information actually available.

An explanation that addresses the individual case

On 27 February 2025, in Dun & Bradstreet Austria, the Court clarified the explanation required under Article 15(1)(h) of the GDPR. The case concerned an automated creditworthiness assessment used to refuse a mobile-phone contract. The actual procedure and principles must be explained in a way that lets the person understand which data were used and how. Providing a mathematical formula on its own is insufficient. [9]

A product description and an individual explanation therefore provide different kinds of information. Saying that a service uses behavioural data describes its design. Explaining which information influenced a decision about a particular case allows its relevance to be challenged. The Court notes that explaining how a change in the data could have changed the result may be appropriate. [9]

The scope matters. Article 22 concerns decisions based solely on automated processing that have legal or similarly significant effects. Profiling does not necessarily lead to such a decision. Conversely, a decision can fall within Article 22 without using a generative model. Exceptions exist, including contractual necessity, statutory authorisation with safeguards, and explicit consent. [3] [11]

Where a decision relies on contractual necessity or explicit consent, Article 22 provides at least for human intervention, an opportunity to express a view and the ability to contest the decision. Under the statutory-authorisation exception, the authorising law must provide suitable safeguards. [3]

The right to access personal data remains applicable even where Article 22’s particular conditions are not met. The right to human intervention under that article depends on the nature of the decision and the basis on which it is made. [3] [11]

Where trade secrets are invoked, the 2025 judgment requires allegedly protected information to be provided to the competent authority or court. It must balance the competing interests to determine the extent of access. [9]

What access records can reveal

Records of computer operations may contain relevant information too. In Pankki S, decided on 22 June 2023, the Court recognised a right to obtain the dates and purposes of consultations of personal data. The case concerned data consultations within a bank. [8]

There is generally no right to the names of employees who consulted the data under the controller’s authority and instructions. The Court leaves room for that information where it is essential to exercising the person’s rights, while taking employees’ rights into account. [8]

These records locate an operation in time. To examine how a complaint was handled, we propose matching the consultation date, its purpose and the resulting response. The content of that response can then be checked to see whether the relevant document was taken into account.

Knowing that the interlocutor is AI

Since 2 August 2026, Article 50 of the EU AI Act has required providers of covered systems to design and develop them so that people are informed when they interact directly with AI. The information must be clear and provided no later than the first interaction, subject notably to the exception where the artificial nature is obvious in context. The rule concerns direct interaction; automated background analysis requires a separate assessment. [12] [13]

Disclosure identifies the interlocutor. It does not necessarily explain which data are used, what the software is allowed to do or where the amount claimed came from. Data-protection duties and collection rules still need to be examined separately. [3] [5] [12]

The timetable distinguishes this transparency duty from obligations for high-risk systems. The European Commission states that high-risk requirements for Annex III systems will apply from 2 December 2027, following the revised timetable under the Digital Omnibus, which entered into force on 27 July 2026. Its FAQ retains 2 August 2026 for disclosure of an AI interaction. It gives certain pre-existing systems a specific additional period for marking generated content. [13] [14]

High-risk classification depends on the system’s intended use. Annex III covers, among other uses, evaluating individuals’ creditworthiness or establishing their credit scores, with an exception for financial-fraud detection. Use in the collection industry alone therefore does not settle that classification. [22]

Examining the response

On 30 January 2025, the digital-innovation laboratory of France’s data-protection authority, the CNIL, published an assessment of data-access journeys on ten social networks observed in 2024. It expressly stated that the study did not assess the completeness or quality of the data returned. This was not research into debt collection. It nevertheless offers a useful methodological distinction: assessing how easily someone obtains an export is different from examining what the export allows them to verify. [15]

A separate CNIL report, published on 20 January 2025, concerned actual inspections. Across eleven public and private organisations examined in 2024, the authority found examples of responses that supplied a privacy explanation without a copy of the data, or a copy without an explanation of the processing. The organisations had been selected partly because of complaints. These findings are neither a national non-compliance rate nor an investigation of AI collection. They do show why receiving a response is not the same as receiving a complete one. [23]

For collection cases, we propose comparing the response with material the person already holds. Does it include a dated exchange? Has a payment for which there is a receipt been properly recorded? Are the assessments understandable? Does the response explain which information was not found, is no longer retained or is being withheld, and why?

An omission calls for clarification: data may fall under another controller’s responsibility or no longer be retained. The CNIL states that the controller must organise its response, obtaining assistance from processors where needed, and give reasons for a refusal. Working with a supplier is part of that responsibility. [10]

Identifying the case, relevant exchanges and information sought can make the request easier to handle. The person does not need to disclose every detail of their life to make a valid request. Identity checks should be proportionate: the CNIL says that a copy of an identity document is not routinely necessary, although reasonable doubts may justify additional information. [10]

The communication channel also needs checking. For suspicious messages, Cybermalveillance.gouv.fr recommends contacting the organisation through its official details or usual channels rather than following the link received. Keeping original records in private storage and sharing only necessary material through a verified channel limits exposure of personal data. [16]

Separate requests and deadlines

An access response may reveal inaccurate data. GDPR Article 16 provides a right to rectification. Article 18 provides, subject to conditions, for restricting data use, including while disputed accuracy is checked. Article 19 governs notification of certain corrections or restrictions to recipients, with exceptions. These provisions concern data processing; they do not, on their own, extinguish a payment obligation. [3]

The desired outcome should be precise: correcting a recorded amount, challenging an assessment or having the claim’s legal basis examined. Written confirmation can then be compared with the next statement or relevant operation.

The deadlines must also be kept separate. For GDPR rights, information on the action taken should normally arrive within one month of receipt. A two-month extension is possible depending on the complexity and number of requests, with notice in the first month. Court proceedings follow their own timetable. [3]

In France, an objection to an injonction de payer, a payment order, must be made to the relevant court, normally within one month after formal service. If service was not made on the person, Article 1416 allows an objection until one month after the first document served on the person or the first enforcement measure making assets unavailable. A GDPR request or customer-service complaint does not count as that objection. [18]

The two-month period introduced in Article 1422 for orders issued from 1 September 2026 concerns the conditions under which the order becomes enforceable. The objection period under Article 1416 is a separate matter. [18]


[image: The GDPR response period begins when the request is received: one month, with a possible two-month extension notified within the first month. Objecting to a French payment order follows a separate timetable: normally one month after formal service. Special cases are explained in the text.]
Legal periods as at 25 September 2026. GDPR extension depends on the complexity and number of requests. Special rules for service not made on the person are explained in the text. Sources: GDPR Article 12(3); French CPC Article 1416. [3] [18]

Care is also warranted before entering a commitment concerning a disputed or old claim. Under Civil Code Article 2240, the debtor’s acknowledgment of the creditor’s right interrupts the limitation period. This does not make every message or request for information an acknowledgment. It is a reason to obtain advice on the circumstances before attempting to settle a legal uncertainty through a commitment whose consequences have not been assessed. [17]

Directing the request

The service handling the claim should be asked about its basis, the amount and payment corrections. The data controller, or its data-protection officer where one is appointed, is the contact for personal data and the exercise of data rights. CNIL guidance also explains how another person can be authorised to make an access request. The same company may handle both matters without the requests having the same purpose. [4] [5] [10]

A data issue may lead to a complaint to the CNIL under GDPR Article 77. A problem with an out-of-court collection company can be reported through SignalConso, France’s public consumer-reporting service. A dispute over the debt and any proceedings must be handled through the appropriate routes, with legal support where needed. A data-protection authority does not replace the court deciding the payment dispute. [19] [20]

This separation should not require someone to understand the supplier’s entire architecture before asking for help. Its purpose is to make the request actionable: identify the problem, the supporting document and the outcome sought, without treating one remedy as though it automatically delivered every other remedy.

From the calculated profile to the individual record

PAIR Finance and Ophelos describe an ambition to tailor communications, route certain requests and make some interactions available more quickly. A service that simplifies a task or identifies a need for help earlier can deliver a real benefit. Product descriptions alone cannot measure that benefit, the conditions under which it occurs or how it is distributed among affected people. [2] [21]

The first five instalments separated responsibilities, performance measures, support needs, error correction and contracts. Taken together, they point to a verification requirement: a general claim should be capable of comparison with what happened in an individual case. This sixth article identifies information people can already seek, the limits of access and the procedures that remain separate.

For this documentary series, we did not obtain authenticated individual files that could connect every stage. We conducted no interviews, made no access requests on behalf of affected people and tested no commercial platform. This work cannot establish a French AI-collection error rate, a rate of abusive pressure or a rate of lasting debt resolution.

The next stage of this investigation requires individual records: connecting the basis of the amount, the assessments used and the response to a request. An explanation becomes useful when someone can use it to have their case checked.



Documentary investigation closed on 25 September 2026. Findings from other sectors and court decisions are presented within their scope, not as findings against the companies discussed. The diagram compares legal deadlines; the examination criteria are proposed by l0g. This article provides general reference points, not legal advice on an individual claim.

Sources and reference points

[1] Cour de justice de l’Union européenne. C-487/21, Österreichische Datenschutzbehörde et CRIF. Judgment of 4 May 2023. Covers derived assessments about a person and a faithful, intelligible copy. It does not grant an unconditional right to every complete document.

[2] PAIR Finance. Gestion des créances avec la technologie IA. Undated product page. Describes classification and personalised communications. Corporate description of the advertised service.

[3] Union européenne / CNIL. RGPD, chapitre III : droits de la personne concernée. Regulation of 27 April 2016, applicable since 25 May 2018. Access, rectification, restriction, automated decisions and response periods; conditions and exceptions for each right.

[4] Légifrance. Code civil, article 1353. In force since 1 October 2016. Proof of the obligation and, conversely, of payment or another asserted ground of discharge.

[5] Légifrance. Code des procédures civiles d’exécution, R124-4. In force since 2 February 2013. Required letter within R124-1’s scope, not an identical formality applying indiscriminately to every creditor.

[6] Légifrance. Code des procédures civiles d’exécution, R124-1 à R124-7. Version consulted on 25 September 2026. Out-of-court collection for another party, subject to professional-status exceptions; prior creditor agreement.

[7] Légifrance. Code des procédures civiles d’exécution, L111-8. In force since 19 March 2014. Collection costs without an enforceable instrument generally fall on the creditor; statutory exceptions and a court decision must be distinguished.

[8] Cour de justice de l’Union européenne. C-579/21, Pankki S. Judgment of 22 June 2023. Access to consultation dates and purposes, not a general entitlement to employees’ names or every technical log.

[9] Cour de justice de l’Union européenne. C-203/22, Dun & Bradstreet Austria : communiqué n°22/25. Judgment of 27 February 2025. Explanation of the principles actually applied; protected information assessed by an authority or court. A creditworthiness case, not litigation against the collectors discussed here.

[10] CNIL. Professionnels : comment répondre à une demande de droit d’accès ?. Page dated 13 June 2017, version consulted in September 2026. No routine identity-document requirement; secure delivery, actual data and reasons for refusal.

[11] CNIL. Profilage et décision entièrement automatisée. Published 29 May 2018. Distinguishes profiling from solely automated decisions with legal or similarly significant effects. Read alongside Article 22 and subsequent case law.

[12] European Commission. Article 50: transparency obligations. Article 50(1) and (5), reproduced by the AI Act Service Desk. The page flags pending incorporation of some Omnibus amendments; the timetable is checked against the updated FAQ [13].

[13] Commission européenne. Transparency obligations under Article 50 of the AI Act. FAQ updated on 24 July 2026, consulted on 25 September 2026. Confirms 2 August 2026; the additional marking period does not defer chatbot disclosure. Administrative guidance read alongside the regulation.

[14] European Commission. AI Act: regulatory framework and timeline. Official overview consulted on 25 September 2026. Digital Omnibus entry into force on 27 July 2026 and application of high-risk requirements for Annex III systems on 2 December 2027.

[15] CNIL / LINC. Observatoire du droit d’accès sur les réseaux sociaux : bilan. Published 30 January 2025, based on 2024 observations of ten social networks. Completeness and quality of the data were not assessed. No result is extrapolated to debt collection.

[16] Cybermalveillance.gouv.fr. Le smishing ou hameçonnage par SMS. Published 13 June 2023, updated 21 February 2025. Verify through the organisation’s usual channels and preserve suspicious messages.

[17] Légifrance. Code civil, article 2240. In force since 19 June 2008. Acknowledging the creditor’s right interrupts limitation; whether a particular exchange constitutes acknowledgment depends on the facts.

[18] Légifrance. Code de procédure civile, procédures d’injonction. Version consulted on 25 September 2026. Court objection, the one-month period and special starting rules; the 2026 amendments do not create a two-month objection period.

[19] Union européenne / CNIL. RGPD, chapitre VIII : voies de recours. Data-protection complaints and judicial remedies. Powers of supervisory authorities and judicial routes.

[20] DGCCRF. Recouvrement amiable de créances : les règles à connaître. Published 24 October 2025. Public guidance, with the detailed rules checked against the Civil Enforcement Procedures Code.

[21] Ophelos. L’IA dans le recouvrement de créances. Undated product page. Describes functions and expected benefits; expected benefits remain the supplier’s claims.

[22] Commission européenne. AI Act Service Desk, annexe III. Annex covering, among other uses, evaluation of individuals’ creditworthiness and credit scores, except financial-fraud detection. Classification requires Article 6 and the actual intended use.

[23] CNIL. Droit d’accès : bilan des contrôles de l’action coordonnée européenne. Published on 20 January 2025. Eleven organisations across sectors, selected partly through complaints. Actual findings of partial responses, not a representative sample or an AI debt-collection study. Follow-up status is that reported at publication.

Documents consulted on 25 September 2026. Multiple references from one institution are not independent confirmations. Product pages are used to document their authors’ claims.
Conclusion
A correction has to reach the action
The investigation returns to a practical requirement: being able to connect a message to the information and decisions that produced it. A creditor holds a claim for payment; a collection company organises the process; other providers may handle data or supply software. Understanding those roles helps locate the documents and identify who has the authority to change the record.

Performance claims need the same precision. A payment received sooner, a lower cost and a better satisfaction rating describe different aspects of a service. Their meaning depends on who enters the measurement, the comparison used and the length of follow-up. Assessing how an unpaid debt is resolved also calls for examining what happens to agreements and what difficulties arise after the first exchange. The commercial figures discussed in the book retain their attribution and scope.

Support makes the need for continuity particularly clear. Recognising a difficulty creates an opportunity to help. The response then depends on the options available and the people authorised to apply them. Personal disclosures create a further responsibility: sensitive information may circulate or find another use. The chapters on support and contracts explain why sharing an actionable instruction and sharing the details of a personal situation warrant separate scrutiny.

A correction has to travel through that organisation too. Changing a field on one screen leaves questions about actions already scheduled, information already shared and the tools that depend on it. The Enova case describes a specific break between an agreement and its operational implementation in the United States. For the systems examined in France, the available public documents leave parts of the controls and the handling of individual disputes unresolved.

Access to personal data, explanations for certain automated decisions and procedures for contesting a debt address different matters. The final chapter separates them so that a request for information does not obscure another procedure or its deadline. An account is easier to examine when documents, requests, replies and dates can be brought together. The relevant rights still need to be considered in the circumstances of the case.

Further investigation would benefit most from documents connecting these stages: how a collection process is configured, who can authorise an action, how a dispute is handled, where a correction is sent and what happens afterwards. Examining those records would require safeguards for personal data. Supplier descriptions and legal frameworks offer starting points; observing the handling of actual accounts remains work to be done.

Automated debt collection becomes more intelligible when examined through ordinary decisions and their consequences. Who can explain the amount? Who can pause an action when the conditions for doing so are met? Who can implement an agreement or rectify information? Service quality depends in part on those handovers. A useful response must be able to reach the point where the account is still moving forward.
Data rights, procedures and their deadlines are explained and sourced in chapter six.
About this edition
This English edition, dated 25 September 2026, brings together the six parts of When AI Asks You to Pay published on 24 and 25 September 2026, their nine diagrams, an introduction and a conclusion. References, dates, attributions and explicitly hypothetical examples remain attached to the text. Some wording has been tightened for the book.
The text reflows to fit the screen. The contents, source references and links between the six chapters work offline. External documents and the online glossary require an internet connection. Image enlargement depends on the reading app.
The cover, panorama and six chapter illustrations were created with AI assistance. They are conceptual compositions, without representing a real personal record or the architecture of a named provider.
No scripts, remote fonts or tracking tools are embedded.
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