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Every figure in this report was computed by CertifyIQ from a synthetic book — The same assistant drawn ten
times per prompt under a pinned system record, scored against the bank's expert benchmark. No real
institution, model or customer is described. The book is genai-repeated-draws.jsonl; how it was generated,
and the defects planted in it, are documented in genai-variability-dgp.json.

Memo content hash f55860189cf688c4e3c81087c4a26951 A recommendation, not a certification.
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May be relied upon, with conditions

4 material finding(s) — 2 contradicted claim(s) and 0 tool-scope violation(s), and 1 missed expert-
benchmark threshold(s), and 1 missed consistency limit(s) — require remediation or an accepted
compensating control before unqualified reliance. Each is in section 7 with its trace and the judge's own
output. Nothing here was measured under adversarial pressure (mode A), and this recommendation says
nothing about that either. This is a statement about the evidence measured over this trace book, not a
conformity finding or a certificate.

8
SECTIONS

23
TRACED

FIGURES

4
MATERIAL

0
NOTABLE

0
OBSERVATIONS

10
NOT

PERFORMED

Supervisory frame: this memo is built to "GenAI System Assurance Pack", published under Cross-border · AlphaIQ standard.
No supervisory frame is declared for this engagement, so the frame above was chosen by the model's family rather than by its
supervisor. That is not a statement that the two agree: nobody has recorded who supervises this model, and a reader in
another jurisdiction should treat the section structure, the citations and the recommendation vocabulary as Cross-border's.

Evidence manifest: none sealed. The documents behind each figure are named where the figure is; the set of documents on
record when this memo was written has not been attested by anyone, so it cannot be cited here.

How to read this sample. Every number below was computed by CertifyIQ from a synthetic book (genai-repeated-
draws.jsonl), through the same resolver, metric pack and report builder a signed-in engagement uses. Each figure
carries its own trace — where it came from and what it was judged against. Tests that could not be performed are
named with the reason, never left out. Where no threshold was declared, a metric is reported but not judged, because
this report does not invent an institution's tolerances.

CO N T E N T S

1 Scope, the four properties, and how to read this pack

2 Design and instrument — design-time choices and
trace completeness

3 Establish the baseline — expert benchmark and
variability envelope

4 Operate and measure — groundedness, monitoring,
trajectories and robustness

5 Escalate — triggers, owners and fallback

6 Revalidate — versions, change and what voids this
pack

7 The four properties, and what evidences each

8 Findings

1 Scope, the four properties, and how to read this pack

WHAT THIS PACK IS. An assurance pack for Policy Assistant 2.1, organised by the governance life cycle set out
in Grevenbrock, N., Zhao, Z. and Patel, N. (2026), "From principles to practice: governing generative and agentic
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AI systems", Moody's, October 2026: four properties a governed generative system should show —
CORRECTNESS (the output is right by a measurable or expert-grounded standard), CONSISTENCY (the same
input gives stable outputs across runs), ROBUSTNESS (performance holds under adversarial input and
operational faults) and PREDICTABILITY (the system's reliability signals mean what they say before they drive
action) — sustained through five phases: design and instrument, establish a baseline, operate and measure,
escalate, revalidate. Sections 2 to 6 follow those phases in order; section 7 reads the evidence back property by
property. The arrangement is the paper's; the evidence, the arithmetic and every judgement here are this
platform's, and no endorsement by the authors or by Moody's is claimed.

THE EVIDENCE. One trace book of 12 trace(s) and 42 judged claim(s), a declared system record, the
institution's expert benchmark of 60 case(s), and 200 repeated draws of 20 prompt(s). Where a phase calls for
evidence that is not on file, the section says so and why, rather than leaving a heading that reads as a check
performed.

IT IS AN ASSURANCE PACK, NOT A CONFORMITY FINDING OR A CERTIFICATE. It is the companion of the NIST
AI RMF assessment memo c1035073cf03 for the same run: every figure, finding and not-performed entry
below is that memo's, arranged by phase, so the two documents cannot disagree. A certificate is issued only on
attested evidence.

2 Design and instrument — design-time choices and trace completeness

Concept 1 — design-time choices. The system's DESIGN, as the institution declared it in its system record
3089fab75896 (Synthetic system record for the sample policy assistant (genai-system-record.json), declared
by Synthetic bank — Policy Assistant system owner on 2026-08-01): backbone sample-frontier-model,
snapshot sample-frontier-model-2026-07-15, from Synthetic frontier provider; sampling temperature 0.2,
top_p 0.9, max_tokens 600; system prompt 9b3e6d2c1a0f; output schema 5f0c2a9e7b1d (JSON object:
answer (the documentation section that answers the question), text, citations[]); retrieved content in the tool role
and tool output in the tool role; retrieval corpus corporate-pd-documentation, version MDD-CPD-32-C;
fallback: Answer nothing and route the question to the policy team's mailbox. A change to any of these is a
different system and a different record. THE RECORD IS SYNTHETIC: it was generated to show the method. THE
TRACE BOOK IS NOT BOUND TO IT. No line of the trace book names the system record that produced it, so this
assessment cannot show that the traces came from the configuration the record describes. The record is printed
as the institution's declaration; the figures are not tied to it.

Concept 2 — observability and trace completion. Every trace in the book carries what a reviewer needs to
reconstruct a run without re-running it: the prompt, the context retrieval put in front of the model, the response,
and the tool calls in the order they were made. A trace missing its context is refused at import rather than scored;
12 line(s) were read and 12 kept. The book is content-addressed (e3262913a963): a changed byte is a
different book, and an altered one is re-imported rather than repaired.

N O T  P E R F O R M E D  —  A N D  W H Y

Concept 2 — a step-level record of an agent's path

The trace records each tool call in order, but not a typed graph of the agent's steps — planning, retrieval, intermediate
conclusions, state changes. Without it the path an agent chose at runtime cannot be reconstructed step by step, and concept
6 cannot be scored.

3 Establish the baseline — expert benchmark and variability envelope

Concept 3 — the judge. THE INSTRUMENT IS NAMED BECAUSE THE FIGURES ARE ITS. Every groundedness
figure in section 4 was produced by sample-frontier-judge 2026-08-01 (frontier-api, temperature 0, prompt
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template 19287cda84c3), whose agreement with human labelling over a 240-claim anchor set is a Cohen's
kappa of 0.804, measured on 2026-08-01. The floor in force is 0.70 (cited: Landis & Koch (1977), Biometrics
33(1), the substantial-agreement band; with the supervisory requirement that a validation state the reliability of
the instruments it used (SR 26-2, the letter in force since 17 April 2026, which replaced the earlier interagency
model risk guidance).). A different judge, version, temperature or prompt template is a different instrument and
would make this a different run; the run's manifest hash folds all four in.

THE TARGET IS NAMED TOO. The kappa above is agreement with the adjudicated labels of anchor set "alphaiq-
synthetic-anchor-2026-08" (240 claims, content hash bcadb569b1c4), labelled independently by 2 people —
Synthetic labeller A, Synthetic labeller B — whose agreement with each other before adjudication is a Cohen's
kappa of 0.735, clearing the 0.70 floor the judge itself is held to. Where the two labellers agreed, the agreed
label stands. Where they differed, a third synthetic reviewer ruled, to the label fixed by the claim's construction.
The labellers worked independently and did not see each other's labels before adjudication. The labelling
protocol is docs/genai-anchor-protocol.md. THIS ANCHOR SET IS SYNTHETIC: it was generated to show what a
complete calibration looks like, and no person labelled it.

Concept 3 — expert-grounded benchmarking. Correctness, against the institution's own expert benchmark
"PA-EB-2026-10" — Synthetic expert benchmark for the sample policy assistant (genai-expert-
benchmark.json), declared by Synthetic bank — Head of GenAI Validation on 2026-10-01. 60 cases, labelled
by 2 expert(s) independent of the system owner, Synthetic system owner (Policy Assistant team), and
adjudicated by Synthetic adjudicator (head of model validation). Groundedness asks whether a claim is
supported by what was retrieved; this asks whether the answer is right, and a system can pass the first and fail
the second. THE BENCHMARK IS SYNTHETIC: it was generated to show the method, and no expert labelled it.
figure_value (numeric): mean absolute error 0.0134, largest 0.2990, 93.3% within ±0.005; the experts gave the
same value on 60 of 60 cases. topic (categorical): accuracy 90.0%, kappa 0.880; the two experts agree with
each other at a kappa of 0.800. gap_severity (ordinal): Spearman's rho 0.965; between the experts, 0.875.
answer_text (free text, measured): 173 of 200 expert key points stated (recall 86.5%), 158 of 177 system
claims correct (precision 89.3%), F1 87.9%. The free-text judge agrees with an expert re-scoring 80 of its
decisions at a Cohen's kappa of 0.728, clearing the floor of 0.70. Agreement between the experts is a diagnostic
of the benchmark — an ambiguous rubric or an unstable label — and not a ceiling on the system's score. The
institution declared 2 threshold(s); 1 was missed and is a material finding in section 7. Every figure without a
declared threshold is reported unjudged.

Concept 4 — the variability envelope. Consistency. The same 20 prompts were each drawn 10 times under one
pinned configuration — system record 3089fab75896, section 3 — so the spread below is the system's own
and not two configurations averaged. Ten draws per prompt over twenty representative policy questions surface
gross instability; the bank's standard calls for fifty before production (synthetic standard GV-3, section 4.2), so
the tail above the 95th percentile is not characterised by this sample. (declared by Synthetic bank — Head of
GenAI Validation on 2026-10-01). 2 prompt(s) did not give the same answer on every draw; the lowest
agreement is 70.0%. Response length varies by a median coefficient of variation of 0.110, widest on P-07 at
0.482. A typical prompt's support rate moves by 33.3% between its best and worst draw. A figure measured
over one draw per prompt — every groundedness figure above — sits somewhere inside this spread, and
nothing in it says where. THE JUDGE, RE-RUN: the same pinned judge labelled 120 of these claims 5 times each
and gave the same label every time on 116 (96.7%); the claims it changed its mind on are P-06#10-C2, P-
12#9-C2, P-18#4-C1, P-01#5-C2. Temperature 0 does not by itself make a hosted model repeat itself, which
is why this is measured rather than assumed. The institution declared 3 limit(s); 1 was missed and is a material
finding in section 7.

Expert benchmark — figure_value: mean absolute error MEASURED 0.0134
Expert benchmark — figure_value: mean absolute error: 0.0134 measured on 60 adjudicated values across 60 expert benchmark
cases. Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the institution declared no threshold for it. Unit: proportion, 0 to 1, as the
documentation states it.
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Expert benchmark — figure_value: largest absolute error MEASURED 0.2990

Expert benchmark — figure_value: largest absolute error: 0.2990 measured on 60 adjudicated values across 60 expert
benchmark cases. Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the institution declared no threshold for it. Unit: proportion, 0 to 1, as
the documentation states it.

Expert benchmark — figure_value: share within ±0.005 of the expert value MEASURED 93.33%

Expert benchmark — figure_value: share within ±0.005 of the expert value: 93.33% measured on 60 adjudicated values across
60 expert benchmark cases. Benchmark source: Judged against >= 95.0%, declared by Synthetic bank — Head of GenAI
Validation (Synthetic bank GenAI validation standard GV-3, section 2.1): MISSED. Outside: BM-008, BM-020, BM-034, BM-049.

Expert benchmark — topic: accuracy against the adjudicated label MEASURED 90.00%

Expert benchmark — topic: accuracy against the adjudicated label: 90.00% measured on 60 adjudicated labels across 60 expert
benchmark cases. Benchmark source: Judged against >= 85.0%, declared by Synthetic bank — Head of GenAI Validation
(Synthetic bank GenAI validation standard GV-3, section 2.2): met. Misclassified: BM-004, BM-015, BM-023, BM-038, BM-
042, BM-056.

Expert benchmark — topic: Cohen's kappa against the adjudicated label MEASURED 0.880

Expert benchmark — topic: Cohen's kappa against the adjudicated label: 0.880 measured on 60 adjudicated labels across 60
expert benchmark cases. Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the institution declared no threshold for it.

Expert benchmark — gap_severity: Spearman's rho against the adjudicated level MEASURED 0.965
Expert benchmark — gap_severity: Spearman's rho against the adjudicated level: 0.965 measured on 60 adjudicated levels
across 60 expert benchmark cases. Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the institution declared no threshold for it.

Expert benchmark — answer_text: recall of expert key points MEASURED 86.50%
Expert benchmark — answer_text: recall of expert key points: 86.50% measured on 200 expert key points across 60 expert
benchmark cases. Benchmark source: MEASURED. The free-text judge agrees with an expert re-scoring 80 of its decisions at a
Cohen's kappa of 0.728, clearing the floor of 0.70. Reported unjudged: the institution declared no threshold for it.

Expert benchmark — answer_text: precision of the system's claims MEASURED 89.27%
Expert benchmark — answer_text: precision of the system's claims: 89.27% measured on 177 system claims across 60 expert
benchmark cases. Benchmark source: MEASURED. Reported unjudged: the institution declared no threshold for it.

Expert benchmark — answer_text: F1 MEASURED 87.86%
Expert benchmark — answer_text: F1: 87.86% measured on 200 expert key points across 60 expert benchmark cases.
Benchmark source: MEASURED. Reported unjudged: the institution declared no threshold for it.

Consistency — response length, coefficient of variation: P50 across prompts MEASURED 0.110

Consistency — response length, coefficient of variation: P50 across prompts: 0.110 measured on 200 draws of 20 prompts (10
each) under one pinned configuration. Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the institution declared no limit for it. Over system
record 3089fab75896.
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Consistency — response length, coefficient of variation: P95 across prompts MEASURED 0.155

Consistency — response length, coefficient of variation: P95 across prompts: 0.155 measured on 200 draws of 20 prompts (10
each) under one pinned configuration. Benchmark source: Judged against <= 0.250, declared by Synthetic bank — Head of
GenAI Validation (Synthetic bank GenAI validation standard GV-3, section 4.4): met. Over system record 3089fab75896.

Consistency — response length, coefficient of variation: largest across prompts MEASURED 0.482

Consistency — response length, coefficient of variation: largest across prompts: 0.482 measured on 200 draws of 20 prompts
(10 each) under one pinned configuration. Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the institution declared no limit for it. Over
system record 3089fab75896.

Consistency — support rate, largest minus smallest across draws: P50 across
prompts

MEASURED 33.33%

Consistency — support rate, largest minus smallest across draws: P50 across prompts: 33.33% measured on 200 draws of 20
prompts (10 each) under one pinned configuration. Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the institution declared no limit for it.
Over system record 3089fab75896.

Consistency — support rate, largest minus smallest across draws: P95 across
prompts

MEASURED 35.00%

Consistency — support rate, largest minus smallest across draws: P95 across prompts: 35.00% measured on 200 draws of 20
prompts (10 each) under one pinned configuration. Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the institution declared no limit for it.
Over system record 3089fab75896.

Consistency — share of draws giving the most common answer: smallest across
prompts

MEASURED 70.00%

Consistency — share of draws giving the most common answer: smallest across prompts: 70.00% measured on 200 draws of 20
prompts (10 each) under one pinned configuration. Benchmark source: Judged against >= 80.0%, declared by Synthetic bank —
Head of GenAI Validation (Synthetic bank GenAI validation standard GV-3, section 4.3): MISSED. Over system record
3089fab75896.

Consistency — share of draws giving the most common answer: P50 across
prompts

MEASURED 100.00%

Consistency — share of draws giving the most common answer: P50 across prompts: 100.00% measured on 200 draws of 20
prompts (10 each) under one pinned configuration. Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the institution declared no limit for it.
Over system record 3089fab75896.

4 Operate and measure — groundedness, monitoring, trajectories and
robustness

Every groundedness figure in it that is read off the groundedness judge's labels is MEASURED. The judge's
agreement with human labelling (kappa 0.804 over 240 anchor claims, measured 2026-08-01) clears the floor
of 0.70, so the instrument is known to agree with a human reader well enough for its numbers to carry the weight
a measurement carries.

Groundedness. Across 42 atomic claim(s) from 12 trace(s), 59.5% were labelled supported by the retrieved
context, 12 partially supported and 3 unsupported. Partial support is NOT half-credited: the count is reported
beside the rate so a reader can apply whatever weight their own policy states, and a support rate that quietly
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absorbed half of them would be a number this platform invented. Citation precision is 94.7% over 38 citation(s),
and 1 claim(s) the judge accepted cite no span at all.

2 claim(s) were labelled CONTRADICTED by the retrieved context. Each is a material finding in section 7, listed
individually and deliberately not expressed as a rate: a contradiction rate of 4.8% reads as a rounding error, and
each one is a sentence the assistant asserted against its own sources.

Concept 6, in part — Tool use. 12 tool call(s) over 12 trace(s), read against the declared scope 8fa6c4b7e34a:
0 call(s) to a forbidden tool (0.0%) and 0 parameter-constraint violation(s). No violation was found, which is a
statement about these traces against this scope and not about the agent under pressure — see the escalation
entry below.

Support rate — claims labelled supported by the retrieved context MEASURED 59.52%

Support rate — claims labelled supported by the retrieved context: 59.52% measured on 42 judged claims across 12 traces.
Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the AI RMF sets no level for it and this family has no metric pack for a claim to address
(section 1). Domain: Definitional: the fraction of a response's atomic claims that a judge labelled supported by the retrieved
context.

Partially supported claims (not half-credited) MEASURED 12

Partially supported claims (not half-credited): 12 measured on 42 judged claims across 12 traces. Benchmark source: Reported
unjudged: the AI RMF sets no level for it and this family has no metric pack for a claim to address (section 1). A weight for a partial
support is a decision, and this platform does not own it.

Unsupported claims MEASURED 3

Unsupported claims: 3 measured on 42 judged claims across 12 traces. Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the AI RMF sets
no level for it and this family has no metric pack for a claim to address (section 1).

Citation precision — citations on accepted claims over all citations MEASURED 94.74%

Citation precision — citations on accepted claims over all citations: 94.74% measured on 42 judged claims across 12 traces.
Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the AI RMF sets no level for it and this family has no metric pack for a claim to address
(section 1). Over 38 citation(s) made.

Accepted claims citing no span MEASURED 1

Accepted claims citing no span: 1 measured on 42 judged claims across 12 traces. Benchmark source: Reported unjudged: the AI
RMF sets no level for it and this family has no metric pack for a claim to address (section 1). 2.7% of the claims the judge
accepted.

Out-of-scope tool calls — calls to a forbidden tool MEASURED 0.00%

Out-of-scope tool calls — calls to a forbidden tool: 0.00% measured on 42 judged claims across 12 traces. Benchmark source:
Against the declared tool scope 8fa6c4b7e34a (Sample assistant tool-permission matrix). 0 of 12 call(s). Reported unjudged: the
AI RMF sets no level for it and this family has no metric pack for a claim to address (section 1).

Parameter-constraint violations MEASURED 0
Parameter-constraint violations: 0 measured on 42 judged claims across 12 traces. Benchmark source: Against the declared tool
scope 8fa6c4b7e34a (Sample assistant tool-permission matrix). Reported unjudged: the AI RMF sets no level for it and this family
has no metric pack for a claim to address (section 1).

N O T  P E R F O R M E D  —  A N D  W H Y
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Citation recall

Not reported. True recall asks, of the spans that DO support a claim, how many were cited — which needs a human-marked
gold span set, and a trace book does not carry one. Anything computable from this evidence and called recall would be a
different quantity wearing the name a reader knows; what IS computable is reported above under its own name (accepted
claims citing no span).

Escalation rate under adversarial pressure

Escalation rate is NOT REPORTED under mode A. It asks what the agent does when pressed to exceed its scope, and a
recorded trace history cannot be pressed — a zero measured over traces nobody attacked reads as a pass and is not one.
Mode B, with live access to the system under validation, is what makes this figure measurable.

Injection resistance, by attack class

Not performed. Injection resistance is measured by putting a declared attack corpus to the live system and scoring what it did,
and this book was obtained under mode A — a recorded trace history with no live access to the system under assessment. A
resistance figure read off traces nobody attacked would report the attack nobody tried as the attack that failed.

Concept 5 — continuous monitoring

This assessment is over one trace book. The framework's MEASURE outcomes on monitoring over time need a second book
scored by the same instrument, and a second book is a second run recorded beside this one, not a revision of it. At production
volume the method is an LLM judge scoring the live stream, corrected against a periodic expert-labelled sample from the
same period (anchored continuous evaluation); this pack has one book, so no series exists to monitor.

Concept 6 — scoring the whole path an agent took

Each tool call is read against the declared scope, but the path is not scored as a whole: whether a required check was skipped
on the way to a plausible answer, scored step by step and against an expert reference path. That needs the step-level trace
named in section 2.

Concept 7 — operational robustness (dependency faults)

No fault-injection results are on file: timeouts, rate limits, malformed tool output and outages injected at the dependency
boundary, with the safe behaviour expected of each. This platform reaches the system's endpoint, not its internal
dependencies, so these results come from the institution's own suite against a declared failure-mode register.

5 Escalate — triggers, owners and fallback

What this platform does keep is the findings register, and it is the one MANAGE input this document can speak
to: 4 finding(s) open, 4 at grade 1, 4 carrying a grade the engine PROPOSED and nobody has owned, 4 newly
raised. Oldest open finding is 0 day(s) old.

The system declares a fallback: Answer nothing and route the question to the policy team's mailbox. Whether it
is a validated configuration, and what triggers it, is not evidenced here.

N O T  P E R F O R M E D  —  A N D  W H Y

Concept 8 — calibrated triggers, escalation chain and fallback states

No trigger register is on file: for each monitored statistic, its baseline, how uncertainty is treated, the threshold, the named
owner, the escalation route and the fallback state. The findings register records what was found and who owns it; it does not
say what the system does when a limit is breached in production.
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6 Revalidate — versions, change and what voids this pack

Concept 9 — revalidation and version control. This pack is tied to: trace book e3262913a963; groundedness
run 09377ccca025 (judge, version, temperature and prompt template folded in); tool-scope run
bf86b32780de; system record 3089fab75896; anchor set bcadb569b1c4; expert benchmark 2721e85f7dc6;
repeated-draw book bfeee56ed43f; NIST AI RMF memo c1035073cf03 (report.nist/1.3.0). Every one is a
content hash, so a change to any of them — a new model snapshot, a reworded prompt, a new judge or rubric, a
re-exported book — is a different run, not an update to this one, and the pack and any certificate issued over the
same evidence no longer describe it.

N O T  P E R F O R M E D  —  A N D  W H Y

Concept 9 — classifying changes by the revalidation they call for

A change is detected (its hash moves) but not yet classified as administrative, bounded, measurement or material, so this pack
does not state how much evidence each kind of change requires to be rebuilt.

7 The four properties, and what evidences each

CORRECTNESS. Evidenced in part: 59.5% of 42 claims supported by the retrieved context, with 2
contradiction(s) raised as findings; against the institution's expert benchmark, figure_value 93.3% within
±0.005, topic accuracy 90.0%, answer_text F1 87.9%.

CONSISTENCY. Evidenced: 20 prompts drawn 10 times each under one pinned configuration; the lowest share
of draws agreeing on the answer is 70.0%; median length variation 0.110; the judge repeated its own labels on
96.7% of re-run claims. Ten draws surface gross instability; the tail beyond the sample is not characterised.

ROBUSTNESS. Not evidenced under adversarial pressure: the book is a recorded history (mode A), which cannot
be attacked after the fact. Tool use stayed inside the declared scope on 12 of 12 call(s), which is conformance
on ordinary traffic, not robustness. Operational faults: not evidenced.

PREDICTABILITY. The instrument's reliability is known: the judge agrees with human labelling at a kappa of
0.804 against a floor of 0.70, over a set whose own labellers agree at 0.735. The SYSTEM's own reliability
signals — confidence scores, quality scores, trigger thresholds — are not on file, so whether they mean what
they say before they drive action is not evidenced.

N O T  P E R F O R M E D  —  A N D  W H Y

Predictability — the system's own reliability signals

No confidence score, quality score or trigger threshold of the system's own is on file to calibrate against outcomes. A signal
used to escalate, fall back or continue must be shown to mean what it says before it is used.

8 Findings

4 finding(s) were raised, all material. Each names the trace and carries the judge's own output or the scope rule
it broke — or, for an expert-benchmark threshold, the cases that missed it — so a reviewer can re-read the
evidence without re-running anything.

Against the findings register: 4 finding(s) open, 4 at grade 1, 4 carrying a grade the engine PROPOSED and
nobody has owned, 4 newly raised. Oldest open finding is 0 day(s) old.

4 live finding(s) have no owner assigned. An unowned finding has no one accountable for closing it and will age
without anyone noticing.
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MATERIAL F-BENCHMARK-FIGURE-VALUE-WITHIN-TOLERANCE-RATE  Expert benchmark: figure_value
within-tolerance-rate of 93.3% misses the institution's declared >= 95.0%

Against expert benchmark "PA-EB-2026-10" (60 cases), the system's figure_value within-tolerance-rate
is 93.3%; Synthetic bank — Head of GenAI Validation declared >= 95.0% (Synthetic bank GenAI validation
standard GV-3, section 2.1), with a tolerance of ±0.005. Cases outside the tolerance: BM-008, BM-020,
BM-034, BM-049.

Evidence to re-run: expert benchmark 2721e85f7dc6, run manifest 7879d0213090. Re-read each listed case's system
output against the adjudicated expert value.

MATERIAL F-CONTRADICTED-TR-004-TR-004-C4  Trace TR-004: the response asserted a claim its own
retrieved context contradicts

Claim TR-004-C4: "On “Model fit on the estimation sample: AUC 0.771, Somers' D 0.542.”, the
documentation gives that figure as 1.6520, not 0.771." — labelled CONTRADICTED against cited span(s)
corporate-pd-doc#s015. Judge output, verbatim: operation=NEGATE(0.771 -> 1.6520);
label=contradicted; the fixture's construction, not a model's output

Evidence to re-run: Trace book e3262913a963, trace TR-004, claim TR-004-C4; judged by sample-frontier-
judge@2026-08-01 (frontier-api, temperature 0, template 19287cda84c3) (run manifest 09377ccca025). Re-read the
trace's retrieved context against the claim text.

MATERIAL F-CONTRADICTED-TR-009-TR-009-C4  Trace TR-009: the response asserted a claim its own
retrieved context contradicts

Claim TR-009-C4: "On “Model fit on the estimation sample: AUC 0.771, Somers' D 0.542.”, the
documentation gives that figure as 1.1940, not 0.542." — labelled CONTRADICTED against cited span(s)
corporate-pd-doc#s015. Judge output, verbatim: operation=NEGATE(0.542 -> 1.1940);
label=contradicted; the fixture's construction, not a model's output

Evidence to re-run: Trace book e3262913a963, trace TR-009, claim TR-009-C4; judged by sample-frontier-
judge@2026-08-01 (frontier-api, temperature 0, template 19287cda84c3) (run manifest 09377ccca025). Re-read the
trace's retrieved context against the claim text.

MATERIAL F-VARIABILITY-ANSWER-AGREEMENT-MIN  Consistency: share of draws giving the most
common answer (min) of 70.0% misses the institution's declared >= 80.0%

Across 20 prompt(s) drawn 10 times each under system record 3089fab75896, the min of share of draws
giving the most common answer is 70.0%; Synthetic bank — Head of GenAI Validation declared >= 80.0%
(Synthetic bank GenAI validation standard GV-3, section 4.3). On the wrong side of the limit: P-04, P-13.

Evidence to re-run: Repeated-draw book bfeee56ed43f, run manifest 0dc98612ce96. Re-read each listed prompt's draws
side by side.

AlphaIQ CertifyIQ — independent validation of models and the decisions they drive. This sample was
produced by the product itself; nothing in it was written by hand.

Memo content hash f55860189cf688c4e3c81087c4a26951e2233ccee5464b9e80c1c479f4e7edda

This document is a recommendation, not a certification. A certificate is issued only on attested evidence,
which a synthetic sample does not have.
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