[bookmark: X7ba0f2b9a2962f47bdc0a4829eede1e8c1c53a1][bookmark: X8213b05c1a3f5a883513e5d786ef546c47f8390]Table 1. Thresholds for Propagation-Aware Rectification
	Concept
	Working definition and principal factors
	Burden and brief example

	Credible notice
	A request identifying the person, the disputed meaning-bearing proposition, the relevant service or workflow, and a prima facie basis for inaccuracy using evidence reasonably available to the claimant.
	The claimant bears the initial burden of establishing a prima facie basis for falsity using evidence reasonably available to them. An official record contradicting an invented conviction will ordinarily satisfy that threshold, while a bare assertion may not.

	Plausible propagation pathway
	A technically or organisationally credible route by which the proposition could have moved from a known output into memory, retrieval, disclosure, a record, API output, or a decision.
	The claimant shows a credible link; the actor controlling the relevant non-public processing evidence should explain the pathway within its responsibility. A matching risk field created after the relevant output may be sufficient to trigger inquiry.

	Reasonably identifiable node
	A node locatable through proportionately obtainable logs, versions, transaction records, data-flow documentation, recipient information, processor assistance, or workflow knowledge.
	Under the proposed framework, the actor seeking closure should identify the nodes examined and explain the basis for excluding other plausible nodes from further inquiry. A known enterprise recipient is ordinarily identifiable; an unknown internet reader ordinarily is not.

	Material reliance
	Use of the false proposition with a realistic capacity to influence reasoning, procedural treatment, recommendation, or outcome; certainty of a different result is unnecessary.
	Under the proposed framework, once a credible reliance link is shown, the actor responsible for the relevant decision process should investigate the extent of reliance. A criminal-risk flag used in screening is material; an unread attachment may not be.

	Disproportionate effort
	Tracing or communication whose cost, intrusion, or technical burden is excessive relative to severity, continuing risk, likelihood of finding a useful node, and available alternatives.
	Under the proposed framework, the actor invoking disproportionate effort should document the methods considered, the steps attempted, the reasons further inquiry would be excessive, and any less burdensome alternatives. High-severity employment screening ordinarily justifies greater remedial effort than an ephemeral low-risk chat error.

	Material recurrence
	Reproduction or reintroduction of a materially equivalent false proposition during ordinary, foreseeable use after correction, through paraphrase, another node or a later version.
	Under the proposed framework, the actor relying on closure should conduct recurrence testing proportionate to the identified risk and the technical pathways reasonably implicated by the case. Reappearance across routine fresh sessions is stronger evidence of material recurrence than a single remote adversarial prompt.

	Reasonable and demonstrable assurance
	Documented evidence that relevant nodes within the actor’s responsibility were corrected, applicable recipient-communication duties were fulfilled, materially affected decisions were investigated, proportionate recurrence testing was completed, and residual risks and limitations were explained.
	Under the proposed framework, the actor seeking closure bears the burden of demonstrating that the conditions for reasonable and demonstrable assurance have been satisfied. Assurance does not require proof of deletion from every model parameter or a guarantee against recurrence in every future system.


Source: Authors’ synthesis from GDPR Articles 5, 16, 19, 24 and 25; relevant CJEU case law; EDPB guidance; and the interdisciplinary technical literature cited in Sections 4.3–4.4.










[bookmark: recipients-decisions-and-reparation]Table 2. Material Reliance and Proportionate Remedial Responses
	Reliance situation
	Required inquiry
	Proportionate remedial response

	False data was present but not used
	Verify that the proposition did not enter reasoning, recommendation, procedural treatment, or outcome.
	Correct or restrict the data and document non-reliance; renewed review of the decision is ordinarily unnecessary.

	False data affected procedure but not the final outcome
	Determine whether it changed scrutiny, delay, burden, explanation, or the opportunity to participate.
	Correct the record, repair the affected procedure where feasible, and provide a revised explanation.

	False data materially affected a recommendation or intermediate score
	Assess assigned weight, causal proximity, and downstream reliance.
	Recalculate or reassess the recommendation and, where an applicable recipient-communication duty attaches, communicate the correction to the relevant recipient.

	False data materially influenced a final decision
	Determine whether the result or treatment could realistically have differed without the false proposition.
	Reopen, repeat, or reconsider where applicable law permits or requires; preserve access to supervisory or judicial review where such review is available.

	A human allegedly verified the automated result
	Examine the reviewer’s authority and competence, access to contrary evidence, available time and freedom to depart from the automated result.
	Where the purported human review was merely nominal, the proposed framework treats it as insufficient to establish meaningful independent scrutiny; a fresh reassessment should be undertaken where applicable law or the relevant remedial process permits or requires.

	Renewed review of the decision is legally or practically unavailable
	Identify why renewed review is unavailable and whether another measure can mitigate continuing or completed harm.
	Use available lawful alternatives proportionate to the harm, which may include a correction notice, prospective exclusion, independent review, explanation, compensation where legally available, or another appropriate remedy.


Source: Authors’ synthesis from GDPR Articles 16, 19, 22 and 82; SCHUFA; Dun & Bradstreet Austria (2025); compensation jurisprudence; and peer-reviewed scholarship on meaningful human oversight.
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	Stage
	Required inquiry and action
	Human-rights function, record and legal character

	Notice and containment
	Identify the person, proposition, workflow, prima facie contradiction and continuing risk; preserve evidence and use a narrowly tailored interim restriction where justified.
	Access and cessation. Express legal duties, supplemented by interpretive interim containment.

	Determination and mapping
	Determine accuracy and identify reasonably identifiable nodes at which the proposition was stored, transmitted, transformed or materially used.
	Reasoned finding and bounded map. Interpretive application of accuracy, rectification, accountability and design duties.

	Allocation and correction
	Assign each node to the responsible actor and implement node-specific correction, restriction, or processor assistance.
	Actor-node allocation and action record. Express duties are allocated by operation; coordination safeguards are partly proposed.

	Recipients and decisions
	Fulfil applicable recipient-communication duties and investigate whether the false data materially affected an assessment or outcome.
	Article 19 communication and reliance assessment. Decision consequences depend on Article 22 and applicable law.

	Testing and closure
	Test semantic, cascading and temporal recurrence; explain remedial reach, limits, residual risk and the route to renewed review where available under applicable law.
	Implementation and non-recurrence. Correction provenance and dated tests are proposed evidentiary safeguards.


Source: Authors’ synthesis of the five remedial functions outlined in Section 3.2, together with the international, regional and domestic legal authorities cited across Sections 3–5.
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	Node and responsible operation
	Node-specific response
	Evidence and closure status

	Generated output: originating provider
	Correct or suppress the reported answer and preserve the incident record.
	Corrected output, incident identifier and dated implementation log.

	Service-side memory: originating provider
	Invalidate or amend the memory item and prevent routine retrieval of the fabricated proposition.
	Memory event record and fresh-session tests; status: corrected or residual risk explained.

	Retrieval index: actor responsible for the retrieval or indexing operation
	Correct, qualify or exclude the source or indexed entry responsible for the false status.
	Index update, retrieval trace and tests using ordinary variants of the person’s name.

	API disclosure: originating provider; known recipient assessed separately for its own processing
	Communicate rectification under applicable recipient-notification duty and preserve delivery evidence.
	Recipient identity, notice date and a status such as sent, received, matched or failed.

	Downstream risk field: downstream controller
	Remove or qualify the criminal-risk field and identify uses of the field in screening or assessment.
	Database audit, corrected field and documented reliance investigation.

	Consequential decision: decision controller
	Reassess or reopen where applicable law permits or requires; otherwise pursue available lawful alternatives proportionate to the harm where the false proposition materially influenced treatment.
	Revised decision or a reasoned determination that renewed review is unavailable, with access to supervisory or judicial review preserved where available under applicable law.


Source: Authors’ application of the propagation-aware rectification framework to the six-node scenario, informed by the factual parameters of the March 2025 Noyb complaint against OpenAI.
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