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EU AI Office Issues First €47 Million in Fines
Against Three Companies for High-Risk AI
Violations—Hiring Platform Gets €18M,
Credit Scorer €14M, Retail Chain €15M

The EU AI Office waited exactly zero days after its August 2nd enforcement deadline to
prove the AI Act isn’t decorative legislation. Three companies learned this lesson at €47
million combined.

The News: Three Fines, Three Failure Modes

CORRECTION — 27 August 2026

This article should not be cited. Its central factual claim is unsupported and I am
retracting it.
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The post reported that the EU AI Office issued its first fines under the AI Act in early August
2026 — €47 million across three companies (€18M against an HR technology platform,
€14M against a credit scoring provider, €15M against a retail chain using emotion
recognition). After a reader asked me for the underlying sources, I went back and checked. I
cannot substantiate any of it, and I no longer believe the enforcement action described
took place.

What went wrong, specifically:

The primary source doesn’t say what I said it says. I linked to a European Commission
news item dated 2 August 2026 as evidence that the Commission “announced its first
enforcement actions.” That page is about the Article 50 transparency obligations entering
into force — labelling of AI-generated content, disclosure when a user is interacting with a
chatbot. It names no companies and reports no penalties. The €15 million figure it contains
is the statutory maximum for companies (€15M or 3% of global annual turnover), not a fine
that was levied against anyone. I appear to have converted a ceiling into an event.

The accompanying press release says the opposite. Commission press release
IP/26/1714, issued 31 July 2026, announces that the AI Office and national authorities begin
enforcing the Act on 2 August. It attaches no cases to that start date.

The obligations I described weren’t in force. This is the part I should have caught before
publishing. The Digital Omnibus on AI — Regulation (EU) 2026/1744, in force 27 July 2026 —
amended Article 113 to defer the high-risk application dates to 2 December 2027 for Annex
III systems and 2 August 2028 for Annex I. Hiring and creditworthiness assessment are both
Annex III. Those duties did not apply in August 2026, so no company could have been fined
for breaching them. My claim that the AI Office “waited exactly zero days” to enforce high-
risk obligations was describing a deadline that had already been moved.

The emotion recognition analysis was also wrong. Article 5 prohibits emotion recognition
in workplaces and educational institutions. Retail is not covered by that prohibition. I
framed a commercial deployment as a prohibited practice, which misstates the law.

The secondary sources don’t corroborate. The three supporting links in the original post
are AI-generated aggregator blogs recycling the same unsourced claim, and their figures
contradict each other — one places a €12 million credit-scoring penalty in March 2026
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instead.

What in the piece still holds. The general description of what Article 11 technical
documentation, Article 13 interpretability and Article 14 human oversight require is broadly
accurate as a reading of the Regulation. The Article 99 penalty tiers are stated correctly.
The practical advice on inventorying systems and building documentation and explanation
pipelines remains sensible preparation. But readers should treat all of it as forward-looking
guidance for the December 2027 and August 2028 deadlines, not as a response to
enforcement that has already happened.

What is actually true about the AI Act timeline as of today: the Article 5 prohibitions
have applied since 2 February 2025; the general-purpose AI model obligations since 2
August 2025; the Article 50 transparency regime since 2 August 2026, when the AI Office
and national market surveillance authorities began enforcing the Act; and the Annex III and
Annex I high-risk regimes are deferred to December 2027 and August 2028 respectively.
For primary sources, use the Commission’s AI Act Service Desk, the digital-strategy AI Act
page, and the consolidated text of Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 on EUR-Lex.

I published a story that fit a narrative I expected to be true and verified it against a link that
did not support it. That is my error, and I apologise to anyone who relied on it — particularly
researchers and compliance teams. The original text is left below, struck through where
inaccurate, so the record is visible rather than quietly edited away.

THE ORIGINAL ARTICLE:

The European Commission announced its first enforcement actions within days of the
August 2, 2026 deadline, targeting three distinct AI deployment failures across hiring,
lending, and retail surveillance.

Case 1: The €18 Million Hiring Platform Penalty

A pan-European HR technology company received the largest individual fine for deploying
hiring AI that lacked conformity assessment documentation and failed to implement
required human-in-the-loop controls. The investigation was triggered by complaints about
opaque and apparently discriminatory hiring decisions.

https://commission.europa.eu/news-and-media/news/safer-and-more-transparent-ai-2026-08-02_en
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According to enforcement documentation, investigators found incomplete technical
documentation that couldn’t demonstrate how the system made candidate
recommendations. The company had positioned itself as a “modern AI-driven talent
platform” but couldn’t explain to regulators—or rejected candidates—why specific
decisions were made.

Case 2: The €14 Million Credit Scoring Penalty

A mid-market lender was fined for credit-scoring AI that violated transparency
requirements and failed to provide meaningful explanations for adverse credit decisions.
The system lacked required human review processes for consequential automated
decisions.

This case is particularly instructive because credit scoring is explicitly classified as high-
risk AI under Article 6 of the AI Act. The lender apparently believed existing financial
regulations provided adequate coverage. They didn’t.

Case 3: The €15 Million Emotion Recognition Penalty

A European retail chain deployed real-time emotion recognition systems in stores across
four EU Member States. The system monitored customer facial expressions without proper
notice, consent mechanisms, or risk assessment documentation.

Emotion recognition in retail contexts occupies a legal gray zone that these fines just
colored in. While the AI Act doesn’t prohibit all emotion recognition, deploying it covertly
for commercial purposes without transparency measures crosses into prohibited territory.

Why This Matters: The End of Compliance Theater

The EU AI Act allows fines up to €35 million or 7% of global annual turnover for prohibited AI
practices—exceeding GDPR’s 4% maximum. For high-risk AI violations specifically, penalties
reach €15 million or 3% of global turnover, whichever is higher.

Analysis from the August enforcement actions reveals something more significant than the
raw numbers: the speed and coordination of these penalties suggests pre-built cases
waiting for the enforcement date.

https://www.digitalapplied.com/blog/eu-ai-act-enforcement-penalties-who-enforces-2026
https://skycrumbs.com/blog/ai-regulation-august-2026
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Winners from this enforcement action:

Companies that invested early in AI governance infrastructure now have competitive
documentation advantages. Compliance-focused AI vendors who built explainability
features as core functionality rather than bolt-on afterthoughts will see procurement
preference shift their direction. Legal and consulting firms specializing in AI risk assessment
just watched their addressable market expand dramatically.

Losers from this enforcement action:

“Move fast and deploy later” AI vendors face immediate rearchitecting pressure. Any
company running high-risk AI systems without documented conformity assessments now
operates under active regulatory threat. The “we’ll figure out compliance when it matters”
contingent just discovered when it matters was August 2nd.

The timing sends an unmistakable message: the EU AI Office had investigation pipelines
ready to execute the moment enforcement powers activated. This wasn’t bureaucratic
delay followed by symbolic action. This was deliberate demonstration of capability.

The Cross-Border Complexity

The emotion recognition case spanning four Member States reveals the operational reality
of EU AI enforcement. Unlike GDPR’s lead supervisory authority model, the AI Act
centralizes certain enforcement powers in the AI Office while distributing others to national
authorities.

Companies operating AI systems across multiple EU markets must now track both
centralized AI Office jurisdiction and national competent authority requirements. The retail
chain’s four-country deployment meant coordinated investigation across multiple
regulatory bodies, suggesting enforcement cooperation mechanisms are already functional.

Technical Depth: What “Compliant” Actually Requires

Let’s examine what each penalized company should have built, and what your engineering
teams need to understand about AI Act requirements.
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High-Risk AI Documentation Requirements

The hiring platform failed on what Article 11 of the AI Act calls “technical documentation.”
This isn’t a PDF describing your model. The regulation requires:

Design specifications: Complete description of system architecture, computational
resources, and development methodology
Training data documentation: Provenance, labeling procedures, data preparation
steps, and bias detection measures
Testing and validation records: Metrics used, test datasets, validation procedures,
and performance across relevant subgroups
Risk management documentation: Identified risks, mitigation measures
implemented, and residual risk assessment

The credit-scoring lender failed on Article 14’s human oversight requirements. High-risk AI
systems must be designed to enable effective human oversight, including:

Ability to fully understand system capabilities and limitations
Awareness of automation bias risks
Capacity to correctly interpret system outputs
Ability to override or reverse system decisions

Critically, “human-in-the-loop” doesn’t mean a human clicks “approve” on every decision.
It means humans can meaningfully intervene, understand what they’re approving, and
override when appropriate. Rubber-stamp oversight doesn’t satisfy the requirement.

The Explainability Engineering Challenge

The credit-scoring violation specifically cited failure to provide “meaningful explanations
for adverse decisions.” This goes beyond technical interpretability.

Article 13 requires high-risk AI outputs to be “interpretable by the deployers.” For credit
decisions, this means affected individuals must receive explanations sufficient to
understand why they were denied and what factors contributed to that decision.

Engineering teams should consider this architecture requirement: your model’s decision
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pathway must be decomposable into human-understandable components. If you’re
running ensemble methods or deep learning approaches where feature importance
attribution is approximate at best, you need a parallel explainability layer that provides
legally compliant explanations even if they’re simplified representations of the actual
decision process.

Technical analysis of the enforcement actions suggests the credit-scoring system could
explain decisions to data scientists but not to consumers. Regulatory interpretability
requires explanations meaningful to the affected party, not just technically accurate to
experts.

Emotion Recognition: Technical Boundaries

The retail chain’s €15 million fine illuminates where emotion recognition crosses from
regulated to prohibited.

The AI Act prohibits emotion recognition in workplace and educational settings entirely. In
commercial contexts, it’s not outright banned but triggers the highest scrutiny levels. The
retail deployment failed because:

No notice to customers that emotion analysis was occurring
No documentation of accuracy claims or bias testing
No risk assessment of potential harms from misclassification
No legitimate interest justification documented

The technical architecture itself wasn’t necessarily prohibited. The deployment context
and lack of transparency made it so.

For companies considering any biometric AI, the lesson is straightforward: documentation
and transparency aren’t afterthoughts. They’re architectural requirements that must be
designed into the system from inception.

The Contrarian Take: What Coverage Gets Wrong

https://sabr-labs.com/article/ai-regulation-eu-act-enforcement


EU AI Office Issues First €47 Million in Fines Against Three
Companies for High-Risk AI Violations—Hiring Platform Gets €18M,

Credit Scorer €14M, Retail Chain €15M

www.arturmarkus.com | 8

Overhyped: The “Innovation Killer” Narrative

Initial reactions to these fines will inevitably include industry complaints about regulatory
overreach stifling European AI innovation. This framing misreads what actually happened.

None of these companies were penalized for building AI. They were penalized for deploying
AI without documentation, explanation mechanisms, or oversight controls. The hiring
platform could have continued operating with proper conformity assessment. The lender
could have continued credit scoring with adequate human review and explanation systems.
The retailer could have deployed emotion recognition with proper notice and consent
frameworks.

The AI Act doesn’t prohibit high-risk AI. It requires high-risk AI to be documented, tested,
and operated with appropriate oversight. Companies that built compliance into their
development process won’t see enforcement actions. Companies that treated compliance
as an afterthought will.

Underhyped: The Documentation Debt Problem

The real story these fines reveal is how many AI systems in production cannot demonstrate
what they do, how they were trained, or why they make specific decisions.

This isn’t a compliance problem. It’s an engineering debt problem that compliance finally
made visible.

Consider the hiring platform case. Investigators found “incomplete technical
documentation” and insufficient ability to explain decision-making. This suggests the
company itself may not have fully understood how their system evaluated candidates.

The €18 million fine isn’t really about regulatory checkboxes. It’s about deploying systems
into consequential decisions without understanding what those systems do. The AI Act just
happens to be the forcing function that makes this kind of technical debt financially
material.
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The Real Risk: Cascading Enforcement

These three fines targeted three different AI application categories. The AI Act’s high-risk
classifications include biometric identification, critical infrastructure management,
educational and vocational training access, employment and worker management, essential
services access, law enforcement, migration and asylum management, and justice
administration.

Most enterprise AI deployments touch at least one of these categories. Predictive
maintenance for critical infrastructure. Workforce scheduling systems. Customer service
prioritization. Credit and insurance decisioning.

The €47 million in initial fines was a capability demonstration. The AI Office has shown it
can investigate, coordinate across member states, and issue penalties quickly. Companies
running undocumented AI systems in any high-risk category now operate in a
fundamentally different threat environment.

Practical Implications: What Your Team Should Do This
Week

Immediate Actions

1. Inventory your AI systems against the high-risk classification list.

Pull Article 6 and Annex III of the AI Act. Map every AI system in production or development
against the classification criteria. Anything touching employment decisions,
creditworthiness assessment, essential service access, or biometric processing requires
immediate attention.

2. Assess documentation completeness.

For each high-risk system, answer these questions:

Can you produce complete training data documentation within 72 hours if requested?
Can you demonstrate bias testing across protected characteristics?
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Can you explain individual decisions to affected parties in plain language?
Can you show documented human oversight procedures?

If any answer is “no” or “probably not,” that system is at enforcement risk.

3. Implement explanation logging immediately.

Even if your models don’t generate human-readable explanations natively, you can start
logging decision factors, feature weights, and contributing data points. This creates an
audit trail and enables explanation generation even if you need to build that layer
retroactively.

4. Document your human oversight processes.

Who reviews AI decisions? Under what circumstances? What authority do they have to
override? What training have they received? Write this down. If it’s not documented, it
doesn’t exist from a regulatory perspective.

Architecture Considerations

Build explanation pipelines as first-class infrastructure.

Your ML pipeline includes data ingestion, feature engineering, training, and inference. Add
explanation generation as a required stage. Whether you’re using SHAP values, attention
weights, or rule extraction, make explanation generation automatic and logged.

Implement decision audit trails.

Every consequential AI decision should generate a record containing: the input data, the
model version, the output, the explanation, and the timestamp. Store these records in
tamper-evident systems. Assume regulators will request them.

Design for human oversight interfaces.

Your human reviewers need more than a dashboard showing approve/reject buttons. They
need context about what the system considered, confidence levels, similar past cases, and
easy override mechanisms. If your human oversight interface doesn’t support genuine
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understanding, it doesn’t satisfy Article 14 requirements.

Vendors to Watch

The enforcement actions create immediate market opportunities for:

AI governance platforms that provide documentation templates, risk assessment
frameworks, and audit trail management
Explainable AI tooling that generates human-readable explanations from model
internals
Conformity assessment services that can certify high-risk AI systems meet
regulatory requirements
Training data documentation platforms that track provenance, labeling, and bias
metrics throughout the data lifecycle

If you’re evaluating AI infrastructure investments, compliance capability should now be a
primary selection criterion rather than a nice-to-have feature.

Forward Look: The Next 12 Months

Enforcement Acceleration

The EU AI Office demonstrated investigative capability with these initial actions. Expect
enforcement pace to increase as the Office builds institutional capacity and refines
investigation playbooks.

By early 2027, we should anticipate:

Double-digit enforcement actions across multiple high-risk categories
At least one action against a major multinational technology company
Increased coordination between AI Office and national data protection authorities
Case law establishing interpretive precedents for ambiguous regulatory language

The Brussels Effect in Action

Companies serving EU customers will increasingly adopt AI Act compliance standards
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globally. Maintaining separate compliant and non-compliant AI versions is operationally
complex and legally risky. Most enterprises will default to the highest compliance standard
across all markets.

This creates de facto global AI documentation and transparency standards driven by EU
regulatory requirements—the same “Brussels Effect” that made GDPR the global privacy
baseline.

US companies have been treating the AI Act as a European concern. These fines should
trigger reassessment. If you sell to EU customers, EU subsidiaries, or process EU resident
data, your AI systems fall under AI Office jurisdiction.

The Competitive Dynamics Shift

Companies that invested in AI governance early—comprehensive documentation,
explainability engineering, human oversight design—now hold competitive advantages in
any market involving EU customers.

Companies that deferred governance investment face uncomfortable choices: rapid
compliance buildout (expensive and disruptive), market exit (revenue loss), or operational
risk acceptance (potential eight-figure penalties).

The strategic lesson is clear: AI governance is no longer a cost center. It’s competitive
infrastructure. Companies that treat compliance as engineering capability rather than legal
burden will capture the markets that laggards are forced to exit.

Technical Standards Evolution

The AI Act delegates significant technical detail to harmonized standards being developed
by CEN and CENELEC. Over the next 12 months, these standards will solidify, providing
more specific guidance on:

Documentation format requirements
Risk assessment methodologies
Testing and validation protocols
Human oversight implementation benchmarks
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Smart engineering teams will track these evolving standards and adjust their compliance
infrastructure accordingly. Waiting for final standards to build compliance capabilities
means falling behind competitors who started earlier.

The Stakes Going Forward

These initial fines—€47 million across three companies—are small relative to the AI Act’s
maximum penalties. The €35 million or 7% of global turnover ceiling for prohibited
practices means future enforcement against larger companies could reach hundreds of
millions of euros.

The three penalized companies represent mid-market players across HR tech, lending, and
retail. Enforcement actions against major technology platforms, enterprise AI vendors, or
global financial institutions would generate penalties that make these initial fines look like
rounding errors.

The EU AI Office has demonstrated it can act quickly, coordinate across borders, and issue
material penalties. The question is no longer whether AI regulation will be enforced. It’s
whether your organization will be compliant when investigators come calling.

The €47 million in initial fines wasn’t a warning shot—it was the EU AI Office
announcing that AI governance has moved from optional investment to operational
requirement, and companies that haven’t built compliance into their engineering
culture are operating on borrowed time.

WRITTEN BY

Artur Markus

Software engineer in Basel building AI infrastructure and agentic systems, with a
background in pharmaceutical automation, GxP compliance, and validation. I help teams
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turn AI from a chatbot into a reliable operational layer.

Book a meeting →

https://www.arturmarkus.com/contacts/

