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Position

Granting an enterprise Al assistant or autonomous agent the same standing access as its human
operator is usually a weak control design, not a mature governance model.

That does not mean every such deployment is automatically unlawful. It does mean the design
becomes increasingly hard to defend once the system can:

o take action rather than only summarize;

e run outside the user’s immediate supervision;

e touch personal, sensitive, or regulated data;

e cross system boundaries;

« create irreversible operational, financial, employment, or customer-facing effects.

Across EU, UK, EMEA, and North American frameworks, the direction of travel is consistent:
least privilege, purpose-bound access, attributable logs, meaningful human oversight,
and lifecycle risk management. The main conclusion in this memo is an inference drawn from

that pattern of sources, not a claim that one statute literally says “do not mirror user permissions
into an agent.” [S1][S2][S3][S5][S8][S10][S13]

Executive Summary
The case against “same access as the user” rests on six linked points:

1. It fails least-privilege design. If the permission boundary is the user’s maximum authority,
the agent almost always receives more access than the task requires. [S1][S3][S§]

2. It weakens accountability. Reused user tokens, shared service accounts, or opaque background
automations make it harder to prove which agent did what, under which delegation, for what
reason. [S5][S10][S13][S14]

3. It conflicts with data-protection-by-design logic. GDPR and UK GDPR guidance push to-
ward necessity, minimisation, limited accessibility, and demonstrable safeguards, not broad
standing inheritance. [S3][S4][S10]

4. Tt is misaligned with current AI governance rules. The EU AI Act, Canada’s automated
decision regime, and Colorado’s Al law all move toward documented risk management, expla-
nations, oversight, and traceable operating controls. [S5][S6][S13][S14][S15]

5. It is hard to reconcile with cyber-resilience regimes. NIS2 and DORA expect formal ac-
cess control, security measures, and resilience management, especially in regulated or critical
environments. [S8][S9]

6. A better pattern already exists. Per-agent identity, scoped delegation, short-lived entitle-
ments, approval gates, and tamper-evident logs are more secure, more transparent, and better
aligned with where regulation is going. [S1][S2][S3][S5][S8][S10]



The Core Case
1. Mirrored entitlements fail least privilege by design

NIST defines least privilege as granting each entity only the minimum resources and authorizations
needed to perform its function. That definition cuts directly against the default enterprise pattern
of “the assistant acts as me everywhere.” [S1]

If a user can:

e read HR records,

e approve production changes,
e access legal files,

e retrieve customer data,

e query finance systems, and
e administer cloud resources,

an agent that inherits the full user envelope is over-authorized before it starts. The permission
model is tied to the person’s maximum authority, not to the task’s minimum need.

That is the anti-pattern in one sentence.

GDPR points the same way. Article 25 requires technical and organizational measures so that,
by default, only personal data necessary for each specific purpose are processed, including limits
on accessibility. In practical terms, a case-summarization agent does not need the operator’s full
mailbox, drive, CRM, HRIS, finance, and production reach simply because the operator has them.
[S3][S4]

NIS2 reinforces this with explicit references to access control policies, human resources security,
asset management, and multi-factor or continuous authentication where appropriate. [S§]

2. The audit problem is as important as the breach problem

The security conversation often focuses on exfiltration or misuse. The compliance conversation is
broader: can the organization reconstruct authority, action, and accountability after the fact?

The weak version of the mirrored-access pattern usually looks like one of these:

e the agent reuses the user’s browser session or API token;

e the agent is fronted by a shared service account;

o the assistant has broad app-level scopes with minimal event attribution;

e the organization logs prompts but not tool calls, policy decisions, or downstream effects.

That makes basic governance questions hard to answer:

e Which agent performed the action?

o Was it acting under a user instruction, a workflow, or background autonomy?
e What exact data did it access?

e Which policy allowed it?

e Was a human approval required, and if so, where is that record?

The EU AI Act’s high-risk regime is built around record-keeping, information to deployers, human
oversight, and accuracy/robustness/cybersecurity. Canada’s federal automated decision regime
requires published algorithmic impact assessments, human involvement, published explanations at



higher impact levels, recourse, and scheduled updates. The UK ICO frames Al accountability
around the obligation to comply and demonstrate compliance, with DPIAs treated as a primary
evidentiary mechanism. [S5][S10][S13][S14]

An incident report that effectively says “the Al did it” is not a control framework.

3. Data protection law favors purpose-bound delegation, not standing inheritance

The cleanest legal argument against mirrored access is not “Al is scary.” It is “broad inherited
access is hard to square with necessity, minimisation, and default safeguards.”

GDPR requires:

e purpose limitation;

e data minimisation;

o data protection by design and by default; and
« security appropriate to the risk. [S3]

The EDPB’s Article 25 guidance exists precisely because these safeguards must be built into the
design of the system, not added after deployment. The ICO says the accountability principle makes
the organization responsible both for complying with data protection law and for demonstrating
that compliance in any Al system processing personal data. It also stresses that the DPIA should
be treated as a live document and revisited when the scope, purpose, or risk changes. [S4][S10]

That combination is difficult to reconcile with a standing-access model where:

o the grant is broad because it is convenient;

the agent can traverse systems the current task never needed;

the scope is defined once at onboarding rather than per task or per workflow;
logs do not clearly show necessity and approval boundaries.

This is especially problematic for assistants that quietly evolve from chat helper to background
actor.

4. The EU AI Act raises the bar in exactly the places mirrored access is weakest

Under the current official timetable, the EU AI Act entered into force on 1 August 2024. The
European Commission states that prohibited practices became effective in February 2025, and
that the Act will be fully applicable on 2 August 2026 with some exceptions. [S6]

As of 13 March 2026, the Council has agreed a position on an “Omnibus” proposal that could
delay some high-risk deadlines if enacted, but that proposal is not yet the law in force. The Council
text specifically discusses delaying the application dates for some high-risk rules. [S7]

The honest assessment is therefore:

e AI Act obligations are already landing in phases;
o the exact high-risk timetable may still move;
e the governance direction is already clear.

For high-risk systems, the Act requires risk management, record-keeping, information to deployers,
human oversight, and accuracy/robustness/cybersecurity. Even where a particular enterprise as-
sistant is not a “high-risk Al system” under the Act, the design pattern that best survives Al Act



scrutiny is still a scoped, attributable, reviewable one, not a blanket user-equivalence model.
[S5][S6][S7]

5. Cyber-resilience regimes push the same answer

NIS2 does not talk in “agentic AI” language, but it clearly expects risk-managed access control,
asset management, and strong authentication measures. [S§]

DORA does the same for the EU financial sector through formal ICT risk-management obligations.
The point is not that DORA contains a special anti-agent clause. The point is that in regulated
operational environments, the control posture is converging on:

o managed identities;

o formal access policies;

e resilience and monitoring obligations;

e documented risk controls; and

« evidence that the organization can contain and reconstruct incidents. [S9]

Mirrored agent access is weak on all five.

6. North American regimes are moving from principles to operating duties
North America no longer looks like a pure soft-law environment.

NIST AI RMF defines trustworthy AI using characteristics that include security, resilience, ac-
countability, transparency, privacy enhancement, and explainability. That is not a direct law, but
it is an important standards signal and a procurement signal. [S2]

Canada’s Directive on Automated Decision-Making goes further than broad principle statements.
It requires published algorithmic impact assessments, scheduled review of those assessments, hu-
man involvement according to impact level, published explanations, and recourse. The AIA tool
also explicitly asks departments to assess impacts on rights and freedoms, procedural fairness,
explainability, and audit trails. [S13][S14]

Colorado’s SB24-205 is even more direct. The official bill summary states that, on and after
1 February 2026, developers and deployers of high-risk AI systems must use reasonable care,
maintain risk management measures, complete impact assessments, perform annual reviews, and
provide notices and documentation. A later bill, HB25B-1009, proposed delaying those provisions
to 1 August 2027, but that bill was marked Lost. The practical reading as of 2026-03-27 is
that the original 1 February 2026 timing still stands. [S15][S16]

None of these North American sources reward the enterprise pattern of “just let the agent do
whatever the employee can do.”

Honest Limits on the Claim
This argument is strongest when the system is:

e tool-using rather than read-only;

o persistent or background-running;

e Cross-system;

o handling personal, sensitive, or regulated data;

e capable of initiating or materially influencing real-world decisions.



This argument is weaker when the system is:

e local-only;

e read-only;

e time-boxed to a single document set;

e non-persistent;

e blocked from external actions;

e outside regulated or high-risk domains.

So the disciplined claim is:

“Same as the user” is not always illegal, but it is a poor enterprise default and becomes
increasingly difficult to justify under current and emerging governance expectations.

What a More Defensible Model Looks Like

The alternative is not “ban agents.” It is delegated, purpose-bound, auditable agent access.

Control objective Ad hoc same-access model More defensible model
Identity Agent reuses user token or Distinct agent identity plus
shared service account explicit delegator claim
Scope Full user RBAC or broad app  Task-scoped subset, ideally
scopes resource-level
Time Standing access Short-lived credentials,
revocation, TTL
Purpose Generic enablement Purpose-bound grant tied to
workflow or ticket
Approval Agent can self-complete Step-up approval for
sensitive steps high-impact actions
Audit Coarse chat logs Per-agent action log including
policy decisions and
downstream effects
Data exposure Whole mailbox/drive/app Minimal working set,
COrpus session-bound retrieval,
selective access
Runtime containment Direct access to production Gateway, sandbox, egress
tools policy, and fail-closed controls

This model lands better on the likely upside of pending and emerging regulation because it directly

supports the questions regulators and auditors already ask:

e Who acted?

e Under whose authority?

e With what data?

e For what purpose?

e What safeguards applied?

e Where was human oversight exercised?

e What can be replayed and evidenced later?



Practical Decision Rule

If an enterprise Al system can do any two of the following, “same as the user” should be presumed
an anti-pattern until proved otherwise:

call external tools or APIs;

act in the background;

reach multiple business systems;
handle personal or sensitive data;
write, approve, send, or change state;
influence consequential decisions.

At that point, the safer and more transparent answer is a governed delegation layer, not direct
user-equivalent access.

Regional Timing Snapshot

As of 2026-03-27:

EU AI Act: already in phased application; prohibitions effective since February 2025; broad
applicability due 2 August 2026 under current law, with a live Council-backed proposal that
could still delay some high-risk deadlines if enacted. [S6][ST7]

EU cyber and sectoral resilience: NIS2 and DORA already push toward formal access
control, security management, and operational resilience. [S8][S9]

UK: there is still no single UK-wide AI Act equivalent in force, but existing UK GDPR
duties and ICO guidance already support the same architectural direction: accountable gov-
ernance, live DPIAs, risk reduction, and demonstrable compliance. NCSC secure Al guidance
reinforces the security side. [S10][S11]

EMEA standards and assurance: ISO/IEC 42001 adds a formal Al management-system
signal. Inference: organizations that expect assurance, procurement scrutiny, or certification
pressure will find scoped, policy-driven delegation easier to defend than ad hoc mirrored
access. [S12]

North America: NIST is shaping the control vocabulary; Canada’s federal automated deci-
sion regime already requires published assessment and oversight artifacts; Colorado’s AT Act
high-risk duties are now live on the original February 2026 schedule. [S2][S13][S14][S15][S16]

Strategic Takeaway

The claim worth making publicly is not:

“Every enterprise assistant with user-level access is illegal.”

The stronger and more defensible claim is:

“Granting Al assistants or agents the same standing access as their human user is a
weak enterprise control pattern. It increases blast radius, weakens accountability, and
sits on the wrong side of the regulatory and standards trajectory. A scoped, delegated,
auditable access model is more secure, more transparent, and more likely to remain
defensible across EU, UK, EMEA, and North American regimes.”

That is not a scare tactic. It is the straight reading of where the controls language is heading.



Source Register

o [S1] NIST CSRC Glossary, “least privilege.” Defines least privilege as granting each
entity the minimum authorizations and resources needed to perform its function.
https://csre.nist.gov /glossary /term/least_ privilege

o [S2] NIST AI RMF 1.0. Trustworthy AI characteristics include valid and reliable, safe,
secure and resilient, accountable and transparent, explainable and interpretable, privacy-
enhanced, and fair.
https://doi.org/10.6028 /NIST.AI.100-1

» [S3] Regulation (EU) 2016/679 (GDPR). Official text covering purpose limitation, data
minimisation, data protection by design and by default, and security of processing.
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/679/0j/eng

« [S4] EDPB Guidelines 4/2019 on Article 25. Official guidance on data protection by
design and by default.
https://www.edpb.europa.eu/our-work-tools/our-documents/guidelines/guidelines-42019-
article-25-data-protection-design-and__en

e [S5] Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 (EU AI Act). Official text covering risk man-
agement, record-keeping/logging, information to deployers, human oversight, and accu-
racy /robustness/cybersecurity for high-risk systems.
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1689/0j/eng

o [S6] European Commission, “Regulatory framework proposal on artificial intel-
ligence.” Official application timeline, including 1 August 2024 entry into force, February
2025 prohibitions, and 2 August 2026 full applicability with exceptions.
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies /regulatory-framework-ai

o [S7] Council of the EU, 13 March 2026, “Council agrees position to streamline
rules on Artificial Intelligence.” Confirms a live proposal to delay some high-risk
application dates, but only as a proposal at this stage.
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2026 /03 /13 /council-agrees-
position-to-streamline-rules-on-artificial-intelligence/

» [S8] Directive (EU) 2022/2555 (INIS2). Official text referencing access control policies,
asset management, human resources security, and multi-factor or continuous authentication.
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2022/2555/0j/eng

e [S9] Regulation (EU) 2022/2554 (DORA). Official text establishing ICT risk-
management obligations for financial entities.
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/2554 /0j/eng

+ [S10] UK ICO, “What are the accountability and governance implications of AI?”
Official UK guidance tying Al use to accountability, DPIAs, governance, and demonstrable
compliance under UK GDPR.
https:/ /ico.org.uk/for-organisations/uk-gdpr-guidance-and-resources/artificial-intelligence /guidance-
on-ai-and-data-protection/what-are-the-accountability-and-governance-implications-of-ai/

e [S11] UK NCSC, “Guidelines for secure AI system development.” Official secure-
development guidance for Al systems, relevant to the UK side of the governance argument.
https://www.ncsc.gov.uk/collection /guidelines-secure-ai-system-development



[S12] ISO/IEC 42001:2023 - AI management systems. Official ISO landing page
describing Al governance through a management system standard and organization-wide
policies and procedures.

https://www.iso.org/standard /42001

[S13] Government of Canada, “Directive on Automated Decision-Making.” Of-
ficial federal directive requiring published impact assessment updates, human involvement,
explanations, and other mitigation measures according to impact level.
https://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/pol/doc-eng.aspx?id=32592

[S14] Government of Canada, “Algorithmic Impact Assessment tool” Official
operational tool emphasizing review cadence, legal risk assessment, explainability, audit
trails, recourse, and publication.

https://www.canada.ca/en/government /system /digital-government /digital-government-
innovations/responsible-use-ai/algorithmic-impact-assessment.html

[S15] Colorado General Assembly, SB24-205, “Consumer Protections for Artificial
Intelligence.” Official enacted bill summary showing developer and deployer duties for high-
risk Al systems beginning on and after 1 February 2026.

https://leg.colorado.gov /bills/sb24-205

[S16] Colorado General Assembly, HB25B-1009, “Artificial Intelligence Systems.”
Official bill page showing the proposal to delay SB24-205 to 1 August 2027 and the status

“Lost,” which supports the inference that the original February 2026 timing remains in effect.
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb25b-1009
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