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DOCUMENT STATUS AND BOUNDARIES

Purpose, scope and institutional position

European regulatory systems increasingly depend on structured data,linked records
and durable evidence. This does not mean that declarations have disappeared, that
all controls are automated, or that separate legal regimes have merged. It means that
an organisation's ability to explain where a regulatory value came from, what it
relates to, how it was transformed and which limitations remain has become an
operational capability in its own right.

Institutional boundary

This publication does This publication does not

Provide an independent methodological analysis of documentary Provide legal, tax, customs, verification, certification or compliance
evidence and regulatory data architecture. advice.

Distinguish legal requirements, methodological expectations and Determine whether a declaration, product or undertaking complies
illustrative evidence carriers. with Union or national law.

Offer operational examples, review questions and public templates Replace an accredited verifier, competent authority, customs
for discussion. specialist or qualified legal adviser.

Guarantee acceptance of evidence, eligibility of a claim or any

Identify limitations, unresolved points and referral boundaries.
regulatory outcome.

WEETRA'S ROLE
WEETRA performs evidentiary review and develops documentary methodology. It is not a verifier,
certification body, legal authority or competent authority, and it does not issue compliance opinions.

This paper supersedes the January 2026 edition of WEETRA-NO0O1. It removes unsupported claims about
a universal zero-trust architecture, real-time cross-regulatory enforcement, fixed algorithmic thresholds
and verifier-capacity statistics.

Intended audience: EU importers, industrial groups, supplier-data teams, sustainability functions,
customs functions, internal audit, legal advisers, verifiers and policy stakeholders.
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EXECUTIVE ABSTRACT

Evidentiary Infrastructure

A regulatory submission is only as defensible a sthe evidence chain that connects its
claims to attributable facts and source records.

European regulatory systems increasingly depend on structured data, linked records and durable
evidence. This does not mean that declarations have disappeared, that all controls are automated,
or that separate legal regimes have merged. It means that an organisation's ability to explain where
a regulatory value came from, what it relates to, how it was transformed and which limitations
remain has become an operational capability in its own right.

The central discipline of this paper is to keep four layers separate: the legal rule, the factual proposition
that must be demonstrated, the methodological review used to test documentary support, and the
possible records that may carry evidence. The paper avoids converting common business documents

into legal requirements where the legislation does not prescribe them.

Analytical layers used throughout

Layer Question Output

Legal requirement What does the applicable text require? Cited provision and defined scope.

Claim statement with product, entity, period

. PSR 2
Regulatory claim What factual proposition is being asserted? and quantity.
. ) Defined evidentiary objective and
Evidence object What fact must be supported? . .
minimum attributes.
. . Source record with provenance, linkage and
Carrier Which record may support that fact?

limitation.

Supported, partially supported,

Documentary determination What is the status of support? unsupported, contradictory, source-limited
or deferred.
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SECTION 1

The real shift: from isolated files to
traversable evidence

The important change is not the end of declarations. It is the risingc ost of
declarations that cannot be traced back to their factual basis.

Traditional compliance work often ended when a form was filed or a report was approved internally.
That model is increasingly inadequate for obligations that depend on supplier data, production records,
calculation methods, third-party verification and records retained across several years. A declaration
remains legally important, but it is the end of a chain rather than the whole chain.

A traversable chain allows a reviewer to move from a reported number to the regulatory claim, from the
claim to the facts that must be true, from those facts to evidence objects, and from each evidence object
to identifiable source records. Traversability also works in reverse: a change in a source record should
reveal which calculations, claims and submissions may be affected.

This capability is broader than document storage. A folder may contain every file received and still fail to
show which installation produced a shipment, which production period was used, how units were
converted, or whether a later credit reduced a carbon payment. Evidentiary infrastructure is therefore
an architecture of relationships, not a warehouse of PDFs.

Three different operating models

Model Primary question Typical weakness
File collection Do we possess documents? Volume without claim coverage.
. Data may lack provenance or regulatory
Data management Are values structured and available? scope
. . Can each material claim be supported and Requires cross-functional linkage and
Evidence architecture e
reconstructed? explicit limitations.

CORE DISTINCTION
Availability is an observation. Documentary sufficiency is a reasoned conclusion about whether the
available evidence supports a defined claim.
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SECTION 2

A regulatory value is a claim, not merely a
number

Every reported value carries an implicit statement about object, entity, period,
method and scope.

An embedded-emissions figure is not simply a decimal. It states that a specified quantity of goods,
produced at a specified installation or under an applicable default-value route, carries a specified
quantity of emissions calculated under a specified methodology for a specified reporting period. A
product-passport attribute and an EUDR due-diligence statement contain different claims, but they
share the need for scope and attribution.

Claim-first reasoning prevents a common failure: beginning with whatever documents a supplier
happens to send and treating them as sufficient because they look authoritative. The reviewer instead
defines the proposition, identifies its dependencies and asks what evidence could support each
dependency. This produces focused requests and makes missing relationships visible.

The same carrier can support several claims, and one claim may require several carriers. A customs
declaration can support an import event and declared quantity, but it does not by itself support
installation-level production data. A supplier certificate can identify a product, but its evidentiary weight
depends on issuer, scope, period and linkage.

Claim decomposition

Claim component Review question Example
. . . Shipment, batch, product model,
Object What exactly is the claim about? . .
installation or plot.
Entity Who produced, imported, paid or declared? | Operator, trader, importer or liable entity.
X L X Production period, import year or payment
Period Which time window governs the fact? date
. . . Actual value, default value or due-diligence
Method Which rule or calculation path applies?
method.
. X . Net mass, production output or covered
Quantity What population and unit are covered? .
emissions.
o . . Source access, mixed batches or conflicting
Limitation What is unavailable or unresolved? q -
identifiers.
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SECTION 3

Evidence objects and documentary carriers

Evidence objects define the fact to prove; carriers are the records that may prove it.

This distinction is central to a reusable methodology. An installation identity is an evidence object. A
registry extract, operator report, permit, controlled master record or production document may carry
evidence of that identity. Treating the PDF itself as the evidence object makes the method dependent
on one format and one supplier practice.

Evidence objects should be defined with minimum attributes. For installation identity, those attributes
may include legal name, address, installation identifier, operator, country and effective period. For a
carbon-price payment, they may include liable entity, scheme, covered emissions, gross liability, relief,
net amount, currency, payment date and transaction reference.

Carriers must be assessed for source, authority, scope, temporal alignment, attribution and accessibility.
A screenshot may show a portal result but prevent the reviewer from testing the underlying query or
population. A hash can preserve the identity of a file version, but it does not prove authorship, truth or
contemporaneous creation.

Object-carrier examples

Evidence object

Import population

Possible carriers

Customs line extract; broker file; import
ledger.

Frequent failure

Omitted amendments or unexplained scope
difference.

Installation identity

Operator report; permit; registry record;
production master.

Supplier entity confused with production
plant.

Production attribution

Batch genealogy; heat list; production
order; dispatch bridge.

Commercial invoice cannot be linked to
production record.

Activity data

Meter record; stock balance; invoice plus
inventory movement.

Purchases treated as consumption without
reconciliation.

Calculation factor

Laboratory result; official factor source;
controlled specification.

Wrong year, unit, material or version.

Payment

Assessment notice; ledger; bank evidence;
official registry.

Gross charge shown without rebate or
settlement status.
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SECTION 4

Evidence quality is not the same as data
quality

A technically precise data set can remain weak evidence if it cannot be attributed to
the relevant regulatory claim.

Data-quality programmes commonly assess accuracy, completeness, consistency, timeliness and validity.
Evidentiary review adds different questions: who created the record, under which authority, for which
object and period, through which transformations, and with what independent corroboration. These
dimensions overlap, but they are not interchangeable.

A meter can produce precise readings while the record remains unusable for the claim because the
meter is not mapped to the relevant production process. Conversely, a conservative value may be less
precise yet better documented. Evidence quality is therefore claim-relative and cannot be represented
safely by one universal score.

WEETRA recommends preserving separate observations instead of collapsing them into a single pass/fail
label. Availability, attribution, traceability, reproducibility, authenticity, cross-validation, contradiction
and source limitation each lead to different remediation.

Evidence-quality dimensions

Dimension Question Why it matters
. Does the record relate to the claimed Prevents group or country data being
Attribution . . .
object? substituted for plant or shipment data.
. . Makes reconstruction and change impact
Provenance Can origin and transformation be followed? .
possible.
X Do the record and claim cover compatible Prevents current documents supporting
Temporal alignment . s . . .
periods? historical claims without basis.
. Can an informed reviewer reperform the Exposes hidden assumptions and hard-
Reproducibility . .
transformation? coded adjustments.
. Does an independent record test the same Reduces reliance on a single summary or
Corroboration .
fact? self-attestation.
L Do identifiers survive system and party Protects linkage across supplier, logistics,
Continuity . .
boundaries? customs and reporting systems.
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SECTION 5

The evidence chain lifecycle

Documentary defensibility must be designed a cross collection, review, remediation,
release and retention.

The lifecycle begins before document collection. Scope and claims are fixed, required evidence objects
are identified, and supplier requests are drafted around facts rather than generic filenames. On receipt,
records are registered with stable identifiers, version, source and custody information.

Review then tests coverage and relationships. Contradictions are not erased by selecting the most
convenient value. They are recorded, assessed for material effect, assigned to an owner and either
resolved, referred or carried into the final limitation statement. Where new evidence is received, the
package is reassessed rather than simply enlarged.

Release should freeze the exact package, calculation and register versions used. Retention must preserve
both content and context: the source manifest, identifier map, extraction parameters, evidence status,
referrals and reasons. A cryptographic fingerprint is useful for later identity checks but must not be
described as proof of truth.

Documentary review lifecycle
Phase Required action Controlled output

Define goods, entities, period, claims and

Scope Scope statement and claim register.

exclusions.
Identify dependencies, evidence objects and . .

Map . Claim-to-evidence map.
alternative paths.
Request, receive, register and version . .

Collect Evidence register and custody log.
records.

. Test attribution, coverage, consistency and o .
Review Fact and contradiction registers.

reproducibility.

. Issue focused requests and reassess o
Remediate . . Remediation and reassessment record.
received evidence.

Stop mechanical review where specialist

Refer . . Human Review referral.
judgement is needed.

Rel. State documentary statuses and remaining Determination summary and locked
elease o
limitations. package.
. Preserve versions, access and change X .
Retain Retention record and package manifest.

history.
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SECTION 6

Cross-domain reconciliation without invented
convergence

Shared identifier scan improve consistency, but separate regulatory regimes remain
legally and institutionally distinct.

Customs, CBAM, product information and due-diligence systems may refer to overlapping goods, parties
and quantities. Reconciliation can reveal differences that deserve explanation. It does not follow that
authorities operate a single real-time system, that a fixed tolerance exists across regimes, or that one
inconsistency automatically triggers coordinated enforcement.

The sound operational approach is to define a controlled semantic layer: product codes, CN codes, units,
party identities, installation identifiers, shipment references, batch identifiers and reporting periods.
Crosswalks should be versioned because classifications and product masters change.

Reconciliation should preserve legitimate differences. A customs quantity, saleable production output
and product-passport unit can be valid yet unequal because they measure different populations. The
reviewer should seek a bridge, not force artificial equality.

Typical evidence boundaries

Boundary Shared reference Required caution

Commercial seller may not be the

Supplier to producer Legal entity, operator and plant identifiers. installation operator.

Batch, heat, lot, order and dispatch Commingling may require an allocation

GG ST HEi references. method rather than one-to-one tracing.

. Invoice line, packing list, MRN and customs | Amendments, unit conversions and split
Shipment to customs

line. consignments must be retained.
CN code, origin, quantity and reporting Different aggregation rules require explicit
Customs to regulatory report . e
period. reconciliation.
. . . Interoperable transmission does not prove
Source record to digital exchange Record ID, value, unit, version and method.

the truth of the source value.

NO UNIVERSAL ENFORCEMENT ARCHITECTURE

This paper does not claim that CBAM, DPP, customs and EUDR have merged into one automated
enforcement system. It proposes a business-side evidence architecture capable of supporting distinct
obligations.
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SECTION 7

Human Review and institutional boundaries

Automation is useful for extraction and comparison; it must stop where legal,

technical or evidentiary judgement is required.

Mechanical controls can identify missing fields, unit differences, duplicated records and numerical

inconsistencies. They cannot safely determine whether an alternative allocation method is

acceptable, whether a carbon-pricing instrument satisfies a pending legal test, whether a document

is authentic in a contested setting, or whether a discrepancy is material for an accredited

verification conclusion.

A Human Review referral should record the question, evidence considered, reason mechanical review

stopped, relevant specialist and effect on documentary status. Referrals must not be hidden inside

generic warnings. They are part of a defensible process because they show that the system recognised its

boundary.

WEETRA's documentary determinations are limited to support status. They are not legal opinions,

customs decisions, verification opinions, certifications or guarantees. Qualified professionals and

competent bodies retain their respective authority.

Human Review triggers

Situation

Classification ambiguity

Why mechanical review stops

Product description and CN interpretation
require customs judgement.

Referral

Customs specialist or competent authority.

Allocation dispute

Physical rationale and sector method
require technical judgement.

Process engineer and accredited verifier.

Article 9 eligibility

Applicable implementing rules and national
instrument require legal analysis.

Legal/tax counsel and competent authority
as appropriate.

Suspected alteration

Metadata or visual anomaly does not
establish falsification.

Forensic specialist and legal counsel.

Conflicting primary sources

No mechanical rule can select truth safely.

Source owner, specialist reviewer and
escalation body.
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SECTION 8

Governance model for evidentiary
infrastructure

Durable evidence requires owner ship across business functions,not a compliance
team working alone.

The accountable owner of a regulatory submission should not be confused with the owners of source
evidence. Operations owns production reality, finance owns payment and ledger records, customs
owns import populations, IT owns extraction and access controls, procurement manages supplier
obligations, and legal advisers interpret unsettled questions. Governance must connect these roles.

A useful model assigns an owner to each evidence object and a custodian to each carrier. The owner is
responsible for the factual proposition; the custodian preserves the record and its retrieval conditions. A
reviewer remains independent of the source owner when assessing support status.

Change management is essential. A revised product master, supplier site, methodology, exchange rate,
factor source or legal act should trigger an impact assessment against affected claims and packages. The
point is not perpetual re-review of everything, but controlled identification of what changed.

Minimum governance roles

Role Primary responsibility Evidence output

Defines scope and approves the submitted

Submission owner .
claim set.

Scope and approval record.

Evidence-object owner Explains and supports the underlying fact. Fact statement and source mapping.

Preserves source, version, access and

Record custodian

retention.

Custody and retrieval record.

Method owner

Controls calculation or due-diligence
methodology.

Method version and change log.

Independent reviewer

Assesses documentary support and
limitations.

Registers, referrals and determination
summary.

Specialist

Resolves matters outside mechanical
review.

Reasoned opinion within professional
scope.
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SECTION 9

Implementation roadmap

The practical objective is a control edevidence layer that can mature without
waiting for a perfect enterprise system.

Implementation should begin with one high-risk regulatory claim and one defined population. The
organisation maps dependencies, assigns identifiers and owners, tests retrieval and builds a
contradiction register. This exposes actual bottlenecks faster than purchasing a broad software
platform before defining the evidence model.

The second stage standardises evidence-object definitions, supplier guidance, extraction parameters and
version control. The third stage introduces controlled automation for intake, field extraction, mapping
and reconciliation. The final stage connects these controls to retention, change impact and periodic

governance review.

Technology should serve the method. No immutable ledger, hash, Al model or interoperable message can
compensate for an undefined claim, wrong scope or broken attribution link. Conversely, a transparent
manual process can be defensible while the organisation builds more mature systems.

Phased implementation

Stage

1. Pilot

Deliverable

One claim map, evidence register and
completed review.

Exit criterion

Material dependencies and breakpoints are
visible.

2. Standardise

Evidence dictionary, identifiers, owner
matrix and supplier requests.

Equivalent cases are handled consistently.

Controlled intake, extraction, reconciliation

Automation preserves source and reason,

3. Automate and alerts. not only result.
Change control, retention, access review X .
4. Govern . Released packages remain reconstructible.
and management reporting.
5 Extend Reusable objects mapped to another Legal differences remain explicit and
. Exten

regulation.

separate.
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SECTION 10

Conclusion

Evidentiary infrastructure is the capacity to make a regulatory claim explainable,
reviewable and reconstructible.

The case for evidentiary infrastructure does not depend on exaggerated claims about algorithmic
enforcement. It follows from a simpler fact: complex regulatory submissions rely on facts created
by different organisations, systems and functions. If those facts cannot be linked and preserved,
the final statement becomes difficult to defend.

The appropriate response is claim-first architecture, evidence-object definitions, carrier controls, explicit
contradictions, Human Review referrals and versioned release packages. This approach improves
readiness without pretending to replace verification, legal interpretation or competent-authority
decisions.

The broader institutional proposition is modest but consequential. Interoperability moves data.
Evidentiary architecture explains why a particular value should be considered supportable for a defined
regulatory purpose. Both matter, and neither should be misrepresented as the other.

FINAL PROPOSITION
Regulatory trust is not created by declaring that data are reliable. It is created by preserving the chain
through which reliability can be examined.
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SOURCE REGISTER

Authoritative baseline and publication control

Only official legal texts, official institutional materials and specifically identified
methodological sources are used as authority for legal or technical propositions.

Source register

ID

C1

Source

Regulation (EU) 2023/956 establishing a
carbon border adjustment mechanism,
consolidated after Regulation (EU)
2025/2083. EUR-Lex: https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?
uri=CELEX:02023R0956-20251020

Status at cut-off

Binding EU law; in force.

Cc2

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
2025/2546 on verification principles. EUR-
Lex:
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2025/2
546/oj/eng

Binding EU law; applicable to the definitive
regime.

C3

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
2025/2547 on methods for calculating
embedded emissions. EUR-Lex: https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2025/2547/oj/eng

Binding EU law; applicable to the definitive
regime.

C4

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
2025/2621 on default values. EUR-Lex:
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/T
XT/?uri=CELEX:32025R2621

Binding EU law; applicable to the definitive
regime.

C5

European Commission, CBAM Legislation
and Guidance. https://taxation-
customs.ec.europa.eu/carbon-border-
adjustment-mechanism/cbam-legislation-
and-guidance_en

Official index and guidance page; checked
22 July 2026.

P1

WBCSD PACT Methodology Version 3.
https://www.whcsd.org/resources/pact-
methodology-version-3/

Official PACT methodological publication;
not EU law.

D1

Regulation (EU) 2024/1781 establishing a
framework for ecodesign requirements for
sustainable products. https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1781/oj/eng

Binding framework regulation; product
obligations depend on applicable measures.

E1

Regulation (EU) 2023/1115 on deforestation-
free products, consolidated 26 December
2025. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:02023R1115-
20251226

Binding EU law; application dates vary by
operator category.

Legal texts should be consulted in their latest consolidated form. Commission guidance, FAQs, news
announcements, consultation documents and methodological publications are not legislation. Draft

measures are identified as pending and are not presented as applicable law.
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	An embedded-emissions figure is not simply a decimal. It states that a specified quantity of goods, produced at a specified installation or under an applicable default-value route, carries a specified quantity of emissions calculated under a specified methodology for a specified reporting period. A product-passport attribute and an EUDR due-diligence statement contain different claims, but they share the need for scope and attribution. Claim-first reasoning prevents a common failure: beginning with whatever documents a supplier  happens to send and treating them as sufficient because they look authoritative. The reviewer instead  defines the proposition, identifies its dependencies and asks what evidence could support each  dependency. This produces focused requests and makes missing relationships visible. The same carrier can support several claims, and one claim may require several carriers. A customs  declaration can support an import event and declared quantity, but it does not by itself support  installation-level production data. A supplier certificate can identify a product, but its evidentiary weight  depends on issuer, scope, period and linkage.
	Claim decomposition
	Claim component
	Object
	Entity
	Period
	Method
	Quantity
	Limitation

	Review question
	Example
	What exactly is the claim about?
	Shipment, batch, product model, installation or plot.
	Who produced, imported, paid or declared?
	Operator, trader, importer or liable entity.
	Which time window governs the fact?
	Production period, import year or payment date.
	Which rule or calculation path applies?
	Actual value, default value or due-diligence method.
	What population and unit are covered?
	Net mass, production output or covered emissions.
	What is unavailable or unresolved?
	Source access, mixed batches or conflicting identifiers.
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	Evidence objects and documentary carriers
	Evidence objects define the fact to prove; carriers are the records that may prove it.
	This distinction is central to a reusable methodology. An installation identity is an evidence object. A registry extract, operator report, permit, controlled master record or production document may carry evidence of that identity. Treating the PDF itself as the evidence object makes the method dependent on one format and one supplier practice. Evidence objects should be defined with minimum attributes. For installation identity, those attributes  may include legal name, address, installation identifier, operator, country and effective period. For a  carbon-price payment, they may include liable entity, scheme, covered emissions, gross liability, relief,  net amount, currency, payment date and transaction reference. Carriers must be assessed for source, authority, scope, temporal alignment, attribution and accessibility.  A screenshot may show a portal result but prevent the reviewer from testing the underlying query or  population. A hash can preserve the identity of a file version, but it does not prove authorship, truth or  contemporaneous creation.
	Object-carrier examples
	Evidence object
	Import population
	Installation identity
	Production attribution
	Activity data
	Calculation factor
	Payment

	Possible carriers
	Frequent failure
	Customs line extract; broker file; import ledger.
	Omitted amendments or unexplained scope difference.
	Operator report; permit; registry record; production master.
	Supplier entity confused with production plant.
	Batch genealogy; heat list; production order; dispatch bridge.
	Commercial invoice cannot be linked to production record.
	Meter record; stock balance; invoice plus inventory movement.
	Purchases treated as consumption without reconciliation.
	Laboratory result; official factor source; controlled specification.
	Wrong year, unit, material or version.
	Assessment notice; ledger; bank evidence; official registry.
	Gross charge shown without rebate or settlement status.
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	Evidence quality is not the same as data
	quality
	A technically precise data set can remain weak evidence if it cannot be attributed to
	the relevant regulatory claim.
	Data-quality programmes commonly assess accuracy, completeness, consistency, timeliness and validity. Evidentiary review adds different questions: who created the record, under which authority, for which object and period, through which transformations, and with what independent corroboration. These dimensions overlap, but they are not interchangeable. A meter can produce precise readings while the record remains unusable for the claim because the  meter is not mapped to the relevant production process. Conversely, a conservative value may be less  precise yet better documented. Evidence quality is therefore claim-relative and cannot be represented  safely by one universal score. WEETRA recommends preserving separate observations instead of collapsing them into a single pass/fail  label. Availability, attribution, traceability, reproducibility, authenticity, cross-validation, contradiction  and source limitation each lead to different remediation. Evidence-quality dimensions
	Dimension
	Attribution
	Provenance
	Temporal alignment
	Reproducibility
	Corroboration
	Continuity

	Question
	Why it matters
	Does the record relate to the claimed object?
	Prevents group or country data being substituted for plant or shipment data.
	Can origin and transformation be followed?
	Makes reconstruction and change impact possible.
	Do the record and claim cover compatible periods?
	Prevents current documents supporting historical claims without basis.
	Can an informed reviewer reperform the transformation?
	Exposes hidden assumptions and hard- coded adjustments.
	Does an independent record test the same fact?
	Reduces reliance on a single summary or self-attestation.
	Do identifiers survive system and party boundaries?
	Protects linkage across supplier, logistics, customs and reporting systems.


	8 / 16
	WEETRA REGULATORY SERIES | WEETRA-N001 | Evidentiary Infrastructure
	SECTION 5



	The evidence chain lifecycle
	Documentary defensibility must be designed a cross collection, review, remediation,
	release and retention.
	The lifecycle begins before document collection. Scope and claims are fixed, required evidence objects are identified, and supplier requests are drafted around facts rather than generic filenames. On receipt, records are registered with stable identifiers, version, source and custody information. Review then tests coverage and relationships. Contradictions are not erased by selecting the most  convenient value. They are recorded, assessed for material effect, assigned to an owner and either  resolved, referred or carried into the final limitation statement. Where new evidence is received, the  package is reassessed rather than simply enlarged. Release should freeze the exact package, calculation and register versions used. Retention must preserve  both content and context: the source manifest, identifier map, extraction parameters, evidence status,  referrals and reasons. A cryptographic fingerprint is useful for later identity checks but must not be  described as proof of truth.
	Documentary review lifecycle
	Phase
	Scope
	Map
	Collect
	Review
	Remediate
	Refer
	Release
	Retain

	Required action
	Controlled output
	Define goods, entities, period, claims and exclusions.
	Scope statement and claim register.
	Identify dependencies, evidence objects and alternative paths.
	Claim-to-evidence map.
	Request, receive, register and version records.
	Evidence register and custody log.
	Test attribution, coverage, consistency and reproducibility.
	Fact and contradiction registers.
	Issue focused requests and reassess received evidence.
	Remediation and reassessment record.
	Stop mechanical review where specialist judgement is needed.
	Human Review referral.
	State documentary statuses and remaining limitations.
	Determination summary and locked package.
	Preserve versions, access and change history.
	Retention record and package manifest.
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	Cross-domain reconciliation without invented
	convergence
	Shared identifier scan improve consistency, but separate regulatory regimes remain
	legally and institutionally distinct.
	Customs, CBAM, product information and due-diligence systems may refer to overlapping goods, parties and quantities. Reconciliation can reveal differences that deserve explanation. It does not follow that authorities operate a single real-time system, that a fixed tolerance exists across regimes, or that one inconsistency automatically triggers coordinated enforcement. The sound operational approach is to define a controlled semantic layer: product codes, CN codes, units,  party identities, installation identifiers, shipment references, batch identifiers and reporting periods.  Crosswalks should be versioned because classifications and product masters change. Reconciliation should preserve legitimate differences. A customs quantity, saleable production output  and product-passport unit can be valid yet unequal because they measure different populations. The  reviewer should seek a bridge, not force artificial equality. Typical evidence boundaries
	Boundary
	Shared reference
	Required caution
	Supplier to producer
	Legal entity, operator and plant identifiers.
	Commercial seller may not be the installation operator.
	Production to shipment
	Batch, heat, lot, order and dispatch references.
	Commingling may require an allocation method rather than one-to-one tracing.
	Shipment to customs
	Invoice line, packing list, MRN and customs line.
	Amendments, unit conversions and split consignments must be retained.
	Customs to regulatory report
	CN code, origin, quantity and reporting period.
	Different aggregation rules require explicit reconciliation.
	Source record to digital exchange
	Record ID, value, unit, version and method.
	Interoperable transmission does not prove the truth of the source value.

	NO UNIVERSAL ENFORCEMENT ARCHITECTURE

	This paper does not claim that CBAM, DPP, customs and EUDR have merged into one automated  enforcement system. It proposes a business-side evidence architecture capable of supporting distinct  obligations.
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	Human Review and institutional boundaries
	Automation is useful for extraction and comparison; it must stop where legal,
	technical or evidentiary judgement is required.
	Mechanical controls can identify missing fields, unit differences, duplicated records and numerical inconsistencies. They cannot safely determine whether an alternative allocation method is acceptable, whether a carbon-pricing instrument satisfies a pending legal test, whether a document is authentic in a contested setting, or whether a discrepancy is material for an accredited verification conclusion. A Human Review referral should record the question, evidence considered, reason mechanical review  stopped, relevant specialist and effect on documentary status. Referrals must not be hidden inside  generic warnings. They are part of a defensible process because they show that the system recognised its  boundary. WEETRA's documentary determinations are limited to support status. They are not legal opinions,  customs decisions, verification opinions, certifications or guarantees. Qualified professionals and  competent bodies retain their respective authority. Human Review triggers
	Situation
	Classification ambiguity
	Allocation dispute
	Article 9 eligibility
	Suspected alteration
	Conflicting primary sources

	Why mechanical review stops
	Referral
	Product description and CN interpretation require customs judgement.
	Customs specialist or competent authority.
	Physical rationale and sector method require technical judgement.
	Process engineer and accredited verifier.
	Applicable implementing rules and national instrument require legal analysis.
	Legal/tax counsel and competent authority as appropriate.
	Metadata or visual anomaly does not establish falsification.
	Forensic specialist and legal counsel.
	No mechanical rule can select truth safely.
	Source owner, specialist reviewer and escalation body.
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	Governance model for evidentiary
	infrastructure
	Durable evidence requires owner ship across business functions,not a compliance
	team working alone.
	The accountable owner of a regulatory submission should not be confused with the owners of source evidence. Operations owns production reality, finance owns payment and ledger records, customs owns import populations, IT owns extraction and access controls, procurement manages supplier obligations, and legal advisers interpret unsettled questions. Governance must connect these roles. A useful model assigns an owner to each evidence object and a custodian to each carrier. The owner is  responsible for the factual proposition; the custodian preserves the record and its retrieval conditions. A  reviewer remains independent of the source owner when assessing support status. Change management is essential. A revised product master, supplier site, methodology, exchange rate,  factor source or legal act should trigger an impact assessment against affected claims and packages. The  point is not perpetual re-review of everything, but controlled identification of what changed. Minimum governance roles
	Role
	Submission owner
	Evidence-object owner
	Record custodian
	Method owner
	Independent reviewer
	Specialist

	Primary responsibility
	Evidence output
	Defines scope and approves the submitted claim set.
	Scope and approval record.
	Explains and supports the underlying fact.
	Fact statement and source mapping.
	Preserves source, version, access and retention.
	Custody and retrieval record.
	Controls calculation or due-diligence methodology.
	Method version and change log.
	Assesses documentary support and limitations.
	Registers, referrals and determination summary.
	Resolves matters outside mechanical review.
	Reasoned opinion within professional scope.
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	Implementation roadmap
	The practical objective is a control edevidence layer that can mature without
	waiting for a perfect enterprise system.
	Implementation should begin with one high-risk regulatory claim and one defined population. The organisation maps dependencies, assigns identifiers and owners, tests retrieval and builds a contradiction register. This exposes actual bottlenecks faster than purchasing a broad software platform before defining the evidence model. The second stage standardises evidence-object definitions, supplier guidance, extraction parameters and  version control. The third stage introduces controlled automation for intake, field extraction, mapping  and reconciliation. The final stage connects these controls to retention, change impact and periodic  governance review. Technology should serve the method. No immutable ledger, hash, AI model or interoperable message can  compensate for an undefined claim, wrong scope or broken attribution link. Conversely, a transparent  manual process can be defensible while the organisation builds more mature systems. Phased implementation
	Stage
	1. Pilot
	2. Standardise
	3. Automate
	4. Govern
	5. Extend

	Deliverable
	Exit criterion
	One claim map, evidence register and completed review.
	Material dependencies and breakpoints are visible.
	Evidence dictionary, identifiers, owner matrix and supplier requests.
	Equivalent cases are handled consistently.
	Controlled intake, extraction, reconciliation and alerts.
	Automation preserves source and reason, not only result.
	Change control, retention, access review and management reporting.
	Released packages remain reconstructible.
	Reusable objects mapped to another regulation.
	Legal differences remain explicit and separate.
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	Conclusion
	Evidentiary infrastructure is the capacity to make a regulatory claim explainable, reviewable and reconstructible.
	The case for evidentiary infrastructure does not depend on exaggerated claims about algorithmic enforcement. It follows from a simpler fact: complex regulatory submissions rely on facts created by different organisations, systems and functions. If those facts cannot be linked and preserved, the final statement becomes difficult to defend. The appropriate response is claim-first architecture, evidence-object definitions, carrier controls, explicit  contradictions, Human Review referrals and versioned release packages. This approach improves  readiness without pretending to replace verification, legal interpretation or competent-authority  decisions. The broader institutional proposition is modest but consequential. Interoperability moves data.  Evidentiary architecture explains why a particular value should be considered supportable for a defined  regulatory purpose. Both matter, and neither should be misrepresented as the other.
	FINAL PROPOSITION

	Regulatory trust is not created by declaring that data are reliable. It is created by preserving the chain
	through which reliability can be examined.
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