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What Due-Process Credentialing Specifies

The architecture requires that adverse classifications meet four credentialing criteria:
the classification criteria are signed by a credentialed authority with sufficient
standing (a regulator, a judicial body, an authorized law-enforcement function), the
criteria are published and auditable, the classification event is recorded with audit-
grade lineage tracing back to specific observations, and the classified entity has

structural standing to challenge.

Structural standing means the classification record is accessible to the classified
entity (subject to lawful exceptions for ongoing investigation), the supporting
observations are identifiable, the credentialing authority is identified, and a defined
process exists for the classified entity to contest the classification through

credentialed counter-claim observations.

Why Adverse Classification Without Due Process
Is a Structural Problem

Watchlists, fraud-detection labels, terrorism risk classifications, public-safety risk
profiles — all produce real consequences for classified entities (travel restrictions,

account freezes, law-enforcement attention, employment denial). Many such systems
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operate without architectural due-process: the classification criteria are not
published, the supporting observations are not identifiable, the credentialing

authority is opaque, and the classified entity cannot contest.

The pattern is structurally inconsistent with how the legal system handles other
adverse actions. Protective orders, restraining orders, civil judgments, criminal
convictions — all require credentialed authority, supporting evidence, and the
classified entity's structural standing to contest. Behavior-based adverse classification

has been operating without the equivalent architecture.

How Credentialing Chains Operate for Adverse
Classification

The credentialing chain for adverse classification descends from the relevant judicial
or regulatory authority. For terrorism watchlists, the chain runs through the
FBI/DHS authorities with judicial review. For fraud labeling, the chain runs through
regulatory or contractual authority with administrative review. For public-safety risk,

the chain runs through law-enforcement authority with oversight review.

Each level signs within its scope. Classifications below the credentialing requirement
are inadmissible. Challenges by the classified entity propagate as credentialed
counter-claim observations through the same governance framework, with the

credentialing authority required to respond through the structural process.

What This Enables for Legally Sound Adverse
Action

Behavioral classification systems that affect legal status (driving privileges, financial
access, travel rights, employment) become legally sound by construction rather than

by retrofit. The architecture provides the audit lineage that legal challenges require,



the credentialing that authorizes the classification, and the standing mechanism that

defendants need.

Operators of these systems gain legal defensibility. Cambridge Mobile Telematics,
Nauto, Lytx, fraud-detection vendors, public-safety-risk platforms — each currently
faces lawsuits and regulatory scrutiny that the architecture is not designed to defend
against. Due-process credentialing provides the structural defense. The patent
positions the primitive at the layer that legal-grade behavioral classification has been

waiting for.



