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Discussion paper “Algorithmic Fairness in the Financial Sector”
Consultation questionnaire

This document sets out the list of questions submitted for consultation in connection with the publication of the ACPR discussion paper “Algorithmic Fairness in the Financial Sector.” It is intended to assist in the analysis of the feedback and comments generated by this discussion paper. Respondents are invited to answer primarily on the basis of use cases falling within the ACPR’s scope; where responses cover other use cases, please specify this accordingly.
Responses should be sent to the following address: reglement-IA@acpr.banque-france.fr by 30 September 2026.

Part 1 of the discussion paper – Regulatory framework
1. Do you have any observations regarding the presentation of the regulatory principles and requirements relating to fairness (sections 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3)?
2. Do you have any comments on the description of existing regulatory frameworks outside the European Union (section 1.5)? Are there other foreign regulatory frameworks that you consider relevant as points of comparison?
Part 2 – Key concepts
3. Do you have any comments on the concepts presented and the technical aspects developed in the document?
4. In particular, do you have any comments on the various sources of bias and the ways in which such biases may be amplified by AI algorithms (section 2.3)?
5. Would you like to comment on the discussion of group fairness and individual fairness, and on the choice made in the discussion paper to focus on group fairness (sections 2.4 and 2.5)?
Part 3 – Group fairness
6. Do you have any observations on the presentation of the three main families of group fairness, their meaning and their implications?


Part 4 – Bias estimation and mitigation
7. Do the developments relating to bias estimation (section 4.1) and their mitigation (section 4.2) raise any comments on your part?
Part 5 – Practical implementation
Governance (section 5.1)
8. Do you have any recommendations on how to integrate algorithmic fairness issues into governance processes in the financial sector?
9. Do you have concrete examples where a company has defined explicit fairness objectives or established an approach to ensuring the fairness of its algorithms? If so, could you briefly describe it, specifying whether the company operates in the financial sector or not?
Identification of bias risks (sections 5.2 et 5.3)
10. Which algorithmic use cases do you consider to be the most exposed to risks of unfairness or discrimination in the financial sector (credit granting, insurance pricing, scoring, fraud detection, customer segmentation, debt collection, robo-advice, etc.)? For what reasons?
11. Which sources of bias do you consider to be the most frequent in models used in the financial sector (historical data, under-representation of certain groups, data quality, proxy variables, choice of thresholds, optimisation objectives, feedback loops, etc.)?
12. Do you think it is necessary to collect more sensitive data in order to identify biases and discrimination in the main algorithmic use cases in the financial sector?
13. Where applicable, how do you identify variables likely to act as proxies for protected characteristics (statistical tests, business analysis, causal analysis or specific internal rules)? What governance rules do you apply when deciding whether or not to use these variables in modelling?
14. Where applicable, how do you take statistical uncertainty into account in your fairness analyses (confidence intervals, significance tests, power analyses, corrections for multiple testing, sensitivity analyses, etc.)?
15. If you have implemented methods to distinguish pre-existing disparities in the data from those amplified or generated by the model (Box 3 of the document), what conclusions have you drawn, and what difficulties, if any, have you encountered?
16. If you have conducted fairness analyses on groups defined at the intersection of several dimensions, have you encountered practical difficulties? If so, which ones?


Choice of metrics and thresholds (sections 5.4 et 5.5)
17. In your view, what are the most relevant criteria to consider when selecting the appropriate fairness metric for a given use case?
18. Where applicable, which fairness metrics do you use or plan to use in practice (demographic parity, error rates parity, predictive values parity, institution-specific metrics, etc.)?
19. How should thresholds used to characterise a difference in treatment as concerning or unacceptable be selected, justified, validated and reviewed? Where possible, please provide concrete examples of real use cases.
20. For certain use cases, do you consider it relevant to seek a trade-off between several fairness metrics rather than relying on just one? If so, for which use cases, and according to which procedure?
Bias mitigation (section 5.6)
21. If you have implemented bias mitigation methods, what conclusions have you drawn and what difficulties, if any, have you encountered (loss of performance, increased opacity, model instability, shift of bias to other groups, legal risks related to differentiated treatment)?
Part 6 – Generative AI
22. Have you already identified, measured or mitigated biases in use cases involving generative AI? Please specify whether the use case falls within the financial sector or not.
23. If so, could you describe the approach you adopted? Does it overlap with the concepts or questions discussed in Part 6 of the discussion paper?
24. Do you expect the growing use of generative AI in the financial sector to lead to specific or increased risks of algorithmic unfairness or discrimination?
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