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B E F O R E  Y O U  R E A D

Who this is for, and what it will not do
This playbook is for the people accountable for making Claude deliver in a European enterprise:

the CIO or CDO sponsoring it, the architect designing it, and the programme lead who has to

explain, in a steering committee, why this AI initiative will be different from the last one.

It will not sell you on Claude. If you are reading this, something already convinced you the reasoning
capability is real. The open question is the one most vendors skip: how to deploy it so that it produces
measurable outcomes, survives contact with your security and compliance functions, and does not join the
long list of pilots that impressed everyone and changed nothing.

Three commitments about what follows. First, no invented numbers: where we cite figures they are
sourced, and where evidence is thin we say so. Second, no customer stories: this playbook argues from
method and regulation, which you can verify, rather than from anecdotes, which you cannot. Third, EU
specificity throughout: the regulatory chapters reflect the legal position as adopted in July 2026, including
the Digital Omnibus corrections that most published guidance still gets wrong.

How to use it

Chapters one to three are strategic: why these projects stall, the delivery method that prevents it, and the
architectural principle that determines whether value compounds or evaporates. Chapters four and five are
regulatory: the EU AI Act on its corrected timeline, and the GDPR posture for Claude deployments. Chapter
six turns it into action: the governance conversation to hold before you build, with a worksheet you can put
on the table in your next steering meeting.

Read it in forty minutes. Argue about it for two hours. That argument, held early, is the cheapest risk
reduction available in enterprise AI.
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C H A P T E R  O N E

Why enterprise Claude projects stall
The technology is rarely what fails. MIT research found that 95% of enterprise AI pilots show no

measurable business impact, and Gartner projects that over 40% of agentic AI projects will be

cancelled by the end of 2027. Both findings describe the same underlying pattern: projects that

were never designed to produce a measurable result in the first place.

Across the market, the same five failure modes repeat. They are worth naming precisely, because each has
a specific, boring, preventable cause.

01 Success was never defined

The pilot's goal was "explore what Claude can do." Exploration produces demos, and demos produce
enthusiasm, but nobody agreed beforehand what number would move, by how much, for whom. Six
months later the steering committee asks what it delivered, and the honest answer is a feeling.

02 The data could not carry the decision

A reasoning model is only as useful as what it can reason over. Pilots built on exports, copies and stale
snapshots produce answers that are articulate and wrong, and users notice within a week. Trust, once
spent, does not refill.

03 The pilot could not become a product

The demo ran on a laptop, under one enthusiast's account, outside identity management, logging and
change control. The gap between that and a governed production service was never scoped, so
"productionising" became a second, unbudgeted project that nobody had approved.

04 Governance arrived as a veto, not a design input

Security, privacy and compliance saw the system for the first time when it was ready to launch. Their
questions were reasonable; asked at the end, they cost months. The projects that move fastest are the ones
that invited those questions in week one.

05 Adoption was assumed

The system worked and nobody used it, because it sat outside the tools where work actually happens and
answered questions nobody was asking. Working software that changes no behaviour is indistinguishable,
in the accounts, from software that does not work.

None of these is exotic, and that is the point. The failure rate in enterprise AI is not a property of the
technology. It is a property of how the work is set up, which means it is within your control before a single
euro is committed.
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C H A P T E R  T W O

The method: four stages, one rule
Every failure mode in chapter one is prevented by sequencing. The method below is

deliberately unglamorous: four stages, each with an explicit exit condition, and one rule that

holds the whole thing together: nothing advances until the previous stage has produced its

evidence.

Identify
Select the one use case
where reasoning capacity
meets business value, and
define the metric it must
move. Not three use cases.
One, with a number.

Prove
Build the smallest version
that can move that number
with real users on real data,
inside real permissions.
Measure against the pre-
agreed target.

Productionise
Take what proved itself into
managed infrastructure:
identity, logging,
monitoring, change control,
cost governance and the
compliance file.

Scale
Only now widen: more users,
adjacent use cases, deeper
integration. Each addition
inherits the governance
already built, so scaling gets
cheaper, not riskier.

What the stages actually enforce

Identify kills failure mode one. The stage's only deliverable is a written definition: the decision or task Claude
will improve, the metric that shows it, the current baseline, and the target that counts as success. If that
document cannot be written, the use case is not ready, and finding that out costs a workshop rather than a
quarter.

Prove kills failure modes two and five. The proof runs on live data with the people who would use it daily,
which surfaces data-quality gaps and adoption friction while they are still cheap to fix. A proof that needs
sanitised data to look good is a warning, not a milestone.

Productionise kills failure mode three, because it was scoped and budgeted from the start rather than
discovered at the end. It also produces the artefacts chapter four will ask for: the logging, the human-
oversight design, the documentation that regulation increasingly expects.

Scale is where the economics turn. The first use case carries the full cost of building governance; every
subsequent one reuses it. Organisations that skip to scale first pay that cost in incident response instead.

T H E  R U L E

Commit to the metric before you commit to the build. If payback is not visible within two quarters of going
live, the scope was wrong, and the honest response is to resize the scope, not to redefine the metric.
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C H A P T E R  T H R E E

The record and the reasoning
One architectural principle separates Claude deployments that compound in value from those

that plateau at a clever demo: reasoning must operate on the systems of record, inside their

permissions, not on copies outside them.

The pattern that stalls is familiar. Data gets exported so the model can see it. The export is stale by Friday,
invisible to access controls, and unable to write anything back. The result is a well-spoken analyst locked
out of the building: it can describe your business as of last month but cannot check today's state or act on
its own conclusions. Users, who can, stop asking it.

The pattern that compounds inverts this. Claude connects to the systems where the business already lives,
CRM, ERP, service platforms, document stores, through governed interfaces. The Model Context Protocol,
the open standard Anthropic introduced for exactly this, lets a model query and act on live systems through
defined, permission-aware connections rather than through exports. Three properties follow, and they are
the whole game:

01 Answers reflect now

The model reasons over the current record, not a snapshot. In any operational process, pricing, service,
planning, that difference is the difference between useful and decorative.

02 Permissions travel with the question

When access flows through the record system's own security model, a user cannot ask the AI for anything
they could not see themselves. This single property answers most of the security review before it is asked.

03 Action becomes possible, and auditable

Reading is the demo; writing is the value. When the model updates the record through the same governed
interface, every action lands in the system's own audit trail, which is precisely what chapter four's oversight
requirements want to see.

This is why organisations running structured platforms, Salesforce being the most common example in the
European mid-market and enterprise, tend to reach production value faster: the record, the permission
model and the audit trail already exist. Salesforce's own Agentforce platform runs Claude as a foundational
model inside the Salesforce trust boundary, which is one public illustration of the same principle: the
reasoning went to where the record lives, not the other way round.

The practical test for any proposed architecture is one question: when this system gives an answer, can it
show which live records the answer came from, and could the person asking have opened those records
themselves? If either answer is no, you are building the stalling pattern.
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C H A P T E R  F O U R

The EU AI Act: the corrected timeline
Most published guidance on the AI Act is now wrong on the dates. The Digital Omnibus on AI,

formally adopted on 8 July 2026, deferred the heaviest obligations while leaving the nearest

deadline untouched. Planning against the old timeline wastes money; planning against no

timeline invites worse. Here is the position as it stands.

DATE WHAT APPLIES WHAT IT MEANS FOR A CLAUDE DEPLOYMENT

Since Feb 2025 Prohibited practices and
AI literacy duties (Article
4)

Staff who operate or oversee the system need demonstrable AI
literacy. Cheap to satisfy, embarrassing to ignore.

Since Aug 2025 Obligations for general-
purpose AI model
providers

These fall on Anthropic as the model provider, not on you as
deployer. Your interest is that your provider meets them; verify, then
file.

2 Aug 2026 Article 50 transparency
obligations

People must be told when they are interacting with an AI system,
and AI-generated content must be identifiable as such. If your
deployment faces customers, candidates or citizens, this applies in
weeks, not years.

2 Dec 2027 High-risk obligations,
standalone Annex III
systems

Deferred from August 2026 by the Digital Omnibus. Covers uses
such as candidate matching in recruitment, credit scoring, and
essential-services access decisions: risk management, data
governance, logging, human oversight, conformity assessment.

2 Aug 2028 High-risk obligations, AI
embedded in Annex I
regulated products

Relevant if Claude-driven functionality ships inside regulated
products such as medical devices or machinery.
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How to read this as a deployer

The deferral is time to build properly, not permission to ignore. If your intended use case is Annex III high-
risk, candidate matching being the clearest example in staffing and HR, the obligations arriving in
December 2027 (risk management systems, technical documentation, event logging, human oversight,
accuracy and robustness evidence) map almost one-to-one onto what a well-run Productionise stage
builds anyway. Build them as architecture now and the compliance file writes itself; retrofit them under
deadline pressure and you will pay twice.

Transparency cannot wait. Article 50 applies from 2 August 2026 regardless of risk class. Disclosure to the
people interacting with the system, and identification of AI-generated content, are design decisions in your
interfaces and templates. They cost little when designed in and are highly visible when missing.

Know your role. The Act distinguishes providers from deployers. Using Claude through Anthropic's services
makes you a deployer for most obligations, a materially lighter position, unless you substantially modify the
system or market it under your own name for a high-risk purpose, at which point provider duties can attach.
Where that line falls for your specific design is a question worth an hour of counsel's time before build, not
after.

T H E  O N E-S E N T E N C E  V E R S I O N

Transparency by August 2026, high-risk discipline designed in now for December 2027, and a written view
on whether you are a deployer or have become a provider.
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C H A P T E R  F I V E

GDPR and data residency
Nothing in the AI Act suspends the GDPR: both apply, in parallel, from day one. The good news

is that a Claude deployment has a well-trodden GDPR shape, and the questions your privacy

function will ask are predictable enough to answer before they are asked.

Roles, and why they settle most arguments

In the standard pattern your organisation is the controller: you decide why personal data is processed and
how. Anthropic, providing the model as a service under contract, acts as a processor, and a data processing
agreement governs that relationship. Anthropic publishes its DPA and commercial terms; for its
commercial services, customer content is not used to train models by default. Verify the current terms at
contract time, capture them in your records of processing, and most downstream debates resolve
themselves.

The five questions to answer in writing

01 Lawful basis, per use case

Legitimate interest carries many internal-productivity uses, with a documented balancing test. Uses
touching candidates, patients or customers deserve their own analysis, not an inherited one.

02 Data minimisation at the interface

The record-and-reasoning architecture from chapter three is itself a minimisation control: the model sees
what the permission-scoped query returns, not a bulk export. Say so, in these words, in the DPIA.

03 Retention, deliberately chosen

Decide what happens to prompts, outputs and logs: what is kept, where, for how long, and who can read it.
Zero-retention and short-retention configurations exist for API traffic; choose a posture rather than
inheriting a default.

04 Residency and transfers, stated honestly

Establish where inference runs and where any retained data rests for the specific Anthropic service and
configuration you are buying, and document the transfer mechanism that applies. Options in this area have
been expanding; the discipline is to verify at contract time rather than assume, in either direction.

05 A DPIA where it belongs

Systematic processing of personal data with a novel technology is squarely where data protection impact
assessments apply. Done during Identify, it shapes the design. Done at launch, it delays it.

None of this is exotic compliance. It is the same discipline your organisation already applies to any new
processor handling personal data, applied consistently to one more. The deployments that struggle with
GDPR are almost never blocked by the regulation; they are blocked by having no written answers to five
questions everyone knew were coming.
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C H A P T E R  S I X

The governance conversation
Before anything is built, one structured conversation, two to three hours, with the sponsor, the

architect, security, privacy and the business owner in the same room, prevents most of what

chapter one described. Weeks of rework are regularly traded for the price of one afternoon.

This is the agenda.

The conversation works through six commitments. Each produces a written answer; together, the answers
are the charter the project runs on, and the skeleton of the compliance file the regulation will eventually ask
for. The worksheet on the next page is designed to be printed and filled in live.

The six commitments

Value. The single use case, the metric, the baseline, the target, the owner of the number. If this cannot be
completed, stop here; nothing downstream can fix it.

Data. Which systems of record the reasoning will operate on, through what governed interface, under
whose permissions. Every export in the design is a question to answer, not a convenience to accept.

Oversight. Where the human sits: what the system may do autonomously, what it may only propose, and
how a person overrides it. This is simultaneously good engineering and the human-oversight evidence
high-risk obligations will require.

Compliance. Risk classification under the AI Act on the corrected timeline, transparency design for August
2026, the five GDPR answers from chapter five, and the deployer-versus-provider question, in writing.

Cost. Total cost of ownership before signature: licences, consumption, build, and the run cost of tuning,
monitoring and governance. Consumption is where AI budgets die quietly; model it before go-live, then
track actuals against it.

Exit. The two-quarter rule from chapter two, agreed in advance: what happens if the number does not
move. Projects with a pre-agreed resize-or-stop condition end well or end cheaply. Projects without one
end expensively.

Claude in the Enterprise · The EU Implementation Playbook 9



W O R K S H E E T

The pre-build checklist
Twelve questions. When all twelve have written answers, you are ready to build. Any box you cannot tick is
not a bureaucratic gap; it is the specific place your project would have stalled.

One use case is chosen

and the reasons the others were deferred are recorded.

The metric, baseline and target are written down

and one named person owns the number.

The systems of record are identified

and reasoning reaches them through governed, permission-aware interfaces, not exports.

A user could not see more through the AI than directly

permissions travel with every query.

Autonomous actions and propose-only actions are listed separately

with the override path described.

The AI Act risk class is assessed on the corrected timeline

transparency for August 2026; if Annex III applies, the December 2027 obligations are design inputs now.

The deployer-versus-provider question has a written answer

reviewed by counsel if the design modifies or rebrands the system.

The five GDPR answers exist

lawful basis, minimisation, retention, residency and transfers, DPIA.

Logging and audit are designed in

every consequential action traceable to inputs, records touched, and the human accountable.

Total cost of ownership is modelled

licences, consumption, build and run, with consumption tracked against the model from day one.

The people whose work changes have been in the room

adoption is designed, not announced.

The two-quarter condition is agreed

resize or stop, decided before emotion and sunk cost have a vote.
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A B O U T  C LO U D  I N T E G R AT E

Where Salesforce meets AI
Cloud Integrate B.V. is an Amsterdam-based consultancy, a Salesforce Summit Partner and
an official Anthropic partner. We help European organisations take AI from pilot to
governed production capability: senior consultants only, engagements defined by a
measurable outcome, and the governance built in from the first workshop rather than
bolted on at the end.

If this playbook's method matches how you want to work, the conversation in chapter six is
one we run with organisations every week. A senior consultant follows up personally. No
SDR, no sequence.

claude-integrate.com

cloud-integrate.com

Amsterdam, The Netherlands 

Claude is a trademark of Anthropic, PBC. Salesforce and Agentforce are trademarks of Salesforce, Inc. Cloud

Integrate B.V. is an independent consultancy; references to third-party products describe interoperability and

partnership status, not endorsement. Regulatory content in this playbook reflects the EU AI Act as amended by the

Digital Omnibus on AI, adopted 8 July 2026, and is provided for orientation, not as legal advice. © 2026 Cloud

Integrate B.V.
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