[Organisation name]  ·  Legitimate interests assessment
Legitimate interests assessment
Lawful basis for licensing de-identified operational data to micro1 Inc. Prepared under UK GDPR and the Data Protection Act 2018, as amended by the Data (Use and Access) Act 2025.
	Organisation
	[Organisation name], [registered address], company no. [number], ICO registration no. [number]

	Project
	Licensing de-identified operational data to micro1 Inc. (Company Data Partnerships program)

	Document owner
	[Name, role]

	DPO or data protection lead
	[Name]

	Version and date
	0.1 draft  ·  [date]

	Status
	[Draft / with DPO / approved / superseded]



Guidance: The ICO’s legitimate interests guidance (updated 23 March 2026) keeps the three-part test: purpose, necessity and balancing. It describes an assessment as a light-touch risk assessment, but this processing reuses communications in a way people would not expect, so the balancing test needs care and evidence. Do not rely on legitimate interests for any data source originally collected on the basis of consent (see document 03).
1. Purpose test
	What is the interest?
	Earning licence income from operational data we already hold, by licensing a de-identified copy for AI training. [Add: how the income will be used.]

	Whose interest?
	Ours as controller. Third-party interests: micro1 and AI developers, and the wider benefit of AI tools that learn how business work is done.

	Is it legitimate?
	Commercial interests can be legitimate interests. The interest must be lawful, clearly stated and not contrary to client contracts or confidentiality duties. [Confirm after document 06 contract review.]

	What would happen if we did not do this?
	We would forgo the income. No individual would be affected.

	Are there ethical issues?
	[Record any: e.g. staff sentiment, client perception, the AI uses the data could support.]



2. Necessity test
	Does the processing achieve the purpose?
	Yes. The value to AI developers lies in realistic, linked records of how work is done.

	Is it a reasonable way to achieve it?
	Yes, if limited to what is needed and pseudonymised before release.

	Could we use less data, or none?
	Fully anonymised data would remove the links that give the data its value. Pseudonymisation with consistent stand-ins is the less intrusive alternative to raw data. [Record scope reductions made: systems, teams and date ranges excluded (document 04).]

	Is it targeted and proportionate?
	[Explain the scope decisions and why each included source is needed.]



3. Balancing test
Nature of the data
1. Workplace communications and customer records. Ordinary personal data, but sometimes candid and occasionally sensitive.
1. Special category and criminal offence data excluded by scope and screening. [Confirm residual risk in free text.]
1. Data about employees, a group with less power to object freely. [Note how this is addressed.]
Reasonable expectations
1. People would not ordinarily expect their emails or chat to be used to train AI models. This weighs against the processing.
1. Expectations can be shaped by clear notice before reuse and a genuine chance to object (document 07).
1. [Record what current privacy notices say about data sharing and reuse.]
Likely impact
1. Intended impact on any individual: none. The AI developer receives only stand-in names.
1. Possible impacts: re-identification, exposure of raw data before de-identification, loss of trust, memorisation. Assessed in the DPIA (document 01, Step 5).
1. Severity if things go wrong: [assess, drawing on the DPIA].
Safeguards
1. Pseudonymisation before release, with the key kept away from recipients.
1. Narrow scope; exclusion of high-risk systems.
1. Sample review and approval before release.
1. Contract terms banning re-identification and limiting onward use.
1. Notice and an objection route before export.
1. Transfer safeguard and transfer risk assessment.
Can people object?
Yes. Objections received before export will be honoured by removing the person’s data. After delivery, removal depends on micro1’s ability to remove records [micro1 to confirm]. Data already used in training cannot be withdrawn from a trained model; we will say so plainly.
Outcome
	Conclusion
	[Legitimate interests can / cannot be relied on, subject to the safeguards above and the measures in the DPIA.]

	Conditions
	[e.g. notices updated by [date]; objection window of [x] weeks before export; written answers from micro1 on de-identification and key.]

	Assessed by
	[Name, role, date]

	Reviewed by DPO
	[Name, date]

	Review date
	[ ]
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