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AI Governance.

The Compliance Wave.

Not for lawyers. For engineers who will be asked "are we compliant?" and need to answer without

lying.

THE BRIEF, IN THREE BEATS

01 Aug 2, 2026 — EU AI Act is fully

applicable. Not a drill.

02 Four frameworks. Different jobs. You need

all four in some form.

03 Compliance is documentation you can't

fake retroactively. Start now.

20 slides · EU AI Act timeline · risk pyramid · GPAI obligations · NIST/ISO/SB 53 · engineer checklist For engineers, tech leads, risk partners



S L I D E  0 2  ·  H O O K

"We'll figure out compliance

when a regulator asks." — famous last words.

On Aug 2, 2026 the EU AI Act is fully applicable. Fines up to €35M or 7% of global turnover. Half of "compliance" is

documentation from months ago — the kind you can't backfill.

Sources: digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/regulatory-framework-ai · artificialintelligenceact.eu/implementation-timeline · Skadden GPAI enforcement briefing (Aug 2025).



S L I D E  0 3  ·  T H E S I S GOV E R N ANC E  C L A I M

Compliance is not a legal event. It's an
engineering deliverable — the artifacts you can't
ship without and can't backdate.

THREE COROLLARIES

01 Every AI system has a risk tier. Know yours before you write the doc.

02 The same evidence satisfies EU AI Act, NIST, and ISO 42001. Build once, map three ways.

03 Post-market monitoring is where teams get caught. It's continuous, not a checkbox.

THE HONEST TRADE

Two ways to face this. Pick.

Reactive: wait for the audit. Rebuild history

from git commits + Slack. Miss half of it. Fine.

Proactive: instrument evidence at build time.

Every deploy writes a compliance record. Audit

= query the log.

The gap between them is measured in months of

engineering time. Start on the proactive side this

quarter.

Sources: predictionguard.com AI governance compliance evidence framework · ec-council "EU AI Act vs NIST RMF vs ISO 42001" · sombrainc.com AI regulations 2026.



S L I D E  0 4  ·  F O U R  F R A M E W O R K S ,  F O U R  J O B S  —  P I C K  W H I C H  I S  W H I C H T H E  L A N D S CA P E

One is the law. One is the framework. One is the certificate. One is the audit.

THE LAW

EU AI Act

What: Binding EU regulation.

Scope: Anyone placing AI on the EU market —

regardless of vendor location.

Full applicable: Aug 2, 2026.

Penalty: Up to €35M or 7% global turnover.

You don't opt in. You already are, if you have EU

users.

T HE  F RA ME WO RK

NIST AI RMF + 600-1

What: Voluntary US risk framework.

RMF 1.0: 4 functions — Govern, Map, Measure,

Manage.

AI 600-1: GenAI Profile (Jul 2024) — 12 GenAI-

specific risks.

Penalty: None directly — but referenced by US

federal contracts & state law.

The risk-thinking playbook the other three quietly

rely on.

THE CERTIFICATE

ISO/IEC 42001

What: First certifiable AI Management System

standard (Dec 2023).

Shape: ISO 27001-style AIMS — policies,

controls, audits.

Certifiers: BSI, TÜV, PECB, Schellman since

2024.

Penalty: Lose the badge. Enterprise

procurement asks for it.

The "we take AI seriously" signal buyers want on a

slide.

THE AUDIT

California SB 53

What: California frontier-model safety law

(passed 2025).

Scope: Developers of covered frontier

models operating in CA.

Force: From Jan 1, 2026 — annual third-

party audits.

Note: Successor to vetoed SB 1047.

If you train frontier models, this is US-side

counterpart to EU GPAI rules.

Sources: digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu · nist.gov/itl/ai-risk-management-framework · iso.org/standard/42001 · multistate.us California SB 53 briefing (Oct 2025).



S L I D E  0 5  ·  T H E  T H R E E  D A T E S  T H A T  S H A P E  Y O U R  Q U A R T E R E U  A I  AC T  R O L LO U T

The Act phases in over four years. Aug 2, 2026 is the big one.

DATE WHAT KICKS IN WHO IT HITS WHAT YOU MUST HAVE READY

Feb 2, 2025 Prohibited practices banned. Anyone deploying AI in the EU market. Confirm you don't do social scoring, real-time biometric surveillance, etc.

Aug 2, 2025 GPAI obligations in force + Code of Practice. Providers of general-purpose AI models (LLMs). Model documentation · training-data summary · downstream info package.

Aug 2, 2026 Full applicability. High-risk obligations enforceable. Anyone shipping high-risk AI systems. Full technical file · risk mgmt system · human oversight · conformity

assessment.

Aug 2, 2027 Legacy GPAI models must comply. Providers of GPAI models placed on market pre-Aug 2025. Same GPAI obligations as new models — retroactive.

Jan 1, 2026 California SB 53 · third-party audits. Developers of covered frontier models operating in CA. Annual independent audit of safety practices, published.

Sources: artificialintelligenceact.eu/implementation-timeline · mayerbrown.com "EU AI Act News · GPAI" (Aug 2025) · multistate.us California SB 53 (Oct 2025).



S L I D E  0 6  ·  E U  A I  A C T  —  T H E  R I S K  P Y R A M I D  D E C I D E S  Y O U R  P A P E R W O R K E U  A I  AC T  ·  P I L L A R  1

Classify first. Then engineer. The Act's obligations follow the risk tier, not the tech.

UNACCEPTABLE

HIGH-RISK

LIMITED RISK (TRANSPARENCY)

MINIMAL · MOST SYSTEMS LIVE HERE

Banned outright. Social scoring, real-time public biometric ID,

cognitive manipulation, emotion recognition at work/school. Live
since Feb 2, 2025.

Heavy obligations. Annex III use-cases: hiring, credit scoring,

education admissions, law enforcement, critical infrastructure,
medical devices. QMS + risk mgmt + logs + conformity

assessment.

Disclose. Chatbots must say "I'm AI". Deepfakes labelled. GenAI

content watermarked. Emotion/biometric categorisation flagged.

Codes of conduct only. Spam filters, inventory forecasting, most

SaaS AI. Voluntary best-practice.

Rule of thumb: if a mistake affects someone's rights, safety, or livelihood — assume high-risk until proven

minimal.

Sources: digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/regulatory-framework-ai · artificialintelligenceact.eu Annex III · Dentons EU AI Act implementation (Sep 2025).



S L I D E  0 7  ·  H I G H - R I S K  S Y S T E M  —  8  O B L I G A T I O N S  Y O U  C A N N O T  S K I P E U  A I  AC T  ·  CH  I I I

Annex III use case + Art. 9–15 = the 8-item production checklist.

ART. 9 · #1

Risk management system

Iterative process across the lifecycle. Document

known + reasonably foreseeable risks. Test

residual risk against benefit.

ART. 10 · #2

Data governance

Training/validation/test sets: relevant,

representative, error-checked. Bias assessed.

Provenance recorded.

ART. 11 · #3

Technical documentation

Annex IV file. Kept before market entry. Model card

+ architecture + eval + intended use.

ART. 12 · #4

Automatic logging

Event logs enabling traceability. Duration of use

≥6 months. Retrievable by operator.

ART. 13 · #5

Transparency to user

Instructions for use. Capabilities, limitations,

accuracy metrics, expected lifetime. In deployer

language.

ART. 14 · #6

Human oversight

Design lets a human interpret, override, or stop the

system. "Automation bias" must be actively

resisted.

ART. 15 · #7

Accuracy · robustness · security

Adversarial testing. Fallback plans. Feedback loops

audited. Cybersec controls proportionate to risk.

ART. 17·43·72 · #8

QMS + conformity + post-
market
Quality management system. CE-mark-style

conformity assessment. Post-market monitoring

plan filed.

If your product screens résumés, scores creditworthiness, or triages patients — all 8 apply. Not four. Not "the important ones". Eight.

Sources: EU AI Act Articles 9–15, 17, 43, 72 · artificialintelligenceact.eu · ewsolutions.com EU AI Act 9-step checklist.



S L I D E  0 8  ·  G P A I  —  T H E  G E N E R A L - P U R P O S E  A I  T I E R  H I T S  F O U N D A T I O N  M O D E L S A R T .  5 0 – 5 5  ·  I N  F O R C E

Two GPAI tiers. Standard and systemic-risk. The threshold is 10²⁵ FLOP.

TIER 1 · STANDARD GPAI

Every foundation model on the EU market

1. Technical documentation. Model card: architecture, params, training compute, energy use,

licensing.

2. Downstream disclosure. Info sheet for integrators — enough to comply with Art. 9-15 themselves.

3. Copyright policy. Written policy on how training data respects EU copyright + text/data-mining

opt-outs.

4. Training data summary. Publicly available summary using the AI Office template (finalised Jul

2025).

Enforcement: Applied since Aug 2, 2025. Models on market before that date: comply by Aug 2, 2027.

TIER 2 · SYSTEMIC RISK GPAI

Training compute ≥ 10²⁵ FLOP

Everything above, plus:

5. Model evaluations. State-of-the-art red-teaming. Adversarial testing. Published methodology.

6. Systemic risk assessment. Ongoing — CBRN, cyber, loss-of-control, discrimination, election

integrity.

7. Serious incident reporting. Notify AI Office + national authorities within days.

8. Cybersecurity. Model weights + physical infra protected as critical assets.

Estimated coverage today: ~10-20 models — GPT-4/5, Claude Opus, Gemini Ultra, Llama 405B+, Grok,

Mistral Large.

The GPAI Code of Practice (published Jul 10, 2025, approved Aug 1) is the presumption-of-conformity vehicle. Sign it → regulator treats you as compliant. Don't → prove it yourself, article by article.

Sources: EU AI Act Articles 50–55 · digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/ai-code-practice · Skadden (Aug 2025) · Mayer Brown GPAI briefing (Aug 2025).



S L I D E  0 9  ·  A R T I C L E  5  —  T H E  E I G H T  P R A C T I C E S  T H A T  A R E  S I M P L Y  I L L E G A L L I V E  S I N C E  F E B  2 ,  2 0 2 5

These aren't "high-risk with paperwork". They're banned outright — anywhere in the
EU market.

MANIPULAT I O N  &  E X P LO IT AT IO N

01 Subliminal / manipulative techniques that materially distort behaviour and cause harm.

02 Exploiting vulnerabilities — age, disability, socio-economic — to distort behaviour.

03 Social scoring by public or private actors that leads to detrimental / unfavourable treatment in

unrelated contexts.

04 Predictive policing based solely on profiling / personality traits (not on objective facts of a crime).

BIOMETRIC & SURVEILLANCE

05 Untargeted facial-image scraping from internet / CCTV to build recognition databases.

06 Emotion recognition in workplaces and educational institutions (medical / safety exceptions).

07 Biometric categorisation to infer race, political opinions, trade-union membership, religion, sex

life.

08 Real-time remote biometric ID in public spaces by law enforcement (narrow exceptions with

judicial authorisation).

Penalty for prohibited practice: up to €35 million or 7% of global annual turnover, whichever is higher. Highest fine tier in the Act.

Sources: EU AI Act Article 5 · European Commission guidance on prohibited AI practices (Feb 2025) · artificialintelligenceact.eu prohibitions summary.



S L I D E  1 0  ·  A R T I C L E  9 9  —  T H R E E  F I N E  T I E R S ,  C A L I B R A T E D  T O  Y O U R  R E V E N U E T H E  T E E T H

The fines are higher than GDPR. And member states can add national penalties on
top.

TIER 1 · P R O H I B I T E D

€35M
or 7% of global turnover

Trigger: Article 5 violation — any of the 8 prohibited practices.

Whichever is higher: the flat cap OR the % of turnover.

Comparison: GDPR tops out at 4% / €20M. This tier is ~1.75×

larger.

TIE R 2 · NO N-CO MPLI ANCE

€15M
or 3% of global turnover

Trigger: Failing a high-risk obligation (Art. 9–15), data

governance, transparency, or GPAI obligation.

Where most engineering teams land if a system is misclassified.

Cumulative: Same product can be fined per obligation missed.

TIER 3 · WRONG INFO

€7.5M
or 1% of global turnover

Trigger: Supplying incorrect, incomplete, or misleading information

to notified bodies or regulators.

The "cover-up is worse than the crime" tier.

SMEs/start-ups: reduced caps apply but relative % is unchanged.

Enforcement kicks in Aug 2, 2026. National authorities set exact levels — expect the strictest to publish enforcement plans by Q4 2025.

Sources: EU AI Act Article 99 · Cooley CDP Milestones brief · Dataguard EU AI Act timeline · European Commission Q&A on fines (2024).



S L I D E  1 1  ·  N I S T  A I  R M F  1 . 0  +  A I  6 0 0 - 1  —  T H E  V O L U N T A R Y  S T A N D A R D  E V E R Y O N E  Q U I E T L Y
A D O P T S

U S  ·  VO L U N TA RY

Four functions — Govern · Map · Measure · Manage. And a GenAI-specific profile with
12 risks.

RMF 1.0 ·  F O U R  F U N CT IO NS

GOVERN

Culture + policies + roles. Board-level

accountability. AI risk tolerance stated in

writing.

MAP

Context + purpose + stakeholders. What could

go wrong? Who is affected? What's the

counterfactual?

MEASURE

Quantitative + qualitative metrics. Bias,

robustness, security, privacy. Repeatable

evaluations tracked over time.

MANAGE

Prioritise · treat · communicate. Response plans,

escalation paths, decommission triggers.

NIS T AI 600-1 · GENAI PROFILE (JUL 2024) · 12 RISKS

01  CBRN weapons info 02  Confabulation (hallucination)

03  Dangerous / violent / hateful content 04  Data privacy

05  Environmental impact 06  Harmful bias & homogenisation

07  Human-AI configuration 08  Information integrity

09  Information security 10  Intellectual property

11  Obscene / degrading / abusive content 12  Value chain & component integration

How to use: Pair each risk with one or more of the 4 RMF functions. Score residual risk. Publish evidence.

Why it matters: Federal procurement, OMB M-24-10, state laws (CO SB 205, CA AB 2013) reference RMF by

name.

Sources: nist.gov/itl/ai-risk-management-framework · NIST.AI.600-1 · techpolicy.press unpacking-new-nist-guidance · modelop.com/ai-governance/ai-regulations-standards/nist-ai-rmf.



S L I D E  1 2  ·  I S O / I E C  4 2 0 0 1  —  T H E  A I  M A N A G E M E N T  S Y S T E M  B U Y E R S  A S K  A B O U T C E R T I F I A B L E  ·  S I N C E  D E C  2 0 2 3

If NIST is the playbook, ISO 42001 is the receipt — a third party's signed opinion you
have one.

CLAUSES 4 – 1 0

The management system

Context · leadership · planning · support · operation

· performance · improvement. Same Annex SL

shape as ISO 27001 / 9001.

A NN EX  A

38 controls · 9 categories

Policies · resources · impact assessments ·

lifecycle · data · info for interested parties · third-

party use · design.

ANNEX B & C

Implementation + objectives

Guidance for each control. Reference AI risk

sources — closes the loop back to NIST AI RMF

and ISO 23894.

ANNEX D

Sector guidance

Healthcare · finance · public sector · defence.

Applying AIMS in regulated verticals.

CERTIFICA T I O N  J O U R NE Y · ~9 -12 MO N TH S

01 · MONTH 0-2

Gap analysis against 38 Annex A

controls.

02 · MONTH 2-4

Policies + SoA — Statement of

Applicability drafted.

03 · MONTH 4-7

Operate — controls in production,

evidence collected.

04 · MONTH 7-9

Internal audit + management review + fix

nonconformities.

05 · MONTH 9-12

Stage 1 + 2 audit by

BSI/TÜV/PECB/Schellman → certificate.

Buyer signal: Anthropic, IBM, Amazon Ads, Booz Allen, Kroll, Workday, KPMG have publicly certified. Enterprise RFPs increasingly include ISO 42001 as a scored requirement.

Sources: iso.org/standard/42001 · KPMG ISO/IEC 42001 briefing · Microsoft Learn compliance offering · secureprivacy.ai ISO 42001 implementation guide 2026.



S L I D E  1 3  ·  T H E  U S  S T A T E  WA V E  —  C A L I F O R N I A  S B  5 3  S E T S  T H E  T E M P L A T E U S  ·  S TAT E  L AW

SB 1047 was vetoed. SB 53 passed. And the copycats are already drafting.

THE STORY  ·  2 0 2 4  → 20 25

SB 1047 (2024) — passed the CA legislature. Required a "kill switch", pre-training safety plans, and civil

liability for frontier catastrophic harms.

Vetoed — Sep 29, 2024 by Gov. Newsom. Cited overbroad thresholds; convened an expert working group

instead.

SB 53 (2025) — "Transparency in Frontier AI Act". Signed into law Sep 29, 2025. Slimmer, disclosure-

focused successor.

Effective: Jan 1, 2026. Applies to large frontier developers — companies training foundation models

above defined compute/revenue thresholds.

SB 53 · 4 OBLIGATIONS

01 Publish a frontier AI framework — safety practices, risk thresholds, incident response.

02 Report critical safety incidents to CA Office of Emergency Services within 15 days.

03 Whistleblower protections for employees flagging catastrophic-risk concerns.

04 CalCompute — public consortium to democratise compute access for research.

Penalty: up to $1M per violation, enforced by the CA Attorney General.

Watch list: Colorado AI Act (SB 205, effective Feb 1, 2026 · high-risk consumer AI); NYC Local Law 144 (bias audits, live since Jul 2023); Texas TRAIGA (HB 149 · effective 2026); Illinois HB 3773 (employment AI). ~30 US states have

introduced AI-specific bills in 2024-2025.

Sources: leginfo.legislature.ca.gov SB 53 (2025) · multistate.us California SB 53 briefing (Oct 2025) · Gibson Dunn SB 1047 veto analysis · National Conference of State Legislatures AI tracker.



S L I D E  1 4  ·  H O W  T H E  F O U R  F R A M E W O R K S  C O M P O S E  —  O N E  S T A C K ,  N O T  F O U R  P R O G R A M M E S T H E  COMPO S I T I O N

Same evidence base. Four audiences. Build it once — present it four ways.

LAYER 4

EU AI Act
Legal shield. The paperwork you produce here IS the conformity file. Article 43 conformity assessment consumes the outputs of everything below.

LAYER 3

SB 53 / state laws
US procurement + state-specific asks. Frontier AI framework doc, incident reporting workflow, whistleblower policy. Reuses NIST 600-1 risk taxonomy verbatim.

LAYER 2

ISO/IEC 42001
Enterprise sales unlock. The management-system wrapper that turns "we do risk mgmt" into a third-party certificate procurement can score against.

LAYER 1

NIST AI RMF + 600-1
The risk-thinking foundation. Govern · Map · Measure · Manage against 12 GenAI risks. This is where the actual engineering work lives.

LAYER 0

Your evidence

Model cards · evals · data lineage · logs · red-team reports · incident tickets · access policies. One evidence library. Four audiences. Fed by CI/CD.

Rule: when a regulator asks a question, the answer should be a query against Layer 0 — not a new document written from scratch.

Sources: predictionguard.com AI governance compliance evidence framework · eccouncil.org EU AI Act / NIST / ISO 42001 comparison · neuraltrust.ai AI compliance checklist 2026.



S L I D E  1 5  ·  T H E  E N G I N E E R ' S  C H E C K L I S T  —  1 2  I T E M S  Y O U  C A N  S H I P  T H I S  Q U A R T E R S H I P ,  DON ' T  P OWE R P O I N T

Not policies. Artefacts. Each item is a git-committed file, not a slide.

DESIGN PH A S E  ·  4

☐ 01 Risk-tier classification — Annex III decision tree signed by

product + legal.

☐ 02 Intended use statement — what the system IS and IS NOT for.

Bounds hallucination-of-scope.

☐ 03 Fundamental-rights impact assessment (FRIA) — required for

high-risk deployers.

☐ 04 Data governance plan — dataset cards, provenance, bias tests,

opt-out logs.

BUI LD P HASE  · 4

☐ 05 Model card — architecture, params, training compute, energy,

license (Art. 53).

☐ 06 Eval harness in CI — accuracy, bias, robustness, safety. Run

on every train.

☐ 07 Red-team report — adversarial prompts + jailbreak coverage

matrix.

☐ 08 Human oversight design doc — override paths, escalation,

override latency SLA.

RUN PHASE · 4

☐ 09 Auto logs (Art. 12) — inputs, outputs, model version, user ID

hash. ≥6 months retention.

☐ 10 Post-market monitoring plan — drift detection, incident

thresholds, retraining triggers.

☐ 11 Incident response runbook — 15-day SB 53 clock, EU serious-

incident channel.

☐ 12 User-facing transparency — AI disclosure, GenAI watermarks,

deepfake labels.

Ship rule: if a checklist item isn't a link to a file in the repo, it doesn't exist. Slides & wiki pages don't count.

Sources: EU AI Act Art. 9-15, 53, 72 · NIST AI RMF Playbook · metacto.com essential AI governance policies for engineering teams · ewsolutions.com 9-step compliance roadmap.



S L I D E  1 6  ·  D O C U M E N T A T I O N  T H A T  S U R V I V E S  A U D I T  —  T H E  A N N E X  I V  F I L E ANN E X  I V  ·  A R T .  1 1

The Annex IV file is nine sections. Write them once. Regenerate from data every
release.

§ 1

General description

Purpose · deployer · versions · integration points. The elevator pitch, in

regulator language.

§ 2

Design specification

Architecture · algorithm choices · trade-offs · what was rejected and why.

§ 3

Data & training

Datasets · provenance · labelling · cleaning · bias assessment · Art. 10

evidence.

§ 4

Monitoring & control

How outputs are supervised. Override mechanisms. Confidence thresholds.

Automation-bias mitigations.

§ 5

Performance metrics

Accuracy · robustness · fairness · reliability. On what benchmark, sliced by

which group.

§ 6

Risk management file

The Art. 9 output. Iterated across the lifecycle. Every risk with an owner +

treatment.

§ 7

Changes log

Every version. What changed, why, impact on risk profile, re-eval evidence.

§ 8

Harmonised standards

Which CEN-CENELEC standards you applied. Deviations declared +

justified.

§ 9

EU declaration of conformity

Signed by provider. Kept 10 years post-market. CE-marking pointer.

Build tip: generate §3, §5, §7 automatically from your MLOps stack (MLflow / Weights & Biases / DVC). Anything manual will drift out of date within a quarter.

Sources: EU AI Act Annex IV · CEN-CENELEC JTC 21 (harmonised AI standards work-programme 2025) · Cooley EU AI Act milestones brief.



S L I D E  1 7  ·  P O S T - M A R K E T  M O N I T O R I N G  —  C O M P L I A N C E  I S  A  L O O P ,  N O T  A  L A U N C H A R T .  7 2  ·  A R T .  7 3

Ship day is the start of the obligation, not the end.

FOUR SIGN A L S  ·  M O N IT OR  C ON TINUOU S LY

01 · PERFORMANCE DRIFT

Accuracy vs. baseline, sliced by cohort. Alert when any slice degrades >5% over the 30-day rolling

window.

02 · INPUT DRIFT

Distribution of prompts / features vs. training set. PSI or KL divergence tracked per feature.

03 · USER FEEDBACK

Thumbs · overrides · complaints · appeals. Every human override is a labelled counter-example.

04 · SAFETY EVENTS

Jailbreak attempts, PII leaks, refusal-bypass, harmful-output flags from Guardrails / trust & safety.

INCIDENT CLOCKS · KNOW YOUR SLA

72h EU AI Act (Art. 73) — "serious incident" report to national market-surveillance

authority. Any death, serious health harm, or critical-infrastructure disruption.

15d California SB 53 — critical safety incident to CA Office of Emergency Services.

Applies to frontier-model developers.

Ongoing GPAI systemic-risk — notify AI Office as soon as aware; publish updated

model card.

Practical: incident triage owner named per product. On-call rotation. Draft templates prepared before you

need them.

Sources: EU AI Act Articles 72–73 · CA SB 53 §22757.13 · predictionguard.com audit readiness framework · digitalapplied.com HITL escalation design 2026.



S L I D E  1 8  ·  S I X  A N T I - P A T T E R N S  —  T H E  WA Y S  C O M P L I A N C E  P R O G R A M M E S  F A I L  L O U D L Y WHAT  NOT  TO  DO

If you recognise your programme in any of these — you have 3-6 months to change
course.

AP1

Policy theatre

A 40-page "Responsible AI Charter" on the intranet. Zero engineers can

quote what it says. Fix: 12-item checklist, in the repo, blocking CI on

missing evidence.

AP2

Consultant-owned evidence

A Big-4 firm writes the risk register. It ages instantly and doesn't

survive contact with the audit. Fix: risk register is a repo file with

owners + eval hooks.

AP3

"We use OpenAI, so it's their problem"

Being a deployer doesn't offload Art. 26 or Art. 27 (FRIA). The Act treats

deployers as a distinct duty-bearer. Fix: deployer register + FRIA per

use case.

AP4

Big-bang audit programme

Six months of silence, then a 300-page report no one reads. Fix:

continuous evidence collection in CI. Audit is a 2-day query against the

evidence lake.

AP5

Missing risk tier

Every product classified "limited risk" to skip Art. 9-15. Regulators

see the pattern. Fix: written tiering decision + legal sign-off per

product.

AP6

Human-in-the-loop as a fig leaf

An overloaded operator clicking "approve" on 500 items/hour. Not

oversight — automation bias. Fix: Art. 14 requires meaningful oversight.

Measure override latency + reject rate.

Sources: EU AI Act Art. 14, 26, 27 · NIST AI RMF Playbook · galileo.ai HITL agent oversight (2026) · predictionguard.com audit readiness framework.



S L I D E  1 9  ·  M A T U R I T Y  L A D D E R  —  F R O M  A D - H O C  T O  G O V E R N E D - B Y - D E F A U L T WHE R E  A R E  YOU  TO DAY ?

Aim for L3 by Aug 2026. L4 is the differentiator when procurement scores vendors.

L0

Ad-hoc

Signals: No AI inventory. No named

owner. "Legal will figure it out."

Docs: None.

Risk: Total exposure to EU AI Act fines.

Next move: Inventory every AI system.

Assign one accountable owner.

L1

Documented

Signals: AI register + policy exists. Risk

tiers assigned. Owners named per

system.

Docs: Model cards drafted. Data

inventory exists.

Risk: Docs stale within a quarter without

automation.

Next move: Move risk register into repo.

Add CI hooks.

L2

Measured

Signals: Evals in CI. Metrics tracked over

time. Red-team schedule.

Docs: Annex IV file per product, kept

alive.

Risk: Can pass an EU conformity

assessment for existing products.

Next move: Automate post-market

monitoring + incident triage.

L3

Operational

Signals: Continuous monitoring. Incident

SLA proven. HITL overrides tracked.

Docs: Everything auto-regenerated per

release. ISO 42001 audit-ready.

Risk: Isolated to novel/frontier use cases.

Next move: Pursue ISO 42001 cert.

Publish transparency reports.

L4

Governed-by-
default
Signals: Compliance is a platform.

No product ships without evidence.

Docs: ISO 42001 certified. Public

model cards. Regulatory sandbox

participant.

Risk: Governance = competitive

moat.

Next move: Influence standards

(CEN-CENELEC, ISO, NIST).

Sources: ba-copilot.com AI governance four pillars · ModelOp AI RMF maturity model · Elevate Consult ISO 42001 checklist for enterprise ML teams 2026. (Synthesised ladder — not an official framework.)
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If the regulator emailed you Monday morning and asked for
the Annex IV file for your top-3 AI products —

could you reply by Friday?

IF YES

Congratulations — you're at L3+. Next play: pursue ISO 42001

certification. Turn compliance into a procurement win.

IF MOSTLY

You're L1-L2. The gaps are probably §3 (data lineage) and

§5 (perf metrics by cohort). Automate those two this

quarter.

IF NO

Start today with the 12-item checklist (slide 15). One product.

One risk tier. One owner. Six months to L2 is realistic.

The wave is here. You don't get to opt out. You only get to choose whether it hits you as a fine or an RFP win.

EU AI Act full applicability: 2 Aug 2026. California SB 53: 1 Jan 2026. ISO/IEC 42001: live since Dec 2023. NIST AI 600-1: Jul 2024.


