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Due to growing concerns over the impacts of artificial 
intelligence systems, worldwide efforts to regulate this 
technology have multiplied in recent years. Despite this 
movement, very few law bills dedicated to AI regula-
tion have been adopted internationally. In Canada, the 
Artificial Intelligence and Data Act (AIDA), part of Bill C-27, 
died on the order paper when Parliament was prorogued 
on January 6, 2025. In the U.S., President Biden's 2023 
Executive Order on Safe, Secure, and Trustworthy AI—once 
applauded by advocates of responsible AI—was recently 
repealed by Donald Trump, signaling a new era of dere-
gulation in the U.S.

Excerpt from  
the AI Act

Europe, for its part, seems determined to maintain its course 
toward the legal oversight of AI systems and models with the 
AI Act1, which came into force in August 2024. Since February 
2, 2025 — six months after the regulation took effect — the 
first provisions have been applied, and certain AI systems 
are now banned from the European territory, with offending 
companies facing substantial fines.

This briefing note aims to concisely present the key provi-
sions of the AI Act, how it works, and the influence it may 
have on other regions of the world. As the European Union 
(EU) is the first jurisdiction to have adopted a binding regu-
latory framework on AI, understanding this legislation is 
essential to guide potential efforts in Quebec and Canada.

“Given the major impact that AI can have on society and the need to build trust, it is 
vital for AI and its regulatory framework to be developed in accordance with Union 
values […]. As a prerequisite, AI should be a human-centric technology. It should 
serve as a tool for people, with the ultimate aim of increasing human well-being.”

1	 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 June 2024.  
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32024R1689 
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2	 Future of Life Institute (2024, 27 February). High-level summary of the AI Act. EU Artificial Intelligence Act. https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/fr/high-level-summary/
3	 Future of Life Institute (2024). Annex III: High-Risk AI Systems Referred to in Article 6(2). EU Artificial Intelligence Act. https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/fr/annex/3/
4	 European Commission (2024). AI Act. https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/fr/policies/regulatory-framework-ai

Knowledge Overview
A Regulation Based on Risk Levels
The European AI Act classifies AI systems into four categor-
ies according to the risks they present: unacceptable risk, 
high risk, limited risk, and minimal risk. Most of the text 
focuses on high-risk AI systems, while limited-risk AI sys-
tems are subject to lighter requirements, and minimal-risk 
AI systems are not subject to mandatory rules. Providers 
of these models are simply encouraged to adopt codes of 
conduct. AI systems classified as posing unacceptable risk 
are prohibited in EU territory, and this provision has been 
enforced since February 2, 2025.

High-risk AI systems are not banned but are subject to 
strict oversight. This category includes certain AI systems 
implemented in the sectors of biometrics, critical infra-
structure, education, employment, access to public servi-
ces, law enforcement, migration and borders, and justice. 
Exceptions apply, including AI used for biometric identity 
verification, detection of financial fraud, or organization of 
political campaigns3. 

Under the regulation, providers of high-risk AI must:

•	 Implement a risk-management system throughout the 
high-risk AI systems lifecycle.

•	 Ensure data governance, making sure that training, 
validation, and testing datasets are relevant, suffi-
ciently representative, and, where possible, error-free 
and complete according to the intended purpose.

•	 Prepare technical documentation to demonstrate 
compliance and provide authorities with the informa-
tion needed to assess such compliance.

•	 Design the AI systems to automatically log events 
relevant to identifying national-level risks and rec-
ord substantial modifications throughout the system’s 
lifecycle.

•	 Provide instructions for use to downstream deployers 
of the system so they can comply with the regulation.

•	 Design the AI systems to allow deployers to implement 
human oversight.

•	 Design the AI systems to achieve appropriate levels of 
accuracy, robustness, and cybersecurity.

•	 Implement a quality-management system to ensure 
compliance.

Limited-risk AI systems are subject to simpler transparency 
requirements. For example, when systems like chatbots are 
used, humans must be informed that they are interacting 
with a machine so they can make an informed decision. 
Certain AI-generated content should be clearly and visibly 
labeled — namely deepfakes and texts published to inform 
the public on matters of general interest4.

Systems using subliminal, manipulative, or 
deceptive techniques.

Systems exploiting vulnerabilities related to 
age, disability, or socio-economic status.

Social scoring systems — i.e., evaluating or clas-
sifying individuals or groups based on social 
behavior or personal traits.

Assessing the risk of an individual committing 
criminal offenses solely based on profiling or 
personality traits, except when used to augment 
human assessments grounded in objective, veri-
fiable facts directly linked to criminal activity.

Compiling facial-recognition databases by 
untargeted scraping facial images from the 
internet or surveillance footage.

Inferring emotions in the workplace or educa-
tional institutions, except for medical or safety 
reasons.

Biometric categorization systems inferring 
sensitive attributes (race, political opinions, 
trade-union membership, religious or philoso-
phical beliefs, sex life, or sexual orientation) with 
exceptions.

“Real-time” remote biometric identification (RBI) 
in publicly accessible spaces by law-enforce-
ment authorities with exceptions.

Uses of AI Prohibited in the EU2
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5	 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 June 2024. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:L_202401689, p.115
6	 European Commission (2024). op. cit.
7	 White & Case (2024, 18 juin). AI Watch: Global regulatory tracker – South Korea.  

https://www.whitecase.com/insight-our-thinking/ai-watch-global-regulatory-tracker-south-korea

Particularities of the European AI Act
A key aspect of the AI Act is that it targets the outcomes of 
an AI system and the associated risks rather than the tech-
nology itself. This choice reflects legislators’ understanding 
of the need for flexibility in AI regulation and the impossi-
bility of treating all AI systems uniformly. It also ensures that 
future AI technologies will be covered by the regulation, 
preventing loopholes.

The AI Act applies across all sectors developing or deploying 
AI systems without distinction. Whether it’s a human-re-
sources screening tool, a medical-diagnosis AI, or a cus-
tomer-service chatbot, any organization operating within 
the EU must comply with the regulation. Violators of Article 
5 — i.e., the formal prohibitions — face administrative fines 
of up to €35 million or, for companies, up to 7 % of total 
worldwide annual turnover from the preceding fiscal 
year, whichever is higher5.

The AI Act promotes the creation of “regulatory sandboxes” 
in which national authorities provide guidance, support, 
and oversight to organizations developing or deploying AI 
systems. This approach helps innovators understand regu-
latory requirements, test products in a controlled environ-
ment, identify system-related risks, and receive advice on 
mitigating them. Developers can therefore work closely 
with regulators.

Another strength of the AI Act lies in its scope. AI systems 
are often used beyond physical national borders. Without 
harmonized legislation, developers face varied compli-
ance requirements, which can lead to contradictions and 
increased costs, as well as the risk of exploiting regulatory 
differences between jurisdictions to find loopholes. EU 
regulations, however, take immediate effect in Member 
States without the need for national legislation. Moreover, 
the regulation has extraterritorial reach: international AI 
developers seeking to market products in the EU must meet 
the same requirements.

Timeline of the European AI Act6

The regulation entered into force on August 1, 2024, and will 
be fully applicable two years later, on August 2, 2026, with 
a few exceptions:

•	 Prohibitions and AI literacy obligation:  
February 2, 2025.

•	 Governance rules and obligations for general- 
purpose AI models: August 2, 2025.

•	 Rules for high-risk AI systems integrated into  
regulated products: extended transition period  
until August 2, 2027.

Other Regulatory Initiatives Worldwide
Although AI laws are under consideration in several coun-
tries, notably South Korea and Brazil, no other legislation 
currently in force offers as comprehensive a framework as 
the European AI Act. One reason is the fear that regula-
tion might hinder innovation and investment. For example, 
South Korea’s proposed law seeks to address this concern 
through an “allow first, regulate later” principle7 — a very 
different approach from the EU’s. Despite moves toward 
deregulation at the federal level in the U.S., individual states 
are increasingly active in legislating AI, drawing inspiration 
from the EU model. However, state- and sector-specific 
laws create varying compliance requirements depending 
on jurisdiction, making it easier for companies to exploit 
gray areas and loopholes. Pending lawsuits involving AI 
technologies are expected to produce new case law.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:L_202401689
https://www.whitecase.com/insight-our-thinking/ai-watch-global-regulatory-tracker-south-korea
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Some have suggested that the private sector should regu-
late itself to avoid excessive government intervention. 
However, this approach clearly fails to adequately protect 
the public from the full range of AI-related risks. A 2024 
study of senior executives and legal advisors found that 
fewer than half of organizations had internal safeguards 
to promote responsible AI development and use. While 45 
% had quality-control, data-collection, and storage stan-
dards, fewer than one-third had formed multidisciplinary 
AI-governance teams (31 %) or implemented processes to 
mitigate bias and ensure ethical use (29 %)8.

Moreover, without legal constraints, private companies 
can easily abandon responsible-development policies if 
market conditions change or political pressure builds. For 
example, OpenAI and Google recently removed internal 
restrictions on using their technology for military pur-
poses, including weapons development and surveillance.

Roles Public Actors Can Play

Promote regulation that sets clear 
standards for AI-related harms, 
accompanied by appropriate sanctions.

Involve relevant stakeholders and the 
private sector in drafting AI legislation and 
support developers and deployers who 
must comply with established standards.

Strive for harmonization of AI laws across 
provincial, national, and international 
jurisdictions to limit loophole exploitation 
and avoid deterring investment through 
overly strict legislation.

Act quickly: technology is advancing 
much faster than regulatory frameworks, 
and without adequate legislation, risks of 
public harm are rapidly increasing.

Ensure flexibility in legal language to 
cover technologies that do not yet exist.

In the absence of specific AI legislation, 
rely on existing laws, such as Law 2512, 
and legal principles that can mitigate 
certain risks, for instance precaution and 
social justification.

Google has removed from its website promises not to 
pursue "technologies that cause or are likely to cause 
overall harm," "weapons or other technologies whose 
principal purpose or implementation is to cause or 
directly facilitate injury to people," and "technologies 
that gather or use information for surveillance viola-
ting internationally accepted norms."9

In the absence of national-level legislation, several inter-
national forums have proposed frameworks and guide-
lines to establish AI-governance norms. These include the 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)10, the G7’s 
Hiroshima Process, and the Santiago Declaration signed 
by around 20 Latin American and Caribbean countries. 
However, these documents are non-binding in legal 
terms.

The Council of Europe, for its part, has recently proposed 
a Framework Convention on Artificial Intelligence — the 
first legally binding international treaty (once ratified) 
designed to ensure that AI systems use is fully compat-
ible with human rights, democracy, and the rule of law. 
In February 2025, Canada and Japan joined the 11 initial 
signatories, committing to uphold its provisions11.

8	 Berkeley Research Group (2024). Global AI Regulation Report: Executive Perspectives on the Emerging Global and Regional Regulatory Landscape. https://media.thinkbrg.
com/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/20122419/BRG-Global-AI-Regulation-Report_06_2024.pdf, p.5

9	 Center for AI and Digital Policy (2025, 10 février). CAIDP Update 7.05. https://www.caidp.org/caidp-update/volume-7-2025/ [traduction libre]
10	 ASEAN (2025). Expanded ASEAN Guide on AI Governance and Ethics – Generative AI. https://asean.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Expanded-ASEAN-Guide-on-AI-

Governance-and-Ethics-Generative-AI.pdf 
11	 Council of Europe (2025, 11 February). Canada and Japan sign Council of Europe’s first ever global treaty on AI. URL
12	 Act respecting the protection of personal information in the private sector. RLRQ, c. P-39.1. https://www.legisquebec.gouv.qc.ca/en/document/cs/p-39.1

https://media.thinkbrg.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/20122419/BRG-Global-AI-Regulation-Report_06_2024.pdf
https://media.thinkbrg.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/20122419/BRG-Global-AI-Regulation-Report_06_2024.pdf
https://www.caidp.org/caidp-update/volume-7-2025/
https://asean.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Expanded-ASEAN-Guide-on-AI-Governance-and-Ethics-Generative-AI.pdf
https://asean.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Expanded-ASEAN-Guide-on-AI-Governance-and-Ethics-Generative-AI.pdf
https://www.coe.int/en/web/portal/full-news/-/asset_publisher/y5xQt7QdunzT/content/id/279845011?_com_liferay_asset_publisher_web_portlet_AssetPublisherPortlet_INSTANCE_y5xQt7QdunzT_languageId=en_GB#p_com_liferay_asset_publisher_web_portlet_AssetPublisherPortlet_INSTANCE_y5xQt7QdunzT
https://www.legisquebec.gouv.qc.ca/en/document/cs/p-39.1
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Key Messages  
for Policy  

and Practice

This regulation provides provisions based 
on the risk level assigned to an AI use.  
AI models are also regulated, especially 
those posing systemic risks.

The EU AI Act is the first 
legislation in force worldwide  

to impose obligations on entities 
developing or deploying AI 
systems within its territory, 

regardless of the provider’s or 
deployer’s place  

of establishment.

As an EU regulation, its rules 
are applied uniformly across 
Europe, increasing effectiveness 
by preventing loopholes from 
regulatory discrepancies between 
jurisdictions and facilitating 
business compliance.

While it is possible to draft 
legislation balancing risk 
prevention with innovation, 
fears that regulation could 
deter investment complicate the 
adoption of AI laws worldwide.

Even though many companies 
adopt internal responsible-AI 

policies, such commitments 
are insufficient to protect the 

public from AI-related risks, 
and the private sector cannot 

adequately self-regulate 
without oversight and 

sanctions for non-compliance.
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About Obvia 
Obvia identifies the societal issues of AI and digital technology and contributes to solutions that place living beings and 
the biosphere at the center of development and use. Our research community produces open knowledge that strengthens 
individual and collective capacities, working with civil society, public-sector actors, industry, and developers.

This note was prepared in collaboration 
with Céline Castets-Renard, Regular 
research member at Obvia, Full professor 
at the Faculty of Civil Law at the University 
of Ottawa, and Chairholder of the  Chaire 
de recherche sur l’intelligence artificielle 
responsable à l’échelle mondiale.  

The translation of this briefing note was produced with the help of AI tools (ChatGPT and DeepL) and then reviewed and edited for accuracy and clarity.

https://doi.org/10.61737/EPFY3906
https://www.obvia.ca/a-propos
https://chaireia.openum.ca/
https://chaireia.openum.ca/
https://chaireia.openum.ca/

