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Executive Summary
This report provides a structured baseline assessment and an EU-aligned implementation pathway for Kosovo in relation to the EU Artificial Intelligence Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689). It is intended as a practical policy and governance tool. It sets out Kosovo’s current starting point, benchmarks gaps against the EU AI Act, and presents a sequenced action plan, supported by a monitoring and evaluation framework, to guide phased alignment. This report was drafted with the support of Arta Statovci and Atdhe Lila, consultants engaged by GIZ.
Scope and approach
The report brings together three connected components. First, it establishes the local baseline: the institutional landscape, the existing legal and policy framework that functions as a proxy for AI governance, and the stakeholder ecosystem relevant to AI deployment and oversight. Second, it conducts a comparative gap analysis against the EU AI Act, using a tiered prioritisation logic that focuses on the foundational requirements needed for an enforceable AI governance system. Third, it translates findings into a practical roadmap and recommendations (the action plan), supported by a monitoring and evaluation framework to track progress over time.
A key contextual development is the government restructuring that occurred during implementation. Under Regulation (QRK) No. 04/2026 on the areas of administrative responsibility of ministries, digitalisation responsibilities shifted from the Ministry of Economy to the newly established Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration. This positions the Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration as the main policy anchor for digitalisation and a central institutional counterpart for future AI alignment work.
Baseline findings: Kosovo’s current starting point
Kosovo remains at an early stage of AI governance development. At the time of writing, Kosovo has no dedicated AI law, no national AI strategy, and no institution formally designated as a competent authority for AI systems. Existing safeguards operate primarily through proxy regimes, most notably the data protection framework (Law No. 06/L-082) for AI involving personal data, alongside cybersecurity and criminal law provisions, and digital transformation strategies that refer to AI mainly as an innovation objective rather than a governance and rights-based domain.
The mapping of stakeholders and institutional roles confirms that responsibilities relevant to AI are dispersed. Whole-of-government coordination remains important through the Office of the Prime Minister, the Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration is now the central policy home for digitalisation and the most plausible anchor for coordination on AI alignment, and the Information and Privacy Agency retains a critical supervisory role wherever AI involves personal data processing and automated decision-making within the scope of Law No. 06/L-082.
Use-case evidence: adoption is emerging, governance readiness remains uneven
Use-case evidence: adoption is emerging, while governance awareness and readiness remain uneven. The report’s use-case analysis suggests that AI is beginning to appear across institutional and sectoral settings, but often in an early-stage, informal, or weakly documented manner. Based on the stakeholder questionnaire (n=77), 33.8% of respondents reported some current use of AI tools in the context of institutional work, while 28.6% reported planned use within the next 6–12 months. These responses should not be read as conclusive evidence of formal, organisation-wide AI adoption in all such cases. Rather, they indicate that AI is entering day-to-day work processes in different ways, including potentially through individual or team-level use. This should not be interpreted as evidence of formal institutional or organisation-wide AI adoption. Rather, it primarily reflects individual staff use of commercial or general-purpose AI tools, such as generative AI applications, for work-related tasks.

At the same time, responses point to limited formal governance arrangements, uneven documentation practices, and a high share of “unknown/unsure” answers. This suggests that, even where AI is being used in connection with institutional work, internal awareness over how such tools are introduced, used, documented, and overseen remains limited. The report also notes the limits of self-reported evidence. Inconsistencies between questionnaire responses and validation inputs obtained through stakeholder consultations, including on AI use and training, suggest that some respondents may not have full awareness of internal practices or may under-report existing activities. These limitations are therefore treated as a governance finding in themselves, reflecting fragmented documentation, uneven internal knowledge, and the likelihood that some AI use remains informal or insufficiently institutionalised, rather than as conclusive evidence of either formal adoption or non-use.
EU AI Act gap analysis: priority gaps
The comparative analysis against the EU AI Act finds that Kosovo’s gaps are foundational and institutional, rather than limited to individual technical requirements. The most significant priority gaps include the absence of a formal national arrangement clarifying leadership, coordination, oversight, and cross-sector enforcement roles consistent with EU AI Act governance expectations. Kosovo also lacks a shared AI-specific legal vocabulary aligned with the EU AI Act (for example, AI system, provider, deployer), which limits legal certainty and consistent institutional practice. There is no AI-specific mechanism to define prohibited practices and baseline safeguards for harmful uses addressed by the EU AI Act, and there are no systematic, cross-sector transparency obligations for AI, including in public service contexts where citizens may interact with AI-enabled systems.
Operational compliance mechanisms are also missing. Kosovo does not apply an EU AI Act-type approach to risk classification, technical documentation, traceability and logging expectations, conformity assessment logic, or structured post-deployment monitoring. Overall, the analysis confirms that proxy laws, particularly data protection and cybersecurity, are necessary but insufficient to deliver the EU AI Act’s risk-based governance model, especially where risks extend beyond personal data processing.
Roadmap and action plan: sequencing and institutional roles
The roadmap and recommendations constitute the report’s action plan. Its central logic is sequencing. Kosovo needs to establish the minimum governance conditions that make AI use visible, accountable, and manageable before moving to more complex EU AI Act-aligned obligations.
The action plan is structured around complementary roles for key institutions. The Office of the Prime Minister is central for whole-of-government coordination and political steering. The Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration is positioned as the institutional policy anchor for digitalisation and the operational coordination interface for AI alignment. The Information and Privacy Agency is central for rights-based oversight and enforcement where AI involves personal data, including guidance on automated decision-making and transparency obligations under the data protection framework. The roadmap prioritises early measures that strengthen baseline governance, transparency, documentation and accountability practices, while enabling structured capacity-building and implementation planning.
Monitoring and evaluation
To ensure the roadmap is measurable and implementable, the report includes a monitoring and evaluation framework with indicators to track progress on institutional setup, policy and legal development, operational safeguards (including documentation and transparency practices), and capacity-building. The M&E component is designed to support iterative implementation, enable course correction, and provide a basis for periodic reporting to stakeholders.
Bottom line



AI is already emerging in practice in Kosovo, while governance remains fragmented and largely reliant on proxy legal regimes. The immediate priority is therefore not to replicate the EU AI Act architecture in full, but to establish the foundational governance conditions: institutional anchoring, common definitions, baseline safeguards, transparency, and workable accountability mechanisms. These steps, supported by a sequenced action plan and measurable indicators, can place Kosovo on a realistic pathway toward EU-aligned implementation.
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2. INTRODUCTION 
This report is prepared as part of Kosovo's ongoing efforts to strengthen readiness for approximation to the European Union acquis in the area of digital governance and emerging technologies. It provides a structured assessment of Kosovo's current starting point for EU-aligned artificial intelligence governance and sets out a sequenced pathway for future alignment with the EU Artificial Intelligence Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689). The report is intended to serve as a practical reference for decision makers and implementers. It consolidates baseline evidence, identifies priority gaps, and translates findings into an action-oriented roadmap supported by a monitoring and evaluation framework.
The primary intended audience includes the Office of the Prime Minister, including the Strategic Planning Office, the Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration, the Agency for Information and Privacy, and relevant sector institutions that regulate or implement digital systems. The report is also intended for GIZ and other international partners supporting EU integration and digital reform processes, as well as stakeholders in the broader digital ecosystem whose activities may be affected by future AI governance measures.
This work is delivered under the project "Support to EU-Integration Reform Processes in Kosovo". The project contributes to Kosovo's EU integration process and supports implementation of obligations and priorities linked to the Stabilisation and Association Agreement. The project is commissioned and funded by BMZ and is implemented over the period from March 2021 to September 2026, with Component 5 co-funded by the EU until December 2025. The Office of the Prime Minister is the main political partner. Within its wider scope, the project supports reforms that strengthen public administration and improve the Government of Kosovo's ability to implement EU-related reforms, including through improved policy implementation, administrative enforcement, access to justice, environmental governance, and reduction of administrative burdens.
Against this broader background, the present activity supports Kosovo's preparedness for the EU Artificial Intelligence Act. It is anchored in a rights-based and EU-aligned approach to digital governance and is closely connected to Kosovo's existing data protection framework and institutional responsibilities for lawful and accountable processing of personal data.
Mandate of the activity and the challenges addressed
This activity is an impact assessment of the EU AI Act in the Kosovo context, with particular attention to alignment with GDPR principles and Kosovo's Law No. 06/L-082 on Protection of Personal Data. The activity also places emphasis on identifying AI systems that are in use or under consideration in both public and private sector contexts and on assessing associated risks, especially where AI-enabled processing may affect privacy, data protection, and broader fundamental rights.
The report responds to three interlinked challenges that emerged consistently throughout the assessment. First, there is a governance and capacity deficit. Kosovo currently lacks a designated institutional architecture for AI governance, as well as the specialised expertise and trained personnel needed to coordinate and enforce the types of obligations the EU AI Act introduces. Even where related mandates exist in adjacent fields such as data protection, cybersecurity, telecommunications, public administration, and digitalisation, responsibilities remain fragmented and coordination mechanisms are not yet structured around AI-specific oversight needs.
Second, there is a legal gap and regulatory vacuum. Kosovo's existing legal framework is not designed to implement a risk-based AI governance model comparable to the EU AI Act. Current laws remain technology neutral and operate as proxy safeguards in specific contexts, most notably where AI involves personal data processing or system security obligations. This leaves institutions and market actors without clear national guidance on AI risk classification, value chain responsibilities, conformity and documentation expectations, and oversight mechanisms aligned with the EU AI Act logic.
Third, there is an operational risk linked to limited awareness and uneven oversight. Evidence gathered through consultations and the use case mapping indicates that AI tools and AI-enabled practices are beginning to appear across institutions and sectors, while documentation, internal controls, and accountability practices remain uneven. In several instances, the assessment also identified gaps between what is reported through self-assessment and what is known through institutional validation inputs. This reinforces a practical governance concern, namely that internal awareness of AI use and related safeguards can be limited even within institutions that are already subject to data protection and cybersecurity requirements.
Scope of the report
The report is structured to deliver a coherent chain of analysis from baseline to action. It includes four core components.
First, it establishes the local baseline through an institutional landscape and stakeholder mapping, combined with a local legal and policy baseline. The legal baseline focuses on the frameworks that currently function as indirect proxies for AI-relevant governance, including the data protection regime and other relevant instruments that shape transparency, accountability, security, and rights protections in digital environments.
Second, it consolidates evidence on local AI use cases and related data practices. This component maps where AI is being used or is under consideration, for what operational purposes, and what governance readiness conditions are implied, particularly in terms of documentation, transparency, risk awareness, and accountability. The use case evidence is built through a combination of consultations, desk-based review, and a stakeholder questionnaire, and it is interpreted as an indicator of awareness and readiness rather than as a verification of all reported practices.
Third, it conducts a comparative gap analysis against the EU AI Act. This benchmarking assesses the degree to which Kosovo's current baseline meets or falls short of key EU AI Act requirements and governance expectations. The analysis follows a prioritisation logic that emphasises foundational measures that can be realistically established as early steps and that are necessary to make AI use visible, governable, and accountable before more complex compliance mechanisms can be operationalised.
Fourth, it sets out a roadmap and recommendations that constitute the action plan for implementation. The roadmap identifies priority measures, sequencing considerations, institutional roles, and dependencies. To support implementation and reporting, the report also includes a monitoring and evaluation framework with indicators and reporting lines intended to enable progress tracking, periodic review, and course correction.
The report does not aim to serve as a full legislative drafting package for AI Act transposition, nor does it provide an exhaustive article-by-article commentary for each relevant law. It also does not constitute a technical audit of AI systems or a certification-type assessment of specific deployments. Rather, it is designed as a governance readiness assessment and alignment tool that supports decision making on priorities, sequencing, and institutional arrangements.
Methodology and evidence base
The analysis is grounded in a combination of desk-based review and stakeholder engagement. The desk review covered relevant Kosovo laws, strategies, and action plans, as well as publicly available institutional materials and project documentation from development partners engaged in Kosovo's digital governance ecosystem. This evidence base was supplemented by targeted meetings and consultations with key stakeholders identified in the Terms of Reference and through the broader stakeholder mapping.
A stakeholder questionnaire was used to support the local use case mapping and to generate a structured view of adoption patterns and governance readiness indicators. The report treats questionnaire responses as self-reported data. As such, they are interpreted carefully and are triangulated where possible through stakeholder consultations and validation inputs. Inconsistencies between questionnaire responses and consultation-based validation are treated as part of the governance finding itself, pointing to limitations in internal documentation, institutional memory, and awareness of AI-related practices, including training and internal policy dissemination.
The analytical approach follows a clear sequence. Kosovo's institutional and legal baseline is first mapped to establish the governance starting point. Local use cases are then used to ground the assessment in practical deployment realities and readiness constraints. The EU AI Act benchmark is applied to identify priority gaps and to inform a realistic sequencing of measures. Finally, the roadmap and monitoring framework translate the findings into an implementable action plan.
Institutional coordination and changes during implementation
The assessment was conducted during a period of institutional change. The Terms of Reference identified the Ministry of Economy as the lead counterpart for the activity at the time of design, alongside the Office of the Prime Minister and the Agency for Information and Privacy. During implementation, the Government restructuring under Regulation (QRK) No. 04/2026 on the areas of administrative responsibility of ministries established the Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration and shifted digitalisation responsibilities that were previously situated within the Ministry of Economy to the new ministry. The report reflects this updated institutional baseline. Where relevant, it also preserves continuity with the original stakeholder framework described in the Terms of Reference by distinguishing between the institutional arrangements at the outset of the assignment and the arrangements in place at the time of reporting.
Structure of the report



The report is organised to support a clear progression from baseline evidence to implementable measures. The local assessment section maps the institutional landscape, stakeholder ecosystem, and the legal and policy baseline that currently shape AI-relevant governance in Kosovo. The local use case section provides the empirical layer, describing emerging patterns of AI use and governance readiness constraints. The EU AI Act gap analysis then benchmarks Kosovo's baseline against EU AI Act requirements and identifies priority gaps through a sequencing logic. The recommendations and roadmap section sets out the action plan, clarifying priority measures, institutional roles, and dependencies. The monitoring and evaluation framework provides indicators and reporting lines to support implementation tracking and periodic review. Final conclusions synthesise the key messages and confirm the practical next steps implied by the report's findings and action plan.
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METHODOLOGY FOR ALIGNING KOSOVO’S LEGAL FRAMEWORK WITH THE EU AI ACT
Kosovo currently lacks AI-specific legislation and relies primarily on the Law on Protection of Personal Data (06/L-082). Aligning the national framework with the EU Artificial Intelligence Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689) requires a structured, phased approach that accounts for existing legal coverage, identifies regulatory gaps, and sequences reforms according to institutional capacity. The methodology presented here follows international best practices for jurisdictions with minimal prior AI regulation, ensuring coherence, enforceability, and prioritisation of resources.
Step 1: Establishing Local Legal Baseline

The first step in the alignment process is to establish a clear and realistic baseline of existing legal provisions. In Kosovo, the primary instrument is the Law on Protection of Personal Data, which governs personal data processing, defines the rights of data subjects, and establishes the supervisory authority in the form of the Information and Privacy Agency. This analysis provides two key outputs. First, it clarifies which AI-relevant concepts are partially addressed within the existing personal data framework, providing a measure of the initial legal coverage. Second, it identifies areas where no legislation exists, highlighting the regulatory voids that must be addressed for AI governance. By mapping AI-relevant provisions to the corresponding chapters of the EU AI Act, Kosovo can establish a reference framework for subsequent gap analysis.
Step 2: Gap Identification & Prioritisation of EU AI Act Chapters and Articles 

Given the absence of AI-specific legislation, Kosovo cannot directly compare each article of the EU AI Act to domestic law. Instead, a structured gap analysis is applied at two levels: first, at the chapter level, and second, at the article level, with a focus on prioritisation according to regulatory significance and feasibility. At the chapter level, gaps are categorised into three tiers:
Tier 1: Foundational Gaps: Chapters establishing the essential legal and institutional framework, including scope, definitions, prohibited AI practices, governance, and the conformity assessment framework through notified bodies. These chapters provide the prerequisites for any regulatory system.
Tier 2: Structural Gaps: Chapters defining operational obligations for providers and deployers, high-risk AI system requirements, registration mechanisms, and post-market monitoring. Implementation depends on Tier 1 foundations.
Tier 3: Functional Gaps: Chapters enhancing transparency, regulating general-purpose AI systems, introducing harmonised standards and codes of conduct, and covering transitional provisions. These chapters refine the framework and rely on both foundational and structural elements.
​​Within each tier, a second layer of prioritisation is conducted at the article level. Critical articles are those necessary to give effect to each chapter’s objectives, such as definitions, prohibited practices, governance powers, and conformity assessment procedures. Each article is assessed for implementation feasibility, categorised as short-term (adoptable with current resources), medium-term (requiring some institutional development), or long-term (requiring significant technical or administrative capacity). Dependencies between articles are captured using a visual matrix, illustrating which provisions must be in place before others can be implemented. 
Step 3: Development of Sequenced Recommendations for Kosovo
The third step formulates practical and phased recommendations that reflect the prioritised gaps identified above. The aim is to provide Kosovo with a realistic implementation pathway that acknowledges current institutional limitations while enabling progressive alignment with the EU AI Act based on the following principles:
· Foundational elements must be established first, as they provide the legal definitions, scope, and institutional mandates required to operationalise any further provisions.
· Structural elements are addressed next, once Kosovo has the legal authority and institutions capable of supporting obligations for high-risk AI systems, providers, and deployers.
· Functional elements are sequenced last, as they rely on the presence of both foundational and structural components.
Beyond chapter prioritisation, Articles will be classified by implementation feasibility
· Immediate / Short-Term: Can be transposed with limited institutional resources (e.g., definitions, scope, prohibited practices).
· Intermediate / Medium-Term: Require some institutional capacity or technical guidance (e.g., setting up notified bodies, defining initial conformity processes).
· Long-Term / Full Implementation: Require significant institutional, technical, or administrative resources (e.g., sector-specific high-risk AI obligations).



This step ensures that any subsequent recommendations follow a logical, capacity-aligned progression, consistent with the EU AI Act’s internal architecture and Kosovo’s current regulatory starting point. 
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LOCAL ASSESSMENT: SUMMARY
Before identifying the legislative and institutional measures required for EU-aligned AI regulation, Kosovo’s governance starting point must be set out with clarity. The local assessment therefore establishes the baseline institutional and legal conditions within which AI systems are already emerging and are likely to expand, notwithstanding the absence of a dedicated AI law, a national AI strategy, or a formally designated AI competent authority. In practical terms, near-term progress toward EU-style AI governance will depend on existing mandates and coordination mechanisms particularly those linked to government-wide digital transformation, the supervisory roles of relevant regulators, and the institutional arrangements that anchor policy coordination and compliance in adjacent fields.
It is important to note that the institutional baseline evolved during the assignment. At the outset, the Ministry of Economy through its ICT-related structures served as the primary institutional counterpart for digitalisation-related policy coordination. Following the government restructuring under Regulation (QRK) No. 04/2026 on the areas of administrative responsibility of ministries, these responsibilities have shifted to the newly established Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration, which is now positioned as the key policy home for digitalisation and the most likely institutional anchor for AI governance development going forward. In this context, initial indications suggest that the Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration may seek to initiate preliminary work during the year (e.g., early coordination and concept development), although the scope and timing of such steps remain contingent and should be understood as an emerging process rather than a settled commitment.
The local assessment is organised in three complementary components intended to capture Kosovo’s readiness foundations for EU-compatible AI oversight:
A) Institutional landscape, stakeholder mapping and governance context, 
This component maps the ecosystem of institutions and actors whose mandates, functions, or influence intersect with AI governance and AI-relevant risk management. It also characterises the current coordination environment and the extent to which leadership, accountability, and enforcement capacity are concentrated or dispersed. It covers:
· public-sector stakeholders with regulatory, policy, supervisory, or implementation mandates intersecting with AI governance, data governance, digitalisation, and related cross-cutting functions;
· functional bodies and sectoral institutions whose roles intersect with AI deployment, cybersecurity, telecommunications, data management, public service delivery, and capacity-building;
· international and development partners shaping Kosovo’s digital governance environment through technical assistance, capacity-building, and alignment support; and
· private-sector, non-profit, and academic actors contributing to AI development, deployment, research, standard-setting, and policy advocacy.
The mapping confirms that leadership and operational responsibilities remain dispersed, with no single centralised authority currently coordinating AI strategy, oversight, and cross-sector enforcement.
B) Local legal and policy baseline, 
This component identifies the domestic frameworks that currently function as indirect proxies for AI governance and risk management, and assesses how far those instruments can realistically carry AI-related safeguards in practice. It focuses in particular on:
· the data protection framework (Law No. 06/L-082) as the principal safeguard where automated processing, profiling, and rights impacts are implicated;
the cybersecurity framework (Law No. 08/L-173) and related criminal law provisions addressing security and misuse in digital systems; and
· strategic policy instruments such as the Digital Agenda of Kosovo 2030 and the e-Government Strategy 2023-2027, which reference AI largely through digitalisation and innovation objectives rather than through governance, accountability, or rights-based safeguards.
Across these instruments, the baseline highlights structural gaps that become decisive when measured against EU-style AI governance expectations particularly the absence of risk classification, conformity assessment and technical documentation requirements, bias mitigation duties, transparency obligations, operationalised human oversight, and market surveillance or audit mechanisms for AI systems.
C) Local AI Use Cases,
This component maps the most relevant AI uses already emerging in Kosovo’s institutional and market environment and identifies the associated data practices and governance readiness conditions that will shape the feasibility of EU-aligned oversight. It consolidates evidence on:
· where AI is being used (or planned) across public-sector and private-sector contexts;
· the operational purposes involved (e.g., administrative productivity, service delivery, analytics/decision support, and sector-specific automation); and
· the types of data, documentation practices, and organisational controls implicated.
It provides the empirical bridge between the institutional/legal baseline and the tiered EU AI Act gap analysis by clarifying the extent to which current use is characterised by early-stage adoption, informal or decentralised deployment, and uneven documentation and accountability practices factors that directly affect the sequencing and credibility of near-term baseline measures.



The findings draw on publicly available strategies, action plans, and institutional mandates; programme and project documentation from international partners; sector policy instruments referencing AI-relevant initiatives; and targeted interviews, stakeholder meetings, and questionnaire inputs conducted during the assignment.
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a. LOCAL INSTITUTIONAL LANDSCAPE, STAKEHOLDER MAPPING & GOVERNANCE

A realistic assessment of AI governance readiness depends on mapping which institutions currently drive policy coordination, supervision, and implementation in practice, as well as which external and non-state actors shape capacity and adoption. The stakeholder mapping is therefore structured across four tables to distinguish core governance actors, functional and sector institutions, international support, and private/non-profit/academic contributions.
1. Public Sector Stakeholders
This table distinguishes between core and supporting public institutions, based on their role in policy coordination, cross-government implementation, and oversight functions relevant to AI. As noted above regarding the updated ministerial structure, core actors include the Office of the Prime Minister, the Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration, and the Agency for Information and Privacy, reflecting their roles in whole-of-government coordination, digitalisation policy leadership, and rights-based oversight where AI-related processing affects individuals. Supporting institutions, including sectoral ministries and municipal authorities, provide inputs, implement digital and AI-related initiatives within their mandates, and contribute to compliance through sector-specific policies and operational practice. This categorisation illustrates the distribution of responsibility across government, demonstrating that leadership and operational roles remain dispersed.
2. Functional Bodies and Sectoral Institutions
This table groups public institutions according to functional roles, including regulatory and supervisory bodies, data and technical institutions, public service delivery entities, and capacity-building organisations. It highlights their AI-relevant contributions, ranging from sector oversight and compliance functions to technical data management, operational deployment contexts, and training for public officials. While these institutions provide critical expertise and enforcement capacity within their respective mandates, there is currently no centralised AI authority to coordinate strategy, cross-sector oversight, and accountability for AI systems.
3. International and Development Partners
The third table outlines key international and development partners supporting Kosovo’s digital transformation and emerging technology initiatives, including GIZ, the EU Office, UNDP, UNICEF Innovation Lab, and the World Bank. These actors provide funding, technical support, and alignment assistance with EU standards. While influential in shaping policy approaches and promoting capacity building, they do not exercise direct regulatory authority, underscoring the extent to which Kosovo relies on external expertise for strategic guidance and implementation support.
4. Private Sector, Non-Profit, and Academic Stakeholders
The fourth table maps the contributions of private companies, non-profit organisations, think tanks, accelerators, and academic institutions. These actors drive development, deployment, and innovation across telecoms, financial services, technology firms, start-ups, and other sectors, while also contributing to ethical standards, policy advocacy, research, and talent development. Their contributions are primarily developmental, advisory, and capacity-building in nature, rather than regulatory or enforcement-oriented.
Table 1: Public Sector Stakeholders vs. External stakeholders
	TYPE
	INSTITUTIONS / ACTORS
	ROLE / CONTRIBUTIONS
	LEVEL OF AUTHORITY
	DIRECT AI GOVERNANCE

	PUBLIC SECTORCORE
	· Office of the Prime Minister 
· Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration
· Agency for Information and Privacy
	Lead AI policy, governance, legal alignment, and digital transformation
	High
High
Med
	Yes
No
No

	PUBLIC SECTOR SUPPORTING
	· Ministry of Education, Science and Technology
· Ministry of Industry, Entrepreneurship & Trade, 
· Ministry of Economy
· Ministry of Finance, Labour & Transfers,
· Ministry of Health,
· Ministry of Internal Affairs
· Ministry of Justice, 
· Municipal Authorities
	Provide sectoral inputs, implement AI projects, contribute to compliance
	Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
	No
No
No
No
No
No
No

	EXTERNAL
	· Regulatory Bodies, Private sector, CSOs, International & Development Partners, 
	Advise, provide solutions, monitor, support compliance & best practices
	Medium
	No






Table 2: External Functional Bodies & Institutions
	FUNCTIONAL DOMAIN
	INSTITUTION / ACTOR
	AI GOVERNANCE CONTRIBUTIONS
	AUTHORITY
	DIRECT AI GOVERNANCE

	Regulatory Bodies (Rule-setting & Compliance)
	Regulatory Authority of Electronic and Postal Communications 
	Telecom regulator; oversees AI in communication networks
	High
	No

	
	Central Bank of Kosovo 
	Regulates AI in banking: scoring, AML, fraud detection
	High
	No

	
	Digital Transformation Unit
	Coordinates digital transformation policies; may guide AI adoption in public sector institutions
	High
	No

	
	Information Society Agency / eKosova
	Leads digital public services; potential implementer of AI tools in e-government systems
	High
	No

	
	Ombudsperson
	Human rights oversight of AI systems
	Medium
	No

	Data & Technical Bodies (Data Infrastructure / Analytics)
	Kosovo Agency of Statistics
	Anonymisation, open data, AI analytics
	Medium
	No

	
	Employment Agency of Kosovo
	May use digital systems for job matching; potential use of algorithmic profiling
	Medium
	No

	
	Kosovo Business Registration Agency
	Manages business registry systems;
	Medium
	No

	
	Tax Administration of Kosovo
	Potential deployment of AI for audit selection and fraud detection
	Medium
	No

	
	Civil Registration Agency 
	Maintains civil registry; could implement AI verification systems
	Medium
	No

	
	Kosovo Police
	Could deploy surveillance tools and other AI systems
	High
	No

	
	Kosovo Customs
	May use automated checks in border control
	Medium
	No

	Public Service Delivery Bodies (Sector-specific)
	National Institute of Public Health of Kosovo
	Public health analytics, epidemiology, AI use in health
	Medium
	No

	
	Agency for Free Legal Aid
	Sensitive legal data; potential AI case management
	Medium
	No

	Judiciary Branch
	Kosovo Judicial Council 
	Oversees judiciary performance;
	Medium
	No

	
	Kosovo Prosecutorial Council 
	Supervises prosecutorial system;
	Medium
	No

	Capacity-Building Institutions
	Kosovo Institute for Public Administration 
	Trains public officials in AI and privacy
	Medium
	No

	
	Academy of Justice
	Trains judiciary officials 
	Medium
	No




Table 3: External International & Development Partners

	INTERNATIONAL & DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS
	CONTRIBUTIONS
	LEVEL OF AUTHORITY
	DIRECT AI GOVERNANCE

	Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ)
	Commissioning assessment; core partner in digital governance reforms.
	High
	No

	EU Office in Kosovo
	Leads EU acquis alignment; central to future AI governance.
	High
	No

	UNDP Kosovo
	Supports digital governance, local AI deployments, innovation.
	Medium
	No

	UNICEF / Innovation Lab
	Key for youth, education, and child rights impacts of AI.
	Medium
	No

	Council of Europe
	Key for rule of law, cyber security and privacy
	Medium
	No

	World Bank
	Supports GovTech, digitalisation, AI governance frameworks.
	Medium
	No



Table 4: External For-Profit, Non-Profit and Academic Landscape
	CATEGORY
	STAKEHOLDERS (Grouped)
	CONTRIBUTIONS
TYPE / ROLE
	DIRECT AI GOVERNANCE

	Private-Sector Companies (For-Profit)
	Telecoms: IPKO, Vala/Telecom of Kosovo
	Telecom operators
	AI in network optimisation, customer analytics, large-scale data handling

	
	Banks: ProCredit, Raiffeisen, NLB, TEB
	Financial institutions
	Algorithmic credit scoring, fraud detection, automated risk models

	
	Software & Tech Firms: Kutia, Cacttus, TenTon
	Software development companies
	AI systems development, enterprise integrations

	
	AI/Tech Startups: Gjirafa, Shqip.ai
	AI-native platforms
	NLP, search, recommendation engines

	
	Private Healthcare Providers:American Hospital Kosovo
	Healthcare provider
	AI diagnostics, medical data systems

	Non-Profit / NGOs / Associations
	Industry Bodies & NGOs:Kosovo Association of Information and Communication Technology (STIKK), Open Data Koosovo (ODK), Balkan Investigative Reporting Network (BIRN)
	ICT advocacy, data transparency
	AI ethics, accountability, ecosystem building

	
	Think Tanks: Group for Legal and Political Studies (GLPS), Kosovo Democratic Institute ( KDI), Institute for Development Policy (INDEP), Institute for Technology and Society (ITS), Foundation House
	Policy research institutions
	AI policy analysis, governance frameworks

	
	Media Organisations:Association of Journalists of Kosovo
	Journalist association
	AI in journalism, misinformation, media ethics

	Accelerators & Innovation Hubs
	Innovation Center Kosovo (ICK), UBT Innovation Hub, UNICEF Innovation Lab
	Startup support & innovation labs
	AI literacy, prototyping, entrepreneurship

	Academia & Research
	University of Prishtina, University for Business and Technology (UBT), Rochester Institute of Technology Kosovo (RIT), AAB College
	Universities & academic centres
	AI R&D, academic programs, talent pipeline
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LEGAL/REGULATORY LANDSCAPE

Establishing Local Legal Baseline
 Establishing the Local Legal Baseline
This subsection sets out the principal laws and policy instruments in Kosovo that, while not designed to regulate artificial intelligence, are directly relevant to AI-adjacent governance questions in practice particularly automated decision-making, personal data processing, cybersecurity and system integrity, and the delivery of digital public services. The objective is not an article-by-article legal commentary, but the identification of the legislative baseline within which AI systems are already emerging and would be expected to operate. Each instrument is assessed in terms of its scope, its relevance for AI-related risks, and its principal limitations when measured against the governance, transparency, and risk-management requirements reflected in the EU AI Act.
Law No. 06/L-082 on Protection of Personal Data
Law No. 06/L-082 represents Kosovo’s core data protection framework and is aligned with the EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). Although the law does not expressly regulate Artificial Intelligence, it applies to all forms of personal data processing, including processing carried out through automated systems or AI technologies. As such, it establishes the baseline legal conditions under which any AI systems insofar as they process personal data under the supervision of the IPA.
Although the law does not establish a standalone mandate to regulate “AI systems” as a category of technology, the IPA retains full supervisory and enforcement competence whenever AI is used to process personal data in breach of the law’s requirements. In practice, an AI system constitutes a means of “processing” and therefore triggers all controller and processor obligations under Law No. 06/L-082, including lawfulness, transparency, purpose limitation, data minimisation, accuracy, and security. Accordingly, the IPA may intervene against AI-enabled practices such as unlawful collection of training data, opaque profiling, automated decision-making without safeguards, excessive data retention, or inadequate security not because the technology is AI per se, but because the resulting processing is unlawful or creates unacceptable risks to data subjects. This technology-neutral logic ensures that AI deployments involving personal data remain within the IPA’s remit, including through corrective measures and sanctions where warranted.
There are several provisions of the law that are directly relevant to AI, particularly where AI systems process personal data, make predictions, or support automated decision-making. Article 21, which governs automated individual decision-making, including profiling, is the most significant. It prohibits decisions based solely on automated processing that produce legal or similarly significant effects unless specific conditions are met, such as explicit consent or contractual necessity. Even in such cases, the controller must ensure meaningful human intervention and provide individuals with the right to contest automated outcomes. This article provides a foundational safeguard but does not address the full range of human oversight and transparency obligations required for high-risk AI systems under the EU AI Act.
Other provisions indirectly support responsible AI deployment. Article 24 requires data protection by design and by default, obliging controllers to embed privacy safeguards into technologies from the outset. Article 12 requires fair and transparent processing, including informing individuals about the logic and consequences of automated processing where relevant. Articles 4 and 5 set out the principles of lawful processing, data minimisation, accuracy, and integrity standards that apply equally to algorithmic systems. Additionally, Article 35 mandates a Data Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA) for processing operations likely to result in high risks to individuals, including the use of new technologies. This requirement can apply to many AI use cases, although the law does not provide AI-specific DPIA criteria or methodologies.
At the same time, the law’s applicability to AI via general data-protection obligations does not amount to the comprehensive, risk-based governance model introduced by the EU AI Act. Law No. 06/L-082 does not allocate responsibilities across the AI value chain (e.g., providers, deployers, importers), does not classify AI systems by risk, and does not create mechanisms such as conformity assessments, technical documentation, logging, registration, or explicit human-oversight and robustness requirements. These gaps mean that certain systemic risks targeted by the EU AI Act such as model governance, bias mitigation, robustness, safety and cybersecurity obligations, and documentation/traceability standards are not fully addressable through data protection enforcement alone, particularly where risks extend beyond personal data. Nevertheless, for AI use cases already falling within the law’s scope, the IPA could strengthen regulatory clarity through secondary instruments and supervisory practice (e.g., guidance, templates, or sectoral recommendations) on when AI triggers DPIA obligations, how to assess “meaningful human intervention” in automated decision-making, what transparency is expected regarding logic and consequences, and what security and accountability measures are appropriate for AI-driven processing. Such clarifications would not replace AI-specific legislation but could materially improve compliance, predictability, and enforceability in the interim, while Kosovo develops an institutional and legal framework aligned with the EU AI Act.
Despite these relevant provisions, the law is not designed to provide a comprehensive, risk-based AI governance framework comparable to the EU AI Act. It does not classify AI risks, impose obligations on high-risk AI systems, require technical documentation or record-keeping, mandate human oversight structures, or establish conformity assessment procedures. Nor does it address algorithmic transparency, bias mitigation, robustness, security requirements, or the documentation standards foreseen under the EU AI Act. As a result, while Law No. 06/L-082 provides an essential privacy framework, it does not provide the specialised regulatory architecture necessary for the governance of AI systems, particularly those falling under high-risk categories.
Law No. 08/L-173 on Cyber Security

Law No. 08/L-173 on Cyber Security establishes Kosovo’s regulatory framework for safeguarding the security of networks and information systems, with a focus on operators of essential services, digital service providers, and critical infrastructure. The law broadly reflects a NIS-type approach and provides a structural foundation for managing cybersecurity risks across key sectors. It also establishes the Cyber Security Agency (CSA) as the central body responsible for coordinating national cybersecurity efforts, incident response, and international cooperation.
Although the law does not contain provisions specific to Artificial Intelligence, several of its requirements may apply where AI systems are deployed as part of networked infrastructures or digital service environments within the scope of the law. In practice, AI models typically operate within broader information systems and digital services, meaning that baseline cybersecurity obligations may be triggered wherever AI supports or automates functions in essential or regulated services.
The law imposes technical and organisational obligations on in-scope entities to implement appropriate security measures, manage risks to networks and information systems, and maintain ongoing monitoring and risk management practices. These obligations become directly relevant when AI systems are integrated into critical infrastructure or essential service delivery, particularly where the integrity, availability, and confidentiality of systems and data may be affected.
Incident reporting requirements represent another important element. The law requires in-scope entities to notify significant cyber incidents within the legally prescribed timeframe and to provide information necessary for coordinated response and risk mitigation. These obligations may be relevant to incidents involving AI-enabled systems, including data breaches, system compromise affecting AI-driven functions, or deliberate manipulation of AI-dependent services, ensuring timely notification and coordinated response. The CSA’s coordination mandate and international cooperation role are also relevant for managing cross-border cybersecurity incidents affecting AI-driven systems.
Despite these intersections, the law remains insufficient as a framework for AI-specific cybersecurity governance. It does not operationalise obligations tailored to algorithmic robustness, model integrity, secure training data practices, AI-specific logging and traceability, or vulnerabilities associated with machine-learning systems. It also does not establish mechanisms comparable to the EU AI Act’s requirements for technical documentation, post-market monitoring, and high-risk AI incident reporting. Moreover, the CSA is not mandated to oversee AI-specific vulnerabilities or to set algorithmic security standards.
Accordingly, while Law No. 08/L-173 provides an important cybersecurity baseline and may apply to AI systems insofar as they are integrated into regulated digital infrastructures, it does not provide the specialised safeguards required for EU-aligned AI governance and does not, on its own, meet the cybersecurity control expectations foreseen for high-risk AI systems under the EU AI Act.
Criminal Code No. 06/L-074 and Law No. 08/L-188 on Amending and Supplementing the Criminal Code
Law No. 08/L-188 introduces amendments to the Criminal Code No. 06/L-074 aimed at strengthening Kosovo’s response to cybercrime, particularly offences involving unauthorized access, data interference, and misuse of digital systems. Although the legislation does not contain provisions specific to Artificial Intelligence, several of its articles are indirectly relevant where AI systems are used to commit or facilitate cyber-related offences. These amendments therefore form part of the broader legal environment within which AI-related risks may arise, particularly in cases involving malicious use of AI technologies.
The most relevant provisions include Article 277/D (Unauthorized Access), which criminalises gaining access to computer systems or data without authorization and applies equally to AI tools used to penetrate protected systems or databases. Article 277/E (Unlawful Interception) prohibits the unauthorized interception of electronic communications, a provision that encompasses AI-enabled interception or surveillance tools. Article 277/F (Impeding the Operation of Computer and Information Systems) addresses attacks that disrupt or disable digital systems, including AI-generated malware or automated denial-of-service attacks. Finally, Article 277/H (Identity Theft and Misuse of Credentials) criminalises the acquisition or use of another person’s identifying data, which may include credential-harvesting or biometric data extraction facilitated by AI systems.
While these provisions ensure that AI can be addressed when used as an instrument of cybercrime, the Criminal Code does not regulate AI systems themselves, nor does it establish governance, transparency, or risk-management obligations for entities deploying AI. The law provides an enforcement mechanism for malicious or unlawful activities involving digital technologies, but it does not address the regulatory needs introduced by high-risk AI systems under the EU AI Act. Its relevance is therefore limited to the punitive dimension of AI misuse, rather than to the establishment of a comprehensive AI governance framework.
Law No. 06/L-081 on Access to Public Documents 
Law No. 06/L-081 establishes the right of every person to access public documents held by public institutions and sets the general framework for proactive publication, open data, and procedures for individual access requests. While the law is not AI-specific, it is directly relevant to public-sector AI governance as a transparency and accountability baseline. In practice, it influences how information about digital public services and the systems used to deliver them can be disclosed to the public, including documentation that may relate to the design, deployment, and operation of AI-supported services.
From an AI governance perspective, the law is relevant in three main ways.
First, the law creates a proactive transparency obligation for public institutions to publish public documents electronically through official channels. This matters for AI governance because key AI-adjacent materials (e.g., procurement documents, technical requirements, internal policies, risk assessments, vendor communications, operational guidelines, audit or evaluation reports) may qualify as “public documents” when held by public bodies. The law therefore provides a practical legal route for transparency of AI-related public administration, especially where institutions already generate and retain documentation as part of routine administrative processes.
Second, the law contains a dedicated framework for open data and re-use of public sector information, including an emphasis on availability, quality, and machine-readable formats. This is AI-relevant because open data can serve as an enabler for AI development and public-interest innovation; however, it also raises governance risks where datasets contain personal data, allow re-identification through linkage, or embed systemic biases due to incomplete or unrepresentative collection. The open data provisions do not themselves create AI-era safeguards for bias, re-identification risk, or downstream discriminatory impacts; therefore, in an AI impact assessment context, open data policy should be treated as both an enabling measure and a risk vector requiring additional controls under data protection and broader fundamental rights considerations.
Third, the law establishes the procedural route for access requests and refusals, including strict decision-making timelines, requirements for reasoned decisions, and an oversight/complaints mechanism under the IPA. This is particularly relevant where public institutions use digital tools including AI systems to manage records, search archives, classify documents, or support redaction and disclosure workflows. In such cases, the law implicitly requires that access decisions remain a lawful administrative act taken by responsible officials, rather than being effectively delegated to automated tools. The law’s refusal grounds explicitly include privacy-related protections, including privacy and data erasure considerations, and requires balancing through a “damage and public interest” test. This balancing mechanism becomes more complex in an AI context because AI tools can increase the likelihood of sensitive inferences and re-identification even from partial disclosures, and automated redaction/classification may generate errors, over-redaction, or inconsistent outcomes if not subject to robust human oversight.
Consistent with the broader local baseline finding that Kosovo’s current framework relies on “proxy” laws rather than AI-specific governance, Law 06/L-081 does not establish requirements comparable to EU AI Act mechanisms (risk classification, conformity assessment, technical documentation, transparency duties for AI systems, human oversight requirements specific to AI, or post-deployment monitoring). More specifically, the law does not: (i) impose proactive publication duties tailored to AI deployments (e.g., public registers of AI systems used in public services, publication of AI impact assessments, or standardized notices about automated decision-support tools); (ii) regulate the use of automated tools in processing access requests (e.g., minimum standards for traceability, audit logs, or reliability of AI-assisted redaction and refusal recommendations); or (iii) provide AI-oriented safeguards in the open data ecosystem (e.g., explicit criteria for re-identification risk assessments and dataset governance measures that mitigate discriminatory impact).
Digital Agenda of Kosovo 2030
The Digital Agenda of Kosovo 2030 outlines the country’s long-term vision for digital transformation and is aligned with the EU’s Digital Compass 2030. It establishes objectives related to digital infrastructure, public service digitalisation, private sector innovation, digital skills, and cybersecurity. The strategy recognises the importance of emerging technologies, including artificial intelligence, and identifies AI as a tool to drive economic development, support business competitiveness, and modernise the public sector.
However, despite referencing AI conceptually and setting general ambitions for the adoption of advanced technologies, the Digital Agenda does not establish a regulatory or governance framework for AI. It does not define institutional responsibilities, risk management approaches, supervisory competences, transparency requirements, or safeguards aligned with the EU AI Act. The strategy focuses primarily on digitalisation and innovation rather than on the regulatory, ethical, or human-rights dimensions of AI deployment.
An additional gap concerns the limited integration and the lack of explicit reference to absence to the Digital Rights and Principles framework, which forms a core component of the EU Digital Compass. This omission is significant for AI governance, as the Digital Rights and Principles emphasise human-centricity, transparency, safety, and inclusion values that are directly relevant to the development and deployment of AI systems. The lack of reference to these principles means that the strategy does not address how AI may impact fundamental rights or outline mechanisms to ensure that future AI systems operate in a trustworthy and rights-respecting manner.
As such, the Digital Agenda 2030 provides a general digital transformation direction but does not offer the strategic, institutional, or normative foundations required for Kosovo’s alignment with the EU AI Act or for ensuring responsible and rights-based AI governance.

E-Government Strategy 2023-2027
The E-Government Strategy 2023-2027 sets Kosovo’s medium-term vision for digitalising public administration, improving interoperability, strengthening cybersecurity, and enhancing user-centred service delivery. The strategy aligns with the broader Digital Agenda 2030 and aims to establish a “whole-of-government” digital infrastructure supported by clear standards, integrated enterprise architecture, and improved digital competencies across public institutions.
Although the strategy references emerging technologies, including artificial intelligence, these references remain conceptual and focused primarily on potential innovation rather than governance or regulatory requirements. AI is identified as a technology that may support future improvements in service delivery, but no provisions are made regarding institutional responsibilities, risk-assessment methodologies, transparency obligations, oversight mechanisms, or alignment with EU AI Act requirements. The strategy’s planned establishment of an innovation cell within the Agency for Information Society (AIS) is the only concrete measure related to AI, and even this initiative focuses on research and piloting rather than regulatory preparedness or compliance. In light of the subsequent restructuring of administrative responsibilities under Regulation (QRK) No. 04/2026, implementation arrangements and institutional anchoring for such initiatives may require clarification to ensure continuity and accountability.]
The strategy therefore provides a general digital transformation framework but does not address how AI systems should be governed, deployed, supervised, or regulated within the public administration. It contains no safeguards for high-risk AI, no human-centric requirements, no algorithmic transparency measures, and no mechanisms to ensure accountability or rights-based implementation of AI in public sector services. As such, while the strategy supports digital modernisation, it does not provide the policy foundations necessary for Kosovo to align with the governance and regulatory structures foreseen in the EU AI Act.
Additional sectoral legal entry points 
In addition to the cross-cutting legal baseline, several sectoral legal regimes may become practically relevant as AI adoption expands across consumer-facing services, regulated industries, and essential public functions. While these instruments do not regulate AI as such, they establish enforceable standards on legality, fairness, transparency, safety, non-discrimination, and institutional accountability in contexts where AI systems may be procured or deployed. In an EU-alignment context, these sectoral regimes therefore constitute complementary “entry points” for mitigating AI-related risks and clarifying supervisory expectations, particularly during any transitional period before AI-specific legislation is adopted.
Non-exhaustive examples include: public procurement law, which shapes how AI-enabled systems are acquired and can be leveraged for interim documentation and risk-screening safeguards (Law No. 04/L-042); consumer protection law, which is relevant to transparency and fairness in automated consumer-facing practices (Law No. 06/L-034); electronic communications law governing networks and communications services where AI may be integrated (Law No. 04/L-109); the general administrative procedure framework, which reinforces human accountability and procedural safeguards for administrative acts even where digital tools support decision-making (Law No. 05/L-031); the non-discrimination framework applicable to discriminatory effects arising from automated profiling or decision-support (Law No. 05/L-021); and additional regimes with sector-specific relevance such as labour law (Law No. 03/L-212), the independent media framework (Law No. 04/L-044), lawful interception frameworks (Law No. 05/L-030), AML/CFT obligations (Law No. 05/L-096), and digital identity and trust services (Law No. 08/L-022)
Legal and Policy Gap Analysis 
The initial governance analysis indicates that Kosovo remains at an early stage of AI governance development, with fundamental structural gaps in law, policy, and institutional capacity. As of the writing of this report, Kosovo:
· has no dedicated AI law;
· has no national AI strategy; and
· has no institution formally designated to govern, regulate, or supervise AI systems as a distinct category of technology.

No publicly confirmed legislative timetable or adopted government framework for AI governance is currently in place. While preparatory discussions have occurred within government and with stakeholders, formalised processes to establish a comprehensive AI governance structure remain limited.
Institutionally, the governance baseline has evolved during the assignment. Following the government restructuring under Regulation (QRK) No. 04/2026 on the areas of administrative responsibility of ministries, digitalisation responsibilities have shifted to the newly established Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration, positioning it as the most relevant policy anchor for future AI-related strategic and regulatory efforts. In parallel, whole-of-government coordination remains relevant through the Office of the Prime Minister, while sector institutions and regulators continue to shape the operational environments in which AI may be deployed.
From a legal perspective, Kosovo’s framework currently relies on “proxy” laws rather than AI-specific governance. Law No. 06/L-082 on Protection of Personal Data (largely aligned with the GDPR) provides safeguards that apply whenever AI is used to process personal data, including provisions on automated decision-making, transparency, privacy-by-design, and DPIA requirements. However, general data protection obligations do not operationalise the comprehensive, risk-based governance model reflected in the EU AI Act, particularly where risks extend beyond personal data processing.
In practical terms, the current legal baseline does not establish EU AI Act-type mechanisms, including:
· AI risk classification and high-risk system categorisation;
· conformity assessment and certification/logics;
· technical documentation, logging, traceability, and registration requirements;
· explicit bias mitigation and robustness duties;
· AI-specific transparency obligations; and
· structured human oversight requirements tailored to high-risk AI contexts.
Accordingly, while the IPA will remain central to oversight where AI involves personal data, the legal tools available through data protection enforcement alone are insufficient to address the broader governance expectations of the EU AI Act era. Kosovo also lacks a national procedure for market surveillance, systematic monitoring or auditing of AI systems, and institution-level protocols for documentation, transparency, safety testing, and algorithmic accountability.
Finally, although Kosovo does not yet have an AI-specific legal framework, a number of sectoral regimes create enforceable “entry points” relevant to AI deployment in practice most notably in public procurement, consumer protection, electronic communications, administrative procedure, non-discrimination, and sector supervision. These instruments can support interim safeguards in specific contexts, but they do not substitute for a dedicated, risk-based AI governance framework aligned with EU requirements.
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3. AI USE CASES, DATA PRACTICES & DATA GOVERNANCE

This section presents a consolidated overview of AI use cases and related data practices in Kosovo, with the aim of understanding how AI is currently being used (or planned) across the public sector, private sector, and other stakeholders, and what this implies for data governance and risk management. The analysis draws on a combination of stakeholder meetings and targeted consultations, desk-based review of relevant institutional and market context, and a stakeholder questionnaire (n=77) as the primary quantitative evidence base. By mapping emerging uses and readiness indicators, the section establishes an evidence-informed baseline that supports the subsequent use-case classification and gap mapping under the report’s tiered approach.
For this assessment, “AI” refers to software systems that generate outputs such as content, recommendations, predictions, classifications, or decision support. This includes general-purpose AI tools used for productivity (drafting, summarisation, translation, search/assistance) and purpose-built AI/analytics solutions used for operational functions.
Evidence base and approach to analysis. Questionnaire results are analysed as self-reported indicators of institutional practice and internal awareness. Responses labelled “unknown/unsure” are treated as capacity/awareness gaps (limited documentation or awareness) rather than confirmed non-compliance. Findings are presented primarily as percentages to enable comparison across themes; where response rates differ by question, the applicable denominator is indicated. Stakeholder meetings and desk research are used to contextualise and interpret the survey patterns, and to ensure that the resulting implications align with the report’s tiered approach and proposed sequencing of measures.
Data reliability and validation. Questionnaire results are self-reported and should be interpreted primarily as indicators of internal awareness and documentation practice, rather than as fully verified statements of institutional fact. In several instances, responses appeared inconsistent with information obtained through stakeholder meetings and validation inputs (including feedback from the IPA), suggesting that some respondents may lack full awareness of internal AI use or may under-report existing practices. A similar inconsistency emerged on training: while the IPA indicated that data protection training has been delivered broadly across relevant institutions, a notable share of respondents reported having received no training, pointing to gaps in institutional record-keeping, respondent recall, or internal dissemination. These limitations are treated as part of the governance finding itself—namely weak documentation and low organisational awareness—rather than as conclusive evidence of non-use or non-compliance.
The sample includes respondents across multiple institution types. The distribution is reported in percentages to support an anonymised, cross-sector baseline.
Figure 3-1. Respondent profile by institution type 
[image: Points scored]
Adoption baseline and maturity. The survey indicates that AI tools are already being used in the course of work across a notable share of responding institutions. Specifically, 33.8% of respondents reported current use of AI in work-related contexts, while 28.6% reported expected or planned use within the next 6–12 months. This figure should not be interpreted as evidence of formal institutional or organisation-wide AI adoption. Rather, it primarily reflects individual staff use of commercial or general-purpose AI tools, such as generative AI applications, for work-related tasks. At the same time, such use may suggest that AI is becoming part of normal day-to-day work practices within some institutions, whether formally regulated or not. Overall maturity nevertheless remains early-stage, indicating that baseline governance, internal guidance, and capacity-building measures should precede any broader or more structured scaling.
Figure 3-2. AI adoption status
[image: Points scored]

Figure 3-3. AI adoption/understanding maturity
[image: Points scored]
Survey findings indicate that AI-related governance and oversight practices remain underdeveloped and uneven across respondents, with many institutions treating AI tools were used as an extension of general ICT operations rather than as systems requiring dedicated risk and compliance controls. This is reflected in the limited presence of formal governance structures, the absence of clear internal procedures for responsible AI use, and recurring ‘unknown/unsure’ responses, which point to institutional awareness gaps (i.e. limited awareness of how AI tools are used and governed internally). As a result, governance arrangements appear fragmented and largely decentralised, reinforcing the need for baseline coordination and minimum governance standards before more advanced EU-aligned obligations can realistically be operationalised.
These findings support the report’s tiered approach, where Phase 1 / Tier 1 measures should prioritise practical foundations: clarifying internal roles and approvals, establishing minimum documentation requirements, standardising procurement and vendor safeguards, and delivering targeted capacity-building on AI governance and data protection. Without these baseline measures, institutions will struggle to demonstrate accountability, document lawful processing, or operationalise risk-based controls that will later be required for use-case classification and EU-aligned oversight.
The following section evaluates the extent to which institutions have established governance structures, formal policies, documentation mechanisms, and security safeguards necessary to manage AI-related risks in line with emerging EU standards.


Table 3.1 Governance Structures for AI Risk and Compliance

	Governance Arrangement
	% of Respondents

	No formal structure exists
	62%

	Informal ad hoc internal review
	16.5%

	Formal compliance review under existing statutory procedures
	12.7%

	Central IT/Steering Committee (AI treated as standard ICT matter)
	~6%

	Decentralised approval by department managers
	~2.5%

	Cabinet-level approval
	negligible



A clear majority report that no formal governance structure exists for managing AI-related compliance and risk. Where review mechanisms are present, they are primarily informal or embedded within broader ICT or statutory approval processes. AI is therefore not yet treated as a distinct governance or risk category requiring structured oversight.

Table 3.2 Existence of Formal AI Policies or Procedures

	Policy Status
	% of Respondents

	No, no formal policies exist
	64.6%

	Unsure / Do not know
	13.9%

	Partial or informal internal guidance
	8.9%

	Formal AI-specific policies/procedures exist
	negligible

	Other / isolated responses
	negligible





Nearly two-thirds indicate that no formal AI policies or procedures currently exist, with a further share unsure of their existence. Only a limited minority report partial guidance. These results reinforce that responsible AI use is not yet embedded through codified internal standards or structured compliance mechanisms.
When asked what types of policies or guidance would be necessary in the absence of formal rules, most respondents indicated uncertainty or stated that they would await instructions or guidelines from government authorities. Responses rarely specified which institution should provide such guidance. This reflects both institutional dependency on central direction and the absence of clearly designated leadership for AI governance, reinforcing the need for coordinated baseline guidance at national level before sector-specific obligations can be operationalised.
On data governance and compliance documentation, responses suggest substantial gaps and uncertainty. 44.3% report that they do not maintain a Record of Processing Activities (RoPA/RAP) for AI-related processing and personal data, while 34.2% are not sure whether such a register exists. Regarding the main legal basis for personal data processing in AI systems and whether it is formally documented, 44.3% indicate that it is not documented or they are unsure, pointing to weak traceability of lawful processing. A similar pattern appears in DPIA practice: 55.7% state that they have not conducted a DPIA (VNMD) for AI-related or other high-risk processing, and 27.8% do not know whether such an assessment has been performed. There is also a notable inconsistency between perceived and actual processing responsibilities: 44.3% report that they do not know their institution’s role in AI-related data processing, yet 40% indicate active involvement in one or more stages of the data lifecycle, suggesting that operational data handling may occur without clearly defined internal roles. Finally, concerning technical and organisational security measures for AI-related personal data processing, 35.4% do not know what measures are applied, 6.3% report minimal or no measures, and 15.2% report only basic safeguards, highlighting both capability gaps and limited internal awareness over core controls such as access management, encryption, logging, incident handling, and robustness testing.

Summary and implications. The findings indicate that AI adoption is emerging, but institutional readiness to govern and document AI-related processing remains limited. Most respondents describe the absence of formal governance arrangements and responsible-use policies, and open-ended answers frequently suggest uncertainty or an expectation that public authorities should issue guidance. This confirms that, at this stage, the main constraint is not adoption itself, but the ability to demonstrate accountability, documentation, basic controls around AI use and perhaps most importantly lack of information and knowledge from the stakeholders both public and private. 

On data governance, the survey shows significant gaps and low institutional awareness: many institutions report that they do not maintain, or are uncertain about, core documentation such as RoPA/RAP, the documented legal basis for AI-related personal data processing, and DPIA practice for high-risk processing. There is also a notable inconsistency between perceived and actual responsibilities: respondents often report uncertainty about their role in AI-related processing while simultaneously indicating involvement in data lifecycle activities, suggesting that operational processing may be occurring without clear internal role definition. Reported security maturity is similarly uneven, with a substantial share unsure what measures are applied and others indicating only basic or minimal safeguards.

These findings support the report’s tiered approach: Tier 1 / Phase 1 should prioritise foundational measures that make AI use clearer, better documented, and more governable before moving toward more advanced obligations. In practical terms, this means establishing minimum internal governance roles and approval workflows, creating an AI inventory/register as the operational starting point for use-case classification, issuing short responsible-use guidance for general-purpose AI tools, standardising documentation templates (RoPA fields, DPIA screening, basic transparency notices), strengthening baseline security and procurement safeguards, and prioritising AI literacy so users can better understand AI and its effects.




Stakeholder recommendation (pilot assessment). A practical next step proposed during stakeholder consultations is to initiate a pilot by selecting one public institution and conducting a hands-on assessment of how AI-related data processing and AI-supported decision-making or decision-support processes are handled in practice (including roles, documentation, safeguards, and accountability). This would provide a controlled test case to validate and refine the proposed templates and sequencing before broader rollout across institutions.

2




[bookmark: _heading=h.o1zb13sypgtl][bookmark: _heading=h.izh5gksutweb]EU AI ACT GAP ANALYSIS: THE REPUBLIC OF KOSOVO

2

4. COMPARATIVE LEGAL & GOVERNANCE ANALYSIS: KOSOVO VS. EU AI ACT
Following the establishment of Kosovo’s baseline legal framework, the next step is to identify gaps relative to the EU AI Act and establish a prioritised adoption pathway. For jurisdictions without AI-specific legislation, such as Kosovo, a direct article-by-article comparison is neither feasible nor efficient. Instead, the analysis adopts a tiered, chapter-level approach, allowing regulators to focus on the most critical regulatory foundations first, before addressing operational and functional provisions.  The EU AI Act foresees a phased, tiered implementation (EU AI Act, 2024). In the first phase, by  August 2025, Chapter I (General Provisions) and Chapter II (Prohibited AI Practices) apply, covering definitions, AI literacy, and prohibited AI systems. Chapter V (General-Purpose AI) rules also enter into application, and countries must have governance structures in place, designate national competent authorities, and adopt national laws on penalties. EU-level governance bodies, such as the AI Board, Scientific Panel, and Advisory Forum, are expected to be set up.
The second phase, by August 2026, brings the majority of AI Act rules into force. Chapter III (High-Risk AI Systems) requirements in Annex III apply, and Chapter IV (Transparency) rules, including Article 50, start to apply. Measures in support of innovation under Chapter VI also begin, including the establishment of at least one regulatory sandbox per country. Both national and EU-level enforcement commences.
The third and final phase, by 2 August 2027, requires compliance of high-risk AI systems embedded in regulated products, fully applying Chapter III obligations to these systems. This tiered approach allows countries with limited AI frameworks to start with foundational chapters, implement transparency, risk management, and innovation obligations for quick EU-alignment results, and gradually expand to full integration of high-risk AI systems as capacity develops. Based on the timeline, tiered methodology has been built based on three layers:
1. Tier 1 Chapters (Foundational)
These chapters establish the legal and institutional preconditions necessary for AI regulation, including the scope of regulation, core definitions, prohibited AI practices, and governance structures. Without these elements, operational or functional obligations cannot be effectively implemented. In Tier 1 the most relevant Chapters are I, II, III, IV, V (definitions only), VII, XII. 

2. Tier 2 (Structural)
Structural chapters define the operational and compliance framework for managing AI systems, particularly high-risk AI. These include obligations for providers and deployers, system registration, post-market monitoring, and penalties. Chapters V and VII (full implementation), VIII, IX, and XII are therefore classified as Tier 2 gaps. The absence of infrastructure, such as notifying authorities, notified bodies, system registries, and adequate enforcement sanctions, represents a substantial operational shortfall.

3. Tier 3 (Functional)
Functional chapters provide enhancements, harmonisation, and long-term alignment of the regulatory framework, covering transparency obligations for AI users, oversight of general-purpose AI, codes of conduct, innovation support measures, delegated powers, and transitional arrangements. Tier 3 Chapters are VI, X, and XIII. These provisions are sequenced last in the adoption pathway, as they depend on the prior establishment of foundational and structural elements.
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Article-Level Prioritisation
Within each tier, critical articles have been assessed for implementation feasibility. Articles essential to a chapter’s objectives, such as definitions, prohibited practices, governance powers, or risk management obligations, were sequenced based on institutional capacity, technical resources, and regulatory readiness. Provisions that can be adopted immediately are prioritised first, followed by medium-term obligations requiring some institutional development, and finally long-term provisions that demand substantial technical, administrative, or financial capacity.
The table below provides a tiered, chapter-by-chapter comparison of Kosovo’s legal framework against the EU AI Act. Each row summarises:
· The core legal scope and provisions of the EU AI Act chapter
· Specific gaps identified in Kosovo’s PPD Law
· The assigned priority tier, reflecting regulatory and institutional significance



This structure allows policymakers to quickly identify foundational, structural, and functional gaps, understand dependencies, and visualise a sequenced adoption pathway. Kosovo’s regulatory framework currently covers only data protection principles indirectly relevant to AI. Almost all chapters of the EU AI Act therefore represent regulatory gaps. Addressing Tier 1 gaps is an immediate priority to establish a minimum viable legal and institutional foundation. Tier 2 operational requirements follow, enabling management of high-risk AI systems, while Tier 3 functional enhancements are sequenced last to achieve full alignment over time.
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	EU AI Act
	Core Legal Scope / Provisions
	Gap with Local Framework
	Priority Tier

	Chapter I: 
General Provisions 
	Establishes the overall purpose and scope of the AI Act, defines what constitutes an “AI system, sets baseline obligations.
	Local laws lacks core definitions related to the technology itself, such as “AI system” (Art. 3), “General-Purpose AI model”' (Art. 3), and “systemic risk” (Art. 51) as well as mandate for AI literacy (Art. 4).
	Tier 1

	Chapter II: Prohibited AI Practices 
	Lists AI practices banned due to unacceptable risk to fundamental rights, safety, dignity.
	Local laws regulate data use, but don't prohibit the use. Specifically missing are prohibitions on social scoring, real-time remote biometric identification (RBI).
	Tier 1

	Chapter III: High‑Risk AI Systems
	Defines what constitutes high-risk AI, sets mandatory obligations: risk‑management, data governance, human oversight, etc.
	Local law lacks the full high-risk AI framework: technical requirements and conformity assessment/market infrastructure (notifying authorities, bodies, CE marking, EU declaration, FRIA).
	Tier 1 (only definition) 

	Chapter IV: Transparency Obligations
	Requires transparency obligations for certain AI systems e.g. disclosure to users
	Local law does not impose obligations to label content generated or manipulated by AI (deepfakes) as machine-readable, nor does it mandate informing users that they are interacting with an I.
	Tier 1

	Chapter V: General‑Purpose AI Models 
	Regulates general‑purpose AI models (foundation models), obligations on providers including documentation, risk analysis, model governance
	Local law has no legal tools to address the obligations for GPAI providers, e.g. classification based on systemic risk (Art. 51), mandatory Technical Documentation (Annex XI), and performing adversarial testing.
	Tier 1

	Chapter VI: Measures in Support of Innovation
	Enables regulatory sandboxes, innovation support tools, flexibility for SMEs/startups to comply with AI Act.
	The LPPD Law requires Member States to establish at least one AI Regulatory Sandbox (Art. 57) which is missing locally.
	Tier 3 

	Chapter VII: Governance
	Establishes the governance architecture: national competent authorities, oversight, enforcement powers, coordination mechanisms
	The PPD Law establishes the Data Protection Authority, but lacks the parallel national bodies required by the AIA: Market Surveillance Authorities (MSAs) and Notifying Authorities.
	Tier 1

	Chapter VIII: EU Database for High-Risk 
	Requires registration of high-risk AI systems in a central EU database to track compliance and deployment
	Kosovo has no registration mechanism and no institutional or technical basis for a public registry of high-risk AI systems.
	Tier 2

	Chapter IX: Post‑Market Monitoring
	Mandates ongoing monitoring of deployed AI systems, incident reporting, surveillance and corrective actions
	The PPD Law focuses narrowly on data breach reporting. It lacks the requirement to implement a Post-Market Monitoring system covering continuous system performance (Art. 72) and reporting Incidents (Art. 73).
	Tier 2

	Chapter X: Codes of Conduct and Guidelines
	Allows for adoption of sectoral or voluntary codes of conduct, best practices and standards to complement regulation
	No AI‑specific guidelines, codes, or industry standards exist currently in Kosovo. The existing Codes of Conduct framework addresses privacy principles, not the specific technical requirements of Chapter III.
	Tier 3 

	Chapter XI: Delegation of Power 
	Provides procedural mechanisms for updates, delegated acts, regulatory governance at EU level, less relevant for initial national alignment
	As long as national law does not yet cover AI, delegation provisions have low immediate relevance.
	Tier 3 

	Chapter XII: Penalties
	Sets out enforcement mechanisms and penalties for non‑compliance by providers, deployers, importers
	The PPD Law's penalty ceiling is far below the AIA's mandated minimum: €35,000,000 or 7% of worldwide annual turnover for prohibited practices (Art. 99). 
	Tier 1 

	Chapter XIII: 
Final Provisions 
	Transitional rules, entry-into-force, review mechanisms, procedural arrangements
	The PPD Law lacks mechanisms to integrate AI requirements with existing sectoral laws (e.g., aviation, vehicles, medical devices Annex I) (Art. 102 et seq.). It also requires transposition of the specific staggered application dates and transitional rules (Art. 111, 113)
	Tier 3 
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CHAPTER I: GENERAL PROVISIONS GAP ANALYSIS
Chapter I of the EU AI Act establishes the foundational regulatory framework for AI, defining its purpose, scope, and core principles, including the protection of fundamental rights beyond privacy, such as safety, non-discrimination, and human oversight. Kosovo’s Law on Protection of Personal Data (LPDP, 06/L-082) provides a strong GDPR-aligned baseline, however, it is aligned with the horizontal, AI-specific governance required by the EU. 

Key gaps identified in local legal framework:
1. Framework-level coverage: Current Law addresses personal data protection but does not cover AI systems that do not process personal data (e.g., industrial optimisation AI).
2. Institutional and legal clarity: The absence of a lex specialis clause and clearly defined AI-specific economic operator roles (Provider/Deployer vs. Controller/Processor) creates uncertainty in liability, enforcement, and compliance, particularly for high-risk AI systems.
3. Granular risk-based definitions: Existing law does not differentiate between types of AI systems, such as "real-time" versus "post-remote" biometric identification, nor does it define systems like Emotion Recognition AI, which are central to the EU’s risk-tiered regulatory approach.
Strategic alignment priorities:
1. AI Definition Adoption: Legally adopt the Article 3(1) AI system definition verbatim as a prerequisite for any AI governance and regulatory obligations.
2. Framework Adoption: Introduce a lex specialis clause clarifying AI-specific obligations over general data protection law, embed fundamental rights protections beyond privacy, and extend the law’s scope to all AI systems, not only those processing personal data.
3. Roles and Responsibilities: Define AI-specific economic operator roles (Provider, Deployer, User), recognising that a “Provider” is not necessarily a “Data Controller.”
4. Risk-Based Definitions: Introduce precise AI categories, including Emotion Recognition Systems and Real-time/Post-event Remote Biometric Identification, aligned with EU high-risk tiers.



5. Jurisdiction: Extend jurisdiction to AI systems whose outputs affect Kosovo citizens, regardless of server or operator location.
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	EU AI Act (C.1)
	EU Provision 
	Local Relevance
	Law No. 06/L-082
	High-Level Actions

	Article 1: Subject Matter
	Harmonised rules for AI on the market, fundamental rights, and innovation.
	High: Frames AI governance as a fundamental-rights and safety issue.
	Partial / Indirect: Regulates data and privacy rights, but not the AI itself 
	Framework Adoption:
(i) Adopt a dedicated AI governance instrument and definition (e.g. lex specialis AI law)

	Article 2: Scope (Extra territoriality)
	Providers, deployers, importers, distributors. 
	High: Exporting AI services to the EU falls under the EU AI Act. 
	Different Scope: It does not explicitly cover the "output" in the AI Act.
	Jurisdiction Expansion:
(i) interim guidelines for public sector (ii) AI lex specialis 

	Article 3a: Definitions (AI System)
	Defines "AI System" as a machine-based system with autonomy, adaptiveness, and inference capability.
	High: Without a clear definition, authorities cannot distinguish between regulated AI and standard software.
	Missing: Law 06/L-082 defines "Profiling", but lacks a technical definition for "AI System" or "General-Purpose AI".
	Definition Adoption: (i) adopt the AI system definition  (ii) adopt Article 3(1) definition verbatim (or substantively identical) in the AI lex specialis.

	Article 3b: Definitions (Roles)
	Defines "Provider" (developer) and "Deployer" (user) to assign liability and obligations.
	Medium:” Required to assign liability for "bugs" (Provider) vs. "misuse" (Deployer).
	Different Model” GDPR roles: "Data Controller" and "Data Processor" but it does not define AI-specific operator roles 
	Definition Adoption: 
(i) define roles in the general guidelines
(ii) define AI operator roles in the AI lex specialis

	Article 3c: Definitions (Biometrics) 
	Distinguishes "Real-time" (live) vs. "Post" (after) RBI. 
	High: "Real-time" use by is largely Prohibited, whereas "Post" is High-Risk (Annex III). 
	Partial Coverage: 
No distinction between "Real-time" vs. "Post" RBI.
	Definition Adoption: 
(i) adopt the EU AI Act RBI definitions in the AI lex specialis.

	Article 4: 
AI Literacy
	Requires providers and deployers to ensure AI literacy.
	Medium/High: Critical for actual enforcement. 
	Missing: Does not have an AI literacy obligation for AI users/deployers
	New Obligation: (i) codify a risk-based AI literacy obligation in the AI lex specialis



	EU AI Act (C.1)
	EU Provision Summary 
	Strategic Relevance*
	Legal Complexity*
	Timeline (S/M/L)
	OPM
	MoD
	IPA

	Article 1: Subject Matter
	Harmonised rules for AI on the market, fundamental rights, and supporting innovation.
	High
	High
	Mid/Long
	
	X
	X

	Article 2: Scope 
	Applies to providers, deployers, importers, and distributors. 
	High
	Medium
	Mid
	X
	X
	

	Article 3a: Definitions (AI System)
	Defines "AI System" as a machine-based system with autonomy, adaptiveness, and inference capabilities.
	High
	Low
	Short
	
	X
	X

	Article 3b: Definitions (Roles)
	Defines "Provider" (developer) and "Deployer" (user) to assign product liability and obligations.
	Medium
	Medium
	Mid
	
	X
	X

	Article 3c: Definitions (Biometrics) 
	Legally distinguishes "Real-time" (live) vs. "Post" (after the fact) RBI. Defines "Emotion Recognition"
	High
	High
	Mid/Long
	X
	X
	X

	Article 4: 
AI Literacy
	Requires providers and deployers to ensure staff have AI literacy.
	High
	Medium
	Short/Mid
	X
	X
	



*Note: The table uses three categories to guide planning:



Strategic Relevance indicates the importance for the EU alignment: Low = minor impact, Medium = noticeable impact, High = critical.  
Legal Complexity estimates implementation difficulty: Low = simple administrative action, Medium = some coordination or minor legal changes needed, High = requires new legislation or multi-agency coordination. 
Timeline: Indicates when the action to be completed: Short term = within 6-12 months, Mid term = 1-3 years, Long term = >3 years.
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CHAPTER II: PROHIBITED PRACTICES GAP ANALYSIS
Strategic relevance of the chapter: Chapter II of the EU AI Act establishes absolute prohibitions on certain AI practices deemed incompatible with EU fundamental values, including human dignity, autonomy, non-discrimination, and the rule of law. For the EC, alignment with Chapter II is a first-order political and constitutional signal, particularly for candidate countries. Kosovo’s current legal framework, anchored in the the current law 06/L-082, does not provide for AI-specific prohibitions. While the current law regulates the lawfulness of personal data processing, it does not prohibit entire categories of AI use, even where such uses may pose unacceptable risks to fundamental rights. As a result, AI practices that are explicitly banned under the EU AI Act could remain insufficiently restricted under current law even where data protection requirements are addressed. This creates a misalignment with the EU AI Act and high accession risk, particularly in sensitive domains such as law enforcement, public administration and more. 

Key gaps identified in local legal framework:
1.  Absence of statutory AI prohibitions: Kosovo law currently lacks explicit bans on AI practices classified as “unacceptable risk” under the EU AI Act, including social scoring and certain biometric surveillance practices.
2. Over-reliance on data protection safeguards: The current law focuses on privacy and data protection but does not address manipulation, behavioural control, or systemic discrimination, which are central to Chapter II.
3. No differentiation between unacceptable-risk and high-risk AI: The absence of Chapter II differentiation prevents operationalising the EU’s governance model.
Strategic alignment priorities:
1. Immediate Transposition of Prohibited AI Practices: Kosovo should introduce explicit statutory prohibitions, Article 5 of the EU AI Act, covering:
· AI systems that manipulate human behaviour 
· AI-based social scoring by public authorities or on their behalf
· AI systems enabling indiscriminate or generalised biometric categorisation
· Real-time remote biometric identification in publicly accessible spaces



2. Explicit Application to Public Authorities: Given Kosovo’s accession context, the law should clearly state that public authorities are bound by these prohibitions, including when AI systems are: a) Developed in-house, b) Procured from private vendors, c) Used through public-private partnerships

2
Part 1: The Full List of Prohibitions (Article 5(1)(a)-(h))
	EU AI Act: 5
	EU Provision 
	Local Relevance
	Law No. 06/L-082
	High-Level Actions

	Article 5(1)(a)-(b): Manipulative & Exploitative AI
	Prohibits AI systems that use subliminal techniques or exploit vulnerabilities to distort behavior.
	High. Protects citizens autonomy/dignity  from manipulative digital services.
	Missing. Law 06/L-082 Art 4 requires "fairness", but does not address exploitation
	New Prohibition. 
(i) Guideline banning acquisition/use of manipulative AI (ii) add statutory prohibition mirroring Article 5(1)(a)-(b).

	Article 5(1)(c): Social Scoring
	Prohibits from using AI for social scoring.
	High. Prevents social credit systems.
	Missing. Does not ban social scoring
	Explicit Prohibition. (i) Guideline banning public bodies from deploying social scoring.

	Article 5(1)(d): Predictive Policing
	Prohibits AI for predicting criminal offenses based on profiling or personality.
	High. Prevents state-level surveillance scoring.
	Missing. Art 21 permits automated decisions if "authorised by a specific law"
	Law Enforcement Amendment: (i) guideline prohibiting tools that predict individual criminal risk solely on profiling/personality traits;

	Article 5(1)(e): Facial Recognition Scraping
	Prohibits creating facial recognition databases by untargeted scraping of facial images.
	High. Prevents algorithmic bias in arrests.
	Ambigious. Art 9 allows processing criminal data under "official authority".
	Framework Adoption. (i) public-sector procurement restriction prohibiting acquisition/use of systems that rely on facial databases created via untargeted scraping; 

	Article 5(1)(f): Emotion Recognition
	Prohibits emotion recognition systems, except for medical /safety reasons.
	High. Protects citizens from intrusive pseudo-scientific surveillance.
	Ambiguous. Art. 83 allows biometrics in the private sector for "safety".
	Sectoral Ban. (i) public-sector guideline guidance prohibiting emotion recognition deployments except narrowly (medical/safety).


	Article 5(1)(g-h): Real-Time RBI
	Prohibits "real-time" RBI in publicly accessible spaces with exceptions. 
	High. The EU requires strictly limiting mass surveillance.
	Permitted. Art. 81 allows biometrics broadly for "safety". 
	Legislative Overhaul (Art. 81): (i) Amend Art. 81 to: 1. Ban Real-Time RBI only if strictly necessary (as per EU AI Act guideline).


Part 2: The Procedural Safeguards for RBI (Article 5(2)-(8))
The EU AI Act does not just "ban" real-time biometric identification; it creates a strict procedural regime for the exceptions. 
	EU AI Act: 5
	EU Provision 
	Local Relevance
	Law No. 06/L-082
	High-Level Actions

	Article 5(2): Use Conditions
	Real-time RBI must be limited to confirming the identity of a targeted individual with prior FRIA
	High. RBI directly interferes with privacy, movement, and non-discrimination. Absence of FRIA creates risk.
	Missing. Art 81 only requires the measure be "necessary for safety". No impact assessment specified for this specific act (only general Art 35).
	New Obligation: 
(i) Update laws to forbid "untargeted" scanning. Require “Targeted Search Order”.
(ii) codify Article 5(2) targeting requirement and FRIA

	Article 5(3): Judicial Authorisation
	Requires prior authorisation by a judicial or independent administrative authority. 
	High. Judicial control is a core EU rule-of-law safeguard. Executive -only authorisation fails requirements.
	Missing. Kosovo law allows the "competent functionary" (e.g., Police Director) to authorise surveillance (Art 76.2). 
	Framework adoption: (i) The Criminal Procedure Code to be reviewed regarding a Judge's warrant for live facial recognition, not just a prosecutor or police.

	Article 5(4): Notification
	Each use must be notified to the Market Surveillance Authority and Data Protection Authority.
	High. Without per-use notification, MSA cannot exercise ex post control or audit compliance.
	Partial. Art 83 requires notifying the Agency prior to introducing systems, but not for each specific use.
	Reporting Protocol: (i) Police must establish a protocol to notify the MSA and DPA  of every live deployment.

	Article 5(5): National Law Requirement
	RBI can be used only if specifying the crimes and procedures.
	High. Generic legal bases are insufficient under EU standards; 
	Missing. Kosovo relies on general data processing rules.
	Draft Task: Draft a specific "Regulation on Police Use of Biometrics" to define the exact crimes (from Annex II).

	Article 5(6)-(8): Annual Reports
	Authorities must submit annual reports on RBI use to the Commission.
	High. Reporting is essential for democratic accountability.
	Missing/Insufficient. Does not require the Police to report on biometric usage stats.
	Transparency: 
(i) Mandate Police/ Inspectorate to publish an annual aggregated RBI transparency report



	EU AI Act: 5
	EU Provision Summary 
	Strategic Relevance*
	Legal Complexity*
	Timeline (S/M/L)
	OPM
	MoD
	IPA

	Article 5(1)(a)-(b): Manipulative & Exploitative AI
	Prohibits AI systems that use subliminal techniques or exploit vulnerabilities to materially distort behavior.
	High
	Medium
	Mid
	X
	X
	

	Article 5(1)(c): Social Scoring
	Prohibits from using AI for social scoring.
	High
	Medium
	Mid
	X
	X
	

	Article 5(1)(d): Predictive Policing
	Prohibits AI risk assessments for predicting criminal offenses based only on profiling or personality traits.
	High
	High
	Long
	X
	X
	

	Article 5(1)(e): Facial Recognition Scraping
	Prohibits creating facial recognition databases by untargeted scraping of facial images.
	High
	Medium
	Mid
	X
	X
	

	Article 5(1)(f): Emotion Recognition
	Prohibits emotion recognition systems, except for medical/safety reasons.
	High
	High
	Long
	X
	X
	X

	Article 5(1)(g-h): Real-Time RBI
	Prohibits "real-time" RBI in publicly accessible spaces by law enforcement with exceptions. 

	High
	High
	Long
	X
	X
	X

	Article 5(2): Use Conditions
	Real-time RBI must be limited to confirming the identity of a targeted individual. Requires FRIA.
	High
	High
	Long
	X
	X
	X

	Article 5(3): Judicial Authorisation
	Requires prior authorisation by a judicial or independent administrative authority.
	High
	High
	Long
	X
	X
	

	Article 5(4): Notification
	Each use must be notified to the MSA and DPA.
	High
	High
	Mid/Long
	X
	X
	X

	Article 5(5): National Law Requirement
	RBI can be used only if specifying the crimes and procedures.
	High
	High
	Long
	X
	X
	

	Article 5(6)-(8): Annual Reports
	Authorities must submit annual reports on RBI use to the Commission.
	High
	Medium
	Mid
	X
	X
	X
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*Note: The table uses three categories to guide planning:



Strategic Relevance indicates the importance for the EU alignment: Low = minor impact, Medium = noticeable impact, High = critical.  
Legal Complexity estimates implementation difficulty: Low = simple administrative action, Medium = some coordination or minor legal changes needed, High = requires new legislation or multi-agency coordination. 
Timeline: Indicates when the action to be completed: Short term = within 6-12 months, Mid term = 1-3 years, Long term = >3 years.
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CHAPTER III: HIGH-RISK AI SYSTEMS GAP ANALYSIS
Strategic Context of this Chapter: Chapter III, Article 6 serves as the regulatory “filter” of the EU AI Act, determining which AI systems face strict compliance obligations and which are exempt. High-Risk AI can be understood as systems that pose significant safety risks or have a substantial impact on fundamental rights. Strategically, this classification mechanism divides High-Risk AI into two main categories: Safety Components (Product Safety) and Fundamental Rights Systems (stand-alone AI). For Kosovo, alignment with this chapter is important because it provides a legal filter to separate low-impact AI from systems with significant potential harm, allowing regulators to focus limited resources effectively. At this stage, Kosovo is focusing primarily on definitions and the first articles (Article 6, Section 1), which lay the foundational legal framework for recognizing high-risk systems. This pragmatic first step is appropriate given Kosovo’s limited AI regulatory infrastructure. Implementing the full technical and operational obligations immediately would be resource-intensive and impractical. Early adoption of the definitions and Annex III references provides a fast-track, high-impact alignment with EU requirements, demonstrating readiness for accession while deferring more complex compliance measures to later phases.
Key gaps identified in local legal framework:
· No statutory definition of high-risk AI: Kosovo law does not define high-risk AI, link AI to regulated products, or reference Annex III sectors. Law No. 06/L-082 applies to personal data generally without distinguishing between sector-specific risks (e.g., Education vs. Entertainment) or connecting software safety to physical product regulations like machinery or medical devices
· No framework for low-risk exemptions:  Kosovo lacks legal rules to exempt procedural, preparatory, or assistive AI tasks from high-risk classification, while ensuring profiling is always high-risk. While Law No. 06/L-082 defines profiling, it provides no mechanism for a vendor to claim that a system in a sensitive sector (Annex III) is merely performing a "narrow procedural task" and is therefore exempt from strict obligations.
· No documentation or self-assessment requirements: Providers are not required to document their self-assessment if claiming non-high-risk status, nor to make these records available to authorities. Current law mandates records of processing activities generally, but lacks the specific requirement to justify why a system in a high-risk sector does not pose a significant risk, which is a prerequisite for exemption under the AI Act.

Strategic alignment priorities:
· Define high-risk AI and Annex III categories: To align with Article 6(1) and 6(2), Kosovo could introduce secondary legislation that officially designates the Annex III sectors (Biometrics, Critical Infrastructure, Education, Employment, Essential Services, Law Enforcement, Migration, Justice) as "High-Risk" domains. Furthermore, the Ministry could amend technical regulations to acknowledge that for products listed in Annex I (e.g., machinery, toys, medical devices), the AI component is high-risk if the product requires a third-party conformity assessment, linking software safety to physical product safety. Effective implementation of these measures would require close coordination between relevant authorities to ensure consistent classification, oversight, and compliance across sectors.
· Adopt exemption criteria and profiling rules: IPA could issue a Binding Opinion codifying the "filter" conditions of Article 6(3) (e.g., narrow procedural tasks, preparatory tasks). Crucially, this opinion must enforce the "Profiling Lock" of Article 6(3) by stating that any system performing profiling (as defined in Art 3.1.5 of Law 06/L-082) is always High-Risk. This ensures that high-impact applications never escape regulation through loopholes, leveraging Article 35 of the local law to mandate immediate impact assessments for profiling systems.
· Implement provider documentation obligations: To mirror Article 6(4) of the AI Act, Kosovo could amend its template for "Records of Processing Activities" (Article 29 of Law 06/L-082). Providers operating in Annex III sectors who claim their system is not high-risk must be required to attach a "Self-Assessment of Non-High-Risk Status" to their internal records. This establishes accountability and allows the IPA to perform targeted audits on companies attempting to opt-out of the high-risk regime.



· Procurement-Based Regulation (Annex III): Since Kosovo lacks the legislative time to pass a new primary law immediately, the Government could issue a Decision on Public Procurement that adopts Annex III as a "Sensitive Technology List". This decision must mandate that no public body (e.g., Police, Ministry of Education) may purchase software in these categories unless the vendor provides a Fundamental Rights Impact Assessment (FRIA) as required by the AI Act. This effectively enforces the EU's high-risk obligations through contract law, preventing the public sector from deploying unsafe AI while primary legislation is being drafted.
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	EU AI Act: C. III
	EU Provision 
	Local Relevance
	Law No. 06/L-082
	High-Level Actions

	Article 6(1): Safety Components
	An AI system is high-risk if it is a safety component of a product regulated under Annex I AND requires third-party conformity assessment
	High: Defines high-risk AI when linked to regulated products; crucial to distinguish such systems from non-high-risk AI.
	Missing: Kosovo law does not define high-risk AI or link AI to product conformity assessments. 
	Definition Adoption: 
(i) Amend Law No. 06/L-082 to codify EU risk-based classification and bans. (ii) Institutionalise FRIA (iii) Align procurement guidelines.

	Article 6(2) & Annex III: Fundamental Rights Systems
	High-risk AI if used in: Biometrics, Infrastructure, Education, Employment, Law Enforcement, Migration & Justice
	High:  Essential for e-Kosova. Prevents algorithms from automatically impacting citizens without safety.
	Missing: Law 06/L-082 applies to all data processing equally. It lacks a "High-Risk" classification.
	Reference: (i) Amend Law No. 06/L-082 treating Annex III-type AI as “sensitive/high-risk,” requiring FRIA (ii) codify Annex III high-risk domains 

	Article 6(3) Subpara 1-2: Derogations (The "Filter")
	AI that perform narrow procedural tasks are not high-risk, except for profiling.
	High: Allows Kosovo to exclude low-impact AI from strict high-risk rules.
	Missing: No provision in Kosovo law for exempting low-risk AI; all AI treated generically.
	Exemption Criteria: 
(i) Adopt criteria for exemptions from high-risk classification except profiling. 

	Article 6(3) Subpara 3: Profiling Exception
	An AI system is ALWAYS High-Risk if it performs profiling regardless of the (a-d) above
	High: Ensures accountability and traceability of risk assessments.
	Aligned: Art. 3(1.5) defines "Profiling". Art. 21 regulates automated decisions. Art. 35(3.1) mandates a DPIA for "systematic... profiling"
	Binding Opinion: (i) IPA could rule any processing involving "Profiling" as a "High Risk", making a DPIA mandatory. 
 (ii) codify the profiling lock 

	Article 7: Amendments to Annex III
	The Commission can update Annex III High-Risk cases via 
delegated acts.
	High: Needs a mechanism to update its "High-Risk" list without passing a new law every year.
	Missing: Law 06/L-082 does not have a mechanism to automatically update risk categories.
	Dynamic Clause: (i) Include a clause: "This list shall automatically update to reflect amendments to Annex III of Regulation (EU) 2024/1689."



	EU AI Act: C. III
	EU Provision Summary 
	Strategic Relevance*
	Legal Complexity*
	Timeline (S/M/L)
	OPM
	MoD
	IPA

	Article 6(1): Safety Components
	A definition of a high-risk AI system.
	High
	Medium
	Mid/Long
	
	X
	X

	Article 6(2) & Annex III: Fundamental Rights Systems
	High risk AI areas: Biometrics, Critical Infrastructure, Education, Employment, Essential Services, Law Enforcement, Migration & Justice
	High
	Medium
	Short/Mid
	X
	X
	X

	Article 6(3) Subpara 1-2: Derogations (The "Filter")
	A definition of a non-high-risk AI system (exemptions).
	High
	Medium
	Mid
	
	X
	X

	Article 6(3) Subpara 3: Profiling Exception
	An AI system is ALWAYS High-Risk if it performs profiling of natural persons, regardless of the (a-d) above
	High
	Medium
	Short/Mid
	X
	X
	X

	Article 7: Amendments to Annex III
	The Commission can update Annex III High-Risk cases via delegated acts.
	High
	Medium/High
	Mid
	X
	X
	X



*Note: The table uses three categories to guide planning:
Strategic Relevance indicates the importance for the EU alignment: Low = minor impact, Medium = noticeable impact, High = critical.  
Legal Complexity estimates implementation difficulty: Low = simple administrative action, Medium = some coordination or minor legal changes needed, High = requires new legislation or multi-agency coordination. 
Timeline: Indicates when the action to be completed: Short term = within 6-12 months, Mid term = 1-3 years, Long term = >3 years.
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CHAPTER IV: TRANSPARENCY OBLIGATIONS GAP ANALYSIS
Strategic relevance of the chapter: Chapter IV of the EU AI Act addresses transparency risks that directly affect democratic processes, public trust, and freedom of expression, particularly through AI-generated content and covert AI-mediated interactions. For Kosovo, alignment with Chapter IV is strategically significant because it targets low-cost, high-impact risks such as deepfakes, synthetic political messaging, and emotion recognition in public and private contexts. Effective implementation strengthens electoral integrity, media credibility, and citizen trust in public institutions. Unlike more complex chapters, Chapter IV can be implemented rapidly without new supervisory bodies, making it a fast-track alignment tool for EU integration. Failure to address these risks would leave Kosovo exposed to rights-invasive AI practices.

Key gaps identified in local legal framework:
1. Undisclosed AI-human interaction: Individuals are not legally guaranteed to know when they are interacting with AI systems (e.g., chatbots). Article 11 of Kosovo Law No. 06/L-082 requires identifying the controller (the entity), it does not explicitly require disclosing the nature of the operator (human vs. machine).
2. No regulation of deepfakes or AI-generated content: Kosovo does not require disclosure or labeling of AI-generated or manipulated text, audio, image, or video (political or media content). Current law regulates the processing of personal data but lacks provisions for synthetic content or technical watermarking standards required by Article 50(2) and 50(4) of the AI Act.
3. No safeguards for emotion recognition: There is no obligation to inform individuals when emotion recognition or biometric categorisation systems are used in public, workplace, or other settings. 

Strategic alignment priorities:
1. Safeguard democratic processes and public discourse: Introduce mandatory disclosure and labeling of AI-generated or manipulated content (including deep fakes), with priority for political communication, media, and public-interest information. This requires transposing Article 50(4) to ensure that text or video of public interest is labeled as artificially generated unless reviewed by humans.



2. Prevent covert and intrusive AI practices: The Government should require that all public-facing AI systems, especially emotion recognition or biometric categorisation, provide clear and visible notifications to users. These notifications should indicate that AI is being used, explain its purpose, and describe how user data is processed, using banners, labels, icons, or pop-ups. Such measures ensure transparency and compliance with Articles 50(1) and 50(3) of the EU AI Act, enabling users to make informed decisions when interacting with AI.
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	EU AI Act: C. IV
	EU Provision 
	Local Relevance
	Law No. 06/L-082
	High-Level Actions

	P.1. AI Interaction Disclosure
	Providers must inform users when they are interacting with an AI, unless obvious.
	High. Relevance for public services, e-gov, chatbots, and private sector.
	Missing: 06/L-082 requires general data transparency but does not cover AI disclosure.
	Introduce obligation: (i)  Government instruction requiring AI interaction disclosure for public sector (ii) Codify AI interaction disclosure obligation

	P.2. AI-Gen Content (Audio, Image, Video, Text)
	Synthetic content must be machine-readable / watermarked for detection.
	High: relevance for media, online platforms, marketing, and public information.
	Missing: 06/L-082 regulates data. There is no legal basis to enforce watermarking standards.
	Introduce obligation:  (i) For labeling AI-generated content personal data
(ii) Codify watermarking/detectability and disclosure obligations

	P.3. Emotion Recognition & Biometric Categorisation
	Deployers must inform emotion recognition or biometric categorisation.
	High: currently limited deployments but future-proofing for surveillance.
	Partial: Art. 83 mandates "biometric measures" but "emotion recognition" is not explicitly defined.
	Introduce obligation:  For emotion recognition /biometric AI systems, aligned with privacy law.


	P.4. Deepfake & Text Transparency
	Deployers of "deep fakes" must disclose the AI origin. 
	High: Vital for preventing political destabilization via AI-deep fakes.
	Regulatory Gap: Current laws protect against defamation but don’t regulate / ban deepfakes.
	Introduce obligation: (i) Mandate disclosure of AI-generated and synthetic content (ii) Codify disclosure duties and penalties for deepfakes.

	P.5. Timing & Accessibility
	Information must be disclosed at first interaction; Accessible.
	High: Ensures citizens are not deceived by AI interactions.
	Ambiguous. Art. 11(1) requires "intelligible and easily accessible".
	Amend guideline: (i) Transparency Guidelines” requiring disclosure at first interaction and accessibility compliance 

	P.6. Interaction with Other Obligations
	AI transparency obligations do not override others.
	High: Relevant for enforcement & compliance.
	Compatible: N/A
	Compatible: N/A

	P.7. Codes
	The AI office to promote Codes of Practice.
	Medium: Relevance for EU standards.
	Missing: Does not reference EU codes.
	Reference guidance: (i) Issue national guidance referencing EU codes.




	EU AI Act (C.4)
	EU Provision Summary 
	Strategic Relevance*
	Legal Complexity*
	Timeline (S/M/L)
	OPM
	MoD
	IPA

	P.1. AI Interaction Disclosure
	Providers must inform users when they are interacting with an AI, unless obvious.
	High
	Low
	Short/Mid
	X
	X
	X

	P.2. AI-Gen Content 
	Synthetic content must be machine-readable / watermarked for detection.
	High
	Medium
	Mid
	X
	X
	X

	P.3. Emotion Recognition & Biometric Categorisation
	Deployers must inform emotion recognition or biometric categorisation.
	High
	High
	Mid/Long
	X
	X
	X

	P.4. Deepfake & Transparency
	Deployers of "deep fakes" must disclose the AI origin. 
	High
	Medium
	Short/Mid
	X
	X
	X

	P.5. Timing & Accessibility
	Information must be disclosed at first interaction; accessible.
	High
	Low
	Short/Mid
	X
	X
	X

	P.6. Interaction 
	AI transparency obligations do not override others.
	High
	Medium
	Short
	X
	X
	X

	P.7. Codes
	Promote AI Codes of Practice.
	Medium
	Low
	Mid
	
	X
	



*Note: The table uses three categories to guide planning:



Strategic Relevance indicates the importance for the EU alignment: Low = minor impact, Medium = noticeable impact, High = critical.  
Legal Complexity estimates implementation difficulty: Low = simple administrative action, Medium = some coordination or minor legal changes needed, High = requires new legislation or multi-agency coordination. 
Timeline: Indicates when the action to be completed: Short term = within 6-12 months, Mid term = 1-3 years, Long term = >3 years.
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CHAPTER V: GENERAL PURPOSE AI MODELS GAP ANALYSIS
Strategic relevance of the chapter:  Chapter V of the EU AI Act introduces a regulatory regime for General-Purpose AI (GPAI) models, including large language models and other adaptable systems. The chapter distinguishes between standard GPAI models and those with systemic risk (e.g., models exceeding high compute thresholds or with high-impact capabilities). For Kosovo, this chapter is strategically relevant because it addresses AI systems that can affect multiple sectors simultaneously, from public services to private. At this stage, Kosovo focuses only on the legal definition and classification of GPAI because enforcement of full obligations, such as transparency reporting, risk assessment, and post-market monitoring, is centralised at the EU level through the AI Office. This means Kosovo does not need to build heavy technical capacity to audit massive models immediately. By adopting definitions and classifications first, Kosovo can legally recognise GPAI models, prepare downstream providers to access transparency information, and create a foundation for future compliance, without overburdening its institutions. Implementing the full scope of obligations can be deferred to later phases, once regulatory capacity with high-risk deployments are established.
Key gaps in the local legal framework
Absence of GPAI definitions: Kosovo Law No. 06/L-082 does not legally recognise General-Purpose AI models, systems capable of performing a wide range of distinct tasks (as defined in Art. 3(63) of the AI Act). Current law assesses risk solely based on data sensitivity (e.g., ethnic origin, health data), meaning an AI model trained on non-personal data would technically fall outside the scope of current regulation regardless of its computing power or risk.
No linkage to high-risk applications: Without a legal definition for GPAI, regulators cannot anticipate which general-purpose systems may trigger high-risk obligations when integrated into sensitive sectors like banking or law enforcement (Annex III). There is no mechanism to link the "systemic risk" of a model (Art. 51) to the compliance obligations of a local deployer.
Lack of downstream transparency mechanisms: Local providers lack guaranteed access to EU-level transparency information and technical documentation. Article 53(1)(b) of the AI Act mandates that GPAI providers supply detailed documentation to downstream providers. Kosovo’s current framework regulates the controller-processor relationship, but it does not account for the specific value-chain transparency required between a GPAI model provider and a downstream commercial user, limiting the ability of local startups to safely deploy these solutions.
Strategic alignment priorities:
Adopt GPAI definitions: Introduce a national legal definition for general-purpose AI models that mirrors Article 3(63), clarifying that these adaptable systems are distinct from standard software and may trigger high-risk obligations depending on their integration. This provides the necessary ontological foundation to regulate the technology itself, rather than just the personal data it processes.
Automatic recognition of EU systemic classifications: Codify a "pass-through" provision stating that any GPAI model classified as "Systemic" by the EU AI Office (high-impact capabilities in Article 51) is automatically recognised as such in Kosovo. This eliminates the need for redundant national certification requirements and allows Kosovo to leverage the European Commission's technical auditing capacity without establishing a resource-intensive local regulator for foundation models.
Enable downstream transparency: Ensure local providers (downstream providers) have a statutory right to access the technical documentation listed in Annex XII when deploying GPAI applications, as mandated by Article 53(1)(b),. Furthermore, align national copyright legislation to enforce Article 53(1)(c), ensuring that foreign AI providers operating in Kosovo must demonstrate compliance with EU copyright reservations (Text and Data Mining opt-outs) to operate legally.






2

	EU AI Act: C.V
	EU Provision 
	Local Relevance
	Law No. 06/L-082
	High-Level Actions

	Article 51: Classification of GPAI Models as with Systemic Risk
	Classifies General-Purpose AI (GPAI) models as presenting "systemic risk" if they have high-impact capabilities (e.g., >10^25 FLOPs).
	High: Essential to distinguish between standard software and powerful foundation models. Without this definition, Kosovo cannot apply proportionate rules to models like GPT-4 versus simple applications.
	Missing: Kosovo law does not currently define or recognise GPAI or systemic‑risk AI models as a category. 
	Adopt definition and classification: (i) Require vendors to declare whether the underlying GPAI model is “systemic-risk” under EU criteria (ii) codify GPAI and systemic-risk GPAI definitions 

	Article 52: Classification Procedure
	Providers must notify the Commission within 2 weeks if their model meets the compute threshold. 
	High: Ensures that Kosovo can reference EU procedures and avoid creating a duplicative national procedure for classifying systemic models.
	Missing: National law does not reference any GPAI classification procedure or EU mechanisms.
	Reference EU process: (i) GPAI model classified as "Systemic" by the EU AI Office can be automatically recognised as such in Kosovo.

	Art. 55: Obligations for Models with Systemic Risk
	Providers of systemic models must perform model evaluation, assess systemic risks, ensure cybersecurity, and report serious incidents to the AI Office.
	High: High-impact models may cause critical infrastructure failure or cyber risks in Kosovo. Authorities need access to incident reports to protect national security.
	Missing: Art. 33 mandates reporting "personal data breaches", but this does not cover broader AI "serious incidents" (e.g., cyberattacks, bias etc.).
	Expand Incident Reporting: 
(i) introduce an “AI serious incident” reporting protocol (ii) create a statutory “Serious AI Incident” reporting duty (aligned to AI Act concept).





	EU AI Act: C.V
	EU Provision Summary 
	Strategic Relevance*
	Legal Complexity*
	Timeline (S/M/L)
	OPM
	MoD
	IPA

	Article 51: Classification of GPAI Models with Systemic Risk
	General-Purpose AI (GPAI) models with "systemic risk" if they have high-impact capabilities (e.g., training computation >10^25 FLOPs).
	High
	Medium
	Short/Mid
	X
	X
	

	Article 52: Classification Procedure
	Providers must notify the Commission within 2 weeks if their model meets the compute threshold. 
	High
	Medium
	Short/Mid
	X
	X
	

	Art. 55: Obligations for Models with Systemic Risk
	Providers of systemic models must perform evaluation, systemic risks, ensure cybersecurity, and report serious incidents to the AI Office.
	High
	Medium
	Mid/High
	X
	X
	X




*Note: The table uses three categories to guide planning:
Strategic Relevance indicates the importance for the EU alignment: Low = minor impact, Medium = noticeable impact, High = critical.  
Legal Complexity estimates implementation difficulty: Low = simple administrative action, Medium = some coordination or minor legal changes needed, High = requires new legislation or multi-agency coordination. 
Timeline: Indicates when the action to be completed: Short term = within 6-12 months, Mid term = 1-3 years, Long term = >3 years.
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CHAPTER VII: GOVERNANCE GAP ANALYSIS

Before assessing Kosovo’s existing legal framework and identifying the legislative reforms required to align with the EU AI Act, it is essential to first examine the governance and institutional foundations upon which any AI regulatory system must be built. Chapter VII of the EU AI Act, particularly Article 70, provides a detailed blueprint for how national governance structures must be organised. Article 70 sets out nine core obligations that every Member State must fulfil:
Designation of national competent authorities
Appointment of a national single point of contact
Provision of adequate technical, human, and financial resources
Implementation of appropriate cybersecurity safeguards 
Compliance with confidentiality requirements, as outlined in Article 78.
Regular reporting to the European Commission 
Participation in structured institutional learning, 
Provision of guidance and advisory support
Supervision of EU institutions by the European Data Protection Supervisor
Together, these governance obligations establish the minimum organisational capacity that must be in place before a country can implement a risk-based AI regulatory regime, classify AI systems, manage conformity assessments, or enforce AI-related obligations. In Kosovo, however, AI-specific authority, strategy, or statutory mandate currently does not exist. Responsibilities relevant to AI governance are dispersed across ministries, agencies, and external stakeholders, and none are formally designated or resourced to perform the supervisory, enforcement, or advisory roles required under Chapter VII. It is essential to identify the critical governance challenges that must be addressed to achieve alignment with EU Member States. While Article 70 of the EU AI Act sets nine obligations, three are particularly critical and should be prioritised for immediate action: 
1. Designation of National Competent Authorities
Kosovo currently lacks a dedicated AI oversight authority. Responsibilities relevant to AI are dispersed across multiple ministries, agencies, and external stakeholders, none of which are formally designated to supervise AI systems. This creates several challenges:
Fragmented responsibility: Without a single accountable authority, decision-making on high-risk AI systems can be inconsistent and uncoordinated, while clarity and responsiveness low. Different institutions may duplicate efforts or fail to act, creating regulatory gaps.
No formal enforcement capacity: EU Member States rely on competent authorities to enforce obligations such as conformity assessments or market surveillance. Kosovo has no body with the legal mandate or organizational capacity to perform these functions, risking ineffective oversight.
2. Provision of Adequate Guidelines and Resources: Even if authorities were formally designated, Kosovo faces a critical capacity gap:
· No public-sector internal AI use guidelines: Kosovo currently lacks formal internal policies or procedural guidance for government use of AI systems, including high-risk AI (Chapter III), transparency obligations (Chapter IV), and general-purpose AI (Chapter V). Without such guidelines, public authorities cannot reliably implement risk assessments, human oversight, or reporting. 
Insufficient staffing, funding and technical expertise: EU AI governance relies on authorities with sufficient personnel to conduct conformity assessments, market surveillance, and incident investigations. Kosovo currently has no budgetary allocation or technically trained workforce to perform these essential functions.
Limited operational readiness: Without resources for training, infrastructure, and technical tools, authorities cannot implement EU-compliant oversight.
3. Implementation of Cybersecurity and Confidentiality Safeguards: Article 78 of the EU AI Act requires competent authorities to ensure that sensitive information, AI documentation, and incident reports are handled securely and confidentially. In Kosovo, these safeguards are not yet formalised:
Data security risks: Enforcement roles require access to proprietary and sensitive AI documentation. Without established cybersecurity protocols, this documentation may be vulnerable, undermining trust and compliance.
Confidentiality management: While the current law 06/L-082 requires data controllers and processors to ensure security proportionate to risk, the law does not establish the confidentiality protocols necessary for handling highly sensitive intellectual property and source code data central to AI product regulation.
Alignment with EU standards: Cybersecurity and confidentiality safeguards are essential prerequisites for interoperability with EU oversight networks and for building confidence among EU partners, stakeholders, and industry actors.
Prioritising these three obligations, competent authority designation, capacity enhancement, and cybersecurity/confidentiality safeguards, provides the foundation for Kosovo’s AI governance. These steps are essential before legislative drafting, policy development, or technical implementation can begin. 
TABLE 1. EU AI Act, Chapter VII (National Competent Authorities, Art. 70) Kosovo Governance Gap Analysis 
	EU AI Act C. VII
	EU Provision 
	Local Relevance
	Law No. 06/L-082
	High-Level Actions

	Article 70: National Competent Authorities
	Member States must designate a Market Surveillance Authority (MSA) and a Notifying Authority (NA). One must be the "Single Point of Contact" SPoC.
	High: Without clear designation, there is no enforcement. The "Single Point of Contact" is vital for receiving EU rapid alerts about dangerous AI.
	Incompatible Scope: Art 57 establishes the IPA, but limits it to "personal data" and "public documents". It lacks jurisdiction to assume MSA, NA and SPoC authority. 
	Institutional Mandates: (i) Establishing an inter-institutional coordination mechanism (OPM-MoD-IPA + relevant inspectorates) while the MoD takes over and designs  
(ii) AI framework: (i) MSA, (ii) NA, and (iii) SPoC

	Article 70(3): Competence & Resources
	Competent authorities must be given resources and guidelines  including expertise in AI, cybersecurity, data protection, rights, etc. 
	High: Formal internal policies or procedural guidance for government use of AI systems is key. Also, current staff are privacy lawyers. 
	Missing: Formal internal policies or procedural guidance for government use of AI systems is missing. . 
	Adopt internal procedural guidance: (i) Ministries and agencies must issue standard operating procedures for AI deployment. 

	Article 70(4)-(5) & Article 78: Confidentiality
	The designated authorities must ensure an adequate level of 
cybersecurity, and they must respect confidentiality obligations under Article 78.
	High: Global tech companies will not deploy high-value AI models locally if the regulator cannot guarantee that proprietary info during audits are safe.
	Missing: IPA handles personal data but is not mandated and expanded with AI‑related confidentiality as per EU AI Act.
	Protocol Adoption: (i) a)Legislative: Amend the IPA’s mandate to explicitly include the protection of AI Trade Secrets and Source Code during audit 
b) Operational: Adopt specific "AI Audit Security Protocols" 

	Article 70(6)-(7): Reporting
	Authorities must report to the Commission every 2 years on their resources adequacy and exchange best practices.
	Medium: Ensures the regulator maintains operational capacity matching the market's growth.
	Missing: Art. 66 of Law 06/L-082 requires an annual report to the Assembly, but it does not mandate AI reporting.
	New Reporting Duty: (i) Mandate IPA and MoD to compile an "AI Annual Report".

	Article 70(8): Guidance for SMEs
	Authorities must provide guidance and advice on implementation, specifically tailored to SMEs and start-ups.
	Medium: Crucial for Kosovo's growing ICT sector. Small firms cannot afford expensive legal counsel to navigate the AI Act.
	Missing: Absence of mandated AI regulatory body that supplies AI guidance to the public sector or SMEs.
	New Function. (i) Establish a dedicated institution to provide free regulatory sandboxes and compliance advice to local startups.





	EU AI Act C. VII
	EU Provision Summary 
	Strategic Relevance*
	Legal Complexity*
	Timeline (S/M/L)
	OPM
	MoD
	IPA

	Article 70: National Competent Authorities
	Member States must designate a Market Surveillance Authority (MSA) and a Notifying Authority (NA).
	High
	High
	Mid/Long
	X
	X
	

	Article 70(3): Competence & Resources
	Competent authorities must be given sufficient resources and guidelines  including expertise in AI, cybersecurity, data, etc. 
	High
	High
	Mid/Long
	X
	X
	

	Article 70(4)-(5) & Article 78: Confidentiality
	The designated authorities must meet cybersecurity and confidentiality Art. 78.
	High
	High
	Mid/Long
	X
	X
	X

	Article 70(6)-(7): Reporting
	Authorities must report to the Commission every 2 years on their resources adequacy and exchange best practices.
	Medium
	Medium
	Short/Mid
	X
	X
	X

	Article 70(8): Guidance for SMEs
	Authorities must provide guidance and advice on implementation, specifically tailored to SMEs and start-ups.
	Medium
	Medium
	Short/Mid
	
	X
	X



*Note: The table uses three categories to guide planning:
Strategic Relevance indicates the importance for the EU alignment: Low = minor impact, Medium = noticeable impact, High = critical.  
Legal Complexity estimates implementation difficulty: Low = simple administrative action, Medium = some coordination or minor legal changes needed, High = requires new legislation or multi-agency coordination. 
Timeline: Indicates when the action to be completed: Short term = within 6-12 months, Mid term = 1-3 years, Long term = >3 years.
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CHAPTER XII: PENALTIES GAP ANALYSIS
Strategic relevance of the chapter: Chapter XII (Penalties) is the enforcement engine of the AI Act. It moves the regulation from "soft law" principles to a hard compliance regime with significant financial consequences. For Kosovo, the strategic importance of this chapter lies not in replicating EU-level fine amounts, but in establishing a clear allocation of enforcement powers between existing authorities. In particular, Kosovo should distinguish between AI systems that process personal data, which fall under the competence of the Information and Privacy Agency (IPA), and non-privacy AI obligations, which require a separate competent authority.  This ensures that the prohibition of dangerous AI practices (like social scoring) and the enforcement of high-risk obligations are backed by dissuasive sanctions, signaling to foreign investors and the EU that Kosovo is a safe, regulated market. 

Key gaps identified in the local legal framework
1. No AI-specific sanctioning framework: The Information and Privacy Agency is competent for AI systems only insofar as they involve personal data processing, profiling, biometric data, or automated decision-making. If an AI system malfunctions, hallucinates, or provides dangerous instructions without exposing personal data (e.g., an industrial AI that overheats machinery), the IPA currently has no legal authority to intervene or issue fines. There is no legal basis to sanction non-privacy AI breaches such as failure to classify a system as high-risk, deployment of prohibited AI practices, or lack of transparency for AI-generated content. As a result, most obligations introduced in Chapters II-V of the EU AI Act would currently be unenforceable. 
2. Unclear division of enforcement competences: Kosovo law does not designate any authority responsible for enforcing AI obligations unrelated to personal data. The EU AI Act explicitly distinguishes between the enforcement of fundamental rights (assigned to Data Protection Authorities under Art. 74(8)) and product safety/market surveillance (assigned to Market Surveillance Authorities under Art. 74),. Kosovo currently lacks a horizontal market-surveillance authority empowered to enforce AI Act type obligations across sectors. This creates a structural gap relative to Chapter VII (Governance), where the EU AI Act requires Member States to appoint competent authorities for non-privacy AI supervision that are distinct from data protection authorities.
3. No linkage between risk categories and penalties: Law 06/L-082 imposes fines based on the severity of the data breach (up to 2% or 4%), whereas the AI Act tiers penalties based on the category of AI risk (Prohibited, High-Risk, or Transparency). For Prohibited Practices (Chapter II) violations trigger the highest tier (7%), High-Risk & GPAI (Chapters III & V) violations trigger the middle tier (3%), Transparency (Chapter IV) violations of labeling deepfakes (Article 50) trigger the lower tier (1.5%). Kosovo’s current "one-size-fits-all" data protection fine structure fails to distinguish between a minor administrative error and the deployment of a socially dangerous "High-Risk" system or a "General-Purpose AI model with systemic risk" (Article 51).
Strategic Alignment Priorities:

1. Establish dual-authority enforcement: Kosovo should formally assign the Information and Privacy Agency (IPA) to oversee AI systems that process personal data, specifically covering profiling, biometric categorization, and automated decision-making, leveraging its existing mandate under Article 57 of Law No. 06/L-082. Simultaneously, a designated non-privacy authority (e.g., Market Surveillance or Ministry-level body) must be empowered to supervise prohibited AI practices, high-risk system technical compliance, transparency obligations, and GPAI recognition. To prevent jurisdictional gaps or duplication, a joint coordination protocol or Memorandum of Understanding could be implemented, ensuring information sharing, investigation procedures, and consistent reporting to the government and the EU, fulfilling the coordination requirements of Article 74(10) of the EU AI Act.
2. Operationalize Article 65 for "Hybrid" AI Cases: Utilise Article 65 (Cooperation) of the Law No. 06/L-082 to mandate a Joint Investigation Protocol for "Hybrid" AI systems (those that are both high-risk products and data-intensive, such as biometric access control). Most high-risk AI breaches will involve both safety failures and data leaks. Without a pre-defined coordination protocol, the IPA and Market Inspectorate will likely paralyse each other with jurisdictional disputes. This priority forces them to conduct joint inspections where the IPA fines for the data breach and the Inspectorate fines for the technical failure, ensuring the operator faces the full consequences.



3. Risk-based penalty framework: Amend national law to reflect the EU AI Act’s risk-based penalty tiers: prohibited practices (Chapter II) carry the highest fines, high-risk AI systems (Chapter III) and GPAI misclassification (Chapter V) carry mid-tier fines, and transparency violations (Chapter IV) carry lower-tier fines. Both authorities must enforce these tiers consistently, avoiding under-sanctioning of high-risk or socially dangerous AI systems.
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	EU AI Act: XII
	EU Provision 
	Local Relevance
	Law No. 06/L-082
	High-Level Actions

	Article 99: Penalties
	Establishes the risk-based penalty framework for violations.
	High: Critical to demonstrate functional enforcement. 
	Partial. Law 06/L-082 follow GDPR ceilings, not EU AI Act risk tiers.
	Amend definitions: 
(ii) adopt the AI law introducing risk-tiered AI offences and penalties 

	Article 100: Admin fines 
	Defines fines for EU-level entities.
	Low: Informational for Kosovo. 
	Not addressed in Kosovo law.
	Optional recognition clause: The EU AI Office decisions are legally acknowledged.

	Article 101: Fines for GPT AI models
	The EU AI Office can impose fines directly on GPAI providers.
	Low: Informational for Kosovo. 
	Not addressed in Kosovo law.
	Optional recognition clause: Legally recognise EU GPAI classifications/sanctions. 


	EU AI Act: XII
	EU Provision Summary 
	Strategic Relevance*
	Legal Complexity*
	Timeline (S/M/L)
	OPM
	MoD
	IPA

	Article 99: Penalties
	Establishes the risk-based penalty framework for violations.
	High
	Medium
	Mid/Long
	X
	X
	X

	Article 100: Admin fines
	Defines fines for EU-level entities.
	Low
	Low
	N/A
	
	X
	

	Article 101: Fines for GPT AI models
	The EU AI Office can impose fines directly on GPAI providers for non-compliance.
	Low
	Low
	N/A
	
	X
	



*Note: The table uses three categories to guide planning:



Strategic Relevance indicates the importance for the EU alignment: Low = minor impact, Medium = noticeable impact, High = critical.  
Legal Complexity estimates implementation difficulty: Low = simple administrative action, Medium = some coordination or minor legal changes needed, High = requires new legislation or multi-agency coordination. 
Timeline: Indicates when the action to be completed: Short term = within 6-12 months, Mid term = 1-3 years, Long term = >3 years.
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Summary & Priorities 
This chapter presents a comparative assessment between Kosovo’s current institutional and legal framework and the governance model established by the EU AI Act. The analysis is intended to support a practical alignment pathway by identifying the most immediate gaps that prevent Kosovo’s institutions from applying a coherent, risk-based approach to AI governance. Rather than reproducing the full breadth of the EU AI Act architecture, the gap analysis is used to determine what must be put in place first in order for subsequent measures to be meaningful, enforceable, and institutionally owned.
Incentives and strategic relevance in the EU-integration context
Early alignment with EU-style AI governance is not only a matter of long-term harmonisation; it is increasingly linked to short- and medium-term incentives within the EU enlargement framework. The EU Growth Plan for the Western Balkans reinforces an approach in which reform delivery and institutional readiness are tied to accelerated integration benefits and strengthened financial support. In practical terms, this means that Kosovo’s ability to demonstrate credible reform sequencing supported by clear institutional mandates, enforceable safeguards, and predictable regulatory conditions has direct relevance for how Kosovo positions itself within incentive-based reform agendas and related support mechanisms.
Against this backdrop, AI governance readiness should be treated as a cross-cutting institutional priority. It supports legal certainty for public institutions and private actors as AI tools enter public administration, procurement processes, and service delivery. It also strengthens trust and accountability in digital transformation reforms areas that are increasingly scrutinised as part of Kosovo’s broader EU approximation efforts. Put simply, the value of acting early is twofold: it reduces governance risks associated with unregulated or inconsistently managed AI deployments, and it strengthens Kosovo’s credibility in a reform environment where progress is expected to be structured, measurable, and institutionally anchored.
Immediate priority areas identified through the gap analysis
1) Institutional setup and governance designation
The most significant gap is the absence of a dedicated governance setup that clarifies who coordinates, who supervises, and how responsibilities are distributed across sectors. The EU AI Act is built around an institutional model in which competent authorities and coordination mechanisms are explicitly defined, enabling supervision and enforcement to function in practice. In Kosovo, this “governance backbone” is not yet established for AI. Closing this gap requires a clear national arrangement that identifies relevant institutions and formalises their roles particularly the Information and Privacy Agency, the Office of the Prime Minister (including the Strategic Planning Office), and the newly established Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration among other competent bodies such as sector regulators, inspectorates, and institutions responsible for public procurement and market oversight. Without early designation and a workable coordination mechanism, any alignment effort risks remaining fragmented, ad hoc, and dependent on individual initiatives rather than institutional mandates.
2) Common scope, definitions, and baseline legal anchors
A second foundational gap concerns the lack of a shared regulatory vocabulary and baseline concepts aligned with the EU AI Act. Kosovo has legal instruments that partially address specific impacts of AI (most notably through data protection and sectoral legislation), but these instruments do not provide a unified definition of AI systems, the roles and responsibilities of key actors (such as providers and deployers), or the logic of risk-based governance. In practice, this creates inconsistencies in how institutions interpret AI-related risks and responsibilities, and it complicates coordination across sectors. Establishing a common scope and definitions is therefore not a technical exercise; it is a necessary condition for consistent institutional practice, coherent guidance to public bodies, and predictable expectations for private entities operating in Kosovo.
3) Prohibited practices and minimum safeguards (trust and legitimacy measures)
The gap analysis highlights the absence of clear safeguards addressing the most harmful and unacceptable uses of AI. The EU AI Act sets out explicit prohibitions aimed at protecting fundamental rights and preventing particularly invasive or manipulative practices. Kosovo’s current framework does not provide an AI-specific set of prohibitions that would serve as a clear baseline for institutions and the public. Introducing a minimum set of prohibited practices (or equivalent safeguards) is a high-impact priority because it establishes immediate red lines, reinforces institutional credibility, and addresses the highest-risk concerns without requiring a fully developed compliance ecosystem. This type of measure is also important for public confidence: early safeguards communicate that AI-related innovation and public-sector efficiency will not come at the expense of rights, safety, or democratic integrity.
4) Baseline transparency obligations
Transparency is a practical and enforceable entry point for early alignment. Under the EU AI Act, certain transparency duties apply even outside the high-risk system regime, including requirements that individuals are informed when interacting with AI systems and obligations relevant to synthetic or manipulated content in specific contexts. Kosovo’s current legal landscape does not yet contain AI-specific transparency obligations that institutions can apply systematically. Establishing baseline transparency requirements is therefore a priority that can be implemented early, supports accountability in real-world deployments, and enables institutions to manage public-facing AI use cases (including in public services and communications) with clearer standards.
5) Initial enforcement pathway and accountability



Finally, the chapter underscores that early alignment requires more than principles; it requires a minimum enforcement pathway. This does not imply immediate replication of complex market surveillance structures; however, it does require clarity on how institutions receive complaints, assess potential violations, coordinate across mandates, and apply proportionate deterrence. At present, the enforcement dimension is underdefined for AI governance. This weakens practical implementation and limits the ability of institutions to respond to emerging use cases in a consistent manner. Establishing a basic accountability and enforcement logic aligned with institutional realities is therefore essential to ensure that early measures are credible and operational.[image: ]
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5. PROPOSED ACTION PLAN SUMMARY
This section sets out a proposed AI governance and execution approach for the Republic of Kosovo, aligned with the EU Artificial Intelligence Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689), highlighting the distinct roles of the Information and Privacy Agency (IPA), the Office of the Prime Minister (OPM), and the Ministry of Digitalisation and Public Administration (MoD). The framework is designed to distinguish between governance oversight, setting policy direction, clarifying institutional responsibilities, and ensuring compliance with fundamental rights and EU-aligned standards and operational execution, which covers practical implementation, technical standards, procurement oversight, and risk mitigation in public sector AI deployments.
Governance Framework
The governance framework establishes a coordinated, government-wide approach to AI oversight. The IPA serves as the independent authority for privacy and data protection, contributing expertise on personal data, automated decision-making, and specific elements of Fundamental Rights Impact Assessments (FRIAs), particularly in areas where AI intersects with privacy, discrimination, or individual rights. Its role is advisory and ensures that rights-based considerations inform institutional decision-making without extending to technical conformity or full FRIA enforcement. 
OPM provides executive coordination, aligning AI governance with broader government strategy, facilitating inter-institutional collaboration, and maintaining continuity across ministries. MoD, as the emerging policy home for digitalisation, leads policy development, technical standards, and engagement with EU institutions, gradually becoming Kosovo’s primary point of contact for AI regulatory alignment.
A proposed Inter-Institutional AI Governance Working Mechanism would bring IPA, OPM, MoD, and other key institutions together in a coordinating forum without independent enforcement powers. Its function is to harmonise institutional protocols, oversee interim deliverables such as procurement safeguards and reporting baselines, and serve as a focal point for high-risk AI oversight. Governance protocols would formally define its mandate, membership, and meeting cadence. Over the medium to long-term, this mechanism would be embedded in the AI lex specialis, codifying roles, clarifying National Competent Authorities, and facilitating inclusive, multi-stakeholder engagement.





The Execution Framework
The execution framework operationalises AI governance by addressing immediate risks and building institutional capacity. IPA provides guidance on high-risk AI and prohibited practices, advising on elements of FRIA relevant to personal data and individual rights, and supporting internal compliance protocols. Short-term actions include publishing advisory guidance, contributing templates for impact assessments, and launching AI literacy initiatives to mitigate “shadow adoption” risks in public sector AI use.
OPM and MoD operationalise these initiatives across government institutions, implementing transparency measures, mapping AI deployments, and piloting secure infrastructure solutions. Medium- to long-term actions focus on legislative adoption of EU-aligned definitions, formalising inter-institutional protocols, embedding privacy and rights considerations into procurement and public sector AI deployment, and establishing a National AI Regulatory Sandbox. The framework ensures that IPA, OPM, and MoD operate in a complementary manner: IPA provides rights-based oversight, OPM offers executive coordination, and MoD drives policy, technical standards, and EU alignment.



This integrated approach addresses immediate AI risks, strengthens institutional capacity, and establishes a sustainable, EU-aligned AI governance model for Kosovo’s public sector.
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ACTION REPORT FOR THE INFORMATION AND PRIVACY AGENCY (IPA) 

CONTEXT: This section provides a focused overview of the Information and Privacy Agency’s (IPA) proposed AI governance and execution approach, aligned with the EU AI Act, within the framework of the Republic of Kosovo. It highlights how the IPA can manage AI risks, safeguard fundamental rights, and ensure transparency in AI deployment across Kosovo’s public sector. The framework is structured around two components:
1. Governance Framework (Chapter VII)
· Reviews the IPA’s current mandate under Law No. 06/L-082.
· Assesses alignment requirements with EU AI Act Chapter VII obligations.
· Introduces a high-level governance proposal to guide IPA’s institutional role, responsibilities, and coordination with public bodies.

2. The Execution Framework (Chapters I-V, VII, XII), it:
· Outlines priority short and mid-term actions for IPA to operationalise EU AI Act obligations.
· Defines clear implementation pathways across the referenced chapters.
· Provides a Chapter and Article analysis table linking each provision to proposed IPA’s actions and execution steps.
The purpose of this structure is to ensure that strategic governance considerations are directly connected to actionable steps, enabling Kosovo’s public sector to implement EU AI Act-aligned oversight, risk management, and accountability measures. The proposals that follow were developed through direct and sustained engagement with the Information and Privacy Agency over the course of this project. The analytical assessment of Kosovo's regulatory landscape in relation to EU AI Act obligations drew extensively on the Agency's institutional knowledge, operational experience, and input at each stage of the process. The governance and execution proposals in this section were discussed and refined with the IPA, and the recommendations are reflected in the Agency's three-year implementation strategy, confirmed during the project engagement. They represent a joint output grounded in the IPA's institutional commitments, agreed sequencing of actions, and confirmed implementation capacity.





CURRENT AND PROPOSED AI GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK (CHAPTER VII) 
CURRENT LEGAL SCOPE (IPA): LAW NO. 06/L-082
Under Law No. 06/L-082 on the Protection of Personal Data, the Information and Privacy Agency (IPA) is established as the Republic of Kosovo's data protection authority. Its mandate covers the supervision of lawful personal data processing and the protection of the right to privacy, including oversight of profiling, automated decision-making, and biometric data processing. This reflects a specialised regulatory function, consistent with the model of dedicated data protection supervision established across EU Member States and candidate countries.
Within this framework, the IPA already exercises authority directly relevant to AI systems that process personal data. The IPA may supervise and restrict profiling and automated decision-making that produces legal or similarly significant effects on individuals; enforce conditions on the processing of biometric and other special category data; require and assess Data Protection Impact Assessments (DPIAs); and impose corrective measures, including the suspension of unlawful processing where necessary. In practice, many AI systems in use across public administration, law enforcement, and employment in the Republic of Kosovo process personal data as a core input. The IPA's supervisory authority under Law No. 06/L-082 therefore already extends to a substantial share of AI deployments in the public sector. In those cases, the IPA functions as a central actor in the Republic of Kosovo's emerging AI governance framework with respect to the data protection dimension.
At the same time, the EU AI Act introduces a broader set of regulatory requirements that extend beyond the scope of data protection law as currently constituted in the Republic of Kosovo. Law No. 06/L-082 was designed for a different regulatory purpose and does not yet provide for several elements that EU AI Act alignment will require over time. These include working definitions of AI systems and the roles of provider and deployer, a risk classification framework, a mechanism for identifying and restricting prohibited AI practices, conformity assessment and market surveillance functions, a Fundamental Rights Impact Assessment process, transparency and public disclosure obligations for AI use, and a wider institutional governance architecture for AI oversight. The measures set out in this document are intended to address these areas in a structured and sequenced manner, proportionate to the Republic of Kosovo's current institutional capacity and consistent with the phased approach to EU AI Act implementation observed across Member States.
PROPOSED EU AI ACT GOVERNANCE ALIGNMENT (CHAPTER VII)
The EU AI Act introduces a risk-based regulatory structure that extends beyond personal data protection. It addresses manipulative practices, social scoring, technical robustness, systemic risks of general-purpose AI models, and broader fundamental rights concerns. Many of these risk categories are hybrid in nature: social scoring or automated eligibility systems, for example, simultaneously raise data protection issues and concerns related to dignity, equality, and democratic integrity. In such cases, the IPA's competence is clearly engaged. Two legally coherent pathways are proposed for the obligations that fall outside the IPA's current mandate:
Option a) Legislative expansion of the IPA's mandate would re-engineer the IPA as a consolidated Fundamental Rights and Privacy Authority for AI. Under this model, the IPA's jurisdictional scope would expand from data protection to fundamental rights protection more broadly, enabling the IPA to intervene in AI systems that threaten human dignity, equality, or democratic integrity even where those systems do not process personal data. From a regulatory architecture perspective, this would create a single point of contact for AI developers operating in the Republic of Kosovo, removing the risk of forum shopping between supervisory bodies. However, fulfilling this expanded role would require the IPA to acquire new legal powers to conduct technical audits and conformity assessments. A major amendment to Law No. 06/L-082 would be necessary, alongside substantial investment in technical capacity and institutional infrastructure. This option represents a significant and resource-intensive transformation of the agency's function.
Option b) A distributed enforcement model, which is the recommended approach, proceeds from the recognition that AI is not a sector-specific technology but one that cuts across multiple regulatory domains. This model is consistent with the EU's New Legislative Framework, which separates technical product safety obligations from the protection of individual rights. Under this option, the IPA retains its role as the primary authority for the privacy and data-driven dimensions of AI governance, including its lead responsibility as per the EU AI Act and its existing powers over special category data. A new inter-institutional AI body, established jointly by OPM, MoD, and the IPA, would coordinate responsibilities across institutions for technical conformity assessment and cybersecurity standards, bridging the gap between rights-based and safety-based regulatory functions. Market surveillance would be handled by bodies with existing product safety infrastructure, allowing the IPA to concentrate on individual rights without creating a regulatory bottleneck at the centre of the system.

COMMITTED EU AI ACT GOVERNANCE ALIGNMENT: 3-YEAR IPA STRATEGY
Based on comparative EU practice, a distributed model is structurally more consistent with the architecture of the EU AI Act. The AI Act itself does not require a single authority to supervise all dimensions of AI risk. Many Member States are allocating responsibilities between data protection authorities and market surveillance bodies.   During the project engagement, the Information and Privacy Agency has committed to take an active and structuring role within the distributed governance model described above, anchored to its existing mandate while progressively expanding its AI-specific supervisory capacity. This commitment reflects the IPA’S recognition that EU AI Act alignment is not a future obligation but a present-tense institutional challenge as the public bodies and the private sector in the Republic of Kosovo are already deploying AI systems, and the absence of a defined supervisory architecture creates legal uncertainty for deployers and rights gaps for citizens. 
To translate these commitments into concrete action, they have been embedded in the 3-year IPA strategy, ensuring that governance objectives are operationalised, monitored, and implemented across Kosovo’s public sector:
1. In Year 1, the IPA will formally map its existing powers against the Chapter VII obligations of the EU AI Act, co-draft inter-institutional terms of reference with the Ministry of Digitalisation and Public Administration and OPM, and identify the statutory amendments required to close mandate gaps. 
2. In Year 2, the IPA will lead the establishment of a shared regulatory register and a coordination mechanism between the IPA and the inter-institutional AI body, modelled on cooperation frameworks used between data protection authorities and market surveillance bodies across EU Member States. 
3. In Year 3, the IPA will operationalise its enforcement responsibilities, produce a public accountability report to the Kosovo Assembly on AI supervisory activity, and engage directly with the European Data Protection Board and the EU AI Office to align Kosovo’s supervisory practice with emerging European standards.

IPA EXECUTION FRAMEWORK:
ACTION 1: DEFINING AI SYSTEMS, PROHIBITED PRACTICES AND HIGH-RISK CLASSIFICATION (CHAPTER I, II, III, ANNEX III)
Local regulatory context: Law No. 06/L-082 was designed for data protection purposes and does not address AI governance as such. It contains no definition of an AI system and does not establish the concepts of provider or deployer, with the result that organisations in the Republic of Kosovo cannot currently determine whether a given system falls within the regulatory perimeter or who bears legal responsibility for it. Procurement and deployment decisions are therefore being taken without structured risk assessment. This gap has immediate practical consequences. Systems already operational across the public sector, including automated CV screening tools, loan eligibility algorithms, and analytical tools used in law enforcement, may qualify as high-risk under Annex III of the EU AI Act without that classification being recognised domestically. More critically, systems that should not be deployed at all, including real-time facial recognition in public spaces, emotion recognition tools, and AI-generated deepfakes, could be procured without a domestic legal mechanism to prevent their use A further gap exists with respect to impact assessments. Law No. 06/L-082 mandates Data Protection Impact Assessments (DPIAs) for high-risk data processing, while the EU AI Act requires a Fundamental Rights Impact Assessment (FRIA) to evaluate harms to dignity, equality, and democratic integrity. The FRIA falls outside both the current DPIA scope and the IPA's existing legal mandate. Law No. 06/L-082 ALSO does not provide authority to monitor AI compliance, enforce risk-based safeguards, or require conformity assessment, certification, or registration of high-risk AI systems as outlined in Chapter III of the EU AI Act. 
Proposed short-term measures: The main short-term action is the development and publication of an AI Guidance and Classification Document by the IPA. This document would act as an advisory tool for public sector institutions, combining working definitions from Chapter I of the EU AI Act with risk-based classifications from Chapters II, III, and IV, all within the IPA’s current powers over personal data. This approach follows the example of several EU national data protection authorities, which issue guidance before formal AI legislation to help institutions prepare. The Guidance Document would address three discrete areas:
· On definitions and scope, the IPA could align with OPM and MoD on the technical definitions of AI system, provider, and deployer. This would enable organisations across the Republic of Kosovo to determine whether a given software system falls within the scope of future AI regulations or standard IT governance frameworks, reducing procurement risk in the interim period. 
· On prohibited practices, the Guidance Document could set out the IPA's advisory position on systems that should not be deployed, including manipulative or subliminal AI tools, systems targeting children or elderly persons, systems capable of inferring political or religious beliefs, and emotion recognition tools in workplace or educational settings. The IPA's current mandate does not permit formal prohibition beyond personal data protection; statutory amendment would be required to give enforcement effect to these positions. 
· On high-risk classification, the IPA could collaborate with OPM and MoD to establish a shared understanding of the systems requiring safeguards under Annex III of the EU AI Act. Relevant examples in the Republic of Kosovo context include CV-ranking tools in public sector recruitment, automated border control systems, social benefit eligibility algorithms, credit and insurance scoring tools, predictive policing systems, and AI used in judicial or administrative proceedings.
· In parallel, preliminary frameworks for conformity assessment and registration can be drafted, to prepare institutions for future certification obligations.

Proposed mid and long-term measures: It is proposed that Law No. 06/L-082 be amended to introduce technology-neutral definitions for AI system, provider, and deployer, and to formally adopt the EU AI Act risk classification model. The amendment would prohibit the practices set out in Chapter II and establish compliance obligations for the high-risk systems listed in Chapter III. It is further proposed that a formal regulatory instrument be established, in coordination with OPM and MoD, to operationalise the FRIA process for high-risk AI deployments in the public sector. In the interim period, DPIA requirements would be expanded to incorporate FRIA elements, ensuring that AI deployments in sensitive areas such as welfare administration and law enforcement are subject to a mandatory rights review prior to deployment. Lastly, the collaboration between the IPA and the Public Procurement Agency is proposed to incorporate disclosure obligations into tender documentation. Under this arrangement, vendors would be required to declare whether systems supplied fall under Article 5 of the EU AI Act as prohibited practices or under Annex III as high-risk systems, establishing a checkpoint consistent with the IPA's existing legal authority.
IPA Three-Year Implementation Commitment: During the course of this project engagement, the IPA confirmed its institutional commitment to the measures set out above and integrated them into its three-year implementation strategy. On risk classification, the IPA has committed to adopting the EU AI Act risk model, with Year 1 focused on definition, Year 2 on implementation, and Year 3 on enforcement. On mandatory DPIAs for high-risk AI systems, the IPA has committed to a foundational update of the DPIA framework in Year 1, a structural development phase in Year 2, and systematic auditing in Year 3.
ACTION 2: TRANSPARENCY & ACCOUNTABILITY (CHAPTER IV, III)
Local regulatory context: Currently, citizens interacting with public services in the Republic of Kosovo have no consistent way of knowing whether decisions affecting them are made or influenced by an AI system. Public institutions and private operators likewise lack clear guidance on disclosure obligations for AI deployments. This creates gaps relative to the transparency obligations set out in Article 50 (information to users) and Article 13 (high-risk systems instructions) of the EU AI Act. Furthermore, there is no national AI registry or structured public transparency framework. While Law No. 06/L-082 provides oversight of personal data processing, it does not automatically confer authority on the IPA to enforce AI-specific transparency, audit logging, or documentation requirements.
Proposed short-term measures: The principal short-term instrument is an AI Transparency Code and Disclosure Notice, to be developed and published by the IPA. This guidance would serve as a regulatory orientation tool for public sector institutions and private deployers, drawing on the IPA’s existing transparency and information obligations under Law No. 06/L-082. It would set out practical steps organisations should take when deploying AI in citizen-facing services, including the requirement to display a standardised AI disclosure notice at the point of interaction, provide a plain-language summary of how the system influences decisions, and identify a named contact responsible for human review. The IPA could operationalise this guidance through Data Protection Officers in public institutions, and publish ready-to-use model disclosure templates and standardised notification language. In addition, mandatory audit logs and documentation requirements would be drafted to ensure high-risk AI deployments are traceable and compliant with oversight obligations. These actions would remain advisory until statutory authority for mandatory disclosure is enacted.
Proposed mid- and long-term measures: It is proposed that Law No. 06/L-082 be amended to introduce mandatory disclosure requirements for AI use in public services, modelled on Article 50 of the EU AI Act. This amendment would establish citizens’ explicit right to be informed when automated decision-making affects their interests and to request human review. In parallel, IPA oversight could be strengthened through the establishment of a National AI Transparency Registry, a publicly accessible database where organisations declare AI systems. Mid-term measures would focus on developing the technical specifications and governance model of the registry, piloting voluntary registration with selected public sector deployers, and integrating disclosure and reporting obligations into institutional workflows. Long-term measures would include full statutory implementation of mandatory registration, alignment of registry data with high-risk classification frameworks, and codification of IPA powers to enforce transparency obligations and public reporting requirements. Finally, the IPA could expand its Annual Report to the Assembly with a dedicated AI section reporting on high-risk, prohibited, and transparency practices. A Kosovo AI Transparency Index could accompany the narrative report, tracking KPIs such as DPIA completion rates for AI deployments in the public sector, the number of high-risk AI systems registered and reviewed, institutional compliance with disclosure obligations, and average resolution times for AI-related citizen complaints. This evidence-based approach ensures systematic monitoring and positions Kosovo in line with EU reporting standards.
IPA three-year implementation commitment: During this project engagement, the IPA confirmed its institutional commitment to operationalising the above measures across a three-year timeline. In Year 1, the IPA will draft the AI Transparency Code and model disclosure notices, define key metrics for the Kosovo AI Transparency Index, and provide interim advisory guidance for public sector deployers. In Year 2, the IPA will pilot the National AI Data Transparency Registry with selected public sector organisations, coordinate with the OPM and Ministry of Digitalisation and Public Administration, and train institutional staff and Data Protection Officers in advisory transparency practices. In Year 3, the IPA will activate mandatory registration for Annex III high-risk AI deployers, publish the first full Kosovo AI Transparency Index alongside the IPA Annual Report, and establish enforcement protocols once statutory amendments are enacted.
ACTION 3: INSTITUTIONAL GOVERNANCE, AI ADOPTION AND TECHNICAL CAPACITY (CHAPTER I-XII)
Challenge: One of the most immediate and high-risk issues in Kosovo’s AI landscape is “Shadow AI Adoption.” Staff across public institutions and private organisations are already using AI tools such as ChatGPT in daily work, routinely inputting confidential documents and personal data into third-party systems. This occurs without organisational policies, oversight, or awareness of potential unlawful data transfer or confidentiality breaches. The IPA currently lacks technical capacity to detect or investigate these risks. Furthermore, there is no national regulatory sandbox, as envisaged under Article 57 of the EU AI Act, nor are there formal conformity assessment or market surveillance mechanisms. Systematic monitoring through KPIs and transparency indicators is also missing, which limits the ability to evaluate deployment risks and institutional compliance.
Proposed short-term measures: It is recommended that the AI Guidance and Classification document for IPA to issue urgent guidance to public institutions on the use of third-party AI tools. This guidance could establish clear prohibited practices and require the designation of a responsible AI officer within each institution. In parallel, the IPA could collaborate with dedicated institutions such as KIPA to launch a targeted AI literacy programme for public officials, providing practical guidance on when routine AI use triggers data protection obligations or confidentiality risks under existing law and ensuring that staff understand their responsibilities when handling personal or sensitive data in AI-enabled workflows.
Proposed mid- and long-term measures: It is recommended that the IPA formally establish a dedicated AI Department. The IPA could also work with the OPM and MoD to operationalise a National AI Regulatory Sandbox, providing a structured environment in which public and private sector can test and validate AI systems prior to deployment, potentially leveraging EU-funded programmes such as Horizon Europe and the Digital Agenda for the Western Balkans. In addition, the IPA could establish conformity assessment and oversight mechanisms to ensure that AI systems deployed in Kosovo meet technical, safety, and regulatory standards. Once prohibited practices and high-risk obligations are formally defined through amendments to Law No. 06/L-082, the IPA could adopt a graduated enforcement framework, aligned with the EU AI Act, enabling administrative fines of up to 7% of global annual turnover for serious violations.
IPA three-year implementation commitment: During this project engagement, the IPA confirmed its institutional commitment to operationalising the above measures across a three-year timeline. IPA confirmed it will develop an AI department structured around two specialised divisions, one focused on proactive monitoring and technical inspections and the other on reviewing AI-related complaints. This division of functions would enable the IPA to detect systemic risks while responding to individual cases. In Year 1, the IPA will issue guidance on the use of third-party AI tools in the public sector as part of the AI Guidance and Classification document and implement the AI literacy programme for staff. In Year 2, the IPA will develop the framework for the dedicated AI Department, including initial staffing and coordination protocols, and co-design the National AI Regulatory Sandbox with the OPM and Ministry of Digitalisation and Public Administration. In Year 3, the IPA will operationalise the AI Department and the Regulatory Sandbox, implement the conformity assessment framework, and adopt a graduated enforcement framework once statutory amendments are enacted, ensuring that institutional governance, technical capacity, and oversight mechanisms are fully functional.
INFORMATION AND PRIVACY AGENCY (IPA) EXECUTION PLAN (1-pager)
	ACTIONS
	CHALLENGE
	SHORT-TERM ACTIONS
	MID/LONG-TERM ACTIONS 

	ACTION 0: GOVERNANCE (Chapter VII)
	The IPA mandate is currently limited to Law No. 06/L-082. No inter -institutional architecture for AI governance.
	a) Map IPA mandate against Chapter VII obligations of the EU AI Act. 
b) Co-draft inter-institutional model/roles with MoD/OPM. 
	a) Establish an inster-institutional structure and coordination mechanism between IPA, MoD and OPM in Y1.
b) Coordinate and fully operationalise in Y2/Y3.

	ACTION 1: DEFINING AI SYSTEMS, AND CLASSIFICATION (Chapter I, II, III, Annex III)
	No definitions for "AI system. 
No risk classification; prohibited/high-risk systems. No FRIA, no conformity assessment.
	a) Publish AI Guidance and Classification Document with EU-aligned definitions.
b) Evolve DPIA with pre-FRIA and mandate conformity assessment for the high-risk AI.
	a) Amend Law No. 06/L-082 to codify EU risk-based classification in Y1/2.
b) Institutionalise FRIA for high-risk AI in public sector with OPM and MoD in Y1 (with aligned procurement)

	ACTION 2: TRANSPARENCY ACCOUNTABILITY (Chapter IV, III)
	Citizens and public officials lack disclosure of AI use; no framework for Deepfake labeling or high-risk system; no standard audit logs or documentation.
	a) Publish AI Transparency Index/Code with KPIs and Disclosure notices.
b) Draft mandatory audit logs and documentation requirements for high-risk AI.
	a) Amend Law No. 06/L-082 to mandate AI disclosure.
b) Establish National AI Registry for high-risk AI.
c) Expand IPA Annual Report with AI Transparency Index.

	ACTION 3: INSTITUTIONAL GOVERNANCE, AI ADOPTION AND TECHNICAL CAPACITY (Chapter I-XII)
	Widespread use of AI tools in public and private sectors without policies, oversight, or awareness of data protection obligations; no sandbox, conformity assessment, or monitoring mechanisms.
	a) Issue guidance on third-party AI use and prohibited use, as part of the AI Guidance and Classification Document for the public sector.
b) AI literacy programme with KIPA on confidentiality, data protection, and risk awareness.
	a) Establish an AI Department with 2 divisions in Y1.
b) Establish National AI Reg. Sandbox, MSA with OPM & MoD in Y2.
c) Implement conformity assessment, oversight, and enforcement when obligations are codified.


INFORMATION AND PRIVACY AGENCY (IPA) EXECUTION PLAN (By chapter & article)
	EU AI ACT
	ARTICLES
	CURRENT LAW 06/L-082
	SHORT-TERM ACTIONS
	MID/LONG-TERM ACTIONS

	Chapter I: General Provisions
	Art. 1-3: Definitions AI System, Roles, Biometrics
	Data-centric. Regulates "processing" but not "system behavior." No definitions for AI actors or autonomy.
	Publish (advisory) AI guidance with:    a) AI system definitions 
b) High-risk classification
c) Prohibited system list (scoring, RBI, emotion recognition, deepfakes).
	1. Adoption of EU AI Act definitions
2. Amend law to formally codify AI roles, obligations, and classification authority.

	
	Art. 4: AI Literacy
	No requirement for AI literacy in the public sector.
	Consider launching pilot AI literacy for the public sector.
	AI literacy mandate for all officials deploying high-risk AI.

	Chapter II: Prohibited Practices
	Art. 5(1)(c): Social Scoring 
	IPA can restrict biometric data and automated decisions but cannot ban social scoring outright.
	a) Align risk-classification (the AI guidance) and issue Binding Opinion
b) Expand it to the procurement
	Codify statutory bans in law; integrate into procurement rules and compliance; include sanctions for violations.

	
	Art. 5(1)(d): Predictive Policing
	Supervises personal data use but cannot ban predictive policing tools.
	a) Issue guidance restricting predictive AI risk assessments;
b) Implement logging and oversight.
	Legal amendment to prohibit predictive AI criminal profiling; require judicial authorisation.

	
	Art. 5(1)(e): Facial Rec. Scraping
	Can supervise biometric data collection; can’t ban untargeted scraping.
	a) Introduce procurement guidance forbidding acquisition/use of AI relying on untargeted scraping. 
	Codify procurement and sectoral bans in the current law.

	
	Art. 5(1)(f): Emotion Recognition
	Can supervise biometric data; no sector-specific prohibition.
	a) Implement sectoral bans in schools and workplaces. 
	Amend current law to formally prohibit sector-specific use.

	
	Art. 5(1)(g-h): Real-Time RBI
	Supervises biometric use under Art. 81, but grey area for broad real-time public surveillance. 
	a) Assess conditions for live RBI and notification per-use notifications to IPA.
	Amend current law to reflect EU AI Act guidelines for live RBI.

	Chapter III: High-Risk AI Systems
	Section 1: Classification
	No AI-specific high-risk classification authority; DPIAs do not cover FRIA.
	Publish AI Guidance & Classification Document; treat Annex III systems as high-risk for advisory purposes.
	Adopt EU AI Act risk classification in law; formally require FRIA for high-risk AI.

	
	Section 2: Requirement
	No AI-specific risk management, data and doc governance, record- keeping, transparency, 
	Draft guidance for risk, documentation, logging, oversight.
	Codify all high-risk system requirements in law; integrate FRIA review.

	
	Section 3: Obligations 
	No AI obligations (FRIA) for providers, deployers, importers, distributors.
	Issue guidance; develop pre-FRIA templates; pilot in the public sector.
	Codify obligations; mandate FRIA for all high-risk AI; extend IPA enforcement.

	
	Section 4: Notifying Authorities 
	No system for notifying authorities
	Draft notification process; identify potential notified bodies.
	Establish formal notifying authority; operationalise conformity assessment & market surveillance.

	
	Section 5: Standards
	No AI-specific standards, conformity or registry.
	Draft conformity assessment, registry, certificate guidance.
	Implement conformity assessment, certification, registration.

	Chapter IV: Transparency 
	Art. 50: AI Interaction & Deepfakes
	IPA enforces data transparency but cannot mandate AI disclosure or labeling of AI-gen content.
	a) Mandate AI-specific disclosure: the public sector must notify citizens when interacting with AI or exposed to emotion recognition. 
	Amend current law to codify mandatory AI disclosure; integrate AI registry into official reporting; grant IPA sanctioning authority.

	Chapter VII: Governance
	Mandate gap
	IPA mandate currently limited to data protection
	a) Co-draft inter-institutional roles and models with OPM and Ministry of Digitalisation and Public Administration.
	Establish a shared coordination mechanism between IPA and inter-institutional AI body.

	Chapter XII: Penalties
	Art. 99
	Fines capped at €40,000, not deterrent for global AI providers.
	a) Temporarily use current fines; once AI law passed, adopt full AI Act penalties (up to 7% global turnover).
	Tiered Fines: Adopt EU-style penalties specifically for AI-related rights violations.









[bookmark: _heading=h.4ejcpzbnesaa]OPM & MoD ACTION PLAN

2

PROPOSED ACTION REPORT FOR THE OFFICE OF THE PRIME MINISTER AND THE MINISTRY OF DIGITALISATION AND PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION
CONTEXT: This section presents proposed governance and execution considerations for the attention of the Office of the Prime Minister and the Ministry of Digitalisation and Public Administration, prepared as part of the GIZ project on EU AI Act alignment in the Republic of Kosovo. The framework is structured around two components: a Governance Framework addressing Chapter VII of the EU AI Act, and an Execution Framework addressing Chapters I through V, VII, and XII. The report also introduces a high-level technical compliance and AI lifecycle governance layer, minimum standards for AI system documentation, logging, traceability, data governance, model validation, testing, and post-market monitoring. This lifecycle governance layer is operationalised primarily through Action 2, which establishes technical compliance standards, and Action 3, which covers conformity assessment and post-market monitoring.
1. Governance Framework (Chapter VII)
· Reviews the current legal scope established by Law No. 04/2026.
· Assesses alignment requirements with the EU AI Act (Chapter VII).
· Introduces a high-level governance proposal to guide institutional roles, oversight structures, and regulatory coordination.

2. The Execution Framework (Chapters I-V, VII, XII), it:
· Proposes priority short and mid-term actions (Action 1, Action 2, Action 3).
· Defines implementation pathways across the referenced chapters.
· Provides a table to map provisions against proposed recommendation.
The proposals that follow reflect the project team's independent analytical assessment of Kosovo's regulatory landscape in relation to EU AI Act obligations, drawing on publicly available institutional information, comparative EU Member State practice, and preliminary exchanges conducted during the course of the project. It should be noted that they were developed during a period of governmental transition, during which sustained engagement with OPM and MoD was not feasible, and therefore do not represent agreed positions or presuppose any institutional commitment on the part of OPM, MoD, or any other public body. All recommendations are offered as options for consideration, and it is for OPM and MoD, in exercise of their respective mandates, to determine which proposals merit further development, which require adaptation to reflect operational and political priorities, and which fall outside the scope of current government objectives. The project team remains available to support any follow-up analysis, facilitation, or technical assistance that may be useful as both institutions develop their approach to AI governance.

CURRENT AND PROPOSED AI GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK (CHAPTER VII) 
CURRENT LEGAL SCOPE (LAW NO. 04/2026)
Under the “Regulation (QRK) No. 04/2026”, on the areas of administrative responsibility of ministries, the portfolio for digitalisation has been formally assigned to the Ministry of Digitalisation and Public Administration (MoD), transferring policy ownership from the Ministry of Economy. MoD holds primary responsibility for digitalisation policy, with a mandate that encompasses AI governance as an emerging area of regulatory and technical priority. This reflects a significant structural evolution in Kosovo's digital governance architecture, establishing a dedicated institutional home for the policy functions that EU AI Act alignment will require over time. Within this framework, the Office of the Prime Minister (OPM) retains its role as the executive coordination centre of Government, with cross-cutting responsibility for strategic planning, inter-institutional alignment, and the coherence of reform processes. OPM's coordination mandate is directly relevant to AI governance, ensuring that obligations arising from the EU AI Act are embedded consistently across ministries and agencies requires precisely the kind of horizontal alignment that OPM is structurally positioned to provide. In the current foundational phase, during which MoD is progressively developing its operational capacity in AI governance, OPM's coordination support represents a material institutional asset that reduces the risk of fragmentation across the public sector.
PROPOSED EU AI ACT GOVERNANCE ALIGNMENT (CHAPTER VII)
The EU AI Act establishes a structured institutional model that extends well beyond the current remit of any single ministry. It requires designated National Competent Authorities with enforcement powers, a national single point of contact for EU-level coordination, formal market surveillance and conformity assessment functions, and structured cooperation between sector regulators, data protection authorities, and AI-specific oversight bodies. These requirements do not map onto any existing institutional actor in Kosovo's current governance landscape; they must be built, sequenced, and distributed across institutions that are themselves at different stages of operational maturity. Early alignment with this model also carries concrete strategic value: jurisdictions that adopt EU-compatible AI governance frameworks gain preferential access to EU digital infrastructure programmes, technical assistance, and investment from EU-based technology partners for whom regulatory compatibility is a baseline condition. To address these requirements in a structured manner, it is recommended that OPM and MoD assume shared leadership over AI governance during this foundational phase, with differentiated and mutually reinforcing roles:
a) OPM: As the executive coordination centre of Government, could align AI governance with Kosovo's broader strategic planning and reform processes, provide institutional continuity to MoD during the transitional period, and embed AI governance as a shared responsibility across ministries and agencies through government-wide instruments. In practical terms, this includes supporting the establishment of the Inter-institutional AI Governance Working Mechanism described below and ensuring that AI-related obligations are reflected in cross-government planning and reporting.
b) MoD: As the emerging policy home for digitalisation, is positioned to lead the substantive AI governance agenda: guiding the drafting of the AI lex specialis as Kosovo's foundational AI legislative instrument, developing interim standards and compliance orientations aligned with EU best practice and the IPA's regulatory framework, and progressively establishing itself as Kosovo's primary point of contact for EU authorities on AI-related legal and technical alignment. To support this function, it is further proposed that MoD establish a dedicated AI Competence Unit responsible for technical oversight, guidance, and monitoring of AI systems across the public sector, providing the operational capacity required to translate policy leadership into enforceable compliance.



As a transitional coordination architecture pending the formal statutory designation of National Competent Authorities, OPM and MoD could consider jointly establishing an Inter-institutional AI Governance Working Mechanism, with participation from the IPA and other relevant institutions. This mechanism could operate as a coordinating forum without independent enforcement powers and would not duplicate the IPA's existing regulatory mandate. Its function could remain preparatory and coherence-driven: facilitating horizontal alignment across ministries, building institutional reporting baselines, and anticipating the governance structure envisaged under Chapter VII of the EU AI Act. A concise set of terms of reference could be approved to define mandate, composition, meeting cadence, and responsibility for interim deliverables, including procurement safeguards, internal AI usage protocols, and the designation of a single institutional focal point. In the medium and long term, this mechanism could serve as an important preparatory foundation for Kosovo's formal AI governance architecture. Its outputs could inform the drafting of the AI lex specialis, which would be the appropriate legislative instrument through which to codify reporting lines and formally designate the National Competent Authorities required by the EU AI Act, including Market Surveillance and Notifying Authorities. As that architecture develops, the mechanism could also be used to identify and resolve potential overlaps between existing regulators and new AI-specific mandates, supporting a lean and efficient administrative structure. Formal engagement channels for the private sector, civil society, and academia could be established in parallel, ensuring that the governance framework remains inclusive and that local innovation is supported alongside regulatory development.
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	Chapter
	Brief Explanation of Chapter
	OPM
	IPA
	MoD 

	Chapter I:  Definitions & Scope
	Establishes the subject matter, objectives, scope of application, and key definitions of AI systems, providers, deployers, and authorities.
	Support (policy coherence)
	Lead 
(re Law No. 06/L-082)
	Lead

	Chapter II: Prohibited AI Practices
	Defines and bans AI systems that are strictly prohibited (e.g., manipulative AI, social scoring, certain biometric uses, emotion recognition).
	Support
	Lead 
(re Law No. 06/L-082)
	Lead

	Chapter III: High-Risk AI Systems
	Sets requirements for high-risk AI systems (risk management, data governance, documentation, human oversight, accuracy, robustness, conformity assessment). Includes Annex III.
	Support
	Lead 
(re Law No. 06/L-082)
	Lead (technical safety & conformity assessment)

	Chapter IV: Transparency 
	Establishes transparency obligations for certain AI systems (e.g., chatbots, deepfakes) and requirements for human oversight mechanisms.
	Support
	Lead 
(re Law No. 06/L-082)
	Lead

	Chapter V: GPAI & Systemic Risk
	Regulates general-purpose AI models, especially those posing systemic risks. Sets obligations for documentation, risk mitigation, and EU-level coordination.
	Support (strategic coordination only)
	Support
	Lead (Market Surveillance Authority + SPoC Art. 70(2))

	Chapter VII: Governance 
	Requires designation of competent authorities and a market surveillance authority acting as Single Point of Contact (Art. 70(2)).
	Coordination role only (no SPoC status)
	Support (for infringements) 
	Lead (Market Surveillance Authority, SPoC)

	Chapter XII: Penalties
	Defines administrative fines and enforcement consequences for non-compliance.
	Coordination / oversight
	Lead 
(re Law No. 06/L-082)
	Lead (technical & market breaches)






OPM/MOD PROPOSED EXECUTION FRAMEWORK (Chapters I-V, VII, XII)
ACTION 1: NATIONAL STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK & LEGISLATIVE INITIATION (CHAPTER I, II, III, ANNEX III)
Local regulatory context: The Republic of Kosovo currently has no domestic legal framework that defines AI systems, establishes risk classifications, or assigns legal responsibility across the AI value chain. Procurement and deployment decisions across the public sector are therefore being taken without structured risk assessment, without defined roles for providers and deployers, and without a mechanism to identify or restrict prohibited practices. Systems already in use across public sector, including algorithmic tools in law enforcement, automated eligibility systems in welfare administration, and AI-assisted procurement platforms, may qualify as high-risk under Annex III of the EU AI Act without that classification being recognised. The parallel risk of shadow AI adoption compounds this, public officials are routinely using third-party AI tools, including commercial large language models, and inputting sensitive government data, legal drafts, and internal communications onto foreign commercial servers without organisational policies, oversight, or awareness of the data sovereignty and confidentiality implications. A further structural gap exists with respect to impact assessments. The EU AI Act requires a Fundamental Rights Impact Assessment for certain high-risk AI systems deployed by public authorities, a requirement that falls outside both the current DPIA scope under Law No. 06/L-082 and the IPA's existing legal mandate. No inter-institutional process currently exists to operationalise the FRIA, and no allocation of roles between OPM, MoD, and the IPA has been formally defined.
Proposed short-term measures: The primary short-term instrument is the establishment of a government-wide policy baseline anchored to the IPA's AI Guidance and Classification Document. OPM and MoD could formally adopt this guidance as the reference standard for all public sector AI procurement and deployment decisions, providing the administrative mandate for compliance across ministries and agencies. MoD, as the emerging policy home for digitalisation, could issue interim standards and baseline compliance orientations aligned with EU best practice, drawing on the IPA's classification framework and coordinating with sector regulators to ensure consistent application. In parallel, OPM and MoD could initiate a formal inter-institutional discussion with the IPA and relevant sectoral authorities to define roles and responsibilities for the FRIA process. This discussion should determine which FRIA activities can be operationalised under the IPA's current mandate on an advisory basis, and develop procedural templates and operational guidance to ensure that high-risk and prohibited AI systems are identified and assessed before any procurement or implementation decision is taken. 
Proposed mid- and long-term measures: It is proposed that OPM and MoD initiate the formal drafting of an AI lex specialis to formally adopt the EU AI Act's taxonomy and risk classification model into domestic law, establish binding FRIA obligations for high-risk AI deployments in the public sector, and codify the roles and responsibilities of OPM, MoD, the IPA, and other relevant authorities across the AI value chain. The drafting process should identify areas where existing procurement rules, sectoral mandates, and inter-institutional responsibilities require adjustment, including statutory amendments to expand the IPA's enforcement mandate and integrate FRIA review obligations into public sector AI procurement and digitalisation projects. Procurement tender documentation should also explicitly require vendors to declare whether systems supplied fall under Article 5 of the EU AI Act as prohibited practices or under Annex III as high-risk systems, establishing a compliance checkpoint at the point of acquisition and reducing the risk of unlawful or unclassified systems entering public sector use. Future revisions to Kosovo's E-Government Strategy should incorporate mandatory requirements for AI system classification, citizen-facing transparency obligations, human oversight mechanisms, and documentation standards for AI-supported decision-making in public administration, ensuring that the digital service delivery framework is aligned with EU AI Act obligations from the outset. In parallel, the outputs of the Inter-institutional AI Governance Working Mechanism should be used to develop a National AI Strategy and Roadmap, formally integrated into the National Development Strategy and the Annual Work Plan, providing a structured medium-term framework for EU AI Act alignment across government.
ACTION 2: TRANSPARENCY, ACCOUNTABILITY AND TECHNICAL COMPLIANCE (CHAPTER III, IV)
Local regulatory context: Citizens interacting with public services in the Republic of Kosovo currently have no consistent means of knowing whether decisions affecting them are made or influenced by an AI system. Public institutions likewise lack clear internal guidance on disclosure obligations, audit logging requirements, or documentation standards for AI deployments. This creates gaps relative to the transparency obligations set out in Article 50 of the EU AI Act on disclosure to users and Article 13 on instructions for use accompanying high-risk AI systems. A further and more immediate risk arises from the proliferation of AI-generated synthetic media: deepfakes impersonating public officials present a systemic threat to the integrity of public communication and institutional trust that requires a coordinated executive response beyond what the IPA can address through data protection enforcement alone. At the technical level, no standardised documentation requirements exist for AI systems deployed in the public sector, no audit logging or traceability standards have been defined, and no inventory of AI systems in use across government has been established. These operational absences mean that transparency obligations, even where they exist in advisory form, cannot currently be monitored or enforced.
Proposed short-term measures: OPM, in coordination with MoD and the IPA, could develop a government-wide AI Transparency Code of Practice, setting out standardised disclosure notices and plain-language summaries for all AI-driven services in the public sector. OPM could give this operational effect through a high-level government circular, providing the administrative mandate for public institutions to implement transparency requirements across digital service portals. The IPA would act in a supporting capacity, advising on compliance, reviewing disclosure templates, and monitoring implementation within its existing data protection remit. Disclosure templates and documentation standards should incorporate human oversight requirements consistent with Article 14 of the EU AI Act, requiring deployers of high-risk AI systems to designate named individuals responsible for oversight and to document the conditions under which human intervention is required. In parallel, the Inter-institutional AI Governance Working Mechanism could coordinate a structured inventory across selected public institutions to identify systems falling under Articles 13 and 50 of the EU AI Act, establishing an internal mapping that serves as the preparatory baseline for the National AI Transparency Registry and supports early compliance across government. On synthetic media, MoD could develop a Digital Signing and Watermarking Policy for official government communications, embedding cryptographic signatures or watermarks in video, audio, and text content to enable verification of authenticity. This protocol could be piloted with selected ministries before broader rollout, with clear arrangements for accountability, ongoing maintenance, and the handling of technical or operational issues to be established during implementation. While deepfake governance extends beyond the specific scope of Article 50, the watermarking policy would complement the transparency obligations established under that provision and support the broader integrity objectives of the National AI Transparency Registry. 
At the technical level, minimum requirements for AI system documentation should be defined as a short-term priority. These requirements would cover technical documentation aligned with Annex IV of the EU AI Act, traceability and audit logging standards for high-risk AI deployments, data governance requirements addressing dataset relevance, representativeness, and bias mitigation consistent with Article 10, and model validation and robustness standards aligned with emerging harmonised standards under CEN/CENELEC and ISO/IEC, including ISO/IEC 42001 on AI management systems and ISO/IEC 23894 on AI risk management. These technical compliance requirements could initially be introduced through templates and guidance issued jointly by MoD and the IPA, and piloted within selected public institutions before progressive rollout across sectors.
Proposed mid and long-term measures: It is proposed that MoD, together with OPM, establish a centralised AI Compliance Register to track high-risk and prohibited AI systems before procurement. This represents a national policy choice that goes beyond the strict requirements of the EU AI Act, which requires compliance before a system is placed on the market or put into service rather than at the point of procurement, but is considered appropriate given the absence of other compliance checkpoints in Kosovo's current regulatory landscape. Ministries could be required to submit AI specifications, risk classifications, and preliminary DPIA and FRIA documentation for review prior to procurement decisions, supporting alignment with Chapter IV transparency obligations and Article 50 of the EU AI Act. Public-facing summaries could indicate which systems are under consideration, the rationale for their use, and whether they are classified as high-risk or prohibited. In the longer term, this register could evolve into the statutory National AI Transparency Registry envisaged under the AI lex specialis, providing a mandatory, publicly accessible database of AI systems deployed across the public sector. 
ACTION 3: INFRASTRUCTURE, MARKET SURVEILLANCE AND INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY (CHAPTER VII, XII)
Local regulatory context: The operational gaps identified through institutional survey and regulatory analysis indicate that AI adoption is progressing faster than governance capacity across Kosovo's public sector. No national framework currently exists for conformity assessment or certification of high-risk AI systems. No market surveillance authority has been designated. No standardised technical documentation requirements aligned with Annex IV of the EU AI Act are in place. No national AI system registry or inventory has been established, and no defined procedures exist for post-market monitoring or incident reporting specific to AI systems. These absences mean that policy alignment risks remaining theoretical and may not translate into enforceable compliance without a deliberate operational layer being built alongside the legislative framework. The IPA currently lacks the technical capacity to detect or investigate shadow AI adoption risks, and no government infrastructure currently exists to provide an alternative to commercial third-party AI tools for sensitive public sector use cases.
Proposed short-term measures: OPM and MoD could lead the preparation of a governance and operational framework for a National AI Regulatory Sandbox in anticipation of the conclusions of the IT infrastructure feasibility study. Rather than revisiting infrastructure design, attention could focus on defining admission criteria, supervisory roles, documentation standards, and compliance workflows ahead of implementation. Supervisory responsibilities within the sandbox could be clearly delineated: the IPA overseeing fundamental rights and data protection dimensions, MoD overseeing technical robustness, cybersecurity, and infrastructure safeguards, and the Cyber Security Agency carrying responsibility for AI-related cybersecurity risks and incident response. This preparatory work would enable implementation to follow without delay once technical findings are available, and would position Kosovo to access EU financial instruments, including Horizon Europe and the Digital Europe Programme, which prioritise trusted testing environments and secure AI infrastructure.
Proposed mid and long-term measures: It is proposed that Kosovo designate or establish a market surveillance function with responsibility for monitoring compliance of AI systems placed on the market, conducting inspections and audits, and enforcing corrective measures and sanctions consistent with Chapter VII. This function could be assigned to an existing institution or established as a coordinated mechanism across regulators, with clearly defined roles for MoD as the central policy authority, the IPA as the rights-based supervisory authority, the Cyber Security Agency on resilience and incident response, and sector regulators. A conformity assessment and certification model for high-risk AI systems could be developed as part of this framework, aligned with the notified body architecture envisaged under the EU AI Act and with harmonised standards including ISO/IEC 42001 on AI management systems and ISO/IEC 23894 on AI risk management. A lifecycle governance approach should underpin all conformity assessment and monitoring activity, covering AI systems from design and development through testing and validation, deployment and operation, ongoing monitoring and improvement, and decommissioning, ensuring that risks are managed continuously rather than only at the point of deployment. In addition, defined procedures for post-market monitoring and incident reporting specific to AI systems could be established, consistent with Articles 72 and 73 of the EU AI Act, covering notification obligations for serious incidents and the responsibilities of deployers.



To build the human capital required to operationalise these functions over the medium and long term, the government could move from ad-hoc staff training to structured, strategic capacity building across three complementary tracks. First, a National AI Expert Pool Registry could be established to provide ministries with on-demand advisory support for AI project design, risk assessment, drawing on a curated network of validated AI specialists. Second, Kosovo's diaspora in AI-related fields could be mobilised through Ministry of Foreign Affairs channels, connecting nationals based abroad with public sector advisory roles, and foreign AI investment initiatives. Third, time-limited advisory partnerships with local universities, technology firms, and consultancies could be established through public-private arrangements, supported in parallel by EU funding instruments including Horizon Europe and the Digital Agenda for the Western Balkans, to provide immediate support for high-risk AI governance, build long-term domestic expertise, and align Kosovo's capacity development with EU AI standards and funding eligibility requirements.
OPM & MoD PROPOSED EXECUTION PLAN (1-pager)
	ACTION 
	THE CHALLENGE 
	SHORT-TERM ACTIONS
	MID/LONG-TERM ACTIONS

	ACTION 0: Governance (Chapter VII)
	No designated National Competent Authorities (NCA), Market Surveillance Authorities (MSA), or Notifying Authorities (NA).
	a) Map OPM and MoD roles against Chapter VII obligations. Co-draft terms of reference for the Inter-institutional AI Governance Working Mechanism with IPA participation.
	a) Integrate mechanism outputs into the AI lex specialis to formally designate National Competent Authorities, including Market Surveillance and Notifying Authorities.
b) Establish formal engagement channels for private sector, civil society, and academia.

	ACTION 1: Strategic Framework & Legislative Initiation
	Definition gap in identifying AI systems, high-risk use cases, and prohibited practices.
Fragmented governance & coordination.
	a) Executive Alignment: OPM & MoD endorse IPA definitions as the baseline reference for public sector AI classification and risk. 
b) FRIA Design: OPM, MoD, IPA to define DPIA/FRIA workflows.
	a) National AI Strategy: Integrate AI governance and risk taxonomy into the National Development Strategy (NDS). 
b) AI Lex Specialis: Codify EU AI Act taxonomy, risk classification, FRIA obligations, and AI value chain roles.

	ACTION 2: Operational Mapping & Executive Transparency
	No structured AI disclosure obligation or centralised executive data feed to a registry. Deepfakes risks institutional trust.
	a) Transparency Circular: Admin circular mandating AI disclosure notices & human oversight.
b) Technical Baseline: Define documentation, logging, traceability, and robustness requirements.
	a) AI Compliance Register: Centralised executive-level register requiring preliminary FRIA/DPIA prior to deployment. 
b) National AI Transparency Registry: Mandatory public database of AI systems under the AI lex specialis.

	ACTION 3: Secure Infrastructure, Capacity Building & Sandboxing
	No conformity assessment, market surveillance, or post-market monitoring. Shadow adoption of third-party AI tools.
	a) Internal AI Use Protocols: OPM & MoD establish mandatory safe-use.
b) Public Sector AI Literacy Programme: Structured training
c) Sandbox Governance: Define admission criteria, supervisory roles, and compliance workflows.
	a) Regulatory: Designate MSA, develop conformity assessment and certification model for high-risk AI. 
b) Infrastructure: Operationalise Sandbox within the sovereign infrastructure.
c) Capacity: Establish a National AI Expert Pool Registry.
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6 MONITORING & EVALUATION FRAMEWORK - SUMMARY

This Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) section defines a practical indicator set to track Kosovo’s progress towards EU-compatible AI governance. The indicators are designed to be measurable, institutionally feasible, and aligned with the report’s proposed execution plan. The M&E framework supports both: (i) near-term implementation through executive instruments and distributed oversight; and (ii) medium- to long-term institutionalisation through adoption of an AI lex specialis and the gradual establishment of a dedicated AI Agency.
The indicators follow an OECD-style results logic (inputs, processes, outputs, outcomes) while remaining simple enough for routine public-sector reporting. The set deliberately prioritises: (a) governance foundations (strategy, legal framework, role allocation); (b) operational controls that can be implemented before the AI law (inventories, disclosure, procurement safeguards, internal use protocols); and (c) capacity and oversight measures that ensure implementation is sustainable.
The framework is based on a distributed oversight model. The Office of the Prime Minister (OPM) and the Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration (MoD) coordinate and operationalise executive measures, while the Information and Privacy Agency (IPA) exercises oversight within its personal data protection mandate. AIS and sector institutions contribute to implementation in their respective domains. A transitional inter-institutional working mechanism provides coordination and action tracking until a statutory AI Agency is established after adoption of the AI lex specialis.
Reporting chain (recommended): Phase 1 institutions submit indicator updates and evidence to MoD (consolidation). OPM/SPO integrates progress into national monitoring. IPA validates indicators that directly relate to personal data processing safeguards and issues guidance/opinions within its mandate. The transitional working mechanism reviews cross-institution delivery and resolves bottlenecks.
To reflect sequencing and institutional responsibilities, indicators are grouped into four clusters: (A) Governance and legal alignment; (B) Interim executive instruments and operational controls; (C) Capacity-building and readiness mechanisms (including sandbox preparation); and (D) Oversight and coordination. Within each cluster, indicators are drafted as measurable milestones or coverage metrics, with ownership assigned to the responsible institution(s).





Consolidated indicator list: 2-pager
	ID
	Indicator
	OECD type
	Lead/Owner
	Frequency

	A1
	IPA issues interim AI/ADM guidance (definitions, practical examples, and risk-domain orientation within mandate).
	Output
	IPA
	Annual

	A2
	FRIA workflow designed and approved (pre-FRIA + full FRIA templates; roles agreed across OPM-MoD-IPA and sectors).
	Output
	OPM/SPO + MoD (with IPA input)
	Annual / Quarterly internal

	A3
	Draft National AI Strategy and Roadmap prepared and submitted for consultation.
	Output
	MoD
	Quarterly internal / Annual

	A4
	National AI Strategy adopted and integrated into NDS/annual government planning.
	Output
	Government (MoD/OPM)
	Annual

	A5
	Draft AI lex specialis prepared and submitted for consultation (governance authorities and distributed model codified).
	Output
	MoD + OPM
	Quarterly internal / Annual

	A6
	AI lex specialis adopted and enters into force.
	Output
	Assembly / Gov
	Annual

	A7
	Draft amendments to the law 06/L-082 prepared to address AI/ADM (mid-long term)
	Output
	MoD/OPM (with IPA input)
	Annual

	A8
	Amendments to the Law, 06/L-082 adopted and enter into force (mid-long term)
	Output
	Assembly / Government
	Annual

	A9
	National AI governance role allocation approved (distributed oversight RACI: OPM/SPO-MoD-IPA-AIS-sectors)
	Output
	OPM/SPO + MoD
	Annual

	B1
	OPM issues executive circular mandating AI disclosure notices for relevant public services 
	Output
	OPM
	Annual

	B2
	Standard AI transparency notice template issued and disseminated (for service owners)
	Output
	MoD + AIS
	Annual

	B3
	AI systems inventory established in Phase 1 institutions (basic register; lifecycle stage + origin: in-house vs vendor)
	Outcome (coverage)
	Phase 1 institutions (MoD consolidates)
	Biannual / Annual

	B4
	AI Compliance Register established at executive level (submission of system specs, risk classification, and preliminary FRIA/DPIA)
	Output/Outcome
	MoD + OPM
	Annual

	B5
	Standard AI procurement safeguards issued (minimum clauses, documentation, auditability, security, vendor incident duties)
	Output
	MoD (with procurement bodies) + IPA
	Annual

	B6
	Basic AI risk-screening template approved for routine pre-deployment/procurement decisions (bridge to FRIA/DPIA)
	Output
	MoD + OPM (with IPA input)
	Annual

	B7
	Internal AI use protocols adopted across ministries/institutions (shadow AI mitigation, roles, prohibited uses, recordkeeping)
	Output/Outcome
	MoD + OPM
	Annual

	B8
	AI-related incident reporting and escalation procedure established for Phase 1 institutions (incl. data breach reporting where applicable)
	Outcome (coverage)
	Phase 1 institutions (MoD consolidates; IPA validates)
	Annual

	B9
	Official content authentication protocol piloted (e.g., watermarking/digital signing)
	Output
	MoD
	Annual

	C1
	AI governance training programmes designed (senior management and operational staff)
	Output
	MoD (with IPA input)
	Annual

	C2
	Senior management trained on AI governance (coverage: at least one trained manager per Phase 1 institution)
	Outcome (coverage)
	MoD (consolidation) + Phase 1 institutions
	Biannual / Annual

	C3
	Operational staff trained (DPOs, procurement leads, ICT/service owners), coverage tracked separately from managers
	Outcome (coverage)
	MoD (consolidation) + training providers
	Biannual / Annual

	C4
	Sandbox governance framework prepared (admission criteria, supervision roles, documentation standards, workflows)
	Output
	MoD + OPM (with IPA participation)
	Annual

	C5
	National AI expert pool registry established (advisory network mechanism; criteria and onboarding process defined)
	Output
	MoD
	Annual

	O1
	Inter-institutional AI governance working mechanism established (transitional coordination body)
	Output
	OPM (coordination) + MoD 
	Annual

	O2
	Working mechanism operational (regular meetings, minutes, action tracking for Action 1-3 delivery)
	Process
	Working mechanism secretariat
	Quarterly / Annual

	O3
	IPA establishes AI/ADM supervision category for internal tracking and public reporting (within mandate)
	Output
	IPA
	Annual

	O4
	IPA issues at least one formal opinion/guidance update per year on AI/ADM and personal data safeguards (interim support pending legal amendments)
	Output
	IPA
	Annual

	O5
	AI Agency established and operational after AI lex specialis enters into force (minimum capacity: budget, leadership, staffing, plan)
	Output
	Government / Agency
	Annual






The detailed reference sheet for each indicator, including its definition, calculation method, source of data, responsible institution, reporting frequency, baseline, targets, and verification notes, is provided in Annex A.
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Conclusion
This report provides Kosovo with a practical starting point for EU aligned AI governance. It establishes where Kosovo stands today, clarifies what is missing when benchmarked against the EU Artificial Intelligence Act, and sets out a sequenced pathway that can be implemented under current institutional conditions. The central conclusion is straightforward. AI enabled practices are beginning to appear across public and private contexts, while governance remains fragmented and largely reliant on proxy legal regimes. Kosovo therefore needs an approach that builds the minimum governance backbone first, so that later and more complex EU AI Act aligned obligations can be implemented credibly and enforced in practice.
The baseline assessment confirms that Kosovo does not yet have a dedicated AI law, a national AI strategy, or a formally designated AI competent authority. Existing safeguards operate through indirect frameworks, particularly data protection, cybersecurity and related enforcement provisions, transparency and access to information rules, and broader digital transformation strategies. These frameworks are meaningful and already relevant in practice, especially where AI involves personal data processing and automated decision making. However, they were not designed to deliver the EU AI Act model. They do not allocate responsibilities across the AI value chain, do not provide risk classification and conformity mechanisms, and do not establish systematic documentation, traceability, and oversight structures comparable to those required under the EU framework.
The EU AI Act benchmark shows that Kosovo’s most urgent gaps are institutional and foundational. The primary deficit is not a single missing provision, but the absence of a clear governance arrangement that can coordinate policy direction, assign responsibilities, and enable cross sector oversight. Without this backbone, other requirements such as definitions, prohibited practices, transparency duties, and operational compliance mechanisms cannot be applied consistently or enforced predictably. The report therefore places priority on a limited set of building blocks that make AI use visible and governable. These include common scope and definitions, baseline safeguards for harmful uses, transparency and accountability expectations suitable for public service contexts, and an initial enforcement and complaint handling pathway that can function even before a full AI specific legal regime is adopted.
The sequencing logic presented in the report reflects implementation realism. Kosovo’s immediate task is to reduce current governance risk while building capacity and institutional discipline. Early measures are designed to establish clarity, documentation practice, and predictable accountability. They create the conditions for later steps, including the eventual adoption of more comprehensive legal measures and the gradual establishment of dedicated structures aligned with EU AI Act governance. This approach also responds to a practical constraint highlighted by the evidence base. Awareness of AI use and institutional documentation are uneven, and self reported inputs do not always match validation information obtained through stakeholder engagement. Rather than treating this only as a methodological limitation, the report treats it as a governance finding. Where institutions cannot reliably document and describe current use, the first phase of alignment must focus on inventories, clear internal protocols, and standardised documentation and transparency practices.
Institutional anchoring is critical to making the pathway implementable. The report reflects the institutional restructuring that took place during implementation. Under Regulation (QRK) No. 04/2026 on the areas of administrative responsibility of ministries, digitalisation responsibilities shifted to the newly established Ministry of Digitalization and Public Administration. This shift matters because it clarifies the most plausible policy home for coordinating AI alignment work in practice. At the same time, whole of government coordination remains essential through the Office of the Prime Minister, and rights based supervision remains central through the Agency for Information and Privacy wherever AI intersects with personal data processing and automated decision making under Law No. 06/L 082. The governance and execution framing presented in the report is intended to translate these roles into a workable division of responsibility that can function under current capacity constraints and can evolve as Kosovo moves closer to EU aligned structures.
Two additional points reinforce the practicality of the proposed approach. First, Kosovo already has sectoral legal entry points that can support interim safeguards in specific contexts, including procurement, consumer protection, electronic communications, administrative procedure, and non discrimination frameworks. These instruments do not replace AI specific governance, but they can help improve discipline in how AI enabled systems are acquired and used, and they can strengthen accountability in high impact environments while broader alignment is pursued. Second, the pathway needs to remain measurable. For this reason, the monitoring and evaluation framework included in the report is not a formality. It is intended to support implementation control, periodic reporting, and course correction. In a phased alignment process, M&E provides the practical means to confirm whether foundational governance conditions are being established, whether responsibilities are functioning, and whether capacity building and documentation practices are improving over time.
Beyond its immediate analytical and policy value, this report also marks an important precedent. It represents one of the first structured assessments of AI governance readiness and EU AI Act alignment in Kosovo and, more broadly, in the Western Balkans region. By undertaking this assessment at an early stage, Kosovo has an opportunity to move from a reactive approach to a more anticipatory model of AI governance. If the proposed pathway is implemented with institutional ownership and continuity, Kosovo can position itself as a regional example of how a small and developing public administration can prepare for AI regulation, align with emerging EU standards, and build trust-based digital governance before risks become more deeply embedded in public and private sector practice.
In conclusion, Kosovo’s AI governance readiness is currently defined by a gap between emerging use and limited governance structures, combined with reliance on proxy legal regimes that provide partial safeguards but do not yet enable EU AI Act style risk governance. The pathway presented in this report is therefore deliberately staged and implementable. It prioritises clear institutional anchoring, minimum baseline safeguards, and practical accountability mechanisms as the first step, and it links further alignment to measurable progress and structured coordination. If these foundations are established and implemented with consistency, Kosovo will be in a credible position to advance toward EU compatible AI governance in a way that strengthens trust in digital public services, reduces avoidable rights and security risks, and supports broader EU integration objectives through demonstrable approximation in a rapidly evolving policy area.






























8. ANNEX A: SPECIFIC INDICATORS

2

Cluster A: Governance and Legal Alignment

A1. IPA issues interim AI/ADM guidance (definitions, practical examples, and risk-domain orientation within mandate)
	Brief title of indicator
	IPA issues interim AI/ADM guidance (definitions, practical examples, and risk-domain orientation within mandate)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Interim governance bridging measure to support consistent interpretation of AI/ADM and risk-relevant domains within IPA's mandate.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether IPA publishes an interim guidance note clarifying working terminology (AI/ADM), practical examples, and an orientation list of risk-relevant domains/use cases as a bridge pending legislative amendments.

	Data to be collected
	Published guidance note (title/date/version); dissemination record (circular/email); list of practical examples; FAQs (optional).

	Source of data
	IPA website/publications; IPA correspondence logs; dissemination records.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	IPA (primary). MoD/OPM receive and disseminate across Phase 1 institutions.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual (update as needed).

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: Achieved (1) if guidance is published and disseminated; Not achieved (0) otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0 (unless already issued).

	Targets and years
	2026: 1 (initial interim guidance issued). 2027-2028: updated versions as needed (tracked as updates).

	Verification / notes
	Scope is limited to IPA mandate; guidance supports, but does not replace, an AI lex specialis.



[bookmark: _heading=h.q4ucinew4xcf] A2. FRIA workflow designed and approved (pre-FRIA + full FRIA templates; roles agreed across OPM, MoD, IPA and sectors)
	Brief title of indicator
	FRIA workflow designed and approved (pre-FRIA + full FRIA templates; roles agreed across OPM, MoD, IPA and sectors)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Operationalise a fundamental-rights impact assessment (FRIA) workflow suitable for Kosovo's distributed oversight model.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether an agreed FRIA workflow exists, including a light pre-screening step and a full FRIA template, with defined roles for OPM/SPO, MoD, IPA (where personal data is involved), and sector authorities.

	Data to be collected
	Approved workflow document; pre-FRIA checklist; full FRIA template; RACI for roles; guidance on when FRIA is required; sample completed FRIA (optional).

	Source of data
	MoD/OPM policy files; working mechanism minutes; templates repository.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	OPM/SPO + MoD (joint). IPA provides input for privacy-related sections; sector authorities contribute domain inputs.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual (with quarterly internal tracking during design phase).

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if workflow and templates are approved and issued; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2026-2027: 1 (workflow approved and issued). 2028: maintained and refined (revision documented if updated).

	Verification / notes
	FRIA is linked to risk-screening and compliance register indicators (B6, B4) to ensure a coherent gatekeeping process.


[bookmark: _heading=h.upn10i78t8t]
A3. Draft National AI Strategy and Roadmap prepared and submitted for consultation (MoD lead)
	Brief title of indicator
	Draft National AI Strategy and Roadmap prepared and submitted for consultation (MoD lead)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Establish a national policy framework for AI governance and innovation under MoD leadership.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether MoD prepares a complete draft National AI Strategy and Roadmap and formally submits it for inter-institutional (and, where applicable, public) consultation.

	Data to be collected
	Draft strategy (version/date); roadmap/action plan; governance model section; consultation submission evidence; list of consultees; consultation timeline.

	Source of data
	MoD document registry; official correspondence registry; consultation minutes/participant lists; consultation portal posting (if used).

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD (lead). OPM/SPO confirms receipt for national monitoring integration; IPA and AIS confirm participation as consultees.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Quarterly internal tracking until submission; annual reporting thereafter until adoption.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: Achieved (1) if a draft exists and documented submission to official consultation is evidenced; otherwise Not achieved (0).

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0 (unless an existing draft is confirmed).

	Targets and years
	2026: 1 (draft submitted for consultation).

	Verification / notes
	Adoption is tracked separately (A4).



[bookmark: _heading=h.56vane7yxjov] A4. National AI Strategy adopted and integrated into NDS/annual government planning instruments
	Brief title of indicator
	National AI Strategy adopted and integrated into NDS/annual government planning instruments

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Formalise AI strategy at government level and embed it into national planning and monitoring tools.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether the Government adopts the National AI Strategy and integrates key measures into national planning instruments (e.g., NDS linkage and annual workplan).

	Data to be collected
	Adoption decision; final strategy; integration evidence (NDS linkage note or annual planning inclusion); implementation responsibilities and timeline.

	Source of data
	Government decisions registry; Official Gazette (if applicable); MoD publications; OPM/SPO planning/monitoring documents.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	Government (adoption). MoD (technical lead). OPM/SPO (planning and monitoring integration).

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if adopted and integration evidence exists; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2027: 1 (or earlier depending on government calendar).

	Verification / notes
	If adopted but not integrated, record as partial in notes; indicator remains not achieved until integration is evidenced.


 
A5. Draft AI lex specialis prepared and submitted for consultation (governance authorities and distributed model codified)
	Brief title of indicator
	Draft AI lex specialis prepared and submitted for consultation (governance authorities and distributed model codified)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Create a legal basis that codifies roles, core obligations, and the pathway to establishing an AI Agency.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether a draft AI lex specialis (or AI Governance Law) is prepared and submitted into an official consultation process, including provisions on governance authorities and distributed oversight.

	Data to be collected
	Draft law text; explanatory memorandum; high-level mapping to EU AI Act logic; consultation submission evidence; list of consulted institutions.

	Source of data
	MoD/OPM legal drafting records; consultation documentation; legislative planning tracker.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD (lead) with OPM legal coordination; OPM/SPO tracks within EU integration/legal alignment monitoring.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Quarterly internal tracking; annual reporting.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if complete draft and documented submission to consultation; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2027: 1 (draft submitted).

	Verification / notes
	Draft should define the relationship with IPA's mandate and sector responsibilities to avoid duplication.


 
A6. AI lex specialis adopted and enters into force
	Brief title of indicator
	AI lex specialis adopted and enters into force

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Bring the legal framework for AI governance into force, enabling institutionalisation and enforcement functions.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether the AI lex specialis is adopted by the Assembly, promulgated, and has entered into force.

	Data to be collected
	Parliamentary adoption record; promulgation; entry into force date; secondary legislation plan (if applicable).

	Source of data
	Assembly records; Official Gazette; Government legislative tracker.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	Assembly/Government (adoption). OPM/SPO tracks; MoD coordinates implementation preparation.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if in force; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2028: 1 (or earlier depending on legislative calendar).

	Verification / notes
	If implementing acts are required, track progress through government workplans and notes under this indicator until a separate sub-indicator is established.


 

A7. Draft amendments to the Personal Data Protection Law prepared to address AI/ADM (mid-to-long term)
	Brief title of indicator
	Draft amendments to the Personal Data Protection Law prepared to address AI/ADM (mid-to-long term)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Strengthen the personal data protection framework to explicitly address AI/ADM and automated decision-making safeguards (mid-to-long term).

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether a draft amendments package is prepared to clarify AI/ADM-related protections, transparency/contestability elements, and supervisory tools, consistent with Kosovo's data protection framework.

	Data to be collected
	Draft amendments; explanatory note; mapping table (existing provisions vs proposed changes); consultation submission evidence (if initiated).

	Source of data
	MoD/OPM legal drafting records; IPA technical input notes; consultation documentation (if used).

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD/OPM (lead as assigned) with IPA providing technical input on data protection safeguards.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if draft amendments package exists and is formally cleared for consultation/submission; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2027-2028: 1 (mid-to-long term; timing to follow legislative plan).

	Verification / notes
	Interim support is provided through IPA guidance/opinions (A1, O4) and operational templates (A2, B6).


 
A8. Amendments to the Personal Data Protection Law adopted and enter into force (mid-to-long term)
	Brief title of indicator
	Amendments to the Personal Data Protection Law adopted and enter into force (mid-to-long term)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Bring AI/ADM-related safeguards into force within Kosovo's personal data protection framework (mid-to-long term).

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether the amendments are adopted, promulgated, and in force.

	Data to be collected
	Adoption record; promulgation; entry into force date; any implementing guidance issued by IPA.

	Source of data
	Assembly records; Official Gazette; IPA publications.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	Assembly/Government (adoption). IPA supports implementation and guidance within mandate.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if in force; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2028+: 1 (mid-to-long term; adjust to legislative calendar).

	Verification / notes
	If amendments are delayed, record interim measures (guidance/opinions) but keep this indicator not achieved until adoption/in-force is evidenced.


 
A9. National AI governance role allocation approved (distributed oversight RACI: OPM/SPO, MoD, IPA, AIS, sectors)
	Brief title of indicator
	National AI governance role allocation approved (distributed oversight RACI: OPM/SPO, MoD, IPA, AIS, sectors)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Clarify roles and reporting lines to operationalise distributed oversight and avoid institutional overlap.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether an official decision/policy note approves a role allocation (RACI) across OPM/SPO, MoD, IPA, AIS and sector institutions, including reporting chain and coordination rules.

	Data to be collected
	Approved role allocation/RACI document; reporting chain; coordination ToR; dissemination record.

	Source of data
	OPM/SPO or Government decisions; MoD policy records; working mechanism minutes.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	OPM/SPO + MoD (joint). IPA and AIS participate as consultees.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if approved and disseminated; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2026-2027: 1 (ideally aligned with strategy adoption or earlier).

	Verification / notes
	This indicator is a prerequisite for coherent implementation of inventory, compliance register, training and incident reporting indicators.


 
Cluster B: Interim executive instruments and operational controls
B1. OPM issues executive circular mandating AI disclosure notices for relevant public services (Transparency Code)
	Brief title of indicator
	OPM issues executive circular mandating AI disclosure notices for relevant public services (Transparency Code)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Enable immediate transparency obligations through an executive instrument while broader legislation is developed.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether OPM issues an executive circular mandating that public service owners publish AI disclosure notices for relevant services and specifying minimum required elements.

	Data to be collected
	Issued circular (date/number); minimum requirements list; dissemination evidence; list of services/institutions in scope.

	Source of data
	OPM circular registry; OPM correspondence logs; dissemination records.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	OPM (primary). MoD supports implementation guidance; service owners implement.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual (update as needed).

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if circular is issued and disseminated; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2026: 1 (circular issued).

	Verification / notes
	Implementation coverage can be tracked through service audits; this indicator tracks issuance and scope definition.


 
B2. Standard AI transparency notice template issued and disseminated (for service owners)
	Brief title of indicator
	Standard AI transparency notice template issued and disseminated (for service owners)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Provide a uniform template to operationalise AI disclosure notices across public services.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether a standard template is issued for service owners to disclose AI/ADM use (purpose, contact point, redress path, and link to privacy notice), and disseminated to Phase 1 institutions.

	Data to be collected
	Template document; minimum content requirements; dissemination record; implementation guidance note (optional).

	Source of data
	MoD/AIS publications; dissemination records; template repository.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD + AIS (joint). Service owners implement; OPM/SPO monitors inclusion in planning instruments where relevant.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if template is officially issued and disseminated; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2026-2027: 1.

	Verification / notes
	Template should align with B1 circular and with personal data transparency obligations where applicable.


 
B3. AI systems inventory established in Phase 1 institutions (basic register; lifecycle stage + origin: in-house vs vendor)
	Brief title of indicator
	AI systems inventory established in Phase 1 institutions (basic register; lifecycle stage + origin: in-house vs vendor)

	OECD indicator type
	Outcome (coverage)

	Link to objective / policy area
	Establish awareness over AI/ADM systems used or procured by public institutions to enable governance and risk management.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures the percentage of Phase 1 institutions maintaining a basic AI systems inventory/register, updated at least annually, including lifecycle stage and origin (in-house vs vendor).

	Data to be collected
	Inventory file/export per institution; minimum fields list (system name, purpose, owner unit, vendor/in-house, lifecycle stage, personal data yes/no, significant effect yes/no, documentation link); last updated date.

	Source of data
	Institutional inventories; procurement records; ICT service catalogues where applicable.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	Each Phase 1 institution (primary). MoD consolidates and reports aggregate coverage.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Biannual internal reporting; annual publication of aggregate coverage.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Coverage formula: (# Phase 1 institutions with compliant inventory / total Phase 1 institutions) x 100.

	Baseline and year
	2026: Baseline to be established in the first reporting cycle (Phase 1 scope).

	Targets and years
	2026: baseline established; 2027: >=60% coverage; 2028: >=80% coverage (adjust after baseline if needed).

	Verification / notes
	Inventory is a foundational control. Where inventories are incomplete, the first cycle should prioritise completeness over precision.


 
B4. AI Compliance Register established at executive level (submission of system specs, risk classification, and preliminary FRIA/DPIA before deployment/procurement)
	Brief title of indicator
	AI Compliance Register established at executive level (submission of system specs, risk classification, and preliminary FRIA/DPIA before deployment/procurement)

	OECD indicator type
	Output/Outcome

	Link to objective / policy area
	Create an executive-level compliance gatekeeping mechanism for AI systems before deployment or procurement.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether a central AI Compliance Register is established and requires ministries/institutions to submit minimum documentation (system specs, risk classification, and preliminary FRIA/DPIA elements as applicable) prior to deployment/procurement.

	Data to be collected
	Register establishment decision; register template/fields; submission rules; access/roles; first set of entries (anonymised aggregate statistics); guidance note.

	Source of data
	MoD/OPM decisions; register extracts; submission logs; working mechanism minutes.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD + OPM (joint). Phase 1 institutions submit entries; IPA provides input on personal-data safeguards where relevant.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual (with quarterly internal monitoring in first year).

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone for establishment (1/0) plus optional operational metric: number of submissions recorded in register per year.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2026-2027: 1 (register established and submission rules issued). 2028: operational maturity tracked via submissions and compliance checks.

	Verification / notes
	The register complements (does not replace) sector accountability; it provides a minimum documentary record for governance and oversight.


[bookmark: _heading=h.mok8q3weq53p] 
B5. Standard AI procurement safeguards issued (minimum clauses, documentation, auditability, security, vendor incident duties)
	Brief title of indicator
	Standard AI procurement safeguards issued (minimum clauses, documentation, auditability, security, vendor incident duties)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Ensure vendor-procured AI systems include minimum safeguards through procurement templates and clauses.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether standard procurement safeguards for AI-enabled systems are issued (templates/clauses) covering documentation access, auditability/logging, security posture, data protection requirements, and vendor incident reporting duties.

	Data to be collected
	Guidance note and clause templates; dissemination evidence; checklist for contracting authorities; training/briefing record (optional).

	Source of data
	MoD publications; procurement governance circulars (if applicable); dissemination records.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD (lead) in coordination with relevant procurement governance bodies; IPA provides input on data protection clauses.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if safeguards are officially issued; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2026-2027: 1.

	Verification / notes
	If procurement authority endorsement is required, record it as part of evidence; the indicator is achieved when safeguards are issued and disseminated.


 
B6. Basic AI risk-screening template approved for routine pre-deployment/procurement decisions (bridge to FRIA/DPIA)
	Brief title of indicator
	Basic AI risk-screening template approved for routine pre-deployment/procurement decisions (bridge to FRIA/DPIA)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Introduce a minimum risk-based screening step to determine whether FRIA/DPIA and additional safeguards are required.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether a short, standard risk-screening template is approved and mandated (or recommended) for AI/ADM deployments/procurements in Phase 1 institutions.

	Data to be collected
	Approved screening template; guidance on when it must be used; dissemination record; sample completed templates (optional, anonymised).

	Source of data
	MoD/OPM guidance repository; institutional compliance records; working mechanism minutes.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD + OPM (joint) with IPA input for privacy-related questions; Phase 1 institutions apply the template.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone for issuance (1/0); optional operational metric: number of screenings completed per year across Phase 1 institutions.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2026-2027: 1 (template approved and disseminated).

	Verification / notes
	Template should align with A2 FRIA workflow and B4 compliance register fields to avoid duplication.


 
B7. Internal AI use protocols adopted across ministries/institutions (shadow AI mitigation, roles, prohibited uses, recordkeeping)
	Brief title of indicator
	Internal AI use protocols adopted across ministries/institutions (shadow AI mitigation, roles, prohibited uses, recordkeeping)

	OECD indicator type
	Output/Outcome

	Link to objective / policy area
	Reduce unmanaged 'shadow AI' use and ensure safe internal use of AI tools by public officials.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether internal AI use protocols are adopted across ministries/institutions, including: permitted/prohibited uses, approval pathways, recordkeeping, role assignment, and minimum safeguards for sensitive contexts.

	Data to be collected
	Issued protocol(s); dissemination evidence; list of institutions adopting; role assignment lists; internal communication/training note.

	Source of data
	MoD/OPM circulars; institutional internal policies; adoption confirmation logs.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD + OPM (joint). Phase 1 institutions adopt and implement internally.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone for issuance plus optional coverage metric: percent of Phase 1 institutions that formally adopt the protocol.

	Baseline and year
	2026: Baseline to be established in the first reporting cycle (Phase 1 scope).

	Targets and years
	2026: baseline established; 2027: >=60% coverage; 2028: >=80% coverage (adjust after baseline if needed).

	Verification / notes
	Protocols should reference data protection compliance and incident reporting duties where AI/ADM affects individuals or processes personal data.


 
B8. AI-related incident reporting and escalation procedure established for Phase 1 institutions (incl. linkage to data breach reporting where applicable)
	Brief title of indicator
	AI-related incident reporting and escalation procedure established for Phase 1 institutions (incl. linkage to data breach reporting where applicable)

	OECD indicator type
	Outcome (coverage)

	Link to objective / policy area
	Ensure institutions can detect, document and respond to serious AI-related incidents and harms.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures the percentage of Phase 1 institutions with an AI-related incident reporting and escalation procedure, including linkage to personal data breach reporting where applicable.

	Data to be collected
	Incident reporting SOP/procedure; escalation chain; incident log template; dissemination evidence; basic staff briefing record (optional).

	Source of data
	Institutional security/compliance policies; MoD consolidated confirmations; IPA breach reporting references (where relevant).

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	Phase 1 institutions (primary). MoD consolidates and reports coverage; IPA validates where incidents relate to personal data processing.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Coverage formula: (# Phase 1 institutions meeting minimum SOP criteria / total Phase 1 institutions) x 100.

	Baseline and year
	2026: Baseline to be established in the first reporting cycle (Phase 1 scope).

	Targets and years
	2026: baseline established; 2027: >=60% coverage; 2028: >=80% coverage (adjust after baseline if needed).

	Verification / notes
	Procedure may be integrated into broader cybersecurity incident processes; indicator is achieved if AI-related risks and escalation are explicitly covered.


 
B9. Official content authentication protocol piloted (e.g., watermarking/digital signing) and pilot evaluation produced
	Brief title of indicator
	Official content authentication protocol piloted (e.g., watermarking/digital signing) and pilot evaluation produced

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Mitigate risks of synthetic/deepfake content within official government communications through a pilot protocol.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether MoD pilots an official content authentication protocol (e.g., watermarking, digital signing, verification labels) and produces a brief pilot evaluation with recommendations for scaling.

	Data to be collected
	Pilot protocol document; pilot scope and participating institutions; implementation notes; evaluation/report; decision on scaling (optional).

	Source of data
	MoD pilot documentation; participating institutions' records; evaluation report.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD (lead) with participating institutions; OPM supports dissemination if scaled.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if pilot is completed and evaluation produced; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2027: 1 (pilot completed) with 2028: decision on scale-up documented (if applicable).

	Verification / notes
	Pilot should focus on feasibility and public trust; avoid over-technical requirements in first phase.


 
Cluster C: Capacity, readiness mechanisms and sandbox preparation
C1. AI governance training programme designed (two tracks: senior management and operational staff)
	Brief title of indicator
	AI governance training programme designed (two tracks: senior management and operational staff)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Create a structured training programme to support implementation of executive measures and future legal obligations.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether a training programme is designed with at least two tracks: (i) senior management; and (ii) operational staff (DPOs, procurement, ICT/service owners).

	Data to be collected
	Curriculum outline; learning objectives; training materials; delivery plan; target groups and estimated coverage; trainer/partner list (optional).

	Source of data
	MoD training plan; training provider records; curriculum documents.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD (lead) with IPA input on data protection elements; training providers deliver as agreed.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if programme is designed and approved for delivery; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2026: 1 (programme designed) with delivery tracked in C2-C3.

	Verification / notes
	Keep content aligned with inventory, transparency, procurement safeguards, risk screening and incident reporting indicators.


[bookmark: _heading=h.8suhvoewbz8v] 
C2. Senior management trained on AI governance (coverage: at least one trained manager per Phase 1 institution)
	Brief title of indicator
	Senior management trained on AI governance (coverage: at least one trained manager per Phase 1 institution)

	OECD indicator type
	Outcome (coverage)

	Link to objective / policy area
	Build leadership-level understanding to enable adoption of AI governance measures.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures the percentage of Phase 1 institutions with at least one trained senior manager on AI governance fundamentals.

	Data to be collected
	Training attendance lists; participant roles; training agenda/materials; optional short evaluation (pre/post).

	Source of data
	Training provider records; MoD consolidated training register.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD consolidates; Phase 1 institutions nominate participants; training providers record attendance.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Biannual internal reporting; annual publication of aggregate coverage.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Coverage formula: (# Phase 1 institutions with >=1 trained senior manager / total Phase 1 institutions) x 100.

	Baseline and year
	2026: Baseline to be established in the first reporting cycle (Phase 1 scope).

	Targets and years
	2026: baseline established; 2027: >=70% coverage; 2028: >=90% coverage (adjust after baseline if needed).

	Verification / notes
	Keep manager training distinct from operational staff training to avoid dilution of coverage metrics.


 
C3. Operational staff trained (DPOs, procurement leads, ICT/service owners) - coverage tracked separately from managers
	Brief title of indicator
	Operational staff trained (DPOs, procurement leads, ICT/service owners) - coverage tracked separately from managers

	OECD indicator type
	Outcome (coverage)

	Link to objective / policy area
	Strengthen operational capacity to apply inventory, transparency, procurement and risk screening controls.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures coverage of operational staff training in Phase 1 institutions (DPOs, procurement leads, ICT/service owners), tracked separately from management training.

	Data to be collected
	Attendance lists by role category; training materials; target staff list per institution (baseline); optional evaluation results.

	Source of data
	Training provider records; MoD consolidated training register; institutional HR/role lists (for denominator).

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD consolidates; institutions identify target staff; training providers record attendance.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Biannual internal reporting; annual publication of aggregate coverage.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Coverage metric: percent of identified target operational staff trained (or percent of Phase 1 institutions meeting a minimum staffing coverage threshold).

	Baseline and year
	2026: Baseline to be established in the first reporting cycle (Phase 1 scope).

	Targets and years
	2026: baseline established; 2027: >=60% operational coverage (or threshold met in >=70% institutions); 2028: >=80% coverage (adjust after baseline if needed).

	Verification / notes
	Choose denominator approach during first reporting cycle (staff-based vs institution-threshold) to match available HR data.


 
C4. Sandbox governance framework prepared (admission criteria, supervision roles, documentation standards, workflows)
	Brief title of indicator
	Sandbox governance framework prepared (admission criteria, supervision roles, documentation standards, workflows)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Prepare a controlled environment for testing and oversight learning before full legal enforcement is in place.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether a sandbox governance framework is prepared, defining admission criteria, supervision roles, documentation requirements, reporting obligations, and exit/termination conditions.

	Data to be collected
	Sandbox framework document; governance structure; application/admission template; supervision and reporting templates; safeguards section; publication/dissemination record.

	Source of data
	MoD/OPM policy files; working mechanism records; published framework (if made public).

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD + OPM (joint) with IPA participation for safeguards relevant to personal data processing.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if framework is prepared and issued; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2027: 1 (framework prepared).

	Verification / notes
	Operational launch of a sandbox can be tracked later as a separate indicator if required.


 
C5. National AI expert pool registry established (advisory network mechanism; criteria and onboarding process defined)
	Brief title of indicator
	National AI expert pool registry established (advisory network mechanism; criteria and onboarding process defined)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Create an expert support mechanism to assist government review, guidance development, and capacity building.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether a national AI expert pool registry is established with defined eligibility criteria, onboarding process, and governance rules (conflict-of-interest and confidentiality where applicable).

	Data to be collected
	Registry framework (criteria, process); initial expert list (or categories); governance rules; onboarding records; periodic update procedure.

	Source of data
	MoD registry records; published calls/selection documents (if applicable).

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	MoD (primary). OPM supports cross-government use; IPA and AIS may nominate/participate as appropriate.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if registry exists with governance rules; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2027: 1 (registry established) with annual updates thereafter.

	Verification / notes
	Ensure safeguards for conflicts of interest and role clarity (advisory vs decision-making).


 
Cluster O Oversight and coordination
O1. Inter-institutional AI governance working mechanism established (transitional coordination body)
	Brief title of indicator
	Inter-institutional AI governance working mechanism established (transitional coordination body)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Create a formal transitional coordination mechanism to drive delivery under a distributed oversight model.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether a working mechanism (committee/working group) is established by decision, with ToR, membership, and a designated secretariat.

	Data to be collected
	Establishing decision; ToR; membership list; secretariat designation; annual workplan (optional).

	Source of data
	Government/OPM decisions; MoD/OPM records; working mechanism documentation.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	OPM (coordination) + MoD (secretariat). IPA and AIS participate as members as relevant.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if established with ToR and members appointed; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2026-2027: 1 (mechanism established).

	Verification / notes
	This is a coordination body; enforcement powers remain with existing institutions until a statutory AI Agency is established.


 
O2. Working mechanism operational (regular meetings, minutes, action tracking for Action 1-3 delivery)
	Brief title of indicator
	Working mechanism operational (regular meetings, minutes, action tracking for Action 1-3 delivery)

	OECD indicator type
	Process

	Link to objective / policy area
	Ensure the transitional coordination body is functional and drives delivery of executive measures and legal drafting milestones.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether the working mechanism meets regularly and maintains minutes and an action tracker with status updates.

	Data to be collected
	Meeting calendar; minutes; attendance lists; action tracker with milestones and status.

	Source of data
	Working mechanism secretariat records; MoD/OPM coordination files.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	Working mechanism secretariat (under MoD/OPM as defined). OPM/SPO receives progress for national monitoring integration.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Quarterly internal reporting; annual summary.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Count of meetings with minutes plus percent of action items completed within agreed timelines.

	Baseline and year
	2026: baseline established once mechanism exists.

	Targets and years
	2027: >=4 meetings/year and >=50% actions completed; 2028: >=6 meetings/year and >=70% actions completed (adjust if scope changes).

	Verification / notes
	Action tracker should prioritise the key deliverables reflected in clusters A-C.


 
O3. IPA establishes AI/ADM supervision category for internal tracking and public reporting (within mandate)
	Brief title of indicator
	IPA establishes AI/ADM supervision category for internal tracking and public reporting (within mandate)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Improve transparency and consistency of IPA oversight where AI/ADM is relevant to personal data protection cases.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether IPA introduces an internal case-category/taxonomy to record supervision activities where AI/ADM is relevant and uses it in reporting.

	Data to be collected
	Internal category definition; reporting template; annual statistics by category (counts and types).

	Source of data
	IPA case management records; annual report extracts (where published).

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	IPA (primary).

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if category exists and is used in reporting; 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2026-2027: 1.

	Verification / notes
	This does not create an AI Agency; it enables IPA to track AI/ADM-related work transparently within its mandate.


 

O4. IPA issues at least one formal opinion/guidance update per year on AI/ADM and personal data safeguards (interim support pending legal amendments)
	Brief title of indicator
	IPA issues at least one formal opinion/guidance update per year on AI/ADM and personal data safeguards (interim support pending legal amendments)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Provide ongoing interim compliance support to institutions until legislative amendments are adopted.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether IPA issues at least one formal opinion, guidance update, or public advisory per year addressing AI/ADM and personal data protection safeguards.

	Data to be collected
	Published opinion/guidance document(s); dissemination record; topic summary and affected sectors.

	Source of data
	IPA publications; dissemination logs; official correspondence records (where applicable).

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	IPA (primary).

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Count indicator: number of guidance/opinion outputs issued per year (minimum threshold = 1).

	Baseline and year
	2026: baseline to be established (0 if none).

	Targets and years
	2026-2028: >=1 per year.

	Verification / notes
	This indicator complements A1 by ensuring continuity (A1 = initial interim guidance; O4 = ongoing updates/opinions).


 

O5. AI Agency established and operational after AI lex specialis enters into force (minimum capacity: budget, leadership, staffing, workplan)
	Brief title of indicator
	AI Agency established and operational after AI lex specialis enters into force (minimum capacity: budget, leadership, staffing, workplan)

	OECD indicator type
	Output

	Link to objective / policy area
	Institutionalise AI governance through a dedicated statutory body once the legal basis exists.

	Brief definition of the indicator
	Measures whether an AI Agency is formally created and operational with minimum capacity after the AI lex specialis enters into force.

	Data to be collected
	Founding legal act/implementing act; organisational statute; budget allocation; leadership appointment; minimum staffing; initial workplan; coordination procedures with IPA and sector institutions.

	Source of data
	Official Gazette; Government decisions; budget documents; agency organisational records.

	Institution/department responsible for gathering data
	Government (establishment). Agency (operation) once created. OPM/SPO tracks progress in national monitoring.

	Frequency of reporting/publication
	Annual.

	Methodology (how the indicator is measured)
	Binary milestone: 1 if established and operational (minimum capacity criteria met); 0 otherwise.

	Baseline and year
	2026: 0.

	Targets and years
	2028+: 1 (timing dependent on adoption of AI lex specialis).

	Verification / notes
	Minimum capacity criteria should be defined in the lex specialis or implementing acts to avoid a 'paper agency' risk.
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SUMMARY OF GAP ANALYSIS: Proposed focused areas

1. CHAPTER VII: Institutional setup and governance designation

The most significant gap is the absence of a dedicated governance setup that clarifies who coordinates, who supervises, and how
responsibilities are distributed across sectors

2. CHAPTER I: Regulatory vocabulary and baseline concepts (risk classification)

A second foundational gap concerns the lack of a shared regulatory vocabulary and baseline concepts aligned with the EU Al Act

3. CHAPTER I, lll, V: Prohibited practices and minimum safeguards

The gap analysis highlights the absence of clear safeguards addressing the most harmful and unacceptable uses of Alin the Republic of
Kosovo, public and private sector.

4. CHAPTER IV: Transparency obligations

Transparency duties apply even outside the high-risk system regime, including requirements that individuals are informed when
interacting with Al systems and obligations relevant to synthetic or manipulated content

5. CHAPTER XII: Initial enforcement pathway and accountability (Penalties)

Requires clarity on how institutions receive complaints, assess potential violations, coordinate across mandates, and apply
proportionate deterrence.
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