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How to Use This Checklist
This checklist is designed for compliance officers, data

governance teams, and AI engineering leaders responsible for
high-risk AI systems under Article 10 of the EU AI Act. It

translates legal obligations into practical, auditable actions
focused on data quality, lineage, and bias governance.

Its purpose is not theoretical understanding. It is operational
readiness.

Who Should Complete This Checklist

• Providers of high-risk AI systems that use model training
techniques
• Teams managing training, validation, or testing datasets
• Organizations preparing for August 2, 2026 enforcement
• Legal and compliance teams overseeing AI risk governance

How to Use It

Work through each section sequentially. For every requirement:

1.Mark whether the control is implemented.
2.Record evidence or documentation references.
3.Flag gaps that require remediation before August 2026.

The checklist is structured to mirror the data governance lifecycle 
under Article 10, from dataset sourcing to post-market monitoring. 
Completing it collaboratively ensures technical and compliance alignment.

Risk Reminder  (Important)
Incomplete documentation, 

unclear data origin, 
or missing bias examination 

records are among the 
most common audit 

triggers under Article 10. 
This checklist is intended 

to surface those gaps early.
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Articles 8–9 context: Use this checklist as Article 10 evidence, and link key
findings (bias, gaps, limitations) into your Article 9 risk register, justified under

Article 8 intended purpose and the generally acknowledged state of the art



Article 10 at a Glance
Article 10 of the EU AI Act establishes mandatory data governance requirements for

high-risk AI systems. It applies primarily to providers using model training techniques
and covers training, validation, and testing datasets.

Article 10 requires datasets to be relevant, sufficiently representative, free of errors,
and complete, and subject to documented bias examination and mitigation.

Scope of Application
• Applies to high-risk AI systems under Annex III
• Covers training, validation, and testing datasets
• Requires documented data governance practices
• Mandates examination of potential biases
• Requires traceability and record-keeping

Full high-risk obligations, 
including Article 10, 

become broadly 
applicable on August 2, 2026. 

From that date, market 
surveillance authorities may 

request documentation 
demonstrating compliance with 

data quality, bias 
examination, and 

lineage requirements. 

What Regulators Will Expect to See
• Clear documentation of dataset origin
• Evidence of representativeness analysis
• Bias detection and mitigation records
• Defined governance roles and responsibilities
• Traceable lineage from source to model output
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Evidence should be traceable into the Article 9 risk management record.



Dataset Name Type
Linked High-Risk
Use Case

Section 1 — Dataset Scope & Identification
Before assessing data quality or bias, organizations must clearly identify which datasets
fall within the scope of Article 10. This includes training, validation, and testing datasets

used in high-risk AI systems under Annex III.

Incomplete scoping is one of the most common compliance failures observed in early
regulatory reviews.

1.1 Identify All Relevant Datasets

Data Owner Version Status

☐ All training datasets have been identified
☐ All validation datasets have been identified
☐ All testing datasets have been identified
☐ Shadow datasets have been assessed

1.2 Confirm Article 10 Applicability
☐ The AI system is classified under Annex III high-risk categories
☐ The system uses model training techniques
☐ Article 10 obligations apply to training, validation, and testing datasets
☐ Internal documentation confirms classification

1.3 Map Data Flow Boundaries
Article 10 requires traceable governance across the full data lifecycle. Teams must define clear
boundaries between data collection, preprocessing, feature engineering, training, evaluation,
and deployment stages.

☐ Data entry points are documented
☐ External data sources are recorded
☐ Preprocessing pipelines are mapped
☐ Dataset versioning system is in place

Common Risk Trigger
Failure to inventory all datasets — especially
 legacy or externally sourced data — is one of the most 
frequent Article 10 audit findings.

AI Governance Desk · EU AI Act Article 10 · Compliance Toolkit



Section 2 — Data Origin & Collection Controls
Article 10 requires documented data governance practices covering dataset origin, collection methods, and
underlying assumptions. Organizations must be able to demonstrate how data was sourced, whether it was

lawfully obtained, and whether collection processes introduce systemic bias or gaps.

2.1 Dataset Origin Documentation
☐ Original data source is documented (internal, vendor, public, scraped, synthetic)
☐ Date of collection is recorded
☐ Jurisdiction of origin is identified
☐ Lawful basis for processing is documented (where applicable)
☐ Original purpose of personal data collection has been identified and documented
(Art. 10(2)(b))
☐ Third-party vendor contracts include data quality and bias clauses

Regulators will expect traceability to the original source, not just a dataset name
in a repository.

2.2 Collection Method Controls
Collection methodology must be transparent, repeatable, and assessed for bias risks.
☐ Data collection methodology is described in
internal documentation
☐ Automated scraping processes are reviewed
for bias risk and legal compliance
☐ Data sampling method is documented
☐ Inclusion and exclusion criteria are defined
☐ Known data gaps are identified

2.3 Assumptions & Limitations Register
Article 10 requires identification of assumptions and potential limitations in the data used.
☐ Dataset limitations are documented
☐ Known representational imbalances are recorded
☐ Geographic limitations are noted
☐ Behavioral or demographic gaps are flagged
☐ Mitigation plan exists for critical limitations

Common Audit Finding
Organizations frequently lack documented proof of dataset
 origin or rely on informal explanations rather than structured 
records. In audit scenarios, undocumented origin equals non-compliance risk.
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Section 3 — Data Preparation & Annotation Controls
Article 10 requires documented governance over data preparation processes, including cleaning,

transformation, labeling, and annotation. Errors or bias introduced during preprocessing can materially affect
system performance and regulatory compliance.

Controls must ensure consistency, traceability, and bias awareness throughout the preparation lifecycle.

3.1 Data Cleaning & Transformation Controls
Data preprocessing must be documented, version-controlled, and reproducible.

☐ Data cleaning procedures are formally documented
☐ Missing data handling methods are defined (imputation, exclusion, etc.)
☐ Outlier treatment methodology is recorded
☐ Feature engineering steps are documented
☐ Data transformation scripts are version-controlled
☐ Dataset version changes are logged

Regulators may request proof of how raw data became model-ready input.

3.2 Annotation & Labeling Governance
Where manual or automated annotation is used, governance controls must address accuracy,
consistency, and bias risk.

☐ Annotation guidelines are documented
☐ Labeling criteria are clearly defined
☐ Annotator training procedures are documented
☐ Inter-annotator agreement is measured
☐ Quality assurance review process exists
☐ Bias risks in labeling are assessed

3.3 Preprocessing Bias Controls
Bias may be introduced during sampling, filtering, transformation, or feature engineering. 
Controls must actively assess these risks.

☐ Preprocessing impact on protected characteristics has been assessed
☐ Sampling decisions are reviewed for representational distortion
☐ Proxy variable risks have been evaluated
☐ Synthetic data usage (if applicable) is documented and justified
☐ Mitigation measures are logged

High-Risk Failure Pattern
Many organizations document model outputs but fail to document 
preprocessing decisions. In enforcement scenarios, 
undocumented transformation steps can invalidate 
compliance claims under Article 10.
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Section 4 — Data Quality & Representativeness Assessment
Article 10 requires datasets used in high-risk AI systems to be relevant, sufficiently representative, and
complete and examined for potential bias. These criteria must be demonstrable through documented

assessment procedures — not assumed.

4.1 Relevance Assessment
Datasets must be appropriate for the intended purpose of the AI system.
☐ Dataset purpose aligns with the high-risk use case
☐ Features included are directly relevant to system objectives
☐ Irrelevant or redundant variables have been reviewed
☐ Data reflects the operational environment in which the system will be deployed

4.2 Representativeness Assessment
Datasets must reflect the population, context, and conditions in which the AI system operates.

☐ Demographic distribution has been analyzed
☐ Geographic distribution is documented
☐ Temporal coverage is adequate
☐ Minority or edge-case groups are represented
☐ Sampling strategy  is documented and supports representational integrity
☐ Availability and quantity of datasets have been assessed as sufficient for the intended purpose (Art. 10(2)
(e))
☐ Known representation gaps are documented

Statistical analysis results should be retained as audit evidence.

4.3 Completeness & Error Controls
Datasets must be sufficiently complete and free of material errors that could distort system performance.

☐ Missing data rates are measured
☐ Data quality thresholds are defined
☐ Error detection processes are documented
☐ Validation checks are automated where possible
☐ Dataset updates trigger quality reassessment

4.4 Statistical & Bias Testing Evidence
Examination of potential bias must include 

documented analytical procedures.

☐ Bias testing methodology is documented
☐ Bias examination includes assessment
 of potential impacts on health, safety, 
fundamental rights, and 
discrimination risks (Art. 10(2)(f))
☐ Fairness metrics are defined
☐ Results are reviewed by governance team
☐ Corrective actions are recorded
☐ Testing results are archived
☐ Findings logged in Article 9 risk register
 (owner + review date + residual risk decision).

Regulatory Exposure
Claims of representativeness without 
supporting statistical 
evidence are insufficient under Article 10. 
Regulators may request documented proof 
of analysis and decision-making rationale.
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4.5 Special Category 
Personal Data Safeguards

☐ Necessity and proportionality 
assessment completed
☐ Use limited strictly
 to bias detection or correction
☐ Technical safeguards 
applied (e.g., pseudonymisation)
☐ Access controls and 
processing restrictions implemented
☐ Data deleted or restricted 
once mitigation completed
(Art. 10(5))

☐ Special categories of personal data
 were used for bias detection or 
mitigation and the following 
safeguards are documented:



Section 5 — Data Lineage & Traceability Controls
Article 10 requires documented governance practices that enable traceability of datasets used in high-risk

AI systems. Organizations must be able to demonstrate how data flows from original source through
transformation, training, validation, and deployment.

Traceability is not optional — it is foundational to audit defensibility.

5.1 End-to-End Data Lineage Mapping
Full lifecycle traceability must be documented and maintained.

☐ Data source systems are identified
☐ Data ingestion processes are documented
☐ Transformation pipelines are mapped
☐ Dataset versions are linked to model versions
☐ Training, validation, and testing splits are recorded
☐ Deployment environment is linked to dataset version

5.2 Documentation & Record-Keeping Controls
Lineage documentation must be retrievable during audit review.

☐ Data lineage diagrams are maintained
☐ Version history logs are retained
☐ Change management procedures are documented
☐ Access controls are defined
☐ Documentation is centrally stored and accessible
☐ Lineage evidence is retrievable to support Article 9 incident reconstruction.

5.3 Automated Lineage & Monitoring Tools
Where possible, automated tools should support traceability and monitoring.

☐ Automated lineage tools are implemented (if applicable)
☐ Pipeline logging is enabled
☐ Model registry links to dataset versions
☐ Monitoring systems track post-deployment data drift
☐ Alerts trigger review when data characteristics change

Critical Compliance Risk
Inability to trace model outputs back to 
specific dataset versions or transformation 
steps significantly increases enforcement
 exposure under Article 10.
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Section 6 — Governance Roles, Oversight & Accountability

Article 10 compliance is not purely technical. It requires defined governance roles, documented
oversight, and clear accountability for data quality, bias examination, and lineage controls.

Regulators will assess whether responsibility is assigned — and exercised.

6.1 Defined Governance Roles
Responsibilities for data governance must be formally assigned.

☐ Data owner is formally designated
☐ Data steward role is defined
☐ Model owner is identified
☐ Compliance or risk oversight function is assigned
☐ Roles and responsibilities are documented in internal policy
☐ Escalation pathways are defined

6.2 Oversight & Review Mechanisms
Governance requires periodic review — not one-time documentation.

☐ Periodic data quality reviews are conducted
☐ Bias testing results are reviewed by governance team
☐ Lineage documentation is periodically validated
☐ Audit preparation reviews are scheduled
☐ Corrective actions are tracked to resolution

6.3 Documentation & Board-Level Awareness
Senior leadership must have visibility into high-risk AI governance controls.

☐ Executive leadership receives governance reporting
☐ High-risk AI systems are listed in compliance inventory
☐ Article 10 risk assessments are documented
☐ Major governance gaps are escalated
☐ Enforcement readiness plan is defined

Organizational Risk Indicator
Undefined ownership or lack of oversight significantly 
increases regulatory exposure. In enforcement 
scenarios, absence of assigned accountability
 is treated as governance failure under Article 10.
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Section 7 — Post-Market Monitoring & Continuous Compliance
Controls

Article 10 obligations extend beyond initial deployment. Organizations must continuously
monitor dataset performance, bias exposure, and data drift to ensure sustained compliance.

Post-market governance demonstrates that controls are operational — not merely
documented.

7.1 Post-Deployment Data Monitoring
Ongoing monitoring must assess whether real-world data conditions differ 
from training assumptions.

☐ Data drift monitoring is implemented
☐ Performance degradation thresholds are defined
☐ Real-world input distributions are analyzed
☐ Monitoring results are periodically documented
☐ Significant deviations trigger formal review

7.2 Bias & Fairness Re-Assessment
Bias risks may evolve over time as deployment context changes.

☐ Periodic bias re-testing schedule is defined
☐ Updated datasets undergo representativeness review
☐ Emerging protected characteristic risks are assessed
☐ Corrective mitigation measures are documented
☐ Fairness metrics are reviewed after model updates

7.3 Incident Logging & Regulatory Readiness
Post-market incidents must be logged and traceable.

☐ Data-related incidents are formally logged
☐ Root cause analysis is documented
☐ Remediation steps are recorded
☐ Incident trends are periodically reviewed
☐ Documentation is prepared for regulator inspection
☐ Data drift / bias re-test results trigger Article 9 risk review when thresholds are
breached.

Sustained Compliance Requirement
Article 10 compliance is not a one-time milestone.
 Failure to monitor and reassess data
 governance controls after deployment 
significantly increases enforcement exposure.
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Compliance Attestation — Article 10 Data Governance Controls

This attestation confirms that the organization has reviewed and assessed its data
governance controls in alignment with Article 10 of the EU AI Act. The undersigned
certify that the checklist has been completed in good faith and reflects the current

operational state of governance controls for high-risk AI systems.

 Scope of Attestation

☐ All relevant high-risk AI systems have been reviewed
☐ All training, validation, and testing datasets have been assessed
☐ Data quality and representativeness controls are documented
☐ Data lineage and traceability controls are operational
☐ Bias examination and mitigation processes are implemented
☐ Post-market monitoring procedures are active

Residual Risk Acknowledgment
Where gaps have been identified, remediation plans have been 
documented with defined timelines and assigned ownership.

☐ Governance gaps are formally recorded
☐ Remediation timelines are defined
☐ Responsible owners are assigned
☐ Follow-up review dates are scheduled

Declaration of Accountability
The organization acknowledges that failure to maintain documented and operational data
governance controls may result in regulatory enforcement exposure under Article 10 of the EU
AI Act. This attestation does not replace formal legal review but serves as internal
confirmation of governance readiness.

Organization Name: 
High-Risk AI System(s) Covered: 
Data Owner Name: 
Compliance Officer Name: 
Date of Review: 

Signature: 

_____________________________________

_____________________________________
____________________________________

_________________________________

_____________________________________

________________________________
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Linked Article 9 risk ID (if applicable):

_____________________________________

__________________



Control
Area

Requirement
Reference

Evidence
Description

Audit Evidence Log Template — Article 10 Controls

This evidence log supports documentation of controls assessed under Article 10. It is
intended to capture reference materials, ownership, review status, and audit

traceability for each governance requirement.

Evidence Log

StatusDocument
Location

Owner
Last

Reviewed

For each Article 10 requirement, record the document name, system reference, repository path, and
responsible owner. Evidence should be retrievable within a reasonable timeframe during inspection.

Status Definitions:
Compliant
Partially Compliant
Remediation Required
Not Applicable

Inspection Readiness Reminder
During enforcement review, regulators may request 
direct access to supporting documentation. Inability to produce 
evidence in a timely manner may be treated as non-compliance.
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Article 10 Enforcement Readiness — Final Review Checklist
Before concluding this assessment, confirm that all critical data governance controls are not
only documented but operational. Enforcement readiness requires demonstrable evidence,

assigned accountability, and traceable documentation.

Final Readiness Confirmation Checklist
☐ All control sections have been reviewed
☐ All non-compliant findings are documented
☐ Remediation owners are assigned
☐ Evidence log is complete
☐ Governance roles are formally acknowledged
☐ Post-market monitoring procedures are active
☐ Documentation is centrally stored and accessible
☐ Key dataset gaps/bias limitations are captured as Article 9 risks with owners
and review cadence.

Critical Rule
Enforcement exposure is driven by the lowest-scoring capability area. A single material gap in
lineage, bias documentation, or monitoring may outweigh strengths in other control areas.

Recommended Next Steps
Schedule executive governance review
Validate evidence repository accessibility
Conduct mock audit walkthrough
Reassess before regulatory enforcement milestone

AI Governance Desk · EU AI Act Article 10 · Compliance Toolkit

Regulatory Access Readiness (Art. 74(12))
Providers must be able to provide market surveillance authorities with access to datasets
and supporting documentation upon request, including remote access where necessary.

☐ Evidence repository / data storage is structured for rapid, secure access by
authorities
☐ Remote access mechanisms (e.g., secure portal, read-only credentials) are
tested and documented
☐ Access request procedure is defined (who to contact, response timeline,
escalation)
☐ Training, validation, and testing datasets are clearly identifiable and
retrievable
☐ Access logs or audit trail for regulatory requests are in place (if applicable)
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Appendix A — Data Lineage Mapping Example

This sample diagram illustrates a simplified end-to-end lineage model
for datasets used in high-risk AI systems. Organizations should adapt

this structure to reflect their actual data architecture.

Data Source

Required Lineage Elements

☐ Source system identified
☐ Collection method documented
☐ Transformation steps recorded
☐ Dataset version ID assigned
☐ Model version linked
☐ Deployment environment recorded
☐ Monitoring system integrated

 Data Ingestion

Raw Data Storage

Preprocessing
 Pipeline

Feature 
Engineering

Dataset 
Versioning

Model Training

Validation / Testing

Model Registry

Deployment
 Environment

Monitoring &
 Drift Detection



AI Governance Desk
AI Governance Desk provides clear, practical insights on AI governance, policy, ethics, regulation, and responsible
AI for organizations, professionals, and decision-makers.

Our resources are designed to support structured governance implementation, regulatory readiness, and
operational accountability for AI systems operating in high-impact and high-risk environments.

We focus on translating regulatory obligations — including the EU AI Act — into practical governance controls,
documentation frameworks, and defensible audit structures.

AI Governance Desk supports:

• Compliance leaders
• Risk & audit professionals
• Data governance teams
• AI product owners
• Executive decision-makers

Our approach prioritizes clarity, traceability, 
and enforceable documentation standards.

Purpose of This Toolkit
This Article 10 Data Governance Checklist is intended to
support internal governance assessments and
operational readiness.

It is designed to:

• Identify data governance gaps in high-risk AI systems
• Support structured compliance documentation
• Enable defensible audit preparation
• Strengthen accountability across data lifecycle
controls
• Align internal processes with Article 10 requirements

This toolkit is not a certification mechanism.
It is an internal governance instrument.

Organizations remain responsible for determining
regulatory applicability and implementing appropriate
controls.

Important Notice
Regulatory compliance requires demonstrable evidence,
assigned ownership, and operational controls.

Completion of this checklist does not automatically confirm
compliance with the EU AI Act or any other regulatory
framework.

This document should be used as part of a broader governance,
legal, and risk management program.

Independent legal review may be required depending on
jurisdiction and system classification.

Formal Disclaimer
This document is provided for informational and internal
governance purposes only.

It does not constitute legal advice, regulatory approval, or
certification of compliance under the EU AI Act or any other
law.

AI Governance Desk makes no warranties, express or implied,
regarding regulatory outcomes based on use of this document.

Organizations are solely responsible for:

• Determining regulatory obligations
• Implementing appropriate governance controls
• Ensuring compliance with applicable laws
• Seeking qualified legal or regulatory counsel where necessary

Use of this toolkit does not establish a client relationship and
does not replace formal legal consultation.
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Full Article Guide:
https://aigovernancedesk.com/article-10-high-risk-ai-data-governance/


