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[bookmark: module-1-foundations]Module 1: Foundations
You have been handed responsibility for AI systems, along with governance material written for the companies that build them. This module gives you the map for your seat: what this framework covers, the five commitments it runs on, how it maps to the recognised standards, and a statement of what it will not do for you.
It is the shortest module in the framework and it is the on-ramp, a quick fifteen-minute read. If a purchase is live right now, go to Module 2 to set the risk tier, then Module 4 for the procurement work, and come back here later.
[bookmark: the-deployers-seat]1.1 The deployer’s seat
A vendor has demonstrated a system to your leadership: a tool that scores loan applications, or flags patients for follow-up, or drafts responses to citizens. Leadership is interested. Procurement has a deadline. Someone senior has asked you to “make sure the governance side is covered,” and the material you find when you look is written for a different reader: it addresses the companies that train models, with their evaluation teams, safety researchers, and compliance departments. You have an IT team at capacity and a tender to issue by the end of the month.
This framework is written for your seat.
A company builds a system that predicts which hospital patients need extra care. The builder’s obligations run to the system itself: assemble the training data, test the model, document its accuracy, write the instructions. A hospital then buys that system and turns it on. From that moment a second set of obligations exists, and they belong to the hospital alone, because only the hospital can perform them:
· Deciding whether this use, on these patients, is high stakes (Module 2).
· Naming the person accountable when the system is wrong, and the person with authority to switch it off (Module 3).
· Extracting the evidence, the contract terms, and the exit rights from the vendor before signing (Module 4).
· Settling what patient data leaves the building, to which country, under whose control (Module 5).
· Testing the system on the hospital’s own patients before relying on it, watching it in service, and hearing the patient who says the decision was wrong (Module 6).
Nearly all published governance material addresses the builder’s list. The pattern is visible in the instruments themselves: most of the EU AI Act’s obligations attach to providers of systems. This framework addresses the second list. It is an operating manual for institutions that buy, deploy, and run AI systems: hospitals, ministries, utilities, banks, schools, municipalities, and enterprises. It assumes you have no AI specialists.
Scope. The framework covers acquired systems of both kinds: predictive systems, which score, rank, classify, or forecast; and generative systems, which produce text, images, or code, including chat assistants and drafting tools. It governs the buying and the running. Systems authorised to act on their own (agentic systems: executing transactions, sending messages, changing records without a human touching each action) are inside scope and are handled through Module 2’s autonomy rules, which treat an adverse action taken without prior human review as a matter for escalation. If your institution builds or fine-tunes its own models, you hold both lists of obligations at once: this framework still governs your deployment, and for the building you should work directly from the NIST AI Risk Management Framework and ISO/IEC 42001, both introduced in section 1.3.
[bookmark: the-five-commitments]1.2 The five commitments
Everything in this framework operationalises five commitments. Each one lives in a specific module where it becomes checklists, clauses, and named signatures.
1. Accountability names a person. Every AI system in your institution has one named individual who is accountable for its behaviour in service and who has the authority to stop it. Module 3 defines the role, and the system register in Module 7 records the name.
2. Evidence comes before trust. No claim about a system is accepted without a document behind it, and no high-stakes system goes live without being tested on your institution’s own data. Module 4 extracts the evidence from the vendor; Module 6 runs the test.
3. Oversight carries real authority. A human overseeing an AI system has the power to override it, the training to know when to, and the time to look. Module 3 builds this.
4. Watching continues after go-live. Module 6 sets what to measure in service, how often, who looks, and the threshold at which someone must act, and it gives affected people a named channel to challenge a decision, with a deadline for your answer.
5. You can always leave. Every system has an exit: contractual rights to your data and a plan for switching off. Module 4 writes the exit into the contract; Module 6 executes it.
[bookmark: X40744d4da338a7223452fb2f5172c7d3dda6f1d]1.3 Where this framework sits among the standards
This framework restates no principles and competes with no standard. Five established instruments matter to a deployer, and this framework is the translation layer between them and your Monday morning:
· The EU AI Act, adopted in 2024, the first comprehensive AI law, whose obligations phase in over several years. Its risk-based logic (stricter duties for higher-stakes uses) is the logic of Module 2, and it places obligations on deployers as well as providers.
· The NIST AI Risk Management Framework, published by the United States National Institute of Standards and Technology in 2023. A voluntary framework organised around four functions: Govern, Map, Measure, and Manage. Its structure underlies Modules 2, 3, and 6.
· ISO/IEC 42001, published in December 2023 by the International Organization for Standardization and the International Electrotechnical Commission (jointly, ISO/IEC), the first international management system standard for AI. It describes what an organisation-level AI management system contains. This framework is a lightweight on-ramp to it.
· The OECD AI Principles (the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development), adopted in 2019 and updated in 2024, the first intergovernmental standard on AI.
· The UNESCO Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization), adopted by UNESCO’s member states in November 2021.
The last two are values instruments.
The mapping, at concept level (precise article and clause references are collected and verified in the annex):
	Module in this framework
	EU AI Act
	NIST AI RMF
	ISO/IEC 42001
	OECD Principles and UNESCO Recommendation

	2: Risk tiering
	The Act’s risk-based structure: obligations scale with the stakes of the use
	Map: establishing context and classifying risk
	Risk assessment expectations within the management system
	Governance effort scaled to the risk of harm to people

	3: Roles and human oversight
	The Act’s human oversight requirements for high-risk systems, and deployer duties to assign competent oversight
	Govern: accountability structures, roles, and culture
	Leadership, roles, and responsibilities clauses
	Accountability; human determination

	4: Procurement and vendors
	Provider documentation and instructions for use, which a deployer must obtain and follow
	Govern and Map: third-party risk
	Supplier and third-party controls
	Transparency and accountability, made contractual

	5: Data, security, sovereignty
	The Act’s data governance concerns; national data protection law sits alongside and prevails
	Measure and Manage: data and security risk
	Data and asset management expectations
	Privacy; safety and security

	6: Deployment lifecycle
	Deployer duties to monitor operation and report serious incidents
	Measure and Manage: test, monitor, respond
	Operation, performance evaluation, and improvement clauses
	Safety; accountability through the full lifecycle

	7: Toolkit
	The working evidence that the duties above were performed
	The four functions as filled-in documents
	Records the management system requires
	Documented evidence that the values were applied to each system, before and after go-live


[bookmark: X40744d4da338a7223452fb2f5172c7d3dda6f1d]Where a national law or regulation applies to you, it prevails over this framework, and Module 5 tells you which questions to take to local advice.
[bookmark: Xff05780b967fb96633340fb71221f5ad9523193]1.4 What this framework does not cover, and when to get help
1. It is not legal advice. It tells you what to demand and what to check; a lawyer qualified in your jurisdiction tells you what the words mean in your country. The framework marks the points where that review is required (contract signature in Module 4, data transfer in Module 5, incident notification in Module 6).
1. It does not evaluate model internals. The framework’s method is external: evidence, testing on your own data, monitoring in service, and enforceable contracts.
2. It does not certify compliance with any law or standard, including the five instruments above. The mapping shows direction of travel. An auditor or regulator confirms arrival.
3. It does not replace domain expertise. Whether a clinical tool is medically sound, a credit model is financially sound, or a grid tool is operationally sound remains a judgement for your clinicians, your risk officers, your engineers. The framework gets them the evidence and the authority to make that judgement.
4. It does not govern the building of models. Builders and fine-tuners: see the scope note in section 1.1.
5. It cannot supply capacity you do not have. It is designed for a stretched team, and Module 2 exists so that effort goes where the stakes are. It still costs hours: roughly 14 hours per month across the four roles for a single high-stakes system in steady operation (a framework default, stated per role in Module 3 for you to adjust and record).
Get specialist help, and budget for it, at these specific points: legal review before any Tier 2 signature; local data protection advice before personal data crosses a border; security testing for any system exposed to the public; independent adversarial testing for systems where successful manipulation could affect safety, security screening, or access to essential services; and domain review (clinical, financial, engineering) before any Tier 2 system passes its go-live gate.
Where to go next. A live purchase: Module 2, then Module 4. Tools staff adopted without procurement, including free tools: Module 2 classifies them and Module 7’s first week finds them. Systems already running with no governance around them: Module 2 to tier them, then Module 3 to name the roles, then Module 6 to start monitoring. Building from zero with time to plan: read the modules in order, then run the thirty-day path (Module 7.0).
[bookmark: artifact-1-the-one-page-orientation]Artifact 1: The one-page orientation
Standalone artifact. Open AI Governance and Deployment Framework, Version 1.0. Licence: CC BY 4.0. Purpose: a single page for a director, board member, minister, or executive whose institution is adopting this framework. It is designed to be sent ahead of the meeting where you ask for the four appointments at the bottom.
[bookmark: X09f2437fe6f2c7a83b0e8e0e39b05d520dc2d38]AI governance for institutions that deploy: one page
The situation. Our institution buys and runs AI systems; it does not build them. Almost all AI governance guidance is written for builders. This framework is an operating manual for our seat: what to demand from vendors, who is accountable internally, what to check before a system goes live, what to watch afterwards, and how to switch off.
The framework we are adopting. The Open AI Governance and Deployment Framework (Version 1.0), a public document published under an open licence. It maps onto the EU AI Act, the NIST AI Risk Management Framework, ISO/IEC 42001, the OECD AI Principles, and the UNESCO Recommendation on the Ethics of AI, so work done under it is evidence of movement towards recognised standards, though the framework certifies compliance with none of them. It is not legal advice, and it prescribes where legal and specialist review is required.
The five commitments it runs on.
1. Accountability names a person: every system has one named owner with the authority to stop it.
2. Evidence comes before trust: no vendor claim without a document; no high-stakes go-live without a test on our own data.
3. Oversight carries real authority: the humans reviewing AI outputs can override them, and have the training and time to do it.
4. Watching continues after go-live: defined metrics, a defined reviewer, defined thresholds for action, and a channel for affected people to challenge a decision.
5. We can always leave: every contract includes exit and data return; every system has a switch-off plan.
What this asks of leadership.
1. Appoint four roles (existing staff hold them alongside their jobs, with the monthly time cost stated per role): a System Owner per AI system, an Operational Lead, a Data Steward, and an Independent Reviewer for go-live sign-offs.
2. Require the risk classification worksheet for every AI use case, existing and proposed, including free tools.
3. Require the procurement gate: no AI contract is signed until the vendor due diligence checklist passes for the system’s risk tier.
4. Receive the monitoring summary: one page per month on every high-stakes system, from the System Owner.
What it costs. Staff hours, stated per role in the framework, and paid specialist help at the points named in Module 1.4: legal review, data protection advice, security testing, adversarial testing, and domain review. What it prevents: buying systems that do not work on our population, contracts we cannot exit, silent degradation in service, and standing unprepared in front of a regulator, an auditor, or an affected person.
Directive and designations. By signing, leadership adopts this framework for the institution and mandates the thirty-day path (Module 7), including the instruction to departments to answer its first-week question.
	Role
	Name
	Date

	System Owner for [system]
	
	

	Operational Lead
	
	

	Data Steward
	
	

	Independent Reviewer arrangement
	
	


Authorised by (name, title, signature): ____________ Date: ____________
[bookmark: artifact-1-the-one-page-orientation][bookmark: X09f2437fe6f2c7a83b0e8e0e39b05d520dc2d38]Prepared by: ____________ For: ____________ Date: ____________
[bookmark: references-for-this-module]References for this module
· OECD, Recommendation of the Council on Artificial Intelligence (the OECD AI Principles), adopted May 2019, updated 2024.
· UNESCO, Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence, adopted November 2021.
· ISO/IEC 42001:2023, Information technology, Artificial intelligence, Management system. Published December 2023.
· NIST, Artificial Intelligence Risk Management Framework (AI RMF 1.0), published January 2023.
· [bookmark: module-1-foundations][bookmark: references-for-this-module]Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 June 2024 (the EU Artificial Intelligence Act). Entered into force 1 August 2024, with obligations applying in phases from 2025. Amended by Regulation (EU) 2026/1744 of 8 July 2026 (Digital Omnibus on AI), in force 27 July 2026.
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