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Abstract: The use of artificial intelligence in companies is often discussed primarily from
a technological perspective. At the same time, increasing regulatory requirements show
that the implementation of such systems is closely linked to questions of documentation
and accountability. This raises the question of how organizations are able to generate and
maintain the knowledge required to meet these obligations.

The EU Artificial Intelligence Act further intensifies this issue. Requirements relating to
documentation, risk management and record-keeping make it necessary to systematically
capture information about data, model development and decision-making processes. These
requirements cannot be addressed through technical solutions alone. Their implementation
depends on whether the relevant knowledge is available and can be accessed in practice.

In this context, documentation is less a formal requirement than a question of how knowl-
edge is handled within the company. Where knowledge is fragmented or incomplete, legal
requirements remain difficult to implement in a consistent way. Structured knowledge
processes, by contrast, enable traceability and support accountability.

Keywords: knowledge management; documentation obligations; EU artificial intelli-
gence act; organizational knowledge processes; Al governance

INTRODUCTION

The use of artificial intelligence in companies has expanded considerably in re-
cent years. In many cases, such systems are already embedded in everyday organ-
izational processes, even if this is not always immediately visible. They structure
information or support decisions, and in some cases they also replace tasks that
were previously carried out manually. This development is often associated with ef-
ficiency gains or technological progress. Questions relating to how these processes
are organized tend to receive less attention.

At the same time, regulatory requirements are becoming more detailed. With
the EU Artificial Intelligence Act (EU, 2024, Arts. 9, 11, 12, 13), obligations con-
cerning documentation, transparency and risk management are formulated more
explicitly. These obligations do not only relate to the results of a system, but also to
the process through which these results are produced. In this sense, documentation
is not limited to describing outcomes.

What becomes apparent at this point is a certain discrepancy. Organizations
are expected to provide comprehensive information about their Al systems. At the
same time, the knowledge required for this is often distributed, not always consist-
ently structured and sometimes dependent on individual actors. Under these con-
ditions, documentation cannot simply be assumed.
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This paper examines how documentation requirements under the EU AI Act
depend on the way knowledge is generated, structured and maintained within or-
ganizations. The question is therefore not only what needs to be documented, but
under which organizational conditions such documentation can be produced in a
consistent and reliable manner.

In the context of this study, knowledge processes refer to the way knowledge is
generated, captured, structured, stored and applied within an organization (Nona-
ka, Takeuchi, 1995; Probst, Raub, Romhardt, 1999). In the case of Al systems, these
processes include, for example, the documentation of data sources, the recording of
model development steps, the maintenance of decision logs and the communica-
tion of relevant information across organizational units. Such processes determine
whether relevant knowledge is available and can be accessed when documentation
is required.

Adistinction canbe made between structured and unstructured knowledge pro-
cesses. Structured processes are formalized, traceable and consistently maintained
over time, for example through data documentation, version control or decision
logs. They ensure that relevant knowledge remains available when documentation
is required (Probst, Raub, Romhardt, 1999). Unstructured processes, by contrast,
are often fragmented and dependent on individual actors (Probst, Raub, Romhar-
dt, 1999). As a result, documentation remains incomplete and legal requirements
relating to traceability and accountability are more difficult to implement (Probst,
Raub, Romhardt, 1999).

Documentation, in this respect, depends on underlying processes that are usu-
ally discussed under the concept of knowledge management (Nonaka, Takeuchi,
1995; Probst, Raub, Romhardt, 1999), even if this connection is not always explic-
itly addressed.

From this perspective, documentation cannot be understood solely as a formal
requirement, but appears to be closely linked to the organization of knowledge pro-
cesses within the company.

The aim is not to provide a complete legal analysis, but to approach the ques-
tion from an organizational perspective. This seems particularly relevant in the con-
text of the EU AI Act, as its implementation may depend, to a certain extent, on
whether corresponding knowledge structures exist within the organization.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study applies a conceptual and legal-analytical approach, combining the
interpretation of regulatory requirements under the EU Al Act (EU 2024) with
perspectives from knowledge management theory. The research is exploratory in
nature, as it addresses a relationship that is not explicitly conceptualized in the ex-
isting literature.

Conceptual analysis is used to clarify the relationship between documenta-

tion requirements and knowledge processes, drawing on established approaches in
knowledge management (Nonaka, Takeuchi 1995; Probst, Raub, Romhardt, 1999).
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The legal-analytical method supports the interpretation of selected provisions of
the EU AI Act, particularly those related to documentation, risk management and
accountability.

This approach is appropriate, as the research problem lies at the intersection
of legal obligations and organizational practices. While the legal framework defines
what needs to be documented, it does not specify the organizational conditions
under which such documentation can be consistently generated and maintained.

The analysis proceeds on two levels. Firstly, selected legal provisions related to
documentation, risk management and accountability are examined under the EU
AT Act. A related perspective can be found in the GDPR, particularly in the princi-
ples of accountability and transparency (EU, 2016, Art. S), which require that infor-
mation processing remains comprehensible and can be reconstructed.

Secondly, the analysis examines how these requirements relate to internal
knowledge processes within organizations. This includes the ways in which knowl-
edge about data sources, model development and decision-making processes is
generated, structured and maintained over time. Such processes are not always for-
malized and may differ considerably between organizations, which makes their as-
sessment less straightforward.

By combining these perspectives, the study relates abstract legal requirements
to their practical implementation and identifies how documentation depends on
the availability, structure and continuity of organizational knowledge.

RESULTS

The analysis shows that documentation under the EU Artificial Intelligence
Act cannot generally be produced as an isolated compliance activity at the end of
the development or procurement process. For high-risk Al systems, the relevant
obligations concern information that arises throughout the system’s lifecycle. Con-
sequently, compliance depends on whether this information is continuously gener-
ated, attributed to responsible actors and maintained in an accessible form.

This becomes particularly apparent in relation to the risk-management system
required under Article 9 of the EU AI Act. Risk management is conceived as a con-
tinuous and iterative process extending throughout the lifecycle of a high-risk Al sys-
tem. Article 9 requires providers to examine the risks associated with a high-risk Al
system throughout its lifecycle. The assessment covers risks that are already known,
risks that may emerge during use, and risks linked to reasonably foreseeable misuse.
Where such risks are identified, appropriate steps must be taken to address them
(EU, 2024, Art. 9). The fulfilment of this obligation presupposes more than a final
risk assessment Providers must therefore retain information concerning identified
risks, testing procedures, mitigation decisions and subsequent changes to the sys-
tem. Where this knowledge is distributed across technical, legal and operational
units without a common structure, the continuity required by Article 9 becomes
difficult to demonstrate.

Article 11 establishes a separate but closely connected requirement concerning
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technical documentation. For high-risk Al systems, such documentation must be
prepared before the system is placed on the market or put into service and must
subsequently be kept up to date (EU, 2024, Art. 11). Annex IV specifies that the
technical documentation must contain information on, among other matters, the
intended purpose of the system, its development methods, system architecture,
data requirements, testing and validation procedures, performance characteris-
tics and the risk-management system. These information categories correspond to
different forms of organizational knowledge. Some originate from developers and
data specialists, while others arise within legal, compliance, quality-management or
operational functions. The legal requirement therefore creates a need to combine
knowledge that would otherwise remain separated across organizational units.

The record-keeping obligation under Article 12 adds a temporal dimension to
this structure. High-risk Al systems must technically permit the automatic record-
ing of events over the lifetime of the system, insofar as this is necessary to ensure an
appropriate level of traceability (EU, 2024, Art. 12). Although logs may help recon-
struct how a system behaved in a specific case, their mere existence does not make
the documentation sufficiently informative. They must be linked to contextual in-
formation, including the system version, the relevant input conditions, identified
anomalies and any subsequent human intervention. From an organizational per-
spective, effective record-keeping therefore depends not only on technical logging
capabilities, but also on processes through which recorded events are retained, in-
terpreted and connected to the decisions taken by responsible actors.

A further knowledge-related requirement follows from Article 13. High-risk
Al systems must be accompanied by instructions for use containing information
that enables deployers to interpret the system’s output and use it appropriately (EU,
2024, Art. 13). This includes information on the system’s intended purpose, level
of accuracy, known limitations, foreseeable risks and the human-oversight meas-
ures required. Such information must be presented in a form that is comprehensible
to deployers. The requirement therefore involves a transfer of knowledge from the
provider to the deploying organization. If the information supplied cannot be trans-
lated into internal procedures, allocated responsibilities and practical user guidance,
the formal provision of instructions does not by itself ensure that the system can be
operated in a sufficiently informed and traceable manner.

The analysis also reveals that documentation obligations differ according to the
role of the organization. Providers are primarily responsible for establishing and
maintaining the technical documentation required under Article 11. They must also
retain the documentation referred to in Article 18 for a period of ten years after the
high-risk Al system has been placed on the market or put into service (EU, 2024,
Art. 18). Deployers, by contrast, must use high-risk systems in accordance with the
instructions for use, assign human oversight to appropriately competent persons
and, where logs are under their control, retain those logs for a period appropriate
to the intended purpose and generally for at least six months (EU, 2024, Art. 26).
A company may therefore require different knowledge processes depending on
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whether it develops, substantially modifies, supplies or deploys an Al system.

This distinction is particularly relevant in organizational practice because the
necessary information is often held by different actors. Providers may possess de-
tailed knowledge of the model, its development and the validation procedures ap-
plied. Deployers, by contrast, are more familiar with the operational environment,
the persons affected and the outcomes observed during use. Neither perspective
is sufficient on its own. Effective documentation therefore depends on structured
interfaces between the documentation provided by the provider and the knowledge
generated during deployment.

The findings further indicate that documentation deficits often arise not be-
cause no information exists, but because information cannot be connected across
time and organizational boundaries. Risk assessments may be stored separately from
technical documentation; logs may not be linked to the version of the system that
generated them; and operational incidents may not be incorporated into later risk
evaluations. Under these circumstances, individual documents may formally exist
while the overall decision and development process remains difficult to reconstruct.

From a knowledge-management perspective, the legal obligations can there-
fore be translated into several interconnected processes: knowledge identification
determines which information is legally relevant; knowledge capture records data
sources, design choices, risks and changes; knowledge storage preserves documen-
tation and logs; knowledge distribution ensures that providers, deployers and over-
sight personnel receive the information necessary for their respective functions;
and knowledge application enables this information to influence risk mitigation
and human oversight. The EU AI Act does not explicitly describe these activities as
knowledge management. Nevertheless, its documentation architecture presuppos-
es that they are performed in a structured and continuous manner.

Taken together, the results show that documentation under the EU Al Actis not
merely the production of individual records. It constitutes an organizational knowl-
edge infrastructure through which technical development, risk assessment, opera-
tional experience and human decisions become traceable. Where these knowledge
processes are fragmented or dependent on individual actors, compliance remains
vulnerable even where formal documentation templates exist. Structured knowl-
edge processes, by contrast, help organizations preserve the continuous chain of
information needed for traceability, accountability and regulatory supervision.

DISCUSSION

The results outlined above go beyond documentation as such. They also point
to a connection that is not always immediately visible, namely the way in which
legal requirements and organizational structures interact. Legal provisions are often
formulated at a relatively abstract level. How they are implemented, however, seems
to depend on conditions that remain in the background and are not always explicitly
addressed.

One of these conditions concerns the availability of knowledge. Documenta-
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tion presupposes that information about data, models and processes exists in a form
that can be accessed and interpreted (Probst, Raub, Romhardt, 1999; EU, 2024,
Arts. 11, 12). This is not always the case in practice. Knowledge may be distribut-
ed across different units, stored in different formats or tied to specific individuals.
Under such circumstances, even clearly formulated requirements can be difficult to
implement in a consistent way.

This changes how documentation can be understood. Rather than being an
additional step that follows the development or use of Al systems, it appears to be
linked to processes that need to be in place from the beginning. In this sense, doc-
umentation does not start at the point where information is recorded, but earlier,
where knowledge is generated and structured. Documentation does not operate as
an isolated activity. It emerges from underlying knowledge processes and therefore
reflects how knowledge is organized within the organization (Nonaka, Takeuchi,
1995; Probst, Raub, Romhardt, 1999).

At the same time, this perspective has implications for how legal requirements
are interpreted. If compliance is linked to such organizational conditions, the effec-
tiveness of regulation cannot be considered in isolation. This does not necessarily
call the legal framework itself into question. It rather indicates that its practical im-
pact may differ, depending on how knowledge is structured and maintained within
the organization.

This highlights a connection that is not always made explicit. Legal require-
ments and knowledge management do not operate separately, but intersect in ways
that become visible when looking at how documentation is actually carried out in
practice. This intersection becomes particularly relevant in the context of Al sys-
tems, where decisions are often difficult to reconstruct (Pasquale, 2015) without a
corresponding knowledge base and where structured knowledge processes are re-
quired to ensure traceability and accountability (EU, 2024, Arts. 11, 12; EU, 2016,
Art. S).

CONCLUSION

The considerations above indicate that documentation requirements in the
context of artificial intelligence cannot be understood in isolation. They are closely
linked to the way knowledge is generated, structured and maintained within organi-
zations. Where such structures are missing or only partially developed, legal obliga-
tions remain difficult to implement in a consistent manner.

Documentation does not operate as a separate requirement. It depends on un-
derlying knowledge processes that must already be in place, even if they are not
always explicitly visible. In this sense, knowledge management does not merely ac-
company the use of Al systems, but forms part of the conditions under which legal
requirements can be fulfilled. It can therefore be understood as a prerequisite for
ensuring traceability and accountability in the use of Al systems (EU, 2024, Arts.
11,12; EU, 2016, Art. S).

At the same time, this perspective points to a limitation that is not always ad-
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dressed explicitly. Regulatory frameworks define what needs to be achieved, but
they do not fully account for the organizational conditions on which their imple-
mentation depends. How these conditions are shaped may therefore have a signifi-
cant influence on the practical effectiveness of such regulation.

Against this background, the relationship between documentation and knowl-
edge processes emerges as a central element of regulatory implementation. It does
not resolve all open questions, but it indicates a direction in which further consider-
ation may be necessary, particularly in view of the increasing integration of Al into
organizational practice.

NOTES

1. The EU Artificial Intelligence Act refers to Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the
European Parliament and of the Council.

2. The term “documentation” is used here in a broad sense, including not only for-
mal records, but also internal processes of capturing and maintaining information
over time.

3. References to organizational knowledge processes include, for example, the han-
dling of data sources, model development and decision-making procedures within
companies.

4. The analysis focuses on organizational implementation and does not aim to pro-
vide a complete doctrinal interpretation of the relevant legal framework.

REFERENCES

Nonaka, I, Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge-creating company: How Japanese
companies create the dynamics of innovation. Oxford University Press.

Pasquale, F. (2015). The black box society: The secret algorithms that control money
and information. Harvard University Press.

Probst, G., Raub, S., Romhardt, K. (2000). Managing knowledge: Building blocks for
success. Wiley.

Regulation (EU) 2016/679 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27
April 2016 on the protection of natural persons with regard to the processing of
personal data and on the free movement of such data, and repealing Directive
95/46/EC [General Data Protection Regulation]. (2016). Official Journal of the
European Union, L 119, 1-88. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/679/0j/
eng

Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
13 June 2024 laying down harmonised rules on artificial intelligence [Artificial
Intelligence Act]. (2024). Official Journal of the European Union, L 2024/1689.
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1689/0j/eng

473



AOKYMEHTAITUSTA KATO ITPABHO N3MMCKBAHE:
POASTA HATIPOLUECHTE HA YIIPABAEHHUE HA 3BHAHUETO
IIPU ITPUAATAHETO HA 3AKOHA HA EC
3AN3KYCTBEHUA UHTEAEKT

Pestome: H3nor3sanemo Ha u3KycmeeH uHmeiexm 8 opzanusayuume 4ecmo ce pas-
2Aexda npedummo om mexHoro2uuHa 2Aedna mouxad. B caugomo epeme napacmesawsume
pezyAamopHY USUCKBAHUS NOKA38aM, He BHEOPSIBAHEMO HA MAKUBA CUCEMU € MICHO
C8BpP3aHo ¢ 8uNpocU Ha dokymeHmayusma u omuemnocmma. Toea nocmass esnpoca
Kax opeanusayuume ca 6 CocmosHue 0a ce30asam u noddsprcam sHaHuemo, Heobxoou-
MO 30 U3NBAHEHUE HA Me3U 3a0bANCEHUS.

3akonem na EC 3a uskycmeenus unmerexm 0oNpAHUMEAHO 3ACUABA MO3U NPOOAEM.
Hsucksanusma, cesp3anu ¢ doKymenmayusma, ynpasAeHuemo Ha pucka u 800eHemo
HA 3aNUc, HAAA2AM CUCEMAMUMHO CoOUpPaKe U CMPYKMypupare Ha uHPopmayus om-
HOCHO danHume, paspabomeanemo Ha MOJeAU U NpPoYecume Ha 63eMaHe HA PeuleHus.
Tesu usuckeanus He mozam 0a 650am u3nvAHeHU eOUHCMBEHO UPe3 MEXHUMECKU peuie-
Hus. TaxHomo npuidzare 3asucu om mosa 0dAu CbOMBEMHOMO 3HAHUE € HAAUMHO U
Mmodxce 0a 0B0e docmBhHO HA NPAKMUKA.

B mo3u xonmexcm dokymeHmayusma ce 1656d Ho-maiko Kamo GOpMAAHO USUCKBA-
He U noseve KAMo 86NPOC 3d HAMUHA, NO KOUMO 3HAHUEMO Ce YNPAsAsea 6 pamKume
Ha opaanusayusma. Kozamo 3Hanuemo e $pazmeHmupano uiu HenvAHo, npasHume
USUCKBAHUS 0CMABAM MPYOHU 3a NOCAed08AMEAHO Npuidzane. 3d pa3Auka om moed,
Cmpykmypupanume npoyecu Ha ynpasieHue Ha 3HAHUEMO 0CUZyp8am npocAedumocm
U HOONOMAZAM OMUEMHOCMA.

Kawouoeu dymu: ynpasrenue nHa 3nanuemo; 3a0vxenuss 3a 0oKymeHmayus; peara-
menm na EC 3a uskycmeenus unmerekm; opeaHusayuoOHHu npoyecu Ha 3HaHue; yn-
pasAerue HA USKYCMBEHUS UHIMEAEKM
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