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While abstaining from taking a position on the latest changes in the Council, the Commission 
explained the concerns that the FR Presidency proposal tries to address and their approach to apply 
to GPAIs only part of the requirements that were considered feasible and proportionate (e.g. 
documentation, information to users etc.) with a horizontal duty to cooperate. The objective is not 
to disincentivise but to re-balance the responsibilities across the value chain as otherwise providers 
of high-risk AI may not be in a position to comply with the AI Act and to mitigate problems in the 
design of GPAIs that can only be addressed by GPAIs providers. Derogation from these obligations is 
also possible if the GPAI provider states that the system cannot be used for high-risk with an anti- 
circumvention clause which was of concern to Google. 

2) Definition of substantial modification – Google was also concerned with the latest changes 
made to the definition of substantial modification which could cover any change to the performance 
of the AI system, thereby requiring a constant re-iteration of conformity assessments. They 
preferred to stick to the Commission proposal, or limit it to changes that have implications for 
fundamental rights or safety or change the risk profile of the system. 

3) High-risk AI (Annex III) – Google was concerned that the co-legislators might add too many 
new criteria for the risk assessment to add new use cases to the list of Annex III or expand the list 
already now. In their view, the list should remain targeted similar to the Commission proposal. 




