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Executive Summary 
California’s Transparency in Frontier Artificial Intelligence Act (Senate Bill 53) is a landmark 
state law establishing rigorous transparency and safety obligations for developers of the most 
advanced AI models. Enacted in late 2025, SB 53 targets “frontier” AI models – 
general-purpose foundation models trained with extremely high computing power – and 
imposes new duties on the large technology companies that build 
themlw.comblog.freshfields.us. The law’s legislative intent is to increase transparency around 
frontier AI and ensure developers exercise due care proportional to the catastrophic risks 
these powerful systems might poselegiscan.com. Key requirements include publishing AI safety 
frameworks, disclosing transparency reports about model capabilities and risks, reporting 
critical safety incidents, and protecting whistleblowers who expose AI-related 
dangerslw.comlw.com. These measures aim to mitigate catastrophic harms – such as mass 
casualties or extreme economic damage – that could result from loss of control or malicious 
misuse of cutting-edge AIiapp.orgcrowell.com. 

This white paper analyzes SB 53’s content and legislative intent, and examines its legal and 
compliance implications for large AI developers like OpenAI, Google, Meta and others. We 
discuss how SB 53 mandates safety disclosures, risk management protocols, internal 
governance mechanisms, and enforcement penalties, fundamentally raising the bar for AI 
accountability in the U.S. We provide practical compliance recommendations to help 
companies prepare for SB 53’s requirements, including establishing robust internal AI 
governance structures, conducting rigorous model risk assessments and audits, and 
implementing reporting workflows for incidents and whistleblower complaints. Finally, we 
compare SB 53 to other emerging AI regulatory frameworks – from U.S. federal guidance 
(e.g. NIST’s AI Risk Management Framework) to the EU AI Act and policies in Canada and the 
UK – to contextualize California’s approach on the global stage. The analysis is intended for 
legal professionals and AI industry compliance officers, offering a detailed, technical 
understanding of SB 53 and actionable insights for navigating this new regulatory landscape. 

Introduction 
In the absence of comprehensive federal AI legislation, California has assumed a pioneering 
role in AI governance in the United Stateslw.comwilmerhale.com. On September 29, 2025, 
Governor Gavin Newsom signed Senate Bill 53 – the Transparency in Frontier Artificial 
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Intelligence Act (TFAIA) – into lawlw.comcarnegieendowment.org. SB 53 is the first U.S. law 
specifically regulating developers of advanced “frontier” AI models, reflecting California’s intent 
to fill a regulatory void left by Congress and proactively address risks from cutting-edge AI 
technologiescarnegieendowment.orgcarnegieendowment.org. California’s leadership is 
significant given that many of the world’s leading AI companies are based in the state, 
positioning SB 53 to influence national and even global AI policycarnegieendowment.org. 

Legislative Intent: The legislative findings of SB 53 emphasize both the transformative 
potential of AI and the severe risks posed by the most powerful models if not managed 
responsiblylegiscan.comlegiscan.com. Lawmakers noted that while advanced AI can benefit 
society in areas like medicine, wildfire prevention, and climate science, it could also enable 
catastrophic outcomes – for example, AI-assisted cyberattacks, creation of biological weapons, 
or autonomous actions causing mass harmlegiscan.comlegiscan.com. The intent of the 
Legislature is to create greater transparency about these frontier AI systems and to ensure that 
AI developers take due care in proportion to the scale of foreseeable riskslegiscan.com. 
Rather than stifling innovation, SB 53 takes a “light-touch” but targeted approach – focusing 
narrowly on the largest, most capable AI models and companies – to balance AI’s benefits 
against its potential for catastrophic harmcarnegieendowment.orgcrowell.com. SB 53’s 
passage follows the veto of an earlier, broader AI bill (SB 1047 in 2024) that had proposed more 
onerous measures like third-party audits and “kill-switch” requirementslw.comcrowell.com. In 
contrast, SB 53 eschews strict pre-release controls in favor of transparency, reporting, and 
accountability mechanisms that industry can implement as best practices 
evolvelw.comcarnegieendowment.org. 

Scope of Coverage: Crucially, SB 53 does not regulate all AI developers or systems generally, 
but instead defines thresholds to identify the frontier of AI development. A “frontier model” is 
defined as a foundation AI model trained with >10^26 floating-point operations (FLOPs) of 
computelw.comcrowell.com. This extremely high compute threshold – on the order of 100 
septillion operations – ensures that only the most advanced, resource-intensive models are 
covered. Moreover, many of SB 53’s obligations apply only to “large frontier developers,” 
defined as frontier model developers with over $500 million in annual gross 
revenueslw.comcrowell.com. In effect, California is targeting the handful of major AI labs at the 
cutting edge (e.g. OpenAI, Google DeepMind, Anthropic, Meta, etc.) and avoiding burdening 
smaller startups or lower-tier modelscarnegieendowment.orgcrowell.com. This calibrated scope 
reflects the law’s intent to focus on models most likely to pose catastrophic risks while 
“avoiding burdening smaller companies behind the frontier.”legiscan.com 

This introduction provides context for SB 53’s emergence and intent. The following sections will 
detail SB 53’s key requirements and analyze their implications, offer compliance guidance for 
affected companies, and compare SB 53’s approach to other major AI governance regimes 
worldwide. 

SB 53: Key Provisions and Requirements 
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SB 53 establishes a first-of-its-kind regulatory framework centered on transparency, risk 
management, and accountability for frontier AI model developers. The law’s provisions can be 
grouped into several core areas: mandatory disclosures and governance protocols, risk 
assessment and incident reporting duties, whistleblower protections, and enforcement 
mechanisms. This section summarizes each of these key requirements and what they entail for 
large AI developers. 

Frontier AI Governance Framework (Risk Management 
Protocols) 
SB 53 requires large frontier developers to create, implement, and publish a “Frontier AI 
Framework” – an enterprise-wide AI safety and risk management 
planlw.comwilmerhale.com. In essence, this is a documented set of technical and 
organizational protocols explaining how the company governs its frontier models to prevent 
catastrophic harm. The framework must be clearly posted on the developer’s website and kept 
up to date. Key elements that the Frontier AI Framework must cover include: 

●​ Integration of Standards and Best Practices: Companies must explain how they 
incorporate national and international AI safety standards and industry best 
practices into their governance approachwilmerhale.comcrowell.com. Implication: Firms 
are expected to align with frameworks like NIST’s AI Risk Management Framework and 
emerging ISO standards (e.g. ISO/IEC 42001) when crafting their safety 
programswilmerhale.com. This helps ensure a globally credible, standardized 
approach to AI risk management. Indeed, commentators anticipate that industry will 
look to the NIST AI RMF and similar benchmarks as guidance for these 
frameworkswilmerhale.com.​
 

●​ Catastrophic Risk Identification and Mitigation: The framework must detail how the 
developer defines thresholds for “catastrophic risk” and assesses whether a 
model’s capabilities could reach those levelslegiscan.comlegiscan.com. Under SB 
53, “catastrophic risk” is defined as a foreseeable, material risk that use or misuse of a 
frontier model could cause mass death (more than 50 people) or enormous property 
damage (>$1 billion) in a single incidentiapp.orgcrowell.com. Examples include a model 
enabling weapons of mass destruction development or carrying out autonomous 
cyberattackslegiscan.comlegiscan.com. The framework must describe how the company 
sets and evaluates risk thresholds (potentially using a multi-tier scale of risk), what 
processes it uses to assess models for catastrophic capabilities, and how it applies 
mitigations to address any identified catastrophic riskslegiscan.comktslaw.com. It 
should also cover how those risk assessments and mitigations are reviewed as part of 
decisions to deploy a model or use it internallylegiscan.com. Implication: Large AI 
developers will need robust internal risk assessment procedures (e.g. red-teaming, 
adversarial testing, external audits) to evaluate new models against catastrophic risk 
criteria, and documented risk mitigation strategies (such as fine-tuning to disable 
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dangerous functions or putting strict usage guardrails in 
place)ktslaw.comwilmerhale.com.​
 

●​ Third-Party Evaluation and Testing: SB 53 encourages the use of independent third 
parties to evaluate catastrophic risks and mitigation effectivenesslegiscan.com. 
Incorporating external audits or red-team exercises can validate a model’s safety 
measures. Implication: Companies should consider engaging external experts or firms to 
conduct safety audits of frontier models and include those findings in their risk 
framework, as this will demonstrate compliance with the law’s best-practice 
expectationsktslaw.com.​
 

●​ Cybersecurity and Model Weight Security: The framework must include 
cybersecurity measures to secure unreleased model weights (the model’s 
parameters) against unauthorized access, tampering, or leakslegiscan.comcrowell.com. 
Given that disclosure of a frontier model’s weights could enable misuse by others, 
companies must outline how they protect these sensitive assets (through encryption, 
access controls, etc.). Implication: AI developers need strong internal security 
controls to prevent insider threats or external breaches that could compromise frontier 
model weightsktslaw.com.​
 

●​ Governance and Updating Processes: Companies must establish internal 
governance practices to ensure the framework is actually implemented in 
day-to-day operationslegiscan.com. They are also required to review the Frontier AI 
Framework at least annually, and promptly update it (with an explanation) within 30 
days of any material change in risk management approachktslaw.com. Implication: 
Compliance will necessitate organizational oversight structures – e.g. an internal AI 
risk committee or designated AI safety officers – to regularly evaluate and update the 
framework, and to enforce adherence across R&D teamsktslaw.com. The framework 
cannot be a static document; it must evolve as the company learns from new incidents, 
standards, or model behaviors.​
 

In sum, the Frontier AI Framework requirement embeds risk management discipline into the 
development process of advanced AI. It compels large developers to be proactive and 
transparent about how they identify and mitigate the most extreme risks from their 
technologieslw.comwilmerhale.com. For companies, this translates to a need for 
comprehensive internal risk governance programs and the publication of a high-level “safety 
playbook” that regulators and the public can scrutinize. 

Transparency Reports and Model Disclosure 
SB 53 further mandates that frontier AI developers publish public transparency reports 
disclosing essential information about their models at the time of deployment. These reports 
serve as standardized “model cards” or safety datasheets for frontier AI systems, aimed at 
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informing users and regulators about model characteristics, intended use, and risk-related 
evaluations. 

Deployment-Time Transparency Reports: For each new frontier model (or substantially 
modified model) that a developer deploys, SB 53 requires a transparency report to be 
posted on the developer’s website at or before the time of releasektslaw.comcrowell.com. All 
frontier developers (large or not) must include in the report basic facts about the model: 

●​ the model’s name and release date,​
 

●​ the types of modalities it handles (text, images, audio, etc.),​
 

●​ the languages supported,​
 

●​ the model’s intended uses or purposes,​
 

●​ any general restrictions or conditions of use (for instance, if certain high-risk uses are 
disallowed by the terms of service)ktslaw.com.​
 

These elements resemble the information often provided in AI system cards or documentation 
for responsible AI use. For large frontier developers, the transparency report has additional 
required content: a summary of the developer’s catastrophic risk assessment for that 
model, the results of any such risk evaluation, and the role of any third-party evaluators 
involvedcrowell.com. In practice, a large developer’s model report must convey what 
catastrophic risks were considered (e.g. ability to produce bio-weapon instructions or 
autonomous self-improvement), whether any were identified, and what mitigation steps were 
taken in responsektslaw.com. The report should also note if outside experts were engaged to 
test the model’s safety. 

Compliance implications: Preparing these transparency reports will require multi-disciplinary 
documentation efforts whenever a new frontier model is launched or significantly updated. AI 
companies should implement a workflow to gather all required information – from technical 
specifications to use policies and risk assessment findings – and publish it in a clear, accessible 
format (often an online report or model card). Notably, SB 53 allows narrow redactions in 
public disclosures to protect trade secrets, cybersecurity, or safety-sensitive details, but firms 
must explain the nature and justification for any redacted portions and keep unredacted records 
for five yearsktslaw.com. This means companies can shield genuinely sensitive IP, but cannot 
use confidentiality as a blanket excuse to avoid transparency. Misrepresentations or omissions 
in these reports carry legal risk: the law prohibits any materially false or misleading 
statements about a model’s catastrophic risk or the developer’s compliance with its 
frameworkktslaw.com. In short, transparency reports must be truthful and substantive, not 
marketing gloss. 
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Ongoing Reporting – Internal Risk Summaries: In addition to one-time deployment 
disclosures, large frontier developers must provide ongoing reports to regulators 
summarizing any assessments of catastrophic risk from internal use of their 
modelsktslaw.comcrowell.com. By default, these summaries are to be submitted quarterly to 
the California Office of Emergency Services (OES), unless an alternative reasonable schedule 
is arranged in writingktslaw.com. This provision recognizes that even internal testing or use of a 
frontier model (prior to full deployment) might reveal significant risks; regulators want insight into 
those findings. The summaries are confidential (exempt from public records requests) to 
encourage candid sharing of risk informationlegiscan.com. Implication: Companies will need an 
internal process to compile and deliver periodic risk assessment updates to OES, which 
implies maintaining documentation of all catastrophic risk evaluations conducted on their 
models. This is effectively a regulatory reporting pipeline for high-level safety research 
outcomes, ensuring oversight bodies stay apprised of any looming dangers even before they 
manifest publicly. 

Through these disclosure requirements, SB 53 seeks to create an “evidence-generating 
transparency” regimecarnegieendowment.orgcarnegieendowment.org: developers must 
publicly articulate their model’s safety profile and keep regulators informed of serious risk 
findings. The burden on companies will be to establish reliable systems to produce these 
reports and summaries for every major model iteration. Those who already practice responsible 
AI governance and publish model cards will find SB 53 largely formalizes such expectations; 
those who have not will need to significantly upgrade their documentation and transparency 
practices. 

Critical Incident Reporting and Response 
To complement forward-looking risk management, SB 53 introduces a form of AI incident 
reporting unprecedented in U.S. law. It requires developers to promptly notify authorities of 
certain “critical safety incidents” involving frontier models. This mechanism is intended to 
catch catastrophic failures or misuse of AI in real time, enabling oversight and learning from 
adverse events. 

Definition of Critical Safety Incident: SB 53 defines a “critical safety incident” as any event in 
which a frontier model: 

●​ suffers unauthorized access, alteration, or theft of its model weights resulting in 
death or bodily injury;​
 

●​ causes harm through the realization of a catastrophic risk (i.e. an actual incident of 
the model contributing to mass injury or massive property damage);​
 

●​ involves a loss of control of the model that leads to death or bodily injury;​
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●​ or when a model uses deceptive techniques against its developer to subvert 
monitoring/control in a manner that markedly increases catastrophic 
risklegiscan.comlegiscan.com.​
 

In simpler terms, these are serious incidents where the model either is compromised (e.g. 
someone hacks the AI’s core parameters with lethal consequences) or the model’s behavior 
leads to grave harm or escapes human control. 

Reporting Obligation: If a frontier developer discovers a critical safety incident, they must 
report it to the California OES within 15 daysiapp.orgktslaw.com. If the incident presents an 
imminent threat of death or serious physical injury, an accelerated report must be made 
within 24 hours to an appropriate public safety authorityktslaw.com. These tight timelines 
echo incident-reporting rules in other regimes (for example, the EU AI Act’s requirement to notify 
regulators “without undue delay” of serious incidentsiapp.orgiapp.org). The law directs OES to 
set up both public and confidential channels to receive these incident reportsktslaw.com. 
Beginning in 2027, OES will publish anonymized annual summaries of the critical incidents 
reported, to inform the public and policymakers about the types and frequencies of AI-related 
mishapswilmerhale.comwilmerhale.com. Notably, SB 53 shields incident reports from public 
disclosure under FOIA-equivalent laws, which encourages companies to report candidly without 
fear of immediate reputational harmlegiscan.com. 

Implications: Large AI companies must implement an internal monitoring and incident 
response protocol for their AI systems. This includes: training staff to recognize what 
constitutes a “critical safety incident,” establishing clear escalation paths to legal/compliance 
teams upon discovery of such an event, and designating responsible personnel to file the 
required notice with OES within the legal deadline. Importantly, the scope of reportable incidents 
is tied to actual harm or high-risk behavior of frontier models – it is not a generic bug report. 
This underscores that SB 53 is focused on the most dire failures (e.g. accidents or attacks 
involving AI with casualties). Nevertheless, companies would be wise to err on the side of 
reporting any borderline events to avoid potential non-compliance if an incident later proves 
more serious. Since the California Attorney General can enforce penalties for failing to 
report incidents (as discussed later)iapp.orgiapp.org, compliance officers should treat this like 
a mandatory breach notification requirement, akin to cybersecurity breach laws but for AI safety. 
Documenting all steps taken in response to an AI incident (containment, user notifications, fixes, 
etc.) will also be prudent, as regulators may inquire further after receiving a report. 

By instituting critical incident reporting, SB 53 aims to create an early warning system for AI 
catastrophes and a feedback loop to improve model safety. Over time, aggregated incident data 
can guide updates to standards and regulation. For companies, this is a new dimension of 
compliance that intersects with both technical operations (AI monitoring) and legal duties (timely 
disclosure to authorities). 

Whistleblower Protections for AI Employees 
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SB 53 breaks new ground in extending whistleblower protections to employees (and 
contractors) of AI developers who raise the alarm about AI-related risks or legal violations. This 
acknowledges that the insights of insiders – engineers, researchers, safety team members – 
can be crucial in identifying latent dangers in frontier AI projects. The law creates safeguards so 
that these individuals can report concerns without fear of retaliation, both internally and to 
government. 

Protected Disclosures: Under the TFAIA, any “covered employee” of a frontier developer is 
protected when disclosing information that they reasonably believe evidences either: (a) that the 
company’s AI activities pose a specific and substantial danger to public health or safety due to a 
catastrophic risk, or (b) that the company is violating SB 53’s 
requirementslegiscan.comlegiscan.com. Such disclosures are protected if made either to 
government authorities (the California Attorney General or relevant federal agencies) or to 
appropriate persons within the company (like someone with oversight authority or another 
employee who can investigate and correct the issue)legiscan.com. In effect, an AI developer 
cannot muzzle its staff from reporting serious safety issues whether externally or up the 
management chain. 

Anti-Retaliation and Internal Reporting Channel: SB 53 prohibits any rule, policy, or contract 
term that would prevent or deter employees from whistleblowing, and it explicitly bans retaliatory 
actions (e.g. firing, demotion, harassment) against employees who make protected 
disclosureslegiscan.comcrowell.com. Moreover, large frontier developers are affirmatively 
required to maintain an internal process for anonymous reporting of AI safety 
concernslegiscan.comcrowell.com. This means big AI firms must provide a channel (hotline, 
online portal, ombudsperson, etc.) through which employees can anonymously report issues 
like dangerous model behavior or compliance lapses. The law even specifies some process 
details: for instance, the company must provide monthly status updates to the whistleblower (if 
their identity is known or a confidential channel allows follow-up) and quarterly briefings to 
senior management or directors summarizing any such internal reportsktslaw.com. (If a report 
implicates an officer or director themselves in wrongdoing, that person can be excluded from the 
briefing to avoid tipping them offktslaw.com.) These measures ensure that whistleblower 
complaints are taken seriously and elevated to the highest levels of corporate governance. 

Enforcement and Remedies: SB 53 creates a private right of action for whistleblowers, 
meaning an employee who suffers retaliation can sue the employer in court. If they prevail, 
courts are authorized to grant injunctive relief (e.g. reinstatement) and attorney’s fees to the 
whistleblowerlegiscan.comcrowell.com. The prospect of fee-shifting is intended to encourage 
employees to come forward and seek justice if punished for doing so. The law also indicates 
that starting in 2027, the Attorney General will publish aggregated, anonymized annual 
reports on whistleblower activities and complaints, shining a light on how often issues are being 
reported and addressed across the industryiapp.org. 

Implications: AI companies must review and likely update their employment policies, 
training, and culture in light of these provisions. In practical terms, large frontier developers 
should: (1) establish a formal whistleblower program specifically for AI risk-related issues (if 
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one doesn’t already exist as part of general compliance hotlines); (2) ensure that employees are 
informed of their rights to report concerns both internally and externally, and that any existing 
NDAs or confidentiality agreements do not bar them from whistleblowing (the law voids any 
such gag clauses)legiscan.com; (3) train managers and HR not to retaliate and to handle AI 
safety complaints with appropriate seriousness; and (4) set up the infrastructure for anonymous 
reporting and the required follow-up communications to reporters and 
leadershipktslaw.comcrowell.com. Whistleblower protections effectively deputize employees as 
an additional safety check – empowering those closest to the technology to speak up if they see 
reckless practices or looming dangers. For compliance officers, fostering an open, “speak-up” 
culture on AI ethics and safety will be critical, and any hint of retaliation must be scrupulously 
avoided to comply with SB 53 (and to maintain workforce trust). 

Enforcement and Penalties 
To give these new AI regulations teeth, SB 53 establishes enforcement powers and penalties 
concentrated in the hands of state authorities. The law’s compliance obligations are backed by 
the potential for significant civil fines and other legal consequences, particularly for large 
frontier developers who flout the rules. 

Regulatory Authority: The California Attorney General (AG) has exclusive authority to 
enforce SB 53lw.comktslaw.com. No private party or local DA can sue a company for civil 
penalties under this Act; it is centralized with the AG, ensuring consistent statewide 
enforcement. The AG may bring civil actions against violators in court and seek financial 
penalties and injunctions. 

Civil Penalties: Companies found in violation of SB 53’s provisions face fines of up to 
$1,000,000 per violationlw.comblog.freshfields.us. The law indicates that penalties should 
scale with the severity of the violation. For example, failing to publish a required disclosure, 
materially misrepresenting model risks, not following one’s own AI framework, or failing to report 
an incident are all enforcement triggersiapp.org. A million-dollar fine for each instance of 
non-compliance (each undeclared model, each unreported incident, etc.) can add up quickly, 
especially for large tech companies that might deploy multiple frontier models. While these 
penalties are substantial, they are actually modest compared to some other jurisdictions – for 
instance, the EU AI Act allows fines up to €30 million or 6% of global turnover for serious 
violationsiapp.org. SB 53’s fines are capped at a flat $1M, reflecting perhaps a more 
experimental and collaborative enforcement posture, at least initially. Still, for start-ups or 
mid-size players that might eventually cross the frontier threshold, $1M per violation is a strong 
deterrent. 

Scope of Enforcement: Notably, only “large” frontier developers (>$500M revenue) are the 
focus of penalty enforcementiapp.org. The statute is “silent on enforcement” against smaller 
frontier developersiapp.org – implying that while smaller entities must comply with certain 
obligations (transparency reports, incident notices, etc.), the AG’s penalty powers mainly target 
the big companies. This again shows the legislature’s intent to concentrate oversight on the 
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major actors. SB 53 also explicitly preempts local (city/county) laws from regulating frontier AI 
developers on catastrophic risk managementlegiscan.com. In other words, only the state law 
and AG enforcement will govern this area in California, preventing a patchwork of municipal 
rules. 

Other Legal Liabilities: Apart from government enforcement, the law’s whistleblower 
provisions create additional legal exposure (as discussed above) – employees can sue for 
retaliation with fee awards. Also, general consumer protection or negligence laws remain in the 
background; SB 53 does not impose downstream liability on AI developers for harms 
caused by third-party misuse of their modelslw.com. This was a conscious choice to avoid 
stifling innovation: SB 53 requires developers to identify and mitigate risks but stops short of 
making them broadly liable for how others use their AI (unlike prior proposals)lw.com. The 
enforcement regime is thus mainly about administrative compliance rather than new private 
causes of action for AI harms. 

Implications: Large AI developers should treat SB 53 compliance as a high priority to avoid 
enforcement actions. Given the AG’s involvement, companies can expect oversight similar to 
other California tech regulations (for example, privacy law enforcement under the CCPA/CPRA). 
This could mean investigative inquiries, required compliance reports, or enforcement 
settlements if issues are found. The relatively moderate penalty ceiling might signal that 
California seeks cooperation more than punishment at this stage – but non-compliance could 
still be costly and reputationally damaging. An AG lawsuit over a failure to report a critical 
incident or an inadequate transparency report would draw public attention. Therefore, 
companies should integrate SB 53 requirements into their overall compliance management 
systems (e.g. tracking obligations, performing internal audits against those obligations, and 
remedying any gaps proactively). Being able to demonstrate a good-faith effort to implement 
SB 53’s framework will be important if regulators come knocking. In the concluding sections, 
we provide specific compliance recommendations to help companies meet these enforcement 
expectations. 

Compliance Strategies and 
Recommendations for AI Developers 
SB 53’s enactment means that by January 1, 2026 (the date when most provisions take 
effectktslaw.com), covered AI developers will need to have a range of new processes and 
documents in place. Legal and compliance teams at companies potentially subject to SB 53 
should take proactive steps now to prepare. Below are practical recommendations and best 
practices to facilitate compliance with SB 53, organized around governance, risk management, 
and reporting workflows: 

1. Establish AI Governance Structures: Build or reinforce an internal AI governance 
program that oversees frontier model development. This might include forming an AI risk 
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committee with cross-functional stakeholders (AI research leadership, legal, compliance, 
security, ethics) to review frontier AI projects. Designate clear executive ownership of SB 53 
compliance – for example, assign a Chief AI Compliance Officer or task an existing executive 
(like the Chief Risk Officer or General Counsel) with ensuring the Frontier AI Framework and 
reporting duties are fulfilled. Board oversight is also prudent: brief the board of directors on SB 
53 and catastrophic AI risks so that governance occurs at the highest 
levelcrowell.comktslaw.com. Integrating SB 53 compliance into the company’s overall risk 
management framework (perhaps as a sub-component of enterprise risk or tech risk 
management) will institutionalize the needed practices. 

2. Develop the Frontier AI Framework: Begin drafting the required Frontier AI Framework 
document well ahead of deployment deadlines. Leverage existing models like NIST’s AI Risk 
Management Framework and ISO/IEC 42001 (AI Management System) to structure the 
contentwilmerhale.com. The framework should comprehensively cover all required elements: 
risk identification methodology, mitigation strategies, use of third-party audits, internal roles and 
responsibilities, etc., as outlined in SB 53legiscan.comlegiscan.com. Make sure to include 
specific procedures for evaluating catastrophic risks (perhaps defining scenarios of concern 
and technical benchmarks that would trigger mitigation). Also document cybersecurity 
controls for model weights and other IP, working with information security teams to align on 
protectionslegiscan.com. Plan for an annual review cadence – set a reminder each year to 
formally re-evaluate and update the framework, and a process for logging any interim 
modifications and posting them publicly within 30 days as requiredktslaw.com. Treat the Frontier 
AI Framework as a living document that evolves with emerging best practices (for example, if 
new industry consensus standards or red-teaming techniques arise, incorporate those). 

3. Implement Model Risk Assessment Protocols: Standing up the Frontier AI Framework is 
only useful if backed by rigorous execution. Develop detailed internal protocols for AI model 
risk assessment and testing. This could involve: creating risk assessment checklists for new 
model training runs (covering ethical and safety considerations), mandating “red team” 
penetration testing or adversarial testing for models before release, and engaging external 
experts or third-party auditors to review models’ safety where possiblelegiscan.comktslaw.com. 
Document the outcomes of these assessments for each model – these records will feed into 
both the transparency reports and the internal risk summaries you must provide to OES. 
Consider adopting a multi-tier risk rating system (as suggested by the law) to classify models or 
versions by the severity of potential harm, and tie decision thresholds (like whether to proceed 
to deployment) to those ratings. All of this should be captured in internal standard operating 
procedures (SOPs) so that engineers and product teams know that releasing a frontier model 
requires completing certain risk evaluation steps and sign-offs. Establish mitigation strategies 
for identified risks (e.g. if a model shows dangerous capability in testing, procedures might 
require disabling that function or imposing usage limits via your API). By formalizing model 
auditing protocols now, companies not only comply with SB 53 but also bolster their overall AI 
safety practice. 

4. Prepare Transparency Report Templates: To streamline compliance, create a standard 
template for model transparency reports that includes all SB 53-required fields for frontier 
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modelscrowell.com. This template could be akin to an expanded “model card.” It should have 
sections for: model description (architecture, modalities, release info), intended uses and users, 
usage restrictions/policies, and – for large developers – a section summarizing the catastrophic 
risk assessment and mitigations for the model. Work with your AI engineering and product 
teams to ensure you can quickly gather technical facts (like compute used, data characteristics, 
etc.) whenever a new model is launching. Also coordinate with your communications/legal 
teams on how to articulate intended use and risk information clearly and accurately. Identify any 
information that might be proprietary – decide in advance how you will handle any redactions 
(ensuring they meet the narrow criteria of trade secret or security justifications)ktslaw.com. 
Having a pre-approved process for legal review of the transparency report will save time when a 
deployment is imminent. Since frontier AI releases might be infrequent but high-profile, it’s wise 
to treat the transparency report as a deliverable on the product launch checklist. Maintain a 
public webpage or repository where these reports will be published (ensuring they are 
conspicuous and accessible, as required by law). 

5. Establish Incident Response and Reporting Workflows: Update your incident response 
plan to cover AI critical incidents. This may involve training the incident response team or 
forming a specialized AI incident task force that includes technical experts and legal 
representatives. Define what types of events trigger the SB 53 reporting duty – potentially create 
an internal severity tier that maps to “critical safety incident” as defined in the law. Develop a 
procedure for escalating AI incidents: when an engineer or user reports something like a 
serious model malfunction or security breach, how does that get evaluated, who has authority to 
declare it a reportable incident, and who will communicate with the OES? Assign a point person 
(e.g. a Compliance Officer or Safety Officer) responsible for submitting the official report to 
regulators. Given the 15-day deadline (or 24 hours for the gravest cases)iapp.orgktslaw.com, 
ensure this process can operate quickly – consider creating incident report templates to speed 
up drafting the notice. It’s also advisable to conduct tabletop exercises or drills simulating an 
AI critical incident to test your organization’s readiness to respond and report within the required 
timeframe. Additionally, maintain an internal log of all incidents (even those that don’t end up 
reportable) as part of good risk management hygiene. This log can help you compile the 
quarterly risk assessment summaries that large developers must send to OESktslaw.com, 
and provide evidence of compliance efforts if regulators ever audit your practices. 

6. Enhance Whistleblower Policies and Training: Ensure that your company’s whistleblower 
and ethics reporting policies explicitly encompass AI safety and compliance concerns. Amend 
any generic whistleblower policy to mention that reports about AI model risks or SB 53 
violations are protected. Create the anonymous reporting channel required for large frontier 
developers if one does not exist – for example, a third-party hotline service or an internal web 
portal where employees can submit concerns anonymouslyktslaw.com. Publicize this channel to 
all employees (not just in California, since the law would protect employees regardless of 
location as long as the company is a frontier developer). Human Resources and management 
should be trained that no retaliation is permitted against employees who raise concerns in 
good faith about AI safetycrowell.com. Consider designating an internal AI Ombudsperson or 
a specific committee to handle AI-related complaints, separate from ordinary grievances, given 
the technical complexity. Furthermore, incorporate AI ethics and SB 53 compliance into your 
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regular employee training cycles, particularly for engineering and product teams – educate staff 
that not only do they have the right to voice concerns, but also the company wants to hear about 
potential risks early. By fostering a culture where raising a hand is encouraged, companies both 
comply with the letter of SB 53 and benefit from addressing issues before they become crises. 

7. Documentation and Continuous Improvement: Given the evolving nature of AI technology 
and the law’s requirements for annual reports (OES summaries, AG whistleblower 
reports)iapp.orgwilmerhale.com, companies should implement a continuous compliance 
monitoring process. Maintain thorough documentation files: copies of each published 
framework version, each transparency report, records of each incident report made to OES, and 
records of whistleblower complaints and resolutions. This documentation will be invaluable if 
you need to demonstrate compliance or if the law is updated in the future. Finally, stay attuned 
to regulatory updates: SB 53 tasks the California Department of Technology with annually 
reviewing the definitions (frontier model, etc.) and recommending 
updatescrowell.comwilmerhale.com. Be prepared to adapt your compliance program if 
thresholds change or new guidance emerges (for instance, if the compute threshold 10^26 
FLOPs is lowered over time). Similarly, monitor federal developments – Governor Newsom has 
indicated that if federal standards meeting or exceeding SB 53 are adopted, California would 
aim to align with themcrowell.com. A company that is agile in its compliance approach, treating 
SB 53 not as a static checklist but as part of an overall AI risk management mindset, will be 
best positioned to handle new requirements and maintain trust with regulators and the public. 

By taking these proactive steps, AI developers can not only fulfill the letter of SB 53 but also 
embrace its spirit – prioritizing safety, transparency and accountability in frontier AI 
development. The effort invested in compliance can yield dividends in better risk oversight and 
potentially a competitive advantage in an era when customers and regulators alike are 
increasingly concerned about trustworthy AI. 

Comparison with Other AI Regulatory 
Frameworks 
California’s SB 53 emerges within a rapidly evolving global landscape of AI governance. This 
section compares SB 53’s approach to several key regulatory and policy frameworks: (1) U.S. 
federal AI initiatives such as the NIST AI Risk Management Framework, (2) the European 
Union’s AI Act, (3) Canada’s proposed (but not yet enacted) Artificial Intelligence and Data 
Act (AIDA) and related policies, and (4) the United Kingdom’s AI governance strategy, 
including its plans for frontier AI oversight. Understanding these comparisons is crucial for 
companies operating internationally, as they will need to navigate overlapping requirements and 
ensure compliance across jurisdictions. 

U.S. Federal Frameworks (NIST AI RMF and Beyond) 
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At the federal level, the United States has so far favored guidance and standards over binding 
legislation for AI. The cornerstone is the National Institute of Standards and Technology’s AI 
Risk Management Framework (NIST AI RMF), first released in January 2023. The NIST AI 
RMF is a voluntary framework that provides a structured approach for organizations to map, 
measure, manage, and govern AI risks across the AI system lifecycle. It emphasizes 
principles like transparency, fairness, and accountability, and includes profiles for specific 
contexts (NIST even has a draft profile for generative AI systems)wilmerhale.com. 

Contrast with SB 53: SB 53’s philosophy aligns with NIST’s in that both promote a risk-based 
approach to AI governance. Indeed, SB 53 effectively requires companies to implement many 
elements that NIST recommends – such as risk identification processes, mitigation measures, 
and continuous monitoring – but turns them into legal obligations for certain AI developers. 
Whereas NIST’s framework is voluntary guidance (a soft law), SB 53 is hard law in 
California, mandating risk management and transparency actions and enforcing them with 
penalties. Another difference is scope: NIST AI RMF is intended for any organization using or 
developing AI, covering a broad spectrum of AI risks from privacy to bias. SB 53, conversely, 
zeroes in on catastrophic risks from frontier models and imposes duties only on the largest 
frontier model developerscarnegieendowment.orgcrowell.com. So SB 53 can be seen as a 
specific instantiation of AI risk management requirements aimed at extreme risks, 
complementing the broader but non-binding federal guidance. 

Notably, SB 53 explicitly calls for incorporating “national standards” in a frontier developer’s 
frameworkwilmerhale.com, which signals that California expects companies to use frameworks 
like NIST’s to shape their compliance efforts. In practice, a large AI company subject to SB 53 
would likely use the NIST AI RMF as a baseline to build its Frontier AI Framework, thereby 
satisfying California’s call for recognized best practiceswilmerhale.com. The Biden 
Administration’s Blueprint for an AI Bill of Rights (another federal guidance issued in late 
2022) also advocates many similar transparency and safety measures (though not enforceable). 
Meanwhile, as of 2025, U.S. Congress is exploring various AI bills, but none have passed. This 
means SB 53 currently stands out as the most concrete U.S. regulation on AI developers, even 
as federal agencies and the White House encourage voluntary AI safety commitments from 
industry. Companies like OpenAI, Google, and Meta have, under White House auspices, 
already pledged to conduct security testing and share information about AI risks – SB 53 
effectively codifies some of those voluntary commitments into law for operations in 
Californiawilmerhale.comwilmerhale.com. 

In summary, SB 53 is consistent with federal frameworks’ risk-based, standards-driven ethos, 
but it raises the bar by making transparency and risk controls mandatory for advanced AI, 
potentially serving as a model for eventual federal requirements. Organizations should integrate 
NIST’s comprehensive guidance with SB 53’s specific mandates to achieve both federal 
alignment and state law compliancewilmerhale.com. 

European Union AI Act 
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The EU’s Artificial Intelligence Act (AI Act) represents the world’s first broad regulatory regime 
for AI and took effect in August 2024iapp.org. It employs a risk-classification approach: AI 
systems are categorized as unacceptable risk (banned uses like social scoring), high-risk 
(subject to strict requirements, e.g. AI in medical devices, employment, etc.), and lower risk 
(with minimal obligations). The AI Act also includes obligations for “general purpose AI” and 
certain provisions on foundation models, especially generative AI, after recent amendments. 

Scope and Coverage: The most striking difference between the EU AI Act and SB 53 is scope. 
The EU Act casts a very wide net – it regulates the entire AI value chain from providers 
(developers) to deployers (users) of AI, covering numerous sectors and 
use-casesiapp.orgiapp.org. By contrast, SB 53 applies only to AI model developers at the 
frontier, not the downstream users of AI. SB 53’s trigger (10^26 FLOPs and $500M revenue) 
means only a handful of entities globally are in scopecrowell.comcrowell.com. The EU Act, 
however, will affect potentially thousands of companies, including many deploying third-party AI. 
Also, the EU Act’s compute threshold for defining “foundation models” is 10^25 
FLOPswilmerhale.com, slightly lower than SB 53’s 10^26 FLOPs. Thus, SB 53 is narrower and 
more targeted, focusing on “the largest and most powerful AI systems”iapp.orgiapp.org, 
whereas the EU Act is broader but differentiated by risk level. It’s been aptly noted that most 
organizations will not have to worry about SB 53 compliance as written today, since it’s 
limited to the very biggest AI playersiapp.org, whereas many organizations must grapple with 
the EU AI Act if they sell or use high-risk AI systems. 

Risk Management and Transparency Requirements: Both SB 53 and the EU AI Act require 
formal risk management processes and documentation, but the EU Act is more prescriptive 
for high-risk AI. Under the EU Act, providers of high-risk AI must, among other things, ensure 
high-quality training data, maintain extensive technical documentation, log activity, and enable 
human oversight, and they must undergo a conformity assessment (possibly involving a 
third-party audit) before putting the system on the EU marketiapp.org. SB 53’s requirements for 
a Frontier AI Framework and transparency report are conceptually similar – they compel 
documentation of intended use, risks, and mitigations – but SB 53 allows the developer more 
flexibility to determine the content (there is no formal pre-approval or certification of the 
model)lw.comlw.com. SB 53 is more focused on catastrophic risk scenarios, whereas the EU 
Act covers a broad range of harms including privacy, fundamental rights, health, etc., depending 
on the application. Notably, SB 53’s transparency report is specifically tailored to frontier models 
and includes summary of catastrophic risk assessmentscrowell.com, while the EU Act requires 
public disclosure only in certain cases (like identifying AI-generated content or a public database 
for certain high-risk systems) but otherwise much of the documentation is for regulators or users 
rather than public posting. One commonality is that both frameworks put an emphasis on 
post-market monitoring and incident reporting. SB 53’s incident reporting (15-day rule) 
parallels the EU Act’s requirement that high-risk AI providers report any serious incidents or 
malfunctions to EU authorities “as soon as they become aware”iapp.orgiapp.org. The EU’s 
definition of “serious incident” is broader, including not just physical harm but also any breach of 
fundamental rights or significant property damageiapp.orgiapp.org. SB 53 focuses on truly 
catastrophic outcomes (mass injury, etc.) as triggers for reporting. The timeframes are 
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comparable (EU says “without undue delay,” which in practice could be interpreted similarly to a 
matter of days). 

Whistleblower Protections: The EU AI Act does not itself spell out whistleblower provisions in 
the text, but it relies on the EU Whistleblower Protection Directive. That directive will cover AI 
Act violations explicitly by August 2026, requiring companies to have internal channels for 
reporting and protecting whistleblowers from retaliationiapp.org. SB 53, as discussed, builds in 
detailed whistleblower requirements directlycrowell.comcrowell.com. In practice, both EU and 
California law will oblige large AI players operating in those jurisdictions to set up robust 
whistleblowing programs for AI-related issuesiapp.orgiapp.org. 

Enforcement and Penalties: The EU Act wields significantly larger penalties. For the most 
serious violations (like deploying prohibited AI or ignoring data governance for high-risk AI), 
fines can reach €30 million or 6% of global annual turnover, whichever is higheriapp.org. 
Other breaches carry fines up to €20M or 4%, or €10M or 2%, depending on the provision. By 
comparison, SB 53’s flat $1 million per violation is relatively low, especially for tech 
giantsiapp.orgblog.freshfields.us. However, EU enforcement will be spread among national 
regulators in each member state, whereas SB 53 is enforced by the singular California AG. 
Another nuance: SB 53’s enforcement is limited to large developers, while the EU Act can 
penalize any provider or user of AI (with some exceptions for smaller companies in certain 
usages). 

In summary, SB 53 vs EU AI Act: The EU Act is a broad, horizontal regulation establishing 
uniform rules for AI across many risk levels and industries, whereas SB 53 is a vertical, 
targeted law focusing only on the frontier, high-end AI systems. SB 53’s requirements 
overlap in spirit with the EU Act’s obligations on transparency and risk management, but SB 53 
is narrower in who must comply and what risks are prioritized (catastrophic safety). A company 
like Google or Meta that is subject to both regimes will need to integrate compliance efforts – for 
example, when releasing a new large model, they will create documentation and testing to 
satisfy the EU Act’s requirements (if the model is used in a high-risk context or is a 
general-purpose AI), and simultaneously produce the SB 53 transparency report and risk 
frameworkblog.freshfields.usblog.freshfields.us. There is significant synergy: meeting SB 53’s 
requirements will help generate some evidence needed for EU compliance (and vice versa), but 
differences in detail (e.g. the EU’s strict technical file vs. SB 53’s public framework) must be 
carefully managed. In effect, California and Brussels are leading two complementary models of 
AI governance – one aiming at AI’s most extreme risks, the other at broad AI deployment 
risks – and large AI developers will need governance programs that integrate bothiapp.org. 

Canada’s AI Initiatives (AIDA and Others) 
Canada has been active in AI policy, but as of late 2025 it does not yet have a comprehensive 
AI law in force akin to SB 53 or the EU AI Act. The Canadian federal government introduced the 
Artificial Intelligence and Data Act (AIDA) as part of Bill C-27 in 2022, aiming to establish 
common requirements for the design, development, and use of AI systems across Canada, with 
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a focus on regulating “high-impact” AI systemsiapp.orgiapp.org. AIDA was intended to 
prohibit certain harmful AI practices and impose obligations (like impact assessments, 
transparency, and monitoring) on those responsible for high-impact AI. However, Bill C-27 did 
not pass as initially planned – it stalled in the legislative process and was not completed, 
especially after a change in administration in early 2025iapp.org. Thus, Canada’s broad AI law 
is currently on hold. 

Comparison in approach: AIDA’s concept of regulating “high-impact” AI is somewhat 
analogous to the EU’s “high-risk” categorization and to SB 53’s focus on high-stakes systems. It 
would have imposed stricter risk management and transparency obligations on anyone 
making high-impact AI systems available, though the exact definitions and enforcement 
mechanisms were still being debatediapp.org. Unlike SB 53’s compute-based threshold, AIDA 
did not have a compute criterion; it was more context-based (impact on people). In scope, AIDA 
would cover a broader set of AI deployments than SB 53, since catastrophic risks (SB 53’s 
focus) are a subset of high impacts. Notably, AIDA did not outright ban categories of AI use 
(unlike the EU Act’s unacceptable risk), and instead leaned on a principles-based, flexible 
frameworkiapp.org. Enforcement under AIDA was envisioned to be via a new AI and Data 
Commissioner with order-making powers and penalties, similar in spirit to how SB 53 
empowers the AG. 

Current status and other Canadian measures: In absence of AIDA’s enactment, Canada 
relies on a combination of sectoral laws and soft governance. For example, Canada was the 
first country to implement a binding policy on government use of AI – the Directive on 
Automated Decision-Making (DADM) in 2019, which requires federal agencies to conduct 
Algorithmic Impact Assessments for any automated decision system and align safeguards to the 
system’s impact leveliapp.org. This directive is a risk-based approach focusing on public sector 
AI, and it prefigured some ideas in the EU Act. Additionally, some provinces have taken steps: 
Québec’s privacy law reforms (Law 25) include rules on automated decision transparency, and 
Ontario passed a law in 2024 addressing AI use in the public sector with requirements for 
security, disclosure, and oversightiapp.org. Canada also released guidance for generative AI 
in government and fostered a voluntary code of conduct for AI companies in 2023, 
emphasizing safe and responsible AI development. Internationally, Canada remains very 
engaged (e.g. co-founding the Global Partnership on AI, supporting OECD AI 
principles)iapp.orgiapp.org. 

SB 53 vs Canadian approach: If we compare SB 53 with what AIDA proposed and Canadian 
policies: SB 53 is more narrowly scoped but legally binding, whereas Canada’s efforts so far 
are either broad principles or sector-specific rules. SB 53 compels transparency and incident 
reporting by private companies, going beyond anything currently mandatory in Canada. 
However, the spirit is similar – both seek to ensure AI systems are developed responsibly and 
that the highest-impact AI gets the greatest oversight. A future Canadian federal law might 
draw lessons from SB 53, perhaps adopting a hybrid approach (some have suggested that after 
AIDA’s pause, a next attempt could differentiate obligations by risk like SB 53 or the EU Act 
doesiapp.orgiapp.org). For Canadian companies, many of which operate in California or have 
U.S. ties, SB 53 could effectively become a de facto standard to meet if they want to offer 
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frontier models in global markets. It’s also worth noting that Canada’s Standards Council has 
been involved in drafting ISO 42001 (AI management system standard)iapp.org, underscoring 
a global alignment on risk management practices which SB 53 also values. In summary, 
Canada’s AI governance is in flux – it blends voluntary and regulatory elements – but it 
shares with SB 53 an emphasis on transparency and risk-based controls for powerful AI. 
Organizations in Canada should watch for AIDA’s revival or new legislation, which will likely 
cover some of the same ground as SB 53 (e.g. requiring impact assessments, monitoring, and 
perhaps whistleblower protections) albeit in a more principle-based fashion. 

United Kingdom’s AI Policy 
The UK has taken a distinctly “pro-innovation” regulatory approach to AI so far, favoring 
guidelines and existing regulator oversight rather than a single comprehensive AI law. In March 
2023, the UK government published a White Paper outlining five principles for AI regulation – 
safety, security & robustness; transparency & explainability; fairness; accountability & 
governance; and contestability & redress – to be implemented by sectoral regulators (e.g. 
health, finance regulators) rather than through new legislationrand.org. Initially, the UK planned 
to rely on voluntary coordination among regulators and industry to ensure these principles 
are applied, avoiding heavy-handed rules that might stifle innovation. This approach contrasts 
with the EU’s statutory AI Act. 

Recent shift towards Frontier AI oversight: After a global focus on “frontier AI” (the most 
advanced models) in 2023, the UK started adjusting its stance. The UK government created a 
Foundation Model Taskforce (Frontier AI Taskforce) to research AI safety and has hosted 
international discussions (like the Bletchley Park AI Safety Summit in Nov 2023). By early 2025, 
indications emerged of a shift “from voluntary cooperation to mandatory oversight of the most 
advanced AI systems” in the UKrand.org. Specifically, a Frontier AI Bill has been proposed 
that would transform the UK’s new AI Safety Institute (AISI) into a statutory regulator with 
powers to require frontier model developers to share safety information or even submit 
models for testing before deploymentrand.orgrand.org. Such powers – essentially a potential 
pre-market licensing or auditing requirement for advanced AI – go beyond SB 53’s transparency 
approach. The Frontier AI Bill, if enacted, could give the UK government authority similar to SB 
53’s aims (ensuring companies evaluate and mitigate risks) but using a more 
enforcement-driven, ex-ante oversight mechanism (e.g. regulators might demand changes 
to a model before release)rand.org. This demonstrates the UK’s recognition that purely 
principle-based regulation may not suffice for cutting-edge AI, and that targeted legislation for 
frontier AI could be needed, much as California did. 

Comparison: Today, SB 53 is more concrete than any UK law – the UK has no law equivalent 
to SB 53 in force as of 2025. UK companies are not yet legally required to publish risk 
frameworks or incident reports for AI. However, UK regulators in various sectors might issue 
guidance aligning with similar principles (for example, the UK Information Commissioner’s Office 
has guidance on AI and data protection; the Financial Conduct Authority looks at AI in finance, 
etc.). If the Frontier AI Bill proceeds, the UK might end up with a scheme where advanced AI 
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developers must undergo some kind of evaluation or registration, and non-compliance 
could be met with enforcement by the AI Safety Institute. That would be somewhat analogous to 
SB 53’s required disclosures and risk reports, but the UK could take it further by making 
pre-launch safety testing mandatory (something SB 53 stops short of, since it does not 
require approval to deploy models, only that you publish info and manage risk)crowell.com. 

In the meantime, the UK government has supported voluntary measures. In 2023, it secured 
commitments from leading AI firms in a global summit to principles like model watermarking and 
external red-teaming of models, reflected in the Bletchley Declaration. These voluntary 
commitments mirror a lot of SB 53’s requirements (e.g. doing safety tests, being transparent). 
The key difference is SB 53 makes them law in one jurisdiction, whereas the UK relies on 
industry self-regulation and future flexible regulator guidance. Another difference: UK’s 
focus on broad AI benefits and competition – the UK is simultaneously investing in AI 
infrastructure (e.g. considering a national compute resource akin to what California’s 
“CalCompute” consortium will explorewilmerhale.com) and looking at visa/copyright reforms to 
boost AI innovationrand.org, trying to strike a balance between governance and growth. 
California similarly included CalCompute in SB 53 to support public-interest AI 
researchwilmerhale.com, showing a common concern that access to computing resources for 
safe AI innovation should be democratized. 

Outlook: For companies, if they operate in both California and the UK, right now SB 53 is a 
firmer mandate whereas UK requirements might come through sectoral rules or future law. They 
should still heed the UK’s principles – for example, a company following SB 53’s transparency 
and risk framework will likely also satisfy UK regulators’ expectations on “accountability & 
governance” and “safety & robustness.” If the UK does enact a Frontier AI law, it may impose 
additional steps like government notification or audits before deploying an advanced 
model, which would add another layer on top of SB 53’s after-the-fact reporting. We can 
foresee a possible convergence: California and the UK both moving toward ensuring 
frontier AI is properly evaluated and managed, one via transparency and whistleblower 
empowerment, the other possibly via direct regulatory review. Organizations should stay 
agile to comply with both: e.g., maintain documentation that could be furnished to a UK 
regulator if asked, even as they publish required summaries under SB 53. 

In conclusion, while the EU AI Act provides a comprehensive, prescriptive regime and SB 53 a 
narrow, transparency-driven one, the UK and Canada are still formulating their approaches, 
with the UK leaning toward targeted oversight of advanced AI and Canada regrouping after a 
legislative hiccup. Companies at the forefront of AI development should track all these 
developments. Where there is overlap – such as the emphasis on risk assessments, 
transparency, and internal controls – they can implement one robust governance program that 
addresses all. Where there are differences – such as differing definitions or procedural 
requirements – they will need to tailor compliance (for instance, calibrating their incident 
definitions to meet both SB 53 and EU criteria). Overall, the global trend is unmistakable: large 
AI developers are coming under increasing regulatory scrutiny to prove that they can 
develop and deploy powerful AI systems safely and ethicallyblog.freshfields.uscrowell.com. 
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California’s SB 53 is a pioneering example, likely to be emulated or built upon in various forms 
around the world. 

Conclusion 
California’s SB 53, the Transparency in Frontier Artificial Intelligence Act, marks a significant 
milestone in AI regulation – one that carries both symbolic and practical weight for the AI 
industry. Symbolically, it declares that even the most cutting-edge AI technologies will not 
operate in a lawless frontier: developers of powerful models are now accountable for 
anticipating and mitigating catastrophic risks, and for shining light on the capabilities 
and limits of their creations. Practically, SB 53 compels large AI companies to 
institutionalize rigorous governance practices: publishing safety frameworks, conducting 
thorough risk assessments, reporting incidents and empowering employees to speak up. These 
are substantial new compliance responsibilities that will require investment, but they align with 
emerging best practices for responsible AI developmentwilmerhale.comwilmerhale.com. 

For legal professionals and corporate compliance officers, SB 53 serves as both a compliance 
blueprint and a harbinger. In the near term, any company that might meet SB 53’s threshold 
should immediately begin implementing the structures discussed in this paper – from drafting 
Frontier AI Frameworks to setting up whistleblower hotlines – to meet the January 2026 
effective date. The recommendations provided herein offer a starting point for that journey, 
emphasizing governance, documentation, and cross-functional coordination. Even companies 
not currently in scope should consider adopting some of these measures proactively, as they 
represent prudent risk management for AI and may soon become expected by investors, 
insurers, or customers. 

In the broader regulatory context, SB 53 could be the first of many dominoes. Other U.S. 
states (like New York, which is considering a similar frontier-model billcrowell.com) and 
countries around the world will watch how SB 53 is implemented and enforced. We might see a 
patchwork of SB 53-like laws emerge, or conversely, pressure on national governments 
(including the U.S. federal government) to establish uniform standards that preempt state 
rulescrowell.comcrowell.com. Already, parallels can be drawn to the EU’s comprehensive but 
more generalized AI Act, Canada’s efforts to regulate high-impact AI, and the UK’s evolving 
stance on frontier AI oversight. SB 53 is relatively narrow in scope but ambitious in 
influence, potentially serving as a model for focusing regulation on the most dangerous 
capabilities of AI while avoiding overreach on benign usescarnegieendowment.orgcrowell.com. 

Ultimately, SB 53 underscores a critical message to the AI sector: with great computational 
power comes great responsibility. The law does not solve all AI governance challenges – for 
example, it does not directly address bias, privacy, or intellectual property issues from AI, nor 
does it control how AI is used in every context. But it tackles the existential question of safety 
in the age of frontier AI, laying down a governance framework that insists on transparency and 
accountability from those at AI’s cutting edge. For AI companies, embracing this framework is 
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not just about legal compliance; it is about building trust and sustainability for AI innovation 
moving forward. By operationalizing the requirements of SB 53 and similar regulations, 
companies can demonstrate that they are worthy of that trust – that they can continue to push 
the frontiers of AI safely, with due regard for the welfare of society. 
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