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    About the AI Law & Governance Library

    Every age writes down how it means to live, and ours has begun to write down how it means to live with artificial intelligence. The documents are being drafted now, in legislatures and agencies, in the patient and unglamorous language of law. They are public and they are foundational, and very few read the actual text.

    This library exists to put that text in your hands.

    Each volume presents a primary document of AI governance, complete and unabridged: the law as enacted, the framework as published, the declaration as signed. We add what an edition should add and nothing it should not, a clean and readable setting faithful to the source, with the modest apparatus a reader needs to find the way through. Where there is an argument to make, it belongs to the document. Our work is to let it speak plainly.

    The library holds a particular place at Kwalia. Our New Citizenships series asks what it might mean to share a world with minds we have made, and what such a world would ask of the human and the artificial alike. Those books reason and imagine. They draft declarations and propose constitutions, and they take the question seriously enough to attempt an answer.

    This library is their documentary companion. Where New Citizenships asks how we ought to live with artificial intelligence, these volumes gather how we are already beginning to decide it, in the binding record that governments and institutions are leaving behind. One shelf reasons toward an answer. The other collects the answers the world is setting down in law. Read side by side, they are a single conversation seen from both directions.

    We publish these editions in a simple conviction: that the primary text matters, and that a history being written this quickly deserves to be read at first hand, by the builder and the citizen alike, in the source and not in summary.

    Kwalia Books

  
    About This Volume

    This volume brings together nine AI law texts from California, Colorado, Texas, Utah and New York. It includes state legislation on frontier models, automated decisions, conversational services and mental health applications.

    The selection reproduces the acts and code chapters named in the contents. The official source texts were retrieved on 9 November 2026. The source notes identify the versions reproduced and distinguish enactment dates from dates when particular provisions begin to operate.

    The AI Law & Governance Library publishes primary documents so readers can read them directly and judge them for themselves.

  
    California: Transparency in Frontier Artificial Intelligence Act

    SB 53; Chapter 138, Statutes of 2025
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
SECTION 1.
The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:
(a) California is leading the world in artificial intelligence innovation and research through companies large and small and through the state’s remarkable public and private universities.
(b) Artificial intelligence, including new advances in foundation models, has the potential to catalyze innovation and the rapid
				development of a wide range of benefits for Californians and the California economy, including advances in medicine, wildfire forecasting and prevention, and climate science, and to push the bounds of human creativity and capacity.
(c) The Joint California Policy Working Group on AI Frontier Models has recommended sound principles for policy in artificial intelligence.
(d) Targeted interventions to support effective artificial intelligence governance should balance the technology’s benefits and the potential for material risks.
(e) In building a robust and transparent evidence environment, policymakers can align incentives to simultaneously protect consumers, leverage industry expertise, and recognize leading safety practices.
(f) As industry actors conduct internal research on their technologies’ impacts,
				public trust in these technologies would significantly benefit from access to information regarding, and increased awareness of, frontier AI capabilities.
(g) Greater
				transparency can also advance accountability, competition, and public trust.
(h) Whistleblower protections and public-facing information sharing are key instruments to increase transparency.
(i) Incident reporting systems enable monitoring of the post-deployment impacts of artificial intelligence.
(j) Unless they are developed with careful diligence and reasonable precaution,
				there is concern that advanced artificial intelligence systems could have capabilities that pose catastrophic risks from both malicious uses and malfunctions, including artificial intelligence-enabled hacking, biological attacks, and loss of control.
(k) With the frontier of artificial intelligence rapidly evolving, there is a need for legislation to track the frontier of artificial intelligence research and alert policymakers and the public to
				serious risks and harms from the very most advanced artificial intelligence systems, while avoiding burdening smaller companies behind the frontier.
(l) While the major artificial intelligence developers have already voluntarily established the creation, use, and publication of frontier AI frameworks as an industry best practice, not all developers are providing reporting that is consistent and sufficient to ensure necessary transparency and protection of the public. Mandatory, standardized, and objective reporting by frontier developers is required to provide the government and the public with timely and accurate information.
(m) Timely reporting of critical safety incidents to the government is essential to ensure that public authorities
				are promptly informed of ongoing and emerging risks to public safety. This reporting enables the government to monitor, assess, and respond effectively in the event that advanced capabilities emerge in frontier artificial intelligence models that may pose a threat to the public.
(n) In the future, foundation models developed by smaller companies or that are behind the frontier may pose significant catastrophic risk, and additional legislation may be needed at that time.
(o) The recent release of the Governor’s California Report on Frontier AI Policy and testimony from legislative hearings on artificial intelligence before the Legislature reflect the advances in AI model capabilities that could pose potential catastrophic risk in frontier artificial intelligence, which this act aims to address.
(p) It is the intent of the Legislature to create more transparency, but collective safety will depend in part on
				frontier developers taking due care in their development and deployment of frontier models proportional to the scale of the foreseeable risks.


SEC. 2.
Chapter 25.1 (commencing with Section 22757.10) is added to Division 8 of the Business and Professions Code, to read:25.1.Transparency in Frontier Artificial Intelligence Act

22757.10.This chapter shall be known as the Transparency in Frontier Artificial Intelligence Act.



22757.11.For purposes of this chapter:
(a) “Affiliate” means a person controlling, controlled by, or under common control with a specified person, directly or indirectly, through one or more intermediaries.
(b) “Artificial intelligence model” means an engineered or machine-based system that varies in its level
						  of autonomy and that can, for explicit or implicit objectives, infer from the input it receives how to generate outputs that can influence physical or virtual environments.
(c) (1) “Catastrophic risk” means a foreseeable and material risk that a
						  frontier developer’s development, storage, use, or deployment of a frontier model will materially contribute to the death of, or serious injury to, more than 50 people or more than one billion dollars ($1,000,000,000) in damage to, or loss of, property arising from a single incident involving a frontier model
						  doing any of the following:
(A) Providing expert-level assistance in the creation or release of a chemical, biological, radiological, or nuclear weapon.
(B) Engaging in conduct with no meaningful human oversight, intervention, or supervision that is either a cyberattack or, if the conduct had been committed by a human, would constitute the crime of murder, assault, extortion, or theft, including theft by false pretense.
(C) Evading the control of its frontier developer or user.
(2) “Catastrophic risk” does not include a foreseeable and material risk from any of the following:
(A) Information that a frontier model outputs if the information is otherwise publicly accessible in a substantially similar form from a source other than a foundation model.
(B) Lawful activity of the federal government.
(C) Harm caused by a frontier model in combination with other software if the frontier model did not materially contribute to the harm.
(d) “Critical safety incident” means any of the following:
(1) Unauthorized access to, modification of, or exfiltration of, the model weights of a frontier model that results in death or bodily injury.
(2) Harm resulting from the materialization of a catastrophic risk.
(3) Loss of control of a frontier model causing
						  death or bodily injury.
(4) A frontier model that uses deceptive techniques against the frontier developer to subvert the controls or monitoring of its frontier developer outside of the context of an evaluation designed to elicit this
						  behavior and in a manner that demonstrates materially increased catastrophic risk.
(e) (1) “Deploy” means to make a frontier model available to a third party for use, modification, copying, or combination with
						  other software.
(2) “Deploy” does not include making a frontier model available to a third party for the primary purpose of developing or evaluating the frontier model.
(f) “Foundation model” means an artificial intelligence model that is all of the following:
(1) Trained on a broad data set.
(2) Designed for generality of output.
(3) Adaptable to a wide range of distinctive tasks.
(g) “Frontier AI framework” means documented technical and organizational protocols to manage, assess, and mitigate catastrophic risks.
(h) “Frontier developer” means a person who has trained, or initiated the training of, a frontier model, with respect to which the person has used, or intends to use, at least as much computing power to train the frontier model as would meet the technical specifications found in subdivision (i).
(i) (1) “Frontier model” means a foundation model that was trained using a quantity of computing power greater than 10^26 integer or floating-point operations.
(2) The quantity of computing power described in paragraph (1) shall include computing for the original training run and for any subsequent fine-tuning, reinforcement learning, or other material modifications the developer applies to a preceding foundation model.
(j) “Large
						  frontier developer” means a frontier developer that together with its affiliates collectively had annual gross revenues in excess of five hundred million dollars ($500,000,000) in the preceding calendar year.
(k) “Model weight” means a numerical parameter in a frontier model that is adjusted through training and that helps determine how inputs are transformed into outputs.
(l) “Property” means tangible or intangible property.



22757.12.(a) A large frontier developer shall write, implement, comply with, and clearly and conspicuously publish on its internet website a frontier AI framework that applies to the large frontier developer’s frontier models and describes how the large frontier developer approaches
						  all of the following:
(1) Incorporating national standards, international standards, and industry-consensus best practices into its frontier AI framework.
(2) Defining and assessing thresholds used by the large frontier developer to identify and assess whether a frontier model has capabilities that could pose a catastrophic risk, which may include multiple-tiered thresholds.
(3) Applying mitigations to address the potential for catastrophic risks based on the results of assessments undertaken pursuant to paragraph (2).
(4) Reviewing assessments and adequacy of mitigations as part of the decision to deploy a frontier model or use it extensively internally.
(5) Using third parties to assess the potential for catastrophic risks and the effectiveness of mitigations of catastrophic risks.
(6) Revisiting and updating the frontier AI framework,
						  including any criteria that trigger updates and how the large frontier developer determines when its frontier models are substantially modified enough to require disclosures pursuant to subdivision (c).
(7) Cybersecurity practices to secure unreleased model weights from unauthorized modification or transfer by internal or external parties.
(8) Identifying and responding to critical safety incidents.
(9) Instituting internal governance practices to ensure implementation of these processes.
(10) Assessing and managing catastrophic risk resulting from the internal use of its frontier models, including risks resulting from a frontier model circumventing oversight mechanisms.
(b) (1) A large frontier developer shall review and, as appropriate, update its frontier AI framework at least once per year.
(2) If a large frontier developer makes a material modification to its
						  frontier AI framework, the large frontier developer shall clearly and conspicuously publish the modified frontier AI framework and a justification for that modification within 30 days.
(c) (1) Before, or concurrently with, deploying a new
						  frontier model or a substantially modified version of an existing frontier model, a frontier developer shall clearly and conspicuously publish on its internet website a transparency report containing all of the following:
(A) The internet website of the frontier developer.
(B) A mechanism that enables a natural person to communicate with the frontier developer.
(C) The release date of the frontier model.
(D) The languages supported by the frontier model.
(E) The modalities of output supported by the frontier model.
(F) The intended uses of the frontier model.
(G) Any generally applicable restrictions or conditions on uses of the frontier model.
(2) Before, or concurrently with, deploying a new frontier model or a
						  substantially modified version of an existing frontier model, a large frontier developer shall include in the transparency report required by paragraph (1) summaries of all of the following:
(A) Assessments of catastrophic risks from the frontier model conducted pursuant to the large frontier developer’s frontier AI framework.
(B) The results of those assessments.
(C) The extent to which third-party evaluators were involved.
(D) Other steps taken to fulfill the requirements of the frontier AI framework with respect to the frontier model.
(3) A frontier developer that publishes the information described in paragraph (1) or (2) as part of a larger document, including a system card or model
						  card, shall be deemed in compliance with the applicable paragraph.
(4) A frontier developer is encouraged, but not required, to make disclosures described in this subdivision that are consistent with, or superior to, industry best practices.
(d) A large
						  frontier developer shall transmit to the Office of Emergency Services a summary of any assessment of catastrophic risk resulting from internal use of its frontier models
						  every three months or pursuant to another reasonable schedule specified by the large frontier developer and communicated in writing to the Office of Emergency Services with written updates, as appropriate.
(e) (1) (A) A frontier
						  developer shall not make a materially false or misleading statement about catastrophic risk from its frontier models or its management of catastrophic risk.
(B) A large frontier developer shall not make a materially false or misleading statement about its implementation of, or compliance with, its frontier AI framework.
(2) This subdivision does not apply to a statement that was made
						  in good faith and was reasonable under the circumstances.
(f) (1) When a frontier developer publishes documents to comply with this section, the frontier developer may make redactions to those documents that are necessary to protect the frontier developer’s trade secrets, the
						  frontier developer’s cybersecurity, public safety, or the national security of the United States or to comply with any federal or state law.
(2) If a frontier developer redacts information in a document pursuant to this subdivision, the frontier developer shall describe the character and justification of the redaction in any
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SEC. 3.
Section 11546.8 is added to the Government Code, to read:11546.8.




SEC. 4.
Chapter 5.1 (commencing with Section 1107) is added to Part 3 of Division 2 of the Labor Code, to read:5.1.
1107.
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