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Key Takeaways

e Google DeepMind CEO Demis Hassabis published a proposal on July 14, 2026 calling for an
independent "standards body" modeled on the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority
(FINRA) to test frontier Al models before release, industry-funded but operating under U.S.
government backing [1][2].

e The proposal follows a two-phase design: labs would first voluntarily submit frontier models
for review up to 30 days before release, and only after the assessment protocol proves itself

would submission become mandatory for deployment in the U.S. market [1][2].

e Hassabis told Axios he wants the body operational within months, ideally before the end of
2026, and described the White House's private reaction to the plan as positive [2].

e The proposal has drawn support from genuine competitors — OpenAl's Sam Altman, who
floated a similar body, and Microsoft's Satya Nadella and Mustafa Suleyman among them — as
well as, unsurprisingly, from Google's own leadership, given Hassabis's role atop its DeepMind
subsidiary, and from Twitter co-founder Jack Dorsey. Anthropic's Dario Amodei has
separately pushed for a stronger, FAA-style regulator with direct government authority to
block unsafe releases, exposing a real split over how much enforcement power any oversight
body should hold [3].

e A parallel UK Al Security Institute (AISI) evaluation found open-weight models now trail
frontier closed models by only 4 to 7 months on autonomous cyber-attack capability, down
from a 6-to-10-month gap measured through most of 2025 — evidence that the capability
window any standards body would need to monitor is narrowing quickly [4].

e Critics, including a July 19, 2026 Forbes analysis of FINRA's own track record, warn that an
industry-funded self-regulatory organization can inherit FINRA's documented history of
contested jurisdiction and unresolved governance disputes, precisely the failure modes a

frontier-Al analog would need to avoid [5].

Background

Frontier Al safety testing has, until now, occurred almost entirely through arrangements that labs entered
into voluntarily and could exit or renegotiate at will: pre-deployment evaluations with government Al

safety institutes in the United States and United Kingdom, informal briefings to federal agencies, and
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internal red-teaming disclosed at each lab's discretion. Momentum for a more formal arrangement
appears to have built through 2026 as ad hoc government reviews of frontier model releases drew
scattered public criticism over consistency and transparency, though no single incident anchors this shift,
and the record here is thinner than for the rest of this note's claims. Hassabis's July 14 proposal,
published as a personal manifesto titled "A Framework for Frontier Al and the Dawning of a New Age,"
responds directly to that gap by proposing a standing, purpose-built institution rather than another one-

off review [1].

The model he has chosen is deliberately familiar to policymakers wary of new federal bureaucracy. FINRA
is a private, non-governmental body that examines and disciplines U.S. broker-dealers under the
oversight of the Securities and Exchange Commission, funded by the firms it requlates rather than by
taxpayers. Hassabis's proposed Al standards body would follow the same structure: backed by the U.S.
government but funded by the Al industry, staffed with technical experts and open-source community
representatives able to compete for the kind of engineering talent a conventional federal agency salary
scale cannot attract, and empowered to test the most capable models against dangerous-capability
thresholds spanning cyber, biological, and deceptive-behavior risks [1][2]. Axios reported that Hassabis
wants the body running within months, ideally before the end of 2026, and that his conversations with
the Trump administration have been positive — Hassabis told the outlet "the noises I've been hearing are
very positive." That is notable given that White House Al advisor Sriram Krishnan has publicly stated
there will not be "an FDA for Al," a comment this note reads as ruling out a traditional licensing regulator

while leaving room for an industry-funded standards body of the kind Hassabis describes [1][2].

The proposal's most consequential design choice is its sequencing. In its initial phase, frontier labs would
voluntarily share models with the standards body up to 30 days before public release, mirroring the
pledge-based commitments several labs already observe informally. Only once that assessment protocol
has demonstrated it can reliably and consistently evaluate frontier capabilities would the body move to a
mandatory phase, in which passing its review becomes a precondition for deploying a frontier model in
the U.S. market [1][2]. That progression — voluntary first, mandatory once proven — is what a security and
governance audience should track over the remainder of 2026, because it establishes both a timeline
and a set of success criteria against which the industry, and any outside auditor, can measure whether

the transition actually happens.

The reception spans genuine competitors and, less surprisingly, Hassabis's own corporate parent. Sam
Altman's OpenAl and Microsoft's Satya Nadella and Mustafa Suleyman have voiced support for some
version of external frontier-model oversight from organizations with no stake in DeepMind's fortunes.
Google's Sundar Pichai has done the same, though as chief executive of DeepMind's parent company his
endorsement functions closer to an internal expression of confidence than to independent
corroboration. Twitter co-founder Jack Dorsey has also voiced support. Taken together, this marks a rare

instance of the leaders of Google DeepMind, OpenAl, and Anthropic converging in writing on a similar
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diagnosis of the regulatory gap [3]. That convergence is not, however, full agreement on remedy:
Anthropic CEO Dario Amodei has separately argued for a regulator closer to the Federal Aviation
Administration — a government body with direct statutory authority to block an unsafe model's
deployment — rather than an industry-funded standards organization whose enforcement power derives
from market participants agreeing to submit to it [3]. That distinction, between a body that certifies and

one that can compel, is the central governance question this proposal leaves unresolved.

Security Analysis

The case for treating this proposal as urgent, rather than aspirational, is reinforced by capability data
published the same month by the UK Al Security Institute. AISI's cyber range evaluations, which simulate
end-to-end autonomous attack chains against realistic vulnerable networks, found that leading open-
weight models such as GLM-5.2 (released June 2026) now perform comparably to closed frontier
models from four to seven months earlier, and that a second open model, DeepSeek V4-Pro, trails by a
similar margin [4]. That gap was measured at 6 to 10 months for most of 2025, meaning it has narrowed
by roughly a third in under a year. AISI frames the implication starkly: once a capability reaches open-
weight release, it cannot be recalled or monitored, so the shrinking gap compresses the window
defenders have to prepare before frontier-grade offensive cyber capability becomes broadly and
irreversibly accessible [4]. A standards body that only evaluates a handful of closed frontier labs, as
Hassabis's proposal currently contemplates, would have no jurisdiction over this open-weight pathway —
a scope limitation worth naming explicitly, since the AISI findings suggest the open-weight diffusion
timeline may outpace any closed-lab certification regime built solely around pre-release review of

proprietary models.

The FINRA analogy itself carries a documented history that a July 19, 2026 Forbes analysis lays out in
detail, and the parallels it surfaces are directly relevant to how a frontier-Al standards body would need
to be structured to avoid repeating them [5]. FINRA occupies an unusual position: it exercises regulatory
powers — examinations, fines, and enforcement actions — without being bound by the procedural
safeguards that constrain a government agency, including Freedom of Information Act disclosure and
formal notice-and-comment rulemaking, while also escaping the direct democratic accountability that
comes with being a federal regulator answerable to Congress [5]. The governance critique running
through the Forbes analysis, however, cuts in the opposite direction from simple regulatory capture: SEC
Commissioner Hester Peirce has argued that FINRA's board is deliberately weighted against industry,
with a majority of governors required to have no industry ties, leaving the member firms that fund the
organization with limited control over the body that regulates them [5]. A frontier-Al standards body
modeled on FINRA would need to resolve which of these failure modes it is actually designed to avoid —

a captured board that answers to industry, or an independent board that industry funds but cannot
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meaningfully influence — since the two point toward different design fixes. FINRA's crisis-era track
record raises a related, and more clearly demonstrated, concern: the organization began operating in
July 2007, months before the 2008 financial crisis, yet its supervisory purview included Bear Stearns,
Lehman Brothers, and Bernard Madoff's brokerage operations [5]. FINRA later disclaimed jurisdiction
over the fraud in the Madoff case, characterizing it as occurring within an investment-advisory business
outside its remit — a characterization securities law scholar John Coffee disputed in Senate testimony,
arguing the brokerage operation fell squarely within FINRA's jurisdiction [5]. That unresolved
jurisdictional dispute, rather than a settled failure, is itself the risk worth carrying into the Al context:
applied to frontier Al, the analogous danger is a standards body that certifies models against a fixed
evaluation protocol while missing capabilities, deployment contexts, or downstream misuse pathways
that fall just outside its defined scope, with genuine ambiguity — not obvious negligence — about where
that boundary should sit.

The Forbes analysis also raises a structural asymmetry worth stating plainly for a governance audience: it
argues that regulators of any kind tend to be risk-averse, because approving a model that later causes
harm generates visible headlines and accountability, while delaying or blocking a beneficial model
generates no comparable public record, since the foregone benefit is invisible to observers [5]. A single,
concentrated gatekeeper — which is what a mandatory-phase standards body would become once
passing its review is a precondition for US. market deployment — could therefore drift toward
conservatism that slows beneficial deployment without a commensurate safety return, a comparably
plausible outcome to the capture and jurisdictional-gap risks described above, and one pulling in the
opposite direction. All three risks argue for building oversight and appeal mechanisms into the standards
body's mandatory phase from the outset, rather than treating governance design as a problem to solve

only after the voluntary phase concludes.

Table 1 summarizes how the two competing 2026 proposals for frontier Al oversight differ on the
dimensions that matter most to a security and compliance audience evaluating which model is more

likely to prevail, and what each would require of labs operating under it.

Hassabis / FINRA-style

Dimension Amodei / FAA-style regulator
standards body / o 2

Funding Industry-funded, U.S. Presumably taxpayer-funded, as with
government-backed the FAA

Enforcement Certifies against a testing Direct statutory authority to block

authority protocol; mandatory phase deployment of an unsafe model

conditions market access on

passing review
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Dimension

Initial phase

Procedural

safeguards

Political viability
(as of July 2026)

Primary risk cited

Hassabis / FINRA-style
standards body

Voluntary submission, up to 30

days pre-release

Modeled on FINRA, which is not
subject to FOIA or federal notice-

and-comment rulemaking

Reported positive signals from

the Trump administration [2]

Contested governance authority

Amodei / FAA-style regulator

Not specified as phased; implies
standing regulatory authority from

inception

Presumably subject to standard
administrative-law procedures as a

government agency

No confirmed administration
engagement reported in current

sources

Regulatory conservatism; slower to

by critics and jurisdictional gaps (per stand up given the FDA-analog
FINRA's history) [5] objection already raised by the White
House [2]
Recommendations

Immediate Actions

Organizations operating or governing frontier-scale Al development — model providers, their enterprise
customers with deployment exposure, and third-party assurance providers — should begin mapping their
existing pre-deployment evaluation practices against the dangerous-capability categories the proposed
standards body would test: cyber offense, biological uplift, and deceptive or autonomous behavior.
Security and governance teams should not wait for the mandatory phase to materialize before
establishing internal evidence trails for these categories, since the proposal's own design assumes
voluntary submissions will generate the track record that justifies later mandating the protocol.
Enterprises procuring frontier models should ask vendors directly whether they intend to participate in
the voluntary phase Hassabis has proposed and, if so, request visibility into the evaluation scope and

results as part of vendor risk assessment.
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Short-Term Mitigations

Because the AISI findings show the open-weight capability gap narrowing independently of what any
closed-lab standards body chooses to test, organizations should not treat participation by frontier
closed-model labs as sufficient assurance against cyber-misuse risk introduced through open-weight
models their own supply chain or contractors might adopt. Security teams should extend capability-
aware monitoring — tracking which open-weight model releases approach or match known frontier
cyber-offense benchmarks — as a standing input to vulnerability management and threat modeling,
independent of whichever standards body ultimately emerges. Where an organization has influence over
lab selection, for example through cloud marketplace or procurement policy, evaluators should weight a
lab's voluntary participation in external pre-deployment review, and the transparency of that review's

scope, as a governance signal alongside existing security certifications.

Strategic Considerations

The unresolved dispute between a certifying standards body and a blocking regulator is not a detail to be
settled later; it determines what a "pass” from either institution actually means to a downstream
enterprise relying on it for assurance. Organizations building Al governance programs around anticipated
federal or industry oversight should design for both outcomes rather than betting on one, since the
FINRA-style model, if it prevails, would need reinforced appeal, disclosure, and jurisdictional-scope
mechanisms to avoid the governance disputes and gap risks its namesake has already demonstrated,
while an FAA-style regulator would need to resolve, faster than a historical government agency typically
has, whether it can keep pace with a capability landscape that current evidence suggests is closing
between open and closed models on a timescale of months rather than years. In either case, enterprises
should treat "passed external frontier-Al review" as a floor for assurance rather than a ceiling, continuing
to apply their own internal control frameworks — governance, access management, and monitoring —

regardless of which external oversight model, if any, is operating by year-end 2026.

CSA Resource Alignment

CSA's own body of work anticipates several elements of the tension this proposal surfaces, and its
existing assurance infrastructure offers a template for exactly the voluntary-to-mandatory progression
Hassabis has proposed. The Al Trustworthy Pledge established a public, voluntary commitment
mechanism — organizations attest to safety, transparency, ethical design, and privacy principles without
needing CSA membership or a formal audit — that mirrors the initial, self-selected phase of Hassabis's
proposed standards body [6]. STAR for Al, which CSA built as the next stage beyond the pledge, layers a
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structured, evidence-based assurance program on top of that voluntary foundation: organizations
progress from self-assessment against the Al Controls Matrix to third-party-audited certification
combined with ISO/IEC 42001[7]. That two-tier structure — attestation, then independent verification —
is precisely the maturation path the FINRA-style proposal describes moving from voluntary submission
to mandatory review, and CSA's experience operationalizing it offers a concrete reference point for what

evidentiary and governance scaffolding such a transition actually requires in practice.

The underlying technical substance of any future mandatory testing regime would still need a controls
baseline to test against, which is where CSA's Al Controls Matrix (AICM vl.1) is directly relevant: its
governance, risk, and application-security domains already enumerate the control objectives — spanning
the model lifecycle from training through deployment and monitoring — that a standards body's
evaluation protocol would need to operationalize into testable criteria [8]. Complementing that, CSA's
Guidelines for Auditing Al lays out a lifecycle-spanning audit methodology addressing privacy, security,
and trust considerations beyond bare regulatory compliance, offering a starting methodology for how
independent evaluators might structure the kind of pre-deployment review Hassabis's proposal
envisions, including the evidentiary rigor needed to make a "pass" meaningful to a downstream
enterprise relying on it [9]. Organizations tracking how this proposal develops over the remainder of
2026 may find these three CSA resources a useful starting reference point for the kinds of control
objectives and audit rigor a testing protocol would need to define — not a certification that any given

protocol meets or fails that bar.
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