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Key Takeaways

California's legislature closed its 2026 session on September 1 having passed a large cluster

of AI- and social-media-focused bills, adding to the two already signed earlier in the year, and

Governor Gavin Newsom must act on the remainder by September 30, 2026 [1][2].

The package spans child safety and companion chatbots, employment and automated

decision systems, healthcare AI, content provenance and deepfake disclosure, and a new AI

auditor accreditation regime [3][4] — a breadth that means no single enterprise function can

treat this as someone else's compliance problem.

Several bills create net-new obligations for security and governance teams specifically:

human-corroboration requirements for automated employment decisions, mandatory

override authority for clinical AI, and registration requirements for third-party AI auditors [3]

[4].

The package builds directly on California's 2025 frontier AI transparency law (SB 53) [5], and

the two waves together are consistent with a pattern of sequential, overlapping AI statutes

that function as a compliance patchwork rather than a single regime.

Reported direct lobbying of the Governor's office by OpenAI CEO Sam Altman over specific

provisions signals that the September 30 signing decisions may narrow the final list, so

organizations should track outcomes bill-by-bill rather than assume the full slate becomes law

[1].

Background

California's legislature ended its 2026 session on the night of September 1 having advanced a large

cluster of artificial intelligence and social media bills, in addition to two bills the Governor had already

signed on June 30 [2]. The exact count is difficult to pin down because coverage varies by source and by

the moment each account was captured: NBC News characterized the total as "more than 20" [1], while

the Transparency Coalition's legislative tracker — a page that updates continuously as the tally is

confirmed — has shown different totals at different points, including a 26-bill count with 24 remaining for

signature and, subsequently, a higher count as additional bills were confirmed passed in the session's

final hours [2]. No single source fully reconciles these figures, and readers who need a precise, current

total should consult the tracker directly rather than treat any single number in this note as final. What is
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consistent across accounts, however, is the scale and breadth of the effort: this is not a single flagship bill

but a large cluster of separately sponsored bills touching children's online safety, workplace automation,

healthcare AI, content authenticity, and the professional practice of law, all converging on the Governor's

desk in the same 30-day signing window that closes September 30, 2026 [1][4].

This session's package did not emerge in isolation. It follows California's Transparency in Frontier

Artificial Intelligence Act (SB 53), which Governor Newsom signed on September 29, 2025, establishing

safety-framework publication, incident-reporting, and whistleblower-protection obligations for large

frontier model developers [5]. Where SB 53 focused narrowly on frontier-scale developers and

catastrophic-risk scenarios, the 2026 package appears broader and more consumer-facing, reaching

mid-market and enterprise deployers of chatbots, workplace monitoring tools, and clinical decision-

support systems that would not meet SB 53's compute thresholds. Read together, the two waves of

legislation are consistent with a legislative pattern in which California regulates first at the frontier-model

layer and then fills in adjacent gaps — employment, healthcare, education, child safety — in subsequent

sessions, producing an accumulating and increasingly intricate set of obligations for any organization

operating AI systems that touch California residents.

The political dynamics around the package are also instructive for organizations assessing which

provisions are likely to survive intact. State Senator Steve Padilla, a lead sponsor of several child-safety

and chatbot bills, framed the session's work as California "filling the regulatory void" left by federal

inaction, while reporting also noted that OpenAI's chief executive contacted the Governor's office

directly to raise concerns about specific AI provisions before the signing deadline [1]. That kind of direct

industry engagement in the final weeks of a signing period suggests some bills — particularly those with

the broadest applicability to general-purpose AI products — may face a higher chance of veto or

amendment-and-reintroduction, though no source identifies which specific provisions Altman raised or

confirms that other bills, such as the child-safety and workplace measures, have drawn comparatively

less industry opposition. Security and compliance teams should therefore treat the bill list below as a

planning inventory, not a finalized set of obligations, and revisit it once Newsom's decisions are public by

the end of September.

Security Analysis

The 2026 package is large enough that it is more useful to organize it by the operational control domain

each cluster of bills touches than to walk through every bill in sequence. The table below groups the

most security- and governance-relevant measures by theme, drawing on reporting from Wiley and the

Transparency Coalition's legislative tracker [3][4].
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Domain
Representative

Bills
Core Requirement

Child safety &

companion

chatbots

AB 1709; SB 1119

("Adam's Law"); SB

867

Bars addictive feed features for under-16 users,

mandates independent child-safety audits for

companion chatbots interacting with teens, and bans

companion-chatbot-enabled toys [4].

Employment &

workforce

automation

SB 947 ("No Robo

Bosses Act"); SB

951; AB 1883; AB

1331

Requires human corroboration before an employer

relies primarily on an automated system for discipline

or termination, mandates 90-day notice before AI-

driven workforce displacement, bars AI surveillance

that infers emotional state or collects neural data, and

prohibits AI-enabled surveillance in employee

restrooms and changing areas [3][4].

Healthcare AI AB 1979; SB 903;

AB 2575; SB 503

Prohibits AI from independently performing functions

reserved to licensed clinicians, restricts AI-delivered

psychotherapy, guarantees clinician authority to

override AI clinical decision-support output, and

requires identification of systems with foreseeable

biased impacts [3].

Transparency,

provenance &

assurance

SB 1000; AB 2713;

AB 1405; SB 813

Expands the existing California AI Transparency Act's

content-provenance and disclosure obligations, and

creates a registry and accreditation pathway for

organizations that perform third-party AI risk-

assessment audits [3].

Synthetic media

& likeness

SB 1050; SB 1111; SB

574

Requires disclosure when advertisements use

synthetic performers, extends name/image/likeness

protection to AI-generated digital replicas and voices,

and imposes verification duties on attorneys using

generative AI in court filings [3].

Platform liability

& privacy

AB 2; AB 2246; AB

1542; SB 690

Establishes an ordinary-care liability standard for

social platforms that injure children, replaces the prior

Age-Appropriate Design Code with harm-prevention

duties, narrows sale/sharing of sensitive personal
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Domain
Representative

Bills
Core Requirement

information under AB 1542, and curbs private rights of

action for website-tracking (CIPA pen-register)

lawsuits under SB 690 [3][4].

Three implications stand out for enterprise security and governance functions. First, the employment

and healthcare clusters push automated-decision and clinical-AI systems toward the kind of human-in-

the-loop, override-capable architecture that CSA's AI Controls Matrix already recommends under its

application security and data governance domains, but they now attach statutory liability to getting that

architecture wrong. Organizations that have treated "human in the loop" as a design preference rather

than an auditable control will need to produce evidence — logs, escalation records, override rates — that a

human reviewer actually exercised independent judgment, not just that a human was nominally present in

the workflow.

Second, the transparency and assurance cluster (SB 1000, AB 2713, AB 1405, SB 813) begins to

formalize a third-party AI audit ecosystem in California by creating a registry of accredited AI auditors

and requiring identifiable content provenance [3]. No established accreditation body or standardized

audit methodology yet exists for AI safety and risk assessments in the United States, so organizations

that will need external AI audits — whether for healthcare bias testing or general risk-assessment

verification under California's new registry — should expect to select from a still-developing pool of

accredited assessors and to see divergent methodologies across engagements until the market matures

and a track record of comparable audits accumulates.

Third, the sheer diversity of triggers across the package — user age, employment decisions, clinical

function, advertising content, workforce size, and litigation practice — means that no single compliance

owner can reasonably cover the whole list. A security or AI governance function that maps its own AI

inventory only against frontier-AI or data-privacy statutes will miss obligations that properly belong to

HR, legal, and clinical risk teams. The practical risk is not that any one bill is technically demanding, but

that the number of distinct triggers makes it easy for at least one applicable obligation to fall through

organizational seams, particularly in matrixed enterprises where AI procurement, deployment, and

oversight sit in different business units.
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Recommendations

Immediate Actions

Security and governance teams operating in or serving California should build a single cross-functional

inventory now, before Newsom's September 30 decisions are final, that maps every AI system touching

California users or employees against the six domains in the table above. This inventory should record,

for each system, which of the pending bills would apply if signed, who owns remediation, and what

evidence currently exists to demonstrate compliance (audit logs, human-review records, disclosure

language). Legal and compliance teams should also confirm which bills were signed, vetoed, or amended

once the September 30 deadline passes, since the analysis above necessarily reflects the pending

package rather than final law.

Short-Term Mitigations

Organizations that deploy customer-facing chatbots, workplace monitoring tools, or clinical decision-

support systems should prioritize retrofitting override and human-corroboration evidence into those

workflows over the next one to two quarters, since the employment and healthcare bills condition liability

on demonstrable human judgment rather than mere human presence. Teams that anticipate needing

third-party AI risk-assessment audits — whether to satisfy California's new auditor-registry provisions or

customer due-diligence requests — should begin engaging accredited or soon-to-be-accredited

assessors now rather than waiting for a compliance deadline, given the immature and still-consolidating

state of the AI audit market. Content and marketing teams should also review synthetic-media disclosure

practices against SB 1050 and SB 1111 ahead of any enforcement date; these digital-replica and

synthetic-performer obligations are likely lower-effort to implement than the human-oversight

architecture changes required by the employment and healthcare bills, since disclosure requirements

typically call for labeling and process changes rather than new review workflows.

Strategic Considerations

Longer term, enterprises operating across multiple states should consider adopting a "strictest-

applicable-obligation" design principle: building a single portable control set — covering provenance

disclosure, human-override authority, bias testing, and incident documentation — that satisfies the most

demanding state requirement and can be selectively relaxed where a given jurisdiction's law is narrower,

rather than maintaining state-by-state compliance silos. Because this is California's second consecutive
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year of major AI legislative activity, organizations should plan for the possibility that the state continues

layering additional sector-specific obligations onto its existing frontier-AI framework, rather than

assuming the regulatory surface stabilizes once the 2026 package is resolved.

CSA Resource Alignment

This package's requirements connect most directly to CSA's existing AI Controls Matrix framework. For

the underlying control architecture referenced throughout this note — human-oversight requirements for

automated decisions, bias identification, and clinical AI override authority — CSA's AI Controls Matrix

(AICM) v1.1 provides applicable control objectives across its application security, data governance, and

human-oversight domains, and offers a vendor-neutral way to document the evidence base that

California's employment and healthcare bills now require [6]. Because AICM already maps to the NIST AI

Risk Management Framework and ISO/IEC 42001, organizations that build their California compliance

evidence against AICM controls will simultaneously advance readiness for other jurisdictions' AI

obligations, rather than producing California-specific artifacts that do not generalize.
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