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Deploying Al in fashion without losing control of IP, data, or
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The barrier to enterprise Al is no longercapability. It is trust. This is the
document your champion forwards to the people who can say no: legal,
security, procurement. It answers their questions before they ask them.
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SECTION 01

Executive summary

he barrier to Al in enterprise fashion is no longer capability. The tools work. The
I open question is trust: can they be trusted with your IP, your data, and your brand? A

design team runs a pilot, sees the value, and then the expansion meets the people
whose job is to say no until their questions are answered: who owns what the Al creates,

where our data goes, does it train someone else's model, how it touches our PLM and ERP,
and who is allowed to approve what.

This paper makes a claim a cautious reviewer can contest: an Al creation layer that logs every proposal
and every human approval lowers net legal and security risk rather than adding to it. The mechanism is
attribution. When each generated asset carries a record of what the model proposed and which named
person approved it, liability becomes traceable instead of anonymous, which is what a disputed design, a
copyright question, or an audit later turns on. Good answers to the four hard questions exist; most
vendors have not assembled them where a security team can review. This blueprint maps the four risks,

the control for each, and a procurement-ready checklist you can lift into a vendor assessment.

01 02 03

Trust is the blocker, not IP and data lead Governance is auditable, not
capability You should own every output, and promised

The gate is legal, security, and your designs should never train a Permissions, audit trails,
procurement. Win them and the model you do not control. isolation, and standard-format
rest of the rollout is easy. integration make trust something

you can verify.

That reframes the whole review, and it is the organizing idea of this paper: a governed Al layer is the first
time this process has been auditable at all. The workflow it replaces, email threads, spreadsheets, and
screenshots, records nothing, so no one can say who changed a measurement or why. A system that
logs every action narrows the risk surface rather than widening it, and keeps IP, data, and brand inside
the enterprise's walls.
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SECTION 02

Why Al stalls

at

the gate

The pattern is predictable. A creative or technical team adopts a tool that obviously works, and the

expansion stalls the moment it needs enterprise sign-off. Four questions surface every time, each from a

different owner, and a vendor that cannot answer them in writing does not get past the gate, however

good the demo was.

THE QUESTIONS THAT STALL THE DEAL

Four owners, fOllI’ gates

L 4

FIG 1

THE F* WORD -

Legal / IP: who owns the designs, tech packs,
and images the system generates?

Security / IT: where does our data live, who
sees it, and does it train models we do not
control?

Enterprise architecture: how does this sit
with PLM, ERP, PIM, and DAM without a
second source of truth?

Ops / compliance: who can approve what,
and can we prove it after the fact?

THE REGULATORY BACKDROP

Two shifts raised the bar

L 4

The EU Al Act's Article 50 marking duty for Al-
generated content is phasing in, with a
machine-readable standard that providers
must meet

The US Copyright Office's 2025 guidance ties
protection to the human contributions in a
work, not to the output as a whole

Both point one way: enterprises want Al that
keeps a human in the loop and keeps a
record

Four questions, all answerable in writing

None of the four gates needs a leap of faith. Each has a specific control and a contract clause

behind it, and a provider that cannot put those in writing has answered the question by

declining to. The sections that follow supply the language a security team can hold any vendor

to.

v”lL'ﬁ‘Z(l' L'))[U'/W'Z‘SU :\YLY[C\\. L”]L/ [/IL' owner 17U/1 Z‘”L/ UIL‘/Z.

WHY Al STALLS AT THE GATE
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SECTION 03

The enterprise
risk map

Not every Al concern deserves equal weight. Plot the four against how likely each is to block a deal and
how severe the damage is if mishandled, and the order sorts itself. All four land in the upper right, so
none can be waved off, but IP and data sit highest on severity for a structural reason: their failures
cannot be undone. A design absorbed into a shared model, or a generated asset with no clear owner,
cannot be clawed back once it is out. A weak connector or a missing approval gate can be fixed in the
next release. A security review should price irreversible risk first, which is why ownership and data
boundaries come before architecture and governance in the pages that follow.

FIG 2
THE FOUR RISKS, RANKED BY HOW OFTEN THEY END THE DEAL

RANK RISK WHY IT RANKS HERE STANDING

1 Ownership of the output Irreversible: an unowned asset, or a design Address first
that leaks, cannot be recalled

» Data & model boundaries Irreversible: training leakage helps a Address first
competitor for good

3 Integration & source of truth Fixable, yet version drift corrupts what the Design in
factory builds

4 Governance & access Fixable in a release, yet it gates compliance Design in
sign-off

4\[[‘/6!(]' are )'UJ[. (’R‘)Z(')'ﬁ/l I‘U J)h?’ JLHJ [VL‘ZHM{LU‘I'('S are fl'7‘L‘1’L'/‘Sf[7[L‘, N¢ [/ZL‘.Y ('UUIL’A/I‘Y‘H: flll(gY‘LYl ion LU]J g(‘l,‘('l')hlllﬂ' can [74’ L’}li\‘l‘llt’(')'(l{

in as you scale.

Ranking by reversibility tells procurement how to write the contract. A fixable risk, a missing connector or
an absent approval gate, can be accepted against a remediation deadline; an irreversible one cannot be
walked back once it happens. So ownership and no-training terms belong in the contract as conditions
signed before the pilot starts, while integration and governance can ride on service levels with defined
remedies. Each section that follows pairs the concern with its control and the exact language to require

from any vendor, including this one.
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SECTION 04 - RISK 1

Who owns the output

The first question legal asks is ownership. A generative workflow makes three things: concepts, technical
packages, and marketing visuals, all built partly from inputs you provided (sketches, fit blocks, brand
assets, sales data). The enterprise needs unambiguous, written ownership of all of it. The standard to
require is simple: the brand retains full IP in every generated output, and the vendor claims no license to
reuse it. That single clause changes procurement's math, converting an open-ended, unpriceable IP
exposure into a bounded term a buyer can rate, and it pairs naturally with a vendor indemnity for third-
party claims. Written correctly, the clause leaves the brand owning the IP in all generated content, and the
vendor holding none of it.

Copyright adds a nuance worth understanding rather than fearing. The US Copyright Office's 2025
guidance holds that protection attaches to the human-authored contributions in a work, not to the whole
output simply because a person edited it. Prompt-only, hands-off generation may not be protectable;
where a designer selects, arranges, and materially shapes the result, protection covers those human
contributions. That argues for a human-in-the-loop workflow, and the same design review that protects
brand quality also strengthens the copyright position and aligns with the EU Al Act's transparency

expectations for Al-assisted content.

CONTRACT LANGUAGE TO REQUIRE

v Assignment: all generated outputs assigned to the brand, with no vendor reuse or resale.
v No training license: your inputs and outputs are never used to train shared or third-party models.

v Clean IP lines: pre-existing vendor platform IP stays the vendor's; everything you create and generate is
yours.

v Exitrights: full export of your assets on termination, in open formats, with defined deletion.

Own every genemted output through a written contract

clause, signed before the pilot begins.

THE F* WORD - THE ENTERPRISE TRUST BLUEPRINT
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SECTION 05 -

RISK 2

Data & model

boundaries

The second question is data, and two fears sit underneath it: our data leaks, and our designs train a

model that helps a competitor. Both are answerable with controls, not assurances. Require brand-level

data isolation, an explicit commitment that your content never trains shared models, defined retention and

deletion, and standard privacy compliance with your organization as the data controller.

GUARANTEED

What stays yours

L 4

L 4

Every generated output, and the IP in it

Your sketches, fit blocks, brand assets, and
sales data

A private, isolated workspace per brand or
tenant

The right to export everything, anytime, in
open formats

CONTRACTUALLY EXCLUDED

What never happens

L 4

Your designs never train a shared or third-
party model

Your data never crosses into another tenant

No silent reuse of your content for the
vendor's marketing or benchmarks

No lock-in through proprietary, non-
exportable formats

This is where multi-brand groups need extra scrutiny. A holding company running several labels on one

platform must confirm tenant isolation between those labels, and not merely at the perimeter with the

outside world. A credible enterprise deployment offers private workspaces, brand-level data isolation,

and no training of shared models on client data, with SSO and SAML authentication controlling who gets

in. Map each claim to a clause and to a test you can run during the pilot.

FIG 3 The data boundary, stated as guarantees and exclusions. Verify each in the security review.

THE F* WORD -

Per tenant
Brand-level isolation, even
between labels in one group

A holding company's labels
never see each other's data.

No training

Your designs never enter a
model outside your control

Written as a contractual
exclusion you can testin the
pilot.

DATA & MODEL BOUNDARIES

You control it
Retention, deletion, and
export on your terms

Your organization stays the data
controller.
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SECTION 06 - RISK 3

Integration &
one source of truth

The third question is architecture, and enterprises have a reasonable allergy to another island. The right
model is an orchestration layer that sits on top of your systems of record, reads and writes through
connectors and APIs, and exports in formats those systems already accept. That avoids a rip-and-
replace, and it ends the version drift that quietly costs fashion teams weeks, where a measurement edited

in a spreadsheet never reaches the tech pack the factory builds.

FIG 4
THE ORCHESTRATION LAYER, NOT A REPLACEMENT

Creative + Al agents The F* Word

v READS - WRITES 1

Connectors & API exports in .glb - .png - .pdf
PLM ERP PIM DAM
product lifecycle planning & cost product data brand assets

YOUR SYSTEMS OF RECORD, UNCHANGED
HLJHL{LUU[ L’.\"LN’I'l ‘/L‘HJML\‘ mean L/h' .\'_)'SLL’IJL\‘ L{ULL')L\‘H'L’LUH JL'L‘L’pL L/ZL' L‘HLPHL IL'[[/I(‘I(L custom IL'U)'/\’.
The security value here is easy to miss. One governed source of truth, propagated cleanly, is itself a

control: it removes the manual copy-paste steps where errors and unapproved changes enter today.

Integration does more than tidy the IT stack; it is how the workflow stops leaking.

One layer Two-way Exports

Sits on top of PLM, ERP, PIM, Reads and writes through Standard .glb, .png, and .pdf
and DAM connectors and open API downstream

Your systems of record stay the No rip-and-replace, nothing new The tech pack the factory builds
source of truth, unchanged. to reconcile. stays in sync with the edit.
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SECTION 07 - RISK 4

Governance & access

The fourth question is control: who can do what, and can you prove it. Enterprise-grade governance
means role-based permissions, approval gates on supplier-visible or irreversible actions, a complete
audit trail of proposals and human approvals, and workspace isolation for multi-brand houses. That log
does double duty: it records the human contributions the US Copyright Office's 2025 guidance looks to

and the oversight the EU Al Act expects, so one trail serves security, copyright, and compliance.

CONTROL WHAT IT DOES MAPS TO

Access control SSO / SAML, role-based permissions, least- NIST Al RMF (Govern);
privilege by function ISO/IEC 42001

Data isolation & privacy Private workspaces, tenant separation, retention GDPR / CCPA; SOC 2

and deletion policy

Auditability Full'log of Al proposals and human approvals, NIST Al RMF (Measure,
traceable per asset Manage)
Human Ovcrsight Approval gates before anything supplier-visible EU Al Act (transparency tier)

or irreversible

Content provenance IPTC provenance metadata on Al-assisted EU Al Act Art. 50 - NY
images, aligned to marketplace tagging duties synthetic-performer law -
Amazon IPTC

FIG 5 Governance ('UHU'L‘/.\' ULIPIZ‘L'J to [/Z(’ /’I}UHC"LL‘L‘)'/\'N your S(’(UJ']‘[Y ream LI/IUMIY uses. (,‘UH/U'IH current Z‘CHL{UT ('CITZ»/M'AIUIUHS AHM{ actestations

Juring review.

Who the disclosure rules bind, and who they skip

Read the Al-labeling laws closely and most fall on whoever builds the model, not the brand using it. Two,
though, reach the brand directly.

RULE WHO IT BINDS WHAT IT MEANS

EU Al Act, Art. 50 Al providers Machine-readable marking of Al-generated content; providers
already on the market have until 2 December 2026 to comply

California SB 942 (AB "Covered providers" (over Latent disclosure for images, video, and audio, not text, so tech
M monthly users) packs and specifications are excluded. Most fashion brands
853) are very likely not covered providers
New York law (eff 9 The brand or seller Synthetic-performer disclosure; civil penalties of $1,000 for a
first violation and $5,000 for each after it
June 2026)

Amazon (]uly 2026) The seller IPTC metadata tagging of photorealistic Al-generated people in
images, videos, and A+ content; excludes no-people, non-
photorealistic, and Al-edited real-people images

A synthetic model in a real garment is in scope for tagging; an Al background behind a real product is not.
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SECTION 08

The security &

procurement checklist

Lift this into your vendor assessment. If a provider cannot check every box in writing, that is your

answer. It is organized the way an enterprise review runs in practice, by the team that owns each risk.

IP & ownership Data & privacy

v All generated outputs assigned to the brand v Your content never trains shared or third-party models
v No vendor license to reuse or resell your content v Brand-level isolation, tenant separation for groups

v Clean lines between platform IP and your assets v Retention, deletion, and data-controller terms defined
Security & access Integration

v SSO/SAML and role-based permissions v PLM, ERP, PIM, DAM connectors or open API

v Current attestations available for review (SOC 2, ISO) v Standard export formats (.glb, .png, .pdf)

v Encryption in transit and at rest v No new single source of truth created
Governance & audit Commercial & exit

v Full audit trail of Al actions and human approvals v Paid pilot with contractually defined success metrics
v Approval gates on supplier-visible steps v Full data export and deletion on exit

v IPTC provenance tags on photorealistic Al people, per v Transparent pricing, no proprietary lock-in

marketplace rules

Encryption in transit and at rest and single sign-on are the easy boxes; every serious vendor clears them.
The three that decide a review are the ones most checklists skip.

Subprocessors Residency Op security

Which model providers and Where content is hosted and Incident response, testing,

third parties touch your data processed and recovery

Their names, contractual terms, A DPA, standard contractual Breach-notification SLA,

and processing regions. clauses, and named locations. penetration-testing cadence,
BC/DR, and vulnerability
disclosure.

F1G ¢ The vendor-assessment checklist, plus the three questions it should grow to include. Every box should be answerable in writing before

S('LI/('.
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SECTION 09

Prove it in 30 days

The fastest way through the gate is to make the pilot itself the proof. A scoped, paid pilot
with contractually defined success metrics lets legal, security, and procurement validate
every control on real data before any scale commitment. You are not asking the enterprise

to trust a deck. You are handing them a governed, reversible test.

Inside thirty days, the IP assignment is signed up front, data isolation is verified, connectors are tested
against a sandbox, the audit trail is reviewed by the people who will own it, and the ROl is measured on
your own SKUs. Every claim in this paper becomes something your team confirmed rather than
something a vendor asserted.

30 days In Reversible

a security-cleared, Writing full export and deletion if you

measured pilot walk away

IP, data, and exit terms
signed before work starts

What the thirty days settles, gate by gate

Legal signs the IP assignment and the no-training terms up front. Security verifies brand-level
data isolation, SSO and SAML, and the audit trail on real data. Architecture tests PLM and ERP
connectors against a sandbox and confirms standard-format exports. Procurement holds the

pilot to contractually defined success metrics, with full export and deletion on exit.

Trust, in the end, is a set of controls your own people tested and a contract that holds, not words on a
website. That is the standard this paper argues for, and the one to hold every vendor to.
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THE SERIES

Further reading

Part of a series on Al in fashion from The F* Word.

Outdated Tools, Outspaced Brands

Where the analog back office costs fashion brands speed and margin.

How Agentic Al Is Transforming Fashion Brands

The modern Al fashion stack, idea through execution.

Getting Real Results from Al in Fashion

Judging Al by the deliverables that move product.

The Hidden Cost of Pay-Per-Use Al Pricing

Why usage-metered pricing lands on your P&L.

The Agentic Al Rollout Playbook

Sequencing adoption agent by agent, gated on evidence.

How to Think About Fashion Fit in the Al Era

Fit as a decision system, and where 3D earns its place.
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THE COMPANY

About The F* Word

The team behind this analysis builds the kind of governed, auditable
Al layer the paper describes. The platform below is that work.

THE F *WoORD=-..

The F* Word is an Al-native fashion platform. It creates editable tech pack drafts in eight to ten minutes
and connects the four stages of a product's path: creative direction, production readiness, product
launch, and supplier handoff. It generates designs, moodboards, technical specifications, and product

visuals from a trend signal or a design brief, and keeps every asset in one workspace.

For the enterprise questions this paper raises, that single workspace is the point: one governed layer
where every generated asset can be owned, isolated, and logged, rather than scattered across tools no

one audits.
o1 02 03 04
Creative direction Production Product launch Supplier handoff

readiness

One IL‘UJ"L’NPJL’L’ across l/M’»/;‘H)' SZ'JSCS UA/-J pllk{ll('l"ﬁ ‘DLH'/L

17,000+ 75% 60%

fashion professionals fewer physical samples less inventory risk

See the governed workspace run on your own SKUs in a 30-day pilot. Book a walkthrough with the team.

Book a Demo >

Regulatory references (EU Al Act, US Copyright Office, California SB 942 as amended by AB 853, New York's synthetic-performer
law, and Amazon marketplace policy) reflect guidance current to August 2026 and are provided for context, not as legal advice.
Confirm vendor certifications and current obligations during your own security and legal review.
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https://cal.com/thefword/enterprise

THE AUTHORS

Written by

This blueprint reflects what the authors have watched carry enterprise Al from a promising
pilot to a signed, governed rollout, and where it stalls when the controls are missing.

Nitin Kumar
CEO & CO-FOUNDER

Twenty-five-plus years in hi-tech across global markets, named a "Master of the
Business Pivot" by CEO Today. Has led multi-billion-dollar P&Ls at Hewlett-Packard,
Deloitte, and PwC, and scaled ventures across SaaS, Web3, Al, and creator tools with
two exits. Brings a rare blend of strategy, operations, and growth to fashion, and is the
author of "The Future of Fashion."

Rosmon Sidhik

CTO & CO-FOUNDER

Twenty-five-plus years in product and engineering, now leading engineering, product,
and growth at The F* Word and building hands-on with Al agents. Has scaled teams
from zero to fifty across Series A to C, led the $200M direct-to-consumer business at
Frontdoor, and directed engineering at Ridecell, where his teams shipped mobility apps
topping a million downloads for customers like Google, AAA, and BMW. Writes on

agentic Al, workflow, and execution in fashion.

The barrier to enterprise Al is trust: a set of controls a

buyer’s own people can test, and a contract that holds.
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IN CLOSING

Trust you can

The standard this paper argues for is one a buyer can verify: controls your
own security, legal, and procurement teams tested on real data, and a

contract that holds. Hold every vendor to it, including the one that
published this.

WEB APP EMAIL
www.thefword.ai app.thefword.ai info@thefword.ai
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Nitin Kumar & Rosmon Sidhik

The F* Word - Reimagine Fashion Workflows



