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This section describes the central components of the Frontier Safety Framework. These protocols
represent our current understanding of and approach for how severe frontier Al risks may be anticipated
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The table below summarizes the initial approach:

Table _ CCLs and Mitigations

CCL

Mitigation

Instrumental Reasoning Level 1: the instrumental
reasoning abilities of the model enable enough
situational awareness (ability to and use
relevant details of its deployment and stealth
(ability to circumvent basic oversight mechanisms)

such that, abs itional mitigations, we cannot rule
out the model undermining human control.

Automated monitoring: Imonitoring system to detect
illicit use of instrumental ri apabilities in a
model’s chain-of-thought high-stakes
deployments where there is risk of the
model undermining human control.

Instrumental Reasoning Level 2: ! instrumental
reasoning abilities of the model enable enough
situational awareness and stealth even when
relevant model outputs (including,‘ scratchpads)
are being moni nnot detect or rule out the
risk of a model_ undermining human

control.

Future work: We are actively researching approaches
to addressing models that reach this CCL.

'we assess that a model has reached a CCL that poses an unmitigated and material risk to overal
safety, we aim to share information with appropriate government authorities where it will facilitate
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- of . Al. Where appropriate, and subject to adequate “ and security
measures and considerations around proprietary and sensitive information, this information may include:
e Model information: characteristics of the Al model relevant to the risk it may pose with its critical
capabilities.
e Evaluation results: such as details about the evaluation design, the results, and any robustness
tests.
e Mitigation plans: descriptions of our mitigation plans and how they are expected to reduce the
risk.

We may also consider disclosing information to other externa! to promote shared learning
and coordinated risk mitigation. We will continue to review and evolve our disclosure process over time.
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instrumental reasoning in ways that cannot be monitored, additional mitigations may be
warranted—the development of which is an area of active research.
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will be reviewed - appropriate corporate
governance

Wi ched a CCL that poses an unmitigated and material risk to overall public

safety, weaimito information with appropriate government re it will
facilitate of . Where appropriate, and subject to adequate and security
measures and considerations around proprietary and sensitive information, this information may include:

e Model information: characteristics of the Al model relevant to the risk it may pose with its
critical capabilities.

e Evaluation results: such as details about the evaluation design, the results, and any robustness
tests.

e Mitigation plans: descriptions of our mitigation plans and how they are expected to reduce the
risk.

We may also consider disclosing information to other external[! to promote shared learning
and coordinated risk mitigation. We will continue to review and evolve our disclosure process over time.
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