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Core Problem
Model/System Cards

● Model/System cards are the main AI model and the 
system surround it documentation 

● Capabilities, Limitations, Safety Properties/Mitigations
○ OpenAI, Anthropic, Google

● However, 

○ Unstructured, lengthy documentation written in natural 
language

● As such,

○ What requirements in system cards are actually being 
addressed?

○ Are the claims backed by adequate evidence?

○ Are system cards traceable for regulations?
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We study the GPT-5 system 
card to understand what 

requirements are elicited by 
OpenAI for their flagship 

system, and how lightweight 
safety model can contribute to 

their further analysis
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Case Study
Motivation

● A lawsuit filed Aug. 2025 against OpenAI in 
California for the wrongful death of Adam Raine

○ GPT-4 was used as Raine’s personal diary

● The OpenAI company acknowledged that “there 
have been moments where our systems did not 
behave as intended in sensitive situations”.

● →  Need for properly defining requirements to 
address risks related to the use of ML-based 
systems
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Case Study
GPT-5 system card

● Manual analysis (Extraction and Modelling) on 

GPT-5 system card

○ Published in August 2025 by OpenAI

○ 60 pages, covering gpt-5-thinking and gpt-5-main

○ *Latest system card from the GPT family

• Over a dozen cards since 2020

○ Progressive adoption of this documentation

• 1 page for GPT-3 (2020) to 60 pages for GPT-5 

(2025)
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Approach
Methodology

Claim collection:
● 2 annotators (AI safety & ML expert) + 1 mediator 

(RE/safety expert)
● Claim on capabilities, limitations, and/or mitigated 

threats
○ Consist of a threat, effort, and outcome

Requirements elicitation:
● Bottom-Up approach to derive implicit requirements
● Clarification of ambiguous terms

○ Ex.: “deception”, “jailbreak”, “sycophantic behavior” 
● Classification of requirements using MIT AI Risk 

Taxonomy
○ Discrimination & Toxicity; Privacy & Security; 

Misinformation; Malicious Actors & Misuse; 
Human-Computer Interaction; Socioeconomic & 
Environmental; AI System Safety, Failures & 
Limitations
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Key findings
Requirements found
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Key findings
Analysis
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● 74 claims linked to 22 requirements
● Requirements are unevenly covered:

○ R14 (chemical/biological capability) supported by 29 
claims (~38% of all claims)

○ Meanwhile, R11 (multilingual) & R20 (fairness) is 
supported by a single evidence
• With R20 solely relying on the BBQ benchmark 

without any definition for “fairness”
● Requirements are tightly coupled:

○ 8 requirements (R2, R3, R6, R7, R12, R13, R15, 
R18) share substantial common evidence
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Modelling Requirement
Background
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● Justification Diagrams (JDs) : Lighter than GSN, 

still expressive, industrial scale in safety-critical 

systems 

○ Conclusion, Strategy, Sub-Conclusion, Evidence

● R14: GPT-5 shall exhibit little to no chemical or 

biological (CB) capabilities with similar or lower 

performance than previous models
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Modelling Requirement
Modelling R14
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● Asymmetric treatment
○ Chemical capability relies on a single threshold 

assessment with safeguards

○ Biological capability is justified with performance metrics 

and multiple biological uplift mitigation strategies

● Heavy reliance on safeguarding

○ Safeguarding accounts for 50% of R14’s evidence

● Dependance on red-teaming/external experts

○ Gray Swan, FAR.AI, CAISI, UK AISI and 

benchmarks without disclosure
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Conclusion
Threats to Validity & Future Work
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● Current system cards fail to properly specify AI safety requirements, exhibiting vagueness, uneven evidentiary 
support, and poor traceability

● → To real-life harm and consequences
● Modelling these documentations can expose these gaps

Threats to Validity
○ Internal: Possible claim-extraction bias (mitigated via cross-review with a third expert)
○ External: Specific to GPT-5 system card, but consistent with preliminary work on GPT-OSS, Claude 3, and 

Gemma 3N

Future Work
○ Assessing regulatory compliance
○ Interviewing system-card authors to validate requirement interpretations
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Thank You!
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