syrenis

Proving compliance
with updated
CCPA regulations

A readiness guide for US enterprises



INTRODUCTION

Jan 1 Updated CCPA regulations covering automated decision-making
J technology (ADMT), risk assessments and cybersecurity audits took effect

2026 on Jan 1, 2026, with obligations phasing in through 2030. And for many

enterprise compliance teams, the immediate challenge is less about
UPDATED CCPA " . : ;
REGULATIONS rewriting policy and more about demonstrating execution.

TOOK EFFECT
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Updated ADMT First risk Risk assessment Cybersecurity
regulations take requirements in assessments due  filings to the CPPA  audits phased by
effect place revenue, Apr 1,

2028 to Apr 1,2030

That proof has to hold up across how your business actually operates, with multiple digital properties, evolving tag

and vendor behavior, overlapping systems, and internal teams with different priorities and ways of working.

When privacy choices are captured in one place and applied somewhere else, gaps appear quickly. Those gaps
are where audit questions turn into investigations.

This guide is written for Chief Privacy Officers and Chief Compliance Officers who need to understand:

What “demonstrable compliance” looks like in day-to-day operations

A Where consent and preference programs tend to break under scrutiny

@ How to pressure-test whether your operating model can scale as requirements continue
to expand across US states



READINESS

Producing evidence
when it matters most

A useful way to assess readiness is to remove the abstract question, “Are we compliant?” and replace it with a

practical one:

If you were asked to demonstrate compliance next week,
what would you show and how quickly could you produce it?

In an enterprise environment, demonstrability depends on whether you can demonstrate the full chain from

choice to action:

(& cHolce SELECTION

What choice was presented to the consumer What the consumer selected, with timestamps
(and where, and when) and context

Oy AcTioN () GOVERNANCE

What the business did as a result, across the How changes are governed as requirements,
systems and vendors that actually handle products, and implementations evolve

personal data

Many organizations can show elements of this in isolation. The harder part is consistently applying the same rules,

in the same way, with records that reconcile across systems.
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5 STRESS TESTS

Testing what you
can and can’t prove

Use these prompts to stress-test the strength of your evidence pack.

& Choice capture =  Choice application
® Can you show what consent or preference ® Can you show how a consumer’s choice was
language was presented on a given site/app, applied in your core downstream systems
at a given time? (analytics, marketing, customer platforms,

support tooling, data environments)?
® Can you tie that presentation to a record of PP d )

the consumer’s selection? ® Can you demonstrate that those systems are
using the latest consent record, not a stale or
partial copy?

Change history -'(',I!- Exception handling

® Can you produce a clear version history of ® When systems disagree, do you have a
consent and preference models, including defined source of truth and a documented
what changed, when, and who approved it? method for resolution?

® Can you show how you detect drift across
tags, vendors, or implementations?

T, Reporting

® Can you produce audit-ready outputs that are traceable to real immutable records and events, not just
rolled-up metrics?
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4 PRESSURE POINTS

Understanding the
pressure points

Enforcement pressure tends to show up where governance meets operational complexity. These are common

weak points that become visible once you try to evidence end-to-end execution.

OE) Capture without downstream control

Consent is often captured cleanly at the point of collection - on a website banner, a preference page, or a

form. But fragmentation can occur when the signal has to travel into the systems that actually use data:

Different brands implement One property respects Teams interpret
variations of the same rule choices while another lags requirements differently
behind when building journeys,
tagging pages, or integrating
vendors

Ask yourself: Can you prove consistent honoring across touchpoints and systems, not just consistent

capture?

= Updates that don’t propagate

Preference changes are straightforward to collect. Propagating them across systems reliably is where the

scale of enterprise systems becomes the problem.

If updates move slowly, or only reach some systems, your organization can end up with multiple “truths”
at the same time. That creates risk, but it also creates a defensibility problem as it becomes difficult to

claim consistent honoring when records diverge.

Ask yourself:
® How long does it take for a change to be applied everywhere it matters?
® How do you prove propagation across systems, not just the moment of capture?

® \What happens when a downstream system can’t accept the signal as expected?
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PRESSURE POINTS CONTINUED

A

.9 Vendors, tags, and implementation drift

Even strong internal governance can be undermined by things like vendor behavior that changes over
time, tags that are added outside approved change controls, different properties evolving at different

speeds and visibility gaps across large web estates.

If you can’t see what is running, you can’t confidently assert alignment between what you tell consumers

and what your systems actually do.

Ask yourself:
® Do you have continuous visibility into what’s running across your digital estate?
® Can you show how vendor permissions align with consumer choices?

® Do you have a repeatable remediation workflow when drift is detected?

88 Reporting that doesn’t stand up as evidence

Many programs can produce dashboards. Fewer can produce defensible evidence packages tied to

specific events, specific notices, and specific system actions.

Ask yourself:

® Can you answer “what happened for this consumer at this time?” with traceable records?

® Can you connect outcomes back to the version of the notice/UX presented at the time?
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PERSONAL ACCOUNTABILITY

In its analysis article Now it’s personal: How
NOV 11’ the new CCPA regulations impose personal

accountability on designated individuals,
2025 which was published on November 11, 2025,

the IAPP drew attention to how the updated

IAPP ANALYSIS CCPA regulations can increase focus on

PUBLISHED

designated roles and personal
accountability within privacy, Al, and
cybersecurity compliance efforts.

For CPOs and CCOs, this reinforces the fact that
accountability needs supporting infrastructure
with clear ownership, controlled change
processes, and evidence that can be

produced reliably.



STATE LAWS TO WATCH

Beyond California:
other state laws

California is a focal point, but it is not the only moving part in the US privacy landscape. Indiana, Kentucky, and

Rhode Island also brought comprehensive state privacy requirements online as 2026 began.

These include:

(\))

b5

@ |n effect Jan 1, 2026

Takes effect May 1, 2027

-

ICDPA

Indiana Consumer Data Protection Act

KCDPA

Kentucky Consumer Data Protection Act

RIDTPPA

Rhode Island Data Transparency and
Privacy Protection Act

APDPA

Alabama Personal Data Protection Act
ALABAMA FOLLOWS ON MAY 1, 2027

For enterprise compliance, the operational implication is consistent: the program has to scale. If every new state

requirement triggers a new set of bespoke implementations, governance becomes fragile and evidence becomes

harder to assemble.

A more resilient approach is to pressure-test whether your operating model can support variation without

losing control:

Can you adapt notices and choice experiences while maintaining consistency in how signals are

captured and honored?

Can you manage rights, preferences, and opt-outs through controlled workflows that produce auditable

records?

® Can you report across brands, properties, and systems without manual reconstruction?
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THE PLATFORM

How Syrenis supports
demonstrable compliance

Enterprise privacy compliance depends on consistent execution across systems, teams, and touchpoints. Syrenis
supports that operating model by helping organizations manage consent and preferences with stronger
governance visibility and reporting - reducing risk, enhancing the customer experience and creating a foundation

for growth.

Consent management s Preference management
Support consistent consent capture and Enable structured preference capture and
honoring across touchpoints, backed by updates, with changes applied across
records that can support audit and internal connected channels and systems to reduce
assurance. inconsistency.

/\  Risk and privacy portal @ Data management and reporting
Support privacy governance with clearer Support evidence and oversight through
visibility into workflows, ownership, and the reporting capabilities designed for enterprise
operational controls behind policy. environments where data flows across many

systems.

Note: This guide is informational only and does not constitute legal advice.
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syrenis

Next steps

Most compliance programs fail at the operating model, not the policy. See
how Syrenis is built for the complexity you’re actually managing.

syrenis.com
syrenis.com/book-a-demo


https://syrenis.com/book-a-demo

