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I Executive Summary

Active conflict in the Middle East has moved kinetic attacks on data center infrastructure from
contingency planning footnotes to realized operational risk. Organizations relying on cloud providers have
largely built resilience strategies around cyber disruption, multi-AZ failover, geographic redundancy,
automated recovery, without adequately accounting for scenarios where physical facilities are destroyed or
made inaccessible by military action. This signals a structural gap in enterprise and government continuity
planning: cloud resilience assumptions must be stress-tested against physical threat scenarios, not just
software-layer failures.

I Technical Analysis

The convergence of kinetic and cyber operations against shared infrastructure has exposed a fundamental
assumption embedded in most cloud resilience architectures: that the underlying physical facilities will remain
intact. Standard business continuity and disaster recovery designs treat geographic redundancy, multiple
availability zones, cross-region replication, failover routing, as sufficient protection against regional disruption.
Active conflict in the Middle East has demonstrated that this assumption does not hold when physical
destruction of a data center facility is the disruption mechanism.

The threat model gap is systemic, not vendor-specific. Cloud providers concentrate physical infrastructure in
discrete facilities. Even when those facilities are distributed across a region, military or paramilitary action can
simultaneously compromise multiple nodes within a geographic footprint, particularly in conflict zones where
data center density is high relative to physical area. The result is availability loss that no software-layer
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redundancy control can mitigate, because the failure originates below the logical infrastructure layer.

MITRE ATT&CK provides an incomplete but directionally useful frame. T1485 (Data Destruction) maps most
closely to the availability impact of physical facility loss. T1591 (Gather Victim Org Information) is relevant to
pre-targeting phases, where adversaries conducting intelligence preparation of the battlefield may identify
critical infrastructure facilities as high-value targets. T1562 (Impair Defenses) and T1498 (Network Denial of
Service) describe complementary cyber operations that historically accompany kinetic campaigns against
infrastructure, degrading monitoring and communications before or during physical action.

CWE-657 (Violation of Secure Design Principles) has surface-level applicability in that cloud resilience
architectures violating the principle of defense-in-depth across physical and logical layers constitute a design
failure. Security planners should treat CWE mappings in this domain as artifacts of general guidance rather than
precise technical characterizations of the risk.

The practical implication for security and infrastructure teams is that threat models must now explicitly account
for physical facility destruction, supply chain disruption from conflict zones, and loss of access to regionally
concentrated cloud nodes. This is not an argument against cloud adoption, it is an argument for more honest
modeling of what 'resilient' means when the threat actor is a state-sponsored military operation rather than a
ransomware group or a misconfigured load balancer.

Note on source material: The Dark Reading article cited
(darkreading.com/cyber-risk/middle-east-conflict-highlights-cloud-resilience-gaps) is the primary source for this
story. Source quality score is 0.56; findings should be validated against additional reporting and provider
disclosures before operational decisions are made.

I Action Checklist

1. Step 1: Assess regional exposure, identify which of your critical workloads and data assets run in cloud
regions with elevated physical risk profiles, including conflict-adjacent geographies; request regional
facility location information from your cloud provider account team if not publicly available.

2. Step 2: Review your BCP and DR assumptions, audit existing business continuity and disaster recovery
plans for explicit coverage of physical facility destruction scenarios; most plans assume cyber disruption or
natural disaster, not kinetic attack; identify and document the gap.

3. Step 3: Update your threat model, add state-sponsored kinetic action against shared cloud
infrastructure as an explicit threat scenario; model cascading failure paths where multiple AZs in a region
are simultaneously unavailable due to physical cause rather than software or network failure.

4. Step 4: Evaluate cross-provider and cross-region dependencies, determine whether your redundancy
strategy depends entirely on a single cloud provider's regional footprint; assess whether a true
multi-provider or hybrid architecture is warranted for your highest-criticality workloads.

5. Step 5: Brief leadership on the planning gap, present the distinction between cyber resilience and
physical infrastructure resilience to senior leadership and the board; frame the conversation around
whether current recovery time and recovery point objectives remain achievable under physical disruption
scenarios.

6. Step 6: Monitor conflict zone developments and provider disclosures, track public reporting on data
center infrastructure in active or emerging conflict zones; establish a process to receive and act on
provider communications about facility status during geopolitical incidents.
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I IR / Forensic Enrichment

Triage Priority URGENT

Escalation Criteria Escalate immediately to CISO and executive leadership if: (1) any cloud provider facility in
your critical region experiences confirmed physical damage, outage duration >30 minutes, or
reports facility access restrictions due to external security event; (2) internal failover RTO
exceeds board-approved threshold; (3) multi-region failover fails, leaving no recovery path.
For organizations with <$1B revenue or <500 employees, consider engaging external IR firm
(Mandiant, CrowdStrike) to conduct cross-provider failover validation and facility risk
assessment — internal teams rarely have capacity for this during ongoing operations.

Recovery Notes Post-containment (assuming facility damage is localized): (1) Validate data consistency
across failover regions — check replication lag, run database integrity checks, reconcile
transaction logs. (2) Document RTO/RPO achieved vs. planned in after-action report; identify
process gaps (detection latency, failover execution delays, communication breakdowns). (3)
Update threat model and BCP with lessons learned; test updated runbooks within 30 days. (4)
If multi-provider migration was triggered, plan migration back to primary region only after
facility is confirmed operational and security is verified — document facility inspection
checklist (no unexploded ordinance, confirmed power/cooling restoration, network equipment
replaced if damaged).

Forensic Artifacts Cloud provider status page incident timeline and public updates (screenshot, archived at
Internet Archive or provider status API) | Network telemetry: BGP route changes, latency
spikes to primary region (collected via Cloudflare, RIPE NCC, or provider Network Analytics) |
Application logs (error codes, timestamps, request failure patterns) from failing workloads
during outage window | Failover execution logs: DNS change timestamps, database
replication status, traffic shift metrics (CloudWatch, Azure Monitor, GCP Cloud Trace) |
Provider facility status confirmations: email updates, incident reports, facility inspection photos
(if available post-incident)

Per-Action IR Details

Step 1: Assess regional exposure — identify which of your critical workloads and data assets run in cloud
regions with elevated physical risk profiles, including conflict-adjacent geographies; map provider AZ
locations to physical facility footprints where documentation allows.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §2.1 (Preparation phase: risk assessment and tools)

Controls: NIST 800-53 CP-2 (Contingency Planning), NIST 800-53 RA-3 (Risk Assessment), CIS 6.1 (Risk-based
cybersecurity program)

Compensating: Maintain an inventory spreadsheet (AWS, Azure, GCP) with columns: workload name, region,
availability zone, asset classification (Confidential/Internal/Public), RTO/RPO minutes, provider AZ physical address
(extracted from provider docs or AWS Region explainer pages). Use free tools: Cloudmapper (AWS visualization) or
Terraform state parsing to auto-generate this. Manually correlate AZ addresses to conflict zone proximity using public
geopolitical mapping (e.g., Conflict Observatory data, OCHA ReliefWeb).

Evidence: Capture baseline state before changes: cloud infrastructure-as-code (Terraform/CloudFormation
templates), current CMDB export, existing BCP/DR plan document timestamps. Document which data residency
regulations constrain failover options (GDPR, data localization laws) — these limit remediation options and must be
logged for post-incident review.

Step 2: Review your BCP and DR assumptions — audit existing business continuity and disaster recovery
plans for explicit coverage of physical facility destruction scenarios; most plans assume cyber disruption or

Generated by TJS Security Command Center | 2026-03-29 18:41 UTC SCC-STY-2026-0025 Page 3



SECURITY COMMAND CENTER SCC- STY-2026- 0025
Tech Jacks Solutions TLP:CLEAR

natural disaster, not kinetic attack; identify and document the gap.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 8§2.1 (Preparation phase: documented procedures)

Controls: NIST 800-53 CP-2 (Contingency Planning), NIST 800-53 CP-3 (Contingency Planning Training), CIS 17.1
(Disaster Recovery Plan)

Compensating: Conduct a structured gap analysis: (1) extract RTO/RPO targets from existing BCP; (2) model failure
scenarios: single AZ down (cyber), entire region down (kinetic), primary AND secondary provider regions down
simultaneously; (3) for each scenario, trace execution path through your runbooks — identify steps that assume
'provider infrastructure is operational' and flag as invalid under facility destruction; (4) document findings in a simple
table: scenario | current RTO assumption | achievable RTO under kinetic destruction | gap. No tools required — use
Google Sheets and your team's domain knowledge.

Evidence: Preserve dated copies of: current BCP/DR plan, most recent disaster recovery test results (after-action
reports, RTO/RPO measurements), previous threat assessments, board-approved risk tolerance statements. These
establish the baseline assumption set and will be critical for post-incident review to show whether leadership knew of
the gap.

Step 3: Update your threat model — add state-sponsored kinetic action against shared cloud infrastructure as
an explicit threat scenario; model cascading failure paths where multiple AZs in a region are simultaneously
unavailable due to physical cause rather than software or network failure.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §2.1 (Preparation: threat modeling and analysis)

Controls: NIST 800-53 RA-3 (Risk Assessment), NIST 800-53 SI-12 (Information System Monitoring), CIS 1.1
(Inventory of hardware and software)

Compensating: Build a simple threat model using free tools: STRIDE (Microsoft threat modeling template, free) or
Attack Tree (Lucidchart free tier). Scope: (1) identify critical assets (databases, application servers, data at rest); (2)
enumerate threat actors (nation-state targeting your sector/region); (3) add new threat: 'multiple AZs in primary region
destroyed by kinetic attack’; (4) trace impact: what happens to RTO when both primary and secondary failover targets
are in same geographic region? (5) model detection: what visibility would alert you to a facility destruction BEFORE
customer impact? (cloud provider status page, network latency spikes, BGP route withdrawals visible via public BGP
feeds like RIPE NCC). Document in a one-page matrix: threat | likelihood | impact | detection latency | mitigation
(current vs. recommended).

Evidence: Capture: current threat model document (baseline), cloud provider incident history for your regions (check
status page archives), geopolitical conflict timelines affecting data center regions (for decision-maker context). If you
have existing IR playbooks, note what they assume about infrastructure availability — this is the gap being addressed.

Step 4: Evaluate cross-provider and cross-region dependencies — determine whether your redundancy
strategy depends entirely on a single cloud provider's regional footprint; assess whether a true multi-provider
or hybrid architecture is warranted for your highest-criticality workloads.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 8§2.1 (Preparation: alternate processing sites and backup strategies)

Controls: NIST 800-53 CP-6 (Alternate Processing Site), NIST 800-53 CP-7 (Backup Processing Site), NIST 800-53
CP-9 (Information System Backup), CIS 11.5 (Data recovery capability)

Compensating: Map your critical workloads across providers using a matrix: workload | primary provider | primary
region | secondary provider | secondary region | RTO minutes | multi-provider? (Y/N). For each workload, determine:
(1) Can data be replicated across providers? (test data sync latency via Terraform multi-provider code). (2) Can
application be instantiated on alternate provider? (containerize in Docker, test deployment to AWS, Azure, GCP,
on-premises in parallel). (3) Is DNS failover automated or manual? (use free Route53 health checks + CloudFlare or
Terraform for laC multi-provider DNS). For resource-constrained teams: prioritize top 3 workloads. Hybrid options
(on-premises cold standby) are cheaper than multi-cloud warm standby but have longer RTO.
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Evidence: Document baseline: current infrastructure-as-code (all providers), DNS configuration, data replication
topology, RTO measurements for current failover (test results). If moving to multi-provider architecture, capture:
deployment test results showing application portability, data consistency checks across providers, network latency
measurements between providers and user base.

Step 5: Brief leadership on the planning gap — present the distinction between cyber resilience and physical
infrastructure resilience to senior leadership and the board; frame the conversation around whether current
recovery time and recovery point objectives remain achievable under physical disruption scenarios.

NIST Phase: Preparation
Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §2.1 (Preparation: management commitment and documented procedures)

Controls: NIST 800-53 CP-2 (Contingency Planning), NIST 800-53 RA-3 (Risk Assessment), CIS 2.1 (Board
governance of cybersecurity)

Compensating: Prepare a one-page executive briefing: (1) Current state: 'Our RTO/RPO targets assume cyber
disruption. Under facility destruction, RTO = time to build new infrastructure + time to restore backups. Current plan
shows RTO will be X hours; board-approved threshold is Y hours. Gap = X - Y.' (2) Risk framing: 'Facilities in [region]
are at [likelihood] risk per geopolitical assessment. If facility destroyed, [customer impact] results.' (3) Options: accept
risk, reduce regional concentration, increase backup frequency/distance, transfer via insurance. (4) Recommendation
with cost/benefit. No specialized tools needed — use existing BCP document + geopolitical risk assessment (OSINT:
news, provider disclosures). Deliver verbally with slides + one-page summary for board packet.

Evidence: Preserve: briefing slides (with dates), leadership Q&A notes, board decision/risk acceptance memo. This
establishes that leadership was informed and can't later claim surprise. Post-incident, this evidence determines
whether gaps were negligent or accepted risk.

Step 6: Monitor conflict zone developments and provider disclosures — track public reporting on data center
infrastructure in active or emerging conflict zones; establish a process to receive and act on provider
communications about facility status during geopolitical incidents.

NIST Phase: Detection Analysis
Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §3.1 (Detection and Analysis: potential security incidents identified and analyzed)

Controls: NIST 800-53 SI-4 (Information System Monitoring), NIST 800-53 SI-12 (Information System Monitoring for
physical security incidents), CIS 8.7 (Security event logging)

Compensating: Set up free monitoring: (1) RSS feeds from cloud provider status pages (AWS Health, Azure Service
Health, GCP Status — all free, check at least daily). (2) Google Alerts on 'AWS [your region]', 'Azure [region]', 'GCP
[region]' + conflict-related keywords (‘attack’, 'infrastructure’, 'disruption’). (3) Subscribe to CISA Alerts and OCHA
ReliefWeb (free) for geopolitical incident tracking. (4) Designate an on-call engineer to check these sources during
heightened geopolitical tensions (escalate to manager if facility outage reported). (5) Playbook: if provider reports
facility issue, immediately: (a) check internal systems for degradation (ping critical workloads); (b) if degraded, activate
failover runbook; (c) send 'incident potential' alert to leadership; (d) begin logging all observations. (6) Document all
observations in a shared log (Google Doc, Slack channel) with timestamps — this becomes evidence of detection
latency if incident occurs.

Evidence: Capture: baseline cloud provider status (screenshot at detection start), network latency to primary region
(ping, traceroute), application error logs showing timeframe when requests began failing, provider incident updates
(email, status page, Twitter), internal incident activation timestamp. If failover triggered, preserve: old DNS TTL (for
recovery planning), failover timing, data consistency checks post-failover. Chain of custody for screenshots and logs is
critical.

I Detection Guidance

Detection for kinetic infrastructure threats operates differently from cyber-origin incidents, there is no malware
signature or network anomaly to catch before the disruptive event. Detection and response here are primarily
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about early warning, visibility, and recovery validation.

Monitor for: Unusual latency spikes or availability degradation in cloud regions with elevated geopolitical risk,
particularly patterns that affect multiple AZs simultaneously rather than isolated nodes. A simultaneous multi-AZ
failure with no provider-communicated software or network cause warrants physical incident investigation, not
just runbook-based failover.

Audit for: Whether your SIEM and observability tooling has geographic coverage gaps; if your logging
infrastructure is co-located with the disrupted region, you may lose visibility precisely when you need it most.
Consider multi-region logging architecture for critical systems.

Policy gaps to review: Confirm that your DR runbooks include procedures for scenarios where cloud provider
status pages and support channels are themselves unavailable. Confirm that failover targets for critical
workloads are geographically and organizationally outside the disrupted region, not simply in a different AZ
within the same physical proximity.

For organizations with operations or data residency requirements in conflict-adjacent regions: Establish
out-of-band communication protocols with your cloud provider account teams. Standard status page monitoring
is insufficient when physical infrastructure is compromised at the facility level.

I Framework Mappings

MITRE-ATTACK

e T1486 — Data Encrypted for Impact

e T1591 — Gather Victim Org Information
e T1485 — Data Destruction

e T1562 — Impair Defenses

e T1485 — Data Destruction

e T1486 — Data Encrypted for Impact

e T1498 — Network Denial of Service

ISO-27001-2022

* A.5.34 — Privacy and protection of personal information
* A.5.21 — Managing information security in the ICT supply chain

¢ A.5.23 — Information security for use of cloud services
NIST-800-53R5

¢ SR-2 — Supply Chain Risk Management Plan
NIST-CSF-2

¢ GV.SC-01 — Cybersecurity supply chain risk management program
CIS-Vv8

e 15.1 — Establish and Maintain an Inventory of Service Providers
SOC2-TSC

e CC9.2 — Manages risks associated with vendors and business partners
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MITRE ATT&CK Mapping

Technique ID Technique Name Tactic
T1486 Data Encrypted for Impact Impact
T1591 Gather Victim Org Information Reconnaissance
T1485 Data Destruction Impact
T1562 Impair Defenses Defense-Evasion
T1498 Network Denial of Service Impact
Sources
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DISCLAIMER

This intelligence report is produced by Tech Jacks Solutions Security Command Center (SCC) for informational purposes only. It does not constitute
professional security advice, legal counsel, or an incident response engagement. The information herein is derived from publicly available sources and
Al-assisted analysis; while every effort is made to ensure accuracy, Tech Jacks Solutions makes no warranties regarding completeness or timeliness.
Organizations should conduct their own validation and consult qualified security professionals before taking action based on this report. Tech Jacks
Solutions is not liable for any damages resulting from the use of this information.
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