SECURITY COMMAND CENTER SCC- GOV- 2026- 0047
Tech Jacks Solutions TLP:CLEAR

INTELLIGENCE BRIEFING

Security Command Center 2026-06-10 19:22 UTC

Executive Order on Advanced Al Innovation and
Security Mandates Government-Industry
Coordination

GOVERNANCE |

SCC Item ID SCC-GOV-2026-0047

Type Governance

Severity MEDIUM

Affected Products U.S. Government agencies, Al developers, federal contractors, critical infrastructure operators
Published 2026-06-10

Discovery Source Gemini

I Executive Summary

On June 2, 2026, the White House signed an Executive Order establishing a dual-track federal framework
for Al innovation and security risk management. The order requires frontier Al developers to voluntarily
share models with the federal government before or at public release, mandates creation of an
Al-cybersecurity clearinghouse within national security agencies, and imposes new obligations on Al
developers and contractors operating in or near critical infrastructure sectors. Organizations building,
deploying, or contracting around advanced Al systems face immediate compliance scoping decisions and
potential disclosure obligations.

I Technical Analysis

This item carries no CVE, CWE, or CVSS scoring, it is a governance instrument, not a vulnerability disclosure.
The Executive Order ('"Promoting Advanced Atrtificial Intelligence Innovation and Security,' sighed June 2, 2026)
creates three primary technical-policy obligations: (1) voluntary pre-release or at-release model sharing with
federal agencies for frontier Al systems, implying a need for model documentation, versioning, and secure
transfer workflows; (2) establishment of an Al-cybersecurity clearinghouse to centralize threat intelligence on Al
systems, which will affect how Al-related incidents are reported and how threat data flows between industry and
government; (3) new contractor and critical infrastructure operator obligations that will likely require Al system
inventories, risk assessments, and potentially incident notification procedures. No exploit code, IOCs, or patch
versions apply. The primary source is whitehouse.gov, human verification of the live URL is recommended
before citing in formal products. Secondary coverage from legal analysis and government contracting specialists
provides regulatory and contractor-specific interpretation.
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I Action Checklist

1. Step 1: Determine Scope. Establish which business units and systems fall under the order's scope
within 30 days. Identify whether your organization develops, deploys, fine-tunes, or hosts frontier Al
models, or operates as a federal contractor or critical infrastructure operator.

2. Step 2: Inventory. Conduct an Al system inventory aligned with CIS 2.1 (Establish and Maintain a
Software Inventory) to catalog all Al models in development or production, including vendor-supplied
models integrated into your products or services. Flag any that qualify as 'frontier' under emerging federal
definitions.

3. Step 3: Policy Gap Analysis. Review existing incident response plans (NIST IR-8) and information
sharing procedures (NIST IR-6) against the order's clearinghouse reporting expectations. ldentify gaps in
Al-specific incident classification, escalation paths, and government notification workflows.

4. Step 4: Contractor Obligation Review. If your organization holds federal contracts or operates in critical
infrastructure sectors, engage legal and compliance teams to assess new contractor obligations. Establish
a tracking mechanism for implementing guidance from the Al-cybersecurity clearinghouse once
operational.

5. Step 5: Post-Issuance Monitoring. Assign a responsible owner to monitor implementing regulations,
agency guidance, and clearinghouse operational announcements. Align monitoring with NIST SI-5
(Security Alerts, Advisories, and Directives) procedures so new federal Al security directives route to the
correct internal teams.

I IR/ Forensic Enrichment

Triage Priority STANDARD

Escalation Criteria Escalate to legal counsel and executive leadership immediately if the organization receives
direct correspondence from a federal agency asserting clearinghouse reporting obligations, if
a frontier Al model is identified in inventory without prior voluntary sharing having occurred, or
if a federal contract modification is received referencing EO-derived Al security clauses with
near-term compliance deadlines.

Recovery Notes Recovery in this governance context means achieving a documented, auditable compliance
posture before implementing regulations finalize — not restoring a system from compromise.
After completing Steps 1-5, verify that every in-scope Al model has a named compliance
owner, that the IR plan has been amended to include Al-specific incident classification and
clearinghouse notification procedures, and that the directive monitoring process has produced
at least one logged and routed entry confirming it is operational. Monitor federalregister.gov
and agency guidance channels continuously for the first 90 days post-EO signing, as
implementing rules and clearinghouse operational guidance are expected to materialize within
that window and will likely introduce new or accelerated obligations.
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Forensic Artifacts Al model registry exports (MLflow, DVC, or internal model card database) at the time of EO
signing — establishes which models existed and their parameter counts at the compliance
baseline date, relevant to any frontier classification dispute | Federal contract register with
NAICS codes and Al-related deliverable descriptions — primary document for determining
contractor obligation scope under the EO | Version-controlled IR plan document with
cryptographic hash and last-review timestamp — establishes pre-EO policy baseline for gap
analysis and audit defense | Timestamped log of clearinghouse and agency directive receipts
with internal routing records — demonstrates SI-5 compliance and establishes when
obligations were first known to the organization | Container image manifests and pip/conda
environment exports from all Al model serving environments — establishes vendor-supplied
model provenance and supports frontier qualification assessment under evolving federal
definitions

Per-Action IR Details

Step 1: Scoping — Determine whether your organization develops, deploys, fine-tunes, or hosts frontier Al
models, or operates as a federal contractor or critical infrastructure operator. Document which business units
and systems fall under the order's scope within 30 days of signing.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §2 — Preparation: Establishing IR capability, policies, and scope boundaries before an
incident or compliance obligation matures into a finding

Controls: NIST IR-1 (Policy And Procedures), NIST IR-8 (Incident Response Plan), CIS 1.1 (Establish and Maintain
Detailed Enterprise Asset Inventory)

Compensating: A 2-person team can execute this with a structured interview template distributed via email or shared
spreadsheet (Google Sheets or Excel). Draft a 10-question scoping questionnaire targeting: (1) does the business unit
train or fine-tune any model with more than [federal frontier threshold] parameters, (2) does the unit hold an active
federal contract or GSA schedule, (3) does the unit operate in CISA-designated critical infrastructure sectors.
Consolidate responses into a single register with a 'frontier flag' column. No tooling budget required.

Evidence: Before finalizing scope determinations, preserve point-in-time snapshots of: active federal contract register
(contract numbers, NAICS codes, awarding agencies), current model registry entries including model cards, parameter
counts, and training data provenance documentation, and any existing CISA sector designations or self-assessments.
These establish the baseline scope boundary that auditors or regulators will measure against if the organization later
disputes its classification under the EO's frontier definition.

Step 2: Inventory — Conduct an Al system inventory aligned with CIS 2.1 (Establish and Maintain a Software
Inventory) to catalog all Al models in development or production, including vendor-supplied models
integrated into your products or services. Flag any that qualify as 'frontier' under emerging federal definitions.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §2 — Preparation: Maintaining accurate asset and software inventories as a foundational
precondition for effective detection, containment, and reporting

Controls: CIS 2.1 (Establish and Maintain a Software Inventory), CIS 2.2 (Ensure Authorized Software is Currently
Supported), CIS 3.2 (Establish and Maintain a Data Inventory), NIST SI-7 (Software, Firmware, And Information
Integrity)

Compensating: Use osquery with a custom query targeting installed Python packages, CUDA libraries, and model
serving frameworks (e.g., 'SELECT name, version FROM python_packages WHERE name LIKE '%transformers%'
OR name LIKE '%torch%' OR name LIKE '%tensorflow%'") across all endpoints and servers. Supplement with a
manual walk of model artifact storage locations (S3 buckets, NFS shares, MLflow or DVC registries) documented in a
CSV: model_name, version, parameter_count, vendor_or_internal, training_data_source, production_status,
frontier_flag. Cross-reference vendor-supplied models against their published model cards for parameter counts
relative to emerging federal definitions.
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Evidence: Capture before inventory closure: MLflow experiment and model registry exports (JSON/CSV), DVC
pipeline DAG snapshots, Hugging Face model hub download logs if vendor models were pulled externally, container
image manifests (docker inspect output) for all inference-serving containers, and pip freeze or conda env export files
from training environments. These artifacts establish provenance and parameter-count evidence if a model is later
challenged as frontier-qualifying under the EO's definitions.

Step 3: Policy Gap Analysis — Review existing incident response plans (NIST IR-8) and information sharing
procedures (NIST IR-6) against the order's clearinghouse reporting expectations. Identify gaps in Al-specific
incident classification, escalation paths, and government notification workflows.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §2 — Preparation: Reviewing and updating IR plans and communication procedures to
incorporate new reporting obligations before they are triggered

Controls: NIST IR-8 (Incident Response Plan), NIST IR-6 (Incident Reporting), NIST IR-4 (Incident Handling), NIST
AU-6 (Audit Record Review, Analysis, And Reporting)

Compensating: Map existing IR plan sections against a gap matrix with three columns: (1) EO clearinghouse
obligation (e.g., pre-release model sharing, Al security incident notification), (2) current IR plan coverage (cite section
and page), (3) gap or partial gap. Use a shared document for the 2-person team to divide coverage — one person
maps IR-8 plan sections, the other maps IR-6 external reporting contacts and timelines. Flag any notification timeline in
the current plan that exceeds what the clearinghouse guidance will likely require (anticipate 72-hour windows based on
analogous cyber incident reporting frameworks like CIRCIA). Draft Al-specific incident classification criteria
distinguishing a model safety incident from a cybersecurity incident affecting an Al system.

Evidence: Preserve current IR plan version with document hash (sha256sum irplan_v*.pdf) and last-review date
before any amendments begin. Capture existing external reporting contact lists and any current federal POC
directories used for cyber incident notification. These establish the pre-EO baseline, which is relevant if a gap is later
cited in a compliance audit or if the organization needs to demonstrate good-faith remediation effort from a
documented starting point.

Step 4: Contractor Obligation Review — If your organization holds federal contracts or operates in critical
infrastructure sectors, engage legal and compliance teams to assess new contractor obligations. Establish a
tracking mechanism for implementing guidance from the Al-cybersecurity clearinghouse once operational.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 82 — Preparation: Coordinating with legal, compliance, and third-party stakeholders to
define roles, authorities, and external reporting obligations before incident or regulatory action occurs

Controls: NIST IR-1 (Policy And Procedures), NIST IR-7 (Incident Response Assistance), NIST SI-5 (Security Alerts,
Advisories, And Directives), CIS 7.1 (Establish and Maintain a Vulnerability Management Process)

Compensating: Create a lightweight compliance tracking register (spreadsheet is sufficient) with columns:
obligation_source (EO section or clearinghouse guidance doc), obligation_description, applicable_contracts (contract
numbers), due_date, owner, status, evidence_of _completion. Assign a named owner — not a team — for each row.
Set calendar reminders at 30/60/90 days post-EO signing to check for clearinghouse operational announcements via
federalregister.gov and relevant agency websites (CISA, NIST, ODNI as likely clearinghouse operators). This register
also serves as audit evidence of good-faith compliance effort.

Evidence: Before legal review begins, preserve: copies of all active federal contracts referencing Al, machine learning,
or data analytics deliverables, existing FAR/DFARS clause inventories, current security authorization boundaries
(system boundary documentation or ATO packages) for systems that process or host Al models under federal
contracts, and any prior correspondence with contracting officers about Al-related requirements. These documents
establish contractual baseline and are discoverable if the government later asserts the EO triggered specific contract
modifications.

Step 5: Post-Issuance Monitoring — Assign a responsible owner to monitor implementing regulations, agency
guidance, and clearinghouse operational announcements. Align monitoring with NIST SI-5 (Security Alerts,
Advisories, and Directives) procedures so new federal Al security directives route to the correct internal
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teams.

NIST Phase: Post Incident

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §4 — Post-Incident Activity: Updating policies, improving detection and response
capabilities, and integrating external intelligence sources based on lessons learned and evolving threat or regulatory
landscape

Controls: NIST SI-5 (Security Alerts, Advisories, And Directives), NIST IR-5 (Incident Monitoring), NIST AU-2 (Event
Logging)

Compensating: Stand up a no-cost RSS aggregation feed (Feedly free tier or a self-hosted RSS reader like FreshRSS
on a low-cost VM) subscribing to: federalregister.gov new rule notifications filtered on 'artificial intelligence' and
‘cybersecurity’, CISA alert feeds (cisa.gov/uscert/ncas/alerts), NIST news (nist.gov/news-events/news), and the
relevant agency Federal Register dockets once clearinghouse rulemaking begins. Route digest emails to a shared
mailbox monitored by the named owner. Document each received directive in the compliance tracking register from
Step 4, with date received, routing action taken, and internal team notified — this log constitutes audit evidence of SI-5
compliance.

Evidence: Establish and preserve a timestamped log of all federal Al-related directives received, including email
headers, RSS item metadata, and Federal Register citation (volume, page, docket number). Capture the internal
routing record showing which team received each directive and when. If the organization is later found non-compliant
with a clearinghouse directive, this log is the primary evidence that a monitoring process existed and was functioning
— or the documentary basis for demonstrating when a notification was first received relative to any compliance
deadline.

I Detection Guidance

No technical detection indicators apply, this is a regulatory governance item with no associated exploit,
malware, or IOCs. Detection posture relevant to this order focuses on compliance monitoring: (1) track whether
Al systems in your environment are subject to voluntary sharing requirements by maintaining an accurate Al
model inventory per CIS 2.1; (2) establish logging and audit trails for Al model access, versioning, and release
events per NIST AU-2 (Event Logging) and AU-12 (Audit Record Generation) to support future clearinghouse
reporting; (3) monitor official channels, whitehouse.gov, CISA advisories, and agency-specific implementing
guidance for operational details on the clearinghouse reporting portal and timelines. No specific log queries,
event IDs, or IOC patterns are applicable.

I Sources
Source URL Tier
Promoting Advanced https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2026/06/promoting-a... T1

Artificial Intelligence
Innovation and Security

New Executive Order on https://www.bipc.com/new-executive-order-on-ai-innovation-and-secur... T3
Al Innovation and
Security: What It Means
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Source URL Tier
White House Releases https://www.insidegovernmentcontracts.com/2026/06/white-house-relea... T3

Executive Order on
Advanced Al Innovation

The Al Security https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5K_0etAPDxA T3
Landscape: How Al is

Reshaping

Cybersecurity and ...

National Security and https://govcon.mofo.com/topics/national-security-and-government-con... T3
Government Contractor
Implications of Biden ...

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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