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I Executive Summary

St. George Fire Protection District, a L ouisiana public safety agency, has filed suit against its contracted | T
and cybersecurity provider, General Informatics, alleging negligence following a December 2023 network
intrusion in which attackers used living-off-the-land techniques to move through the environment
undetected. The case signals a hardening posture among public sector clients who are increasingly willing
to hold MSSPs legally accountable when contractual security obligations are not met. For security leaders,
the litigation crystallizes a broader industry tension: as organizations outsource security operations, the
contractual and operational lines of responsibility for detection failures remain dangerously undefined.

I Technical Analysis

The December 2023 intrusion at St. George Fire Protection District illustrates how living-off-the-land tradecraft
continues to outpace the detection capabilities of contracted security providers. Based on the MITRE techniques
mapped to this incident, T1059 (Command and Scripting Interpreter), T1218 (System Binary Proxy Execution),
T1036 (Masquerading), T1105 (Ingress Tool Transfer), T1562 (Impair Defenses), and T1078 (Valid Accounts),
the attack pattern is consistent with an intrusion that abused legitimate system utilities such as PowerShell or
WMI to execute commands, move laterally, and avoid triggering signature-based detections.

LotL attacks are deliberately difficult to distinguish from normal administrative activity. The attacker's use of valid
accounts (T1078) and masquerading techniques (T1036) suggests either prior credential access, potentially
through phishing, credential stuffing, or an earlier undetected compromise, or abuse of existing privileged
accounts within the environment. The impairment of defenses (T1562) indicates deliberate steps to reduce the
effectiveness of whatever monitoring General Informatics had deployed, which may have included disabling
logging, terminating security agent processes, or modifying audit configurations.
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The CWE classifications add a compliance-layer lens: CWE-778 (Insufficient Logging) and CWE-1059
(Incomplete Documentation) suggest the incident exposed gaps in audit coverage and operational
documentation, both foundational requirements for any managed security engagement. CWE-693 (Protection
Mechanism Failure) broadly captures the defensive breakdown that allowed the intrusion to persist.

Based on available public reporting, no ransomware payload or confirmed data exfiltration has been disclosed,
though the litigation documents may contain additional technical details not yet released to the media sources
reviewed here. However, LotL intrusions with this technique profile, particularly in resource-constrained public
safety environments, are frequently precursors to ransomware staging or persistent access establishment for
later exploitation.

The litigation itself is analytically significant. The lawsuit alleges General Informatics failed to detect or prevent
the intrusion, raising questions that go beyond the technical failure: What did the managed security contract
require in terms of detection capability, response time, and logging coverage? Were service-level agreements
specific enough to be enforceable? Did General Informatics conduct regular control validation, or did the
engagement rely on a set-and-monitor posture that LotL tradecraft is specifically designed to defeat? These are
questions the security industry has avoided answering contractually, and a court may now compel answers.

I Action Checklist

1. Step 1: Assess MSSP exposure, if your organization uses a contracted cybersecurity or IT provider, pull
the current contract and identify whether detection obligations, response SLAs, and logging requirements
are explicitly defined and measurable.

2. Step 2: Review controls for LotL detection gaps, verify that your EDR or SIEM is configured to flag
anomalous use of scripting interpreters and system binaries; reference NIST SI-4 (System Monitoring) and
CIS 8.2 (Collect Audit Logs) as baseline requirements for this coverage.

3. Step 3: Audit logging completeness, validate that PowerShell script block logging, WMI activity logging,
and process creation events are enabled and forwarded to a centralized platform; gaps here map directly
to CWE-778 and NIST AU-2 (Event Logging) deficiencies cited in this case.

4. Step 4: Update threat model, add 'MSSP detection failure against LotL tradecraft’ as an explicit threat
scenario; map to MITRE T1059, T1218, T1036, T1562, and T1078 and validate your current detection
coverage against each technique.

5. Step 5: Clarify MSSP contractual liability, work with legal and procurement to ensure your managed
security contracts specify what constitutes a detection failure, what the remediation obligation is, and what
data the provider must retain to support post-incident investigation.

6. Step 6: Communicate to leadership, brief the CISO and general counsel on the precedent this litigation
sets; public sector organizations are demonstrating willingness to pursue legal remedies against security
vendors that fail to meet contractual detection obligations.

7. Step 7: Monitor case developments, track court filings and any public disclosure of contractual exhibits
or technical findings, as discovery in MSSP litigation frequently surfaces operationally useful detail about
what logging and detection gaps were present.

I IR / Forensic Enrichment

Triage Priority STANDARD
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Escalation Criteria Escalate to immediate if an internal review of MSSP contracts and logging telemetry reveals
that LotL technique detection (LOLBIn execution chains, PowerShell script block logging, WMI
activity) is currently absent or suppressed in your environment AND your MSSP cannot
produce evidence of detection coverage — this replicates the exact conditions alleged in the
St. George suit and indicates active exposure requiring emergency contract review, logging
remediation, and legal counsel notification.

Recovery Notes For organizations that experienced or suspect a similar LotL-based intrusion by or through an
MSSP, recovery must begin with forensic verification that all adversary-controlled access
paths — including any credentials, service accounts, or remote access tools the MSSP used
— have been rotated and audited before restoring normal operations. Monitor all LOLBIn
execution paths (PowerShell, WMI, certutil, mshta, regsvr32, msiexec) via Sysmon Event ID 1
and Windows Security Event ID 4688 for a minimum of 30 days post-remediation, as LotL
tradecraft frequently involves staged persistence that survives initial cleanup. Validate that
centralized log ingestion is confirmed operational and producing alerts on the specific
techniques cited (T1059, T1218, T1036, T1562, T1078) before declaring recovery complete.

Forensic Artifacts Windows Security Event Log — Event ID 4688 (Process Creation with command-line logging
enabled): specifically filter for LOLBin parent-child chains such as wmiprvse.exe spawning
cmd.exe or powershell.exe, which are the process execution patterns consistent with the LotL
tradecraft alleged in the General Informatics intrusion | PowerShell Operational Log
(Microsoft-Windows-PowerShell/Operational) and Script Block Log (Event ID 4104): captures
encoded or obfuscated PowerShell commands executed during lateral movement; absent or
sparse entries during the December 2023 intrusion window would directly evidence the
logging gap at issue in the lawsuit | WMI Activity Log
(Microsoft-Windows-WMI-Activity/Operational, Event ID 5857, 5858, 5860, 5861): records
WMI subscription creation and process execution used for persistence and lateral movement;
LotL actors frequently use WMI event subscriptions as a fileless persistence mechanism that
leaves minimal disk artifacts | Windows Security Event Log — Event ID 4624/4625/4648
(Logon events and explicit credential use): map account logon patterns during the intrusion
window to identify which accounts (including any MSSP-provisioned service or remote access
accounts) were used for lateral movement, a key evidentiary element in establishing whether
the MSSP's access path was abused | Prefetch files (%SystemRoot%!\Prefetch\*.pf) and
Shimcache / AmCache registry hives (HKLM\SYSTEM\CurrentControlSet\Control\Session
Manager\AppCompatCache and C:\Windows\AppCompat\Programs\Amcache.hve): provide
execution evidence for LOLBins even when process creation logging was disabled, offering a
forensic reconstruction of what executed on the host during the gap period when MSSP
monitoring allegedly failed

Per-Action IR Details

Step 1: Assess MSSP exposure — if your organization uses a contracted cybersecurity or IT provider, pull the
current contract and identify whether detection obligations, response SLAS, and logging requirements are
explicitly defined and measurable.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §2 — Preparation: Establishing IR capability, policies, and third-party obligations before an
incident occurs

Controls: NIST IR-8 (Incident Response Plan), NIST IR-4 (Incident Handling), CIS 7.1 (Establish and Maintain a
Vulnerability Management Process)

Compensating: Without a formal procurement team, use a two-column review worksheet: column one lists each
contractual clause (detection SLA, log retention period, escalation path), column two marks whether it is measurable
and enforceable. Flag any clause that uses vague language such as 'reasonable efforts' with no defined metric — the
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General Informatics lawsuit specifically turns on the gap between contractual promise and measurable obligation.
Evidence: This is a governance step that does not alter live system state, so order-of-volatility sequencing does not
apply. Preserve the current contract version, any SOW amendments, and any written communications between
General Informatics and the Fire District regarding detection scope — these are the documentary artifacts that drove
the litigation and would be discoverable in a similar dispute.

Step 2: Review controls for LotL detection gaps — verify that your EDR or SIEM is configured to flag
anomalous use of scripting interpreters and system binaries; reference NIST SI-4 (System Monitoring) and
CIS 8.2 (Collect Audit Logs) as baseline requirements for this coverage.

NIST Phase: Detection Analysis

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §3.2 — Detection and Analysis: Monitoring and analyzing system activity to identify
adversarial behavior, including low-signature techniques

Controls: NIST SI-4 (System Monitoring), NIST AU-2 (Event Logging), CIS 8.2 (Collect Audit Logs)

Compensating: Deploy Sysmon with the SwiftOnSecurity or Olaf Hartong configuration (both publicly available on
GitHub) to generate Event ID 1 (Process Create), Event ID 3 (Network Connect), and Event ID 7 (Image Load)
telemetry for LOLBIins such as mshta.exe, wscript.exe, cscript.exe, certutil.exe, and regsvr32.exe. Forward Sysmon
logs to a free ELK stack or Windows Event Forwarding (WEF) collector. Apply publicly available Sigma rules tagged
'living off the land' to create alerts without a commercial SIEM — this is the exact gap exploited in the December 2023
General Informatics incident.

Evidence: Before tuning or modifying any EDR/SIEM detection rule, snapshot the current rule configuration and export
the raw detection policy as-is. This preserves evidence of the pre-remediation detection state, which would be relevant
in any litigation parallel to the St. George case. Specifically capture: current EDR policy export, SIEM alert threshold
settings, and any suppression or exclusion lists that may have masked LotL activity.

Step 3: Audit logging completeness — validate that PowerShell script block logging, WMI activity logging, and
process creation events are enabled and forwarded to a centralized platform; gaps here map directly to
CWE-778 and NIST AU-2 (Event Logging) deficiencies cited in this case.

NIST Phase: Detection Analysis

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 8§3.2 — Detection and Analysis: Ensuring log sources are complete and centralized to
support correlation and retrospective analysis

Controls: NIST AU-2 (Event Logging), NIST AU-3 (Content Of Audit Records), NIST AU-12 (Audit Record
Generation), CIS 8.2 (Collect Audit Logs)

Compensating: Run the following PowerShell audit on each endpoint to check logging state: "Get-ltemProperty
HKLM:\SOFTWARE\Policies\Microsoft\Windows\PowerShell\ScriptBlockLogging™ (value EnableScriptBlockLogging
should be 1); "Get-ltemProperty HKLM:\SOFTWARE\Policies\Microsoft\Windows\PowerShell\ModuleLogging" (value
EnableModuleLogging should be 1); and confirm Windows Security Event ID 4688 (Process Creation) is enabled via
“auditpol /get /subcategory:'Process Creation”. For WMI, verify Microsoft-Windows-WMI-Activity/Operational log is
enabled. LotL attackers in the General Informatics incident relied on precisely these logging gaps to move undetected.
Evidence: Capture the current logging policy state before enabling any new logging — enabling script block logging on
a live host that may still be under adversary access will alert the attacker and create new log entries that contaminate
the forensic timeline. Export the current Group Policy resultant set ("gpresult /H gpo_report.html) and the current audit
policy (Cauditpol /get /category:* > auditpol_baseline.txt") to document what was and was not being logged at the time
of the intrusion window.

Step 4: Update threat model — add '"MSSP detection failure against LotL tradecraft' as an explicit threat
scenario; map to MITRE T1059, T1218, T1036, T1562, and T1078 and validate your current detection coverage
against each technique.

NIST Phase: Post Incident
Reference: NIST 800-61r3 84 — Post-Incident Activity: Updating threat models, detection capabilities, and policies
based on lessons learned from incidents and peer cases
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Controls: NIST IR-4 (Incident Handling), NIST IR-8 (Incident Response Plan), CIS 7.1 (Establish and Maintain a
Vulnerability Management Process)

Compensating: Use the MITRE ATT&CK Navigator (free, browser-based) to create a layer for the five techniques
cited, color-coded by current detection coverage: red for no detection, yellow for partial, green for alert-generating. For
each red or yellow technique, identify the specific Sysmon event or Windows event ID that would generate a signal and
document whether it is currently enabled. This structured gap analysis directly mirrors what the St. George discovery
process will likely surface about General Informatics's detection posture.

Evidence: This is a planning and documentation step; it does not alter live system state. Preserve the output of the
ATT&CK Navigator coverage map and the gap analysis document as dated artifacts — if your organization faces
similar litigation, demonstrating a proactive post-incident threat model update supports a due diligence defense.

Step 5: Clarify MSSP contractual liability — work with legal and procurement to ensure your managed security
contracts specify what constitutes a detection failure, what the remediation obligation is, and what data the
provider must retain to support post-incident investigation.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 82 — Preparation: Establishing roles, responsibilities, and data retention obligations with
third-party providers as a precondition for effective incident response

Controls: NIST IR-8 (Incident Response Plan), NIST AU-11 (Audit Record Retention), NIST IR-6 (Incident Reporting)
Compensating: For organizations without dedicated legal counsel, create a one-page contractual addendum checklist
covering: (1) minimum log retention period in days with provider custody obligations, (2) maximum
detection-to-notification SLA in hours, (3) definition of 'detection failure' tied to specific event categories (e.g., LOLBIn
execution chains exceeding defined thresholds), and (4) provider obligation to preserve raw log data for a defined
period post-termination. The St. George lawsuit is built on the absence of exactly these measurable terms.

Evidence: This is a contractual governance step that does not alter live system state. However, before renegotiating or
amending any existing MSSP contract, preserve an authenticated copy of the current agreement with a hash value and
timestamp — contract alteration after an incident is a litigation risk. Use “certutil -hashfile contract.pdf SHA256" to
generate a verifiable hash of the current document.

Step 6: Communicate to leadership — brief the CISO and general counsel on the precedent this litigation sets;
public sector organizations are demonstrating willingness to pursue legal remedies against underperforming
security vendors.

NIST Phase: Post Incident

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 84 — Post-Incident Activity: Communicating lessons learned and updated risk posture to
organizational leadership and legal stakeholders

Controls: NIST IR-4 (Incident Handling), NIST IR-6 (Incident Reporting)

Compensating: Prepare a one-page executive brief that frames the St. George case in financial and operational
terms: (1) the December 2023 intrusion disrupted a public safety agency's network, (2) the lawsuit alleges the MSSP
failed to detect LotL techniques it was contractually obligated to catch, and (3) the precedent extends liability exposure
to any organization that cannot demonstrate it contractually defined and enforced detection obligations. Deliver this
brief to the CISO and general counsel simultaneously to ensure legal and technical leadership are aligned before any
contract review.

Evidence: This is a communications step that does not alter live system state; order-of-volatility sequencing does not
apply. Document the briefing with a dated record of attendees and decisions made — this creates an audit trail
showing leadership was informed, which is relevant to demonstrating organizational due diligence.

Step 7: Monitor case developments — track court filings and any public disclosure of contractual exhibits or
technical findings, as discovery in MSSP litigation frequently surfaces operationally useful detail about what
logging and detection gaps were present.

NIST Phase: Post Incident
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Reference: NIST 800-61r3 84 — Post-Incident Activity: Integrating threat intelligence from peer incidents and public
disclosures to improve detection and response capabilities

Controls: NIST IR-5 (Incident Monitoring), NIST IR-8 (Incident Response Plan)

Compensating: Set a Google Alert or RSS monitor for ‘General Informatics lawsuit', 'St. George Fire Protection
District', and 'MSSP negligence Louisiana' to receive updates on court filings. When technical exhibits are publicly
disclosed through court records (accessible via PACER for federal cases or Louisiana's Odyssey court portal for state
cases), extract specific IOC or logging gap details and translate them directly into Sysmon rule updates or Sigma
detection logic. Discovery in this case is likely to surface the exact event IDs and log categories that were absent.

Evidence: This is an intelligence-gathering and monitoring step that does not alter live system state. Maintain a dated
log of case developments and technical findings extracted from public filings — this creates a documented threat
intelligence feed that demonstrates your organization actively tracked and responded to emerging MSSP liability
precedent.

I Detection Guidance

Detection for LotL intrusions requires behavioral analytics, not signature matching. Security teams should focus
on the following hunt areas based on the MITRE techniques mapped to this incident:

Process and scripting anomalies (T1059, T1218): Enable PowerShell script block logging (Windows Event ID
4104) and module logging. Hunt for encoded command execution, unusual parent-child process relationships
(e.g., WMI host spawning cmd.exe or PowerShell), and execution of signed Microsoft binaries in unexpected
contexts, consistent with T1218 system binary proxy execution.

Account behavior (T1078): Correlate logon events (Windows Event IDs 4624, 4625, 4648) against time-of-day
baselines and asset type. Privileged account logins outside business hours, logins from unfamiliar source IPs, or
service accounts executing interactive sessions are high-value signals. Reference NIST AU-6 (Audit Record
Review, Analysis, and Reporting) for review frequency requirements.

Defense impairment (T1562): Alert on changes to audit policy settings (Event ID 4719), Windows Defender or
EDR agent status changes, and log forwarding interruptions. NIST AU-5 (Response to Audit Logging Process
Failures) requires alerting on audit logging failures, validate this control is active. D3-SFA (System File Analysis)
and D3-LAM (Local Account Monitoring) are applicable D3FEND countermeasures.

Lateral movement indicators (T1105, T1036): Hunt for unexpected file transfers between internal hosts,
execution of renamed system binaries, and processes whose names do not match their digital signatures.
D3-FMBV (File Magic Byte Verification) supports detection of masqueraded executables.

Log coverage audit: Confirm that CIS 8.2 (Collect Audit Logs) is satisfied across all endpoints, not just servers.
Public safety organizations frequently have network segments, dispatch systems, apparatus management
systems, with inconsistent logging. Use NIST AU-11 (Audit Record Retention) requirements to validate retention
periods support post-incident forensic needs.

MSSP monitoring validation: If you use a managed provider, request evidence of active monitoring against the
above technique categories. Ask specifically whether behavioral baselines exist for your environment and when
they were last updated.

I Indicators of Compromise
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Type Value Context Confidence
TOOL Power Shel | (suspect ed) PowerShell or equivalent Windows

scripting interpreter leveraged as part of
living-off-the-land tradecraft to execute
commands and move through the
network while evading detection; specific
invocation details not publicly disclosed
TOOL WM (suspect ed) Windows Management Instrumentation
cited as a likely dual-use utility in the
LotL technique profile described in the
lawsuit; specific abuse chain not
confirmed in public source material
TOOL Pending —refer to court No specific hashes, C2 infrastructure, or LOW
filings and Iocal news confirmed tooling names have been
disclosures (VBRZ, WAFB, publicly released; technical indicators
CGovTech) for any published may surface through litigation discovery
I ndi cators or a future public disclosure
I Framework Mappings
MITRE-ATTACK
e T1105 — Ingress Tool Transfer
* T1562 — Impair Defenses
e T1078 — Valid Accounts
e T1036 — Masquerading
e T1059 — Command and Scripting Interpreter
e T1218 — System Binary Proxy Execution
NIST-800-53R5
e CA-7 — Continuous Monitoring
e SC-7 — Boundary Protection
¢ SI-3 — Malicious Code Protection
e Sl-4 — System Monitoring
¢ AC-6 — Least Privilege
e AU-9 — Protection of Audit Information
* CM-6 — Configuration Settings
* AC-2 — Account Management
¢ |A-2 — Identification and Authentication (Organizational Users)
¢ |A-5 — Authenticator Management
¢ CM-7 — Least Functionality
e SI-7 — Software, Firmware, and Information Integrity
¢ CP-9 — System Backup
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¢ [IR-4 — Incident Handling
e SR-2 — Supply Chain Risk Management Plan
NIST-CSF-2
* RS.MI-01 — Incidents are contained
¢ GV.SC-01 — Cybersecurity supply chain risk management program
e DE.CM-01 — Networks and network services are monitored
HIPAA-SECURITY
e 164.308(a)(7)(ii)(A) — Data Backup Plan
e 164.312(d) — Person or Entity Authentication
e 164.308(a)(6)(ii) — Response and Reporting
ISO-27001-2022
¢ A.5.29 — Information security during disruption
¢ 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
CIS-Vv8
* 6.3 — Require MFA for Externally-Exposed Applications
e 15.1 — Establish and Maintain an Inventory of Service Providers
e 8.2 — Collect Audit Logs
SOC2-TSC
e CC6.1 — Logical access security software, infrastructure, and architectures

e CC7.4 — Responds to identified security incidents

¢ CC9.2 — Manages risks associated with vendors and business partners

I MITRE ATT&CK Mapping

Technique ID Technique Name Tactic

T1105 Ingress Tool Transfer Command-And-Control
T1562 Impair Defenses Defense-Evasion
T1078 Valid Accounts Defense-Evasion
T1036 Masquerading Defense-Evasion
T1059 Command and Scripting Interpreter Execution

T1218 System Binary Proxy Execution Defense-Evasion
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Sources

Source URL Tier

Louisiana Fire District https://www.govtech.com/security/louisiana-fire-district-sues-cyber... T3

Sues Cybersecurity
Firm After Hack

St. George fire district https://www.wafb.com/2026/06/09/st-george-fire-district-sues-it-com... T3
sues IT company over
cyberattack

St. George Fire sues https://www.wbrz.com/news/st-george-fire-sues-cybersecurity-company... T3
cybersecurity company,
alleging ...

St. George fire district https://www.wafb.com/video/2026/06/09/st-george-fire-district-sues-... T3
sues IT company over
cyberattack

The St. George Fire https://www.instagram.com/p/DZYLJ-_vsT8/ T3
Protection District is
suing Baton ...

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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