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Key Takeaways

President Trump's June 2, 2026 Executive Order "Promoting Advanced Artificial Intelligence Innovation
and Security" establishes a voluntary Al Cybersecurity Clearinghouse and a framework for government
pre-release access to frontier Al models, creating new coordination infrastructure between the federal
government, Al developers, and critical infrastructure operators [1]. Eight days later, CISA issued Binding
Operational Directive 26-04, superseding the Known Exploited Vulnerabilities catalog deadline model
with a four-variable risk matrix that can require remediation in as little as three calendar days for the
highest-risk vulnerabilities [2]. Together, these instruments codify a new federal theory of Al security:
that Al accelerates adversarial exploitation and must simultaneously be deployed as a tool of active
cyber defense. The 2026 Verizon Data Breach Investigations Report found that only 26% of CISA KEV
vulnerabilities were fully remediated in 2025—down from 38% the prior year—precisely the failure mode
that BOD 26-04 was written to address [3]. Federal contractors and critical infrastructure operators face
indirect but material compliance implications from both instruments even though neither directly
mandates private-sector action. Enterprises operating Al systems should treat the EO's clearinghouse
architecture and BOD 26-04's risk matrix as complementary inputs to an updated vulnerability

management strategy, not as discrete regulatory events affecting only federal agencies.

Background

The United States government's approach to Al security underwent a significant structural shift in early
June 2026, with two major federal policy instruments arriving within eight days of each other. While
distinct in legal character—one a presidential executive order, the other a binding directive to federal
civilian agencies—these instruments together articulate a coherent position: that Al both accelerates the
threat landscape and must be actively deployed in defense of it. Understanding the two instruments in
relation to each other, rather than in isolation, will give enterprise security and compliance teams a more

complete basis for calibrating their response.

President Trump signed the Executive Order on June 2, 2026, under the stated policy of advancing U.S.
leadership in artificial intelligence while addressing the national security risks that increasingly capable Al
systems create [1]. The order reflects two intertwined policy goals: promoting Al innovation while

hardening federal and critical infrastructure systems against the threats that Al-enabled adversaries
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pose. It directs the secretaries of Treasury, Homeland Security, and Defense, alongside the National
Cyber Director and the National Security Agency, to build new institutional structures for Al-era
cybersecurity. The two principal instruments it creates are an Al Cybersecurity Clearinghouse and a
voluntary framework for government engagement with frontier Al developers. The order is explicit that it
does not establish a mandatory licensing, preclearance, or permitting regime for Al model development
or release; participation in both mechanisms is voluntary. However, the institutional infrastructure the
order creates appears designed to anchor a de facto standard for responsible Al deployment in national
security contexts, though the order does not assert this aim directly. Prior voluntary federal frameworks
have sometimes—though not universally—evolved into de facto requirements through insurance,
contract, and procurement expectations; the NIST CSF and the KEV catalog both illustrate this pathway
in specific sectors and contexts.

CISA issued Binding Operational Directive 26-04, "Prioritizing Security Updates Based on Risk," on June
10, 2026 [2]. The directive supersedes two prior instruments: BOD 22-01, which established the Known
Exploited Vulnerabilities (KEV) catalog and associated remediation deadlines, and BOD 19-02, which
governed remediation of vulnerabilities in internet-accessible systems. Both of those directives applied
uniform calendar-based deadlines regardless of real-world exploitability or asset exposure. BOD 26-04
replaces that logic entirely with a risk-tiered framework that produces differentiated remediation
timelines based on four variables: whether the asset is internet-accessible, whether the vulnerability
appears in the KEV catalog, whether the exploit can be automated by adversaries, and the severity of
post-exploitation technical impact. CISA's stated rationale is direct—artificial intelligence is enabling
adversaries to identify and weaponize vulnerabilities faster than traditional patch management cycles
were designed to accommodate, and the operational window between vulnerability disclosure and

weaponized exploitation has collapsed from months to hours.

Security Analysis

The Executive Order's Security Architecture

The White House EO establishes two parallel security mechanisms that security teams should
understand as influence factors on the enterprise compliance environment, even where direct legal
obligation is absent. The first is the Al Cybersecurity Clearinghouse, which CISA and partner agencies
are directed to stand up within 30 days of the order [1]. The clearinghouse is designed as a voluntary
coordination body that brings together the Al industry and operators of critical infrastructure under
federal coordination to scan for software vulnerabilities, validate findings, and prioritize patch

distribution at scale. Skadden characterizes the clearinghouse as a public-private coordination
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mechanism for vulnerability scanning and patch distribution at a scale individual organizations cannot
achieve independently [4]. Critical infrastructure operators in healthcare, financial services, energy, and
telecommunications should monitor the clearinghouse's formation closely. CISA is explicitly directed to
extend the benefits of Al-enabled defensive tooling to these sectors, and CISA's 30-day standup
deadline [1] implies that participation pathways for critical infrastructure operators will follow as the

clearinghouse infrastructure matures.

The second mechanism is the frontier model framework, which creates a voluntary government
engagement program for Al developers whose models meet the threshold of a "covered frontier model."
Within 60 days of the order, NSA, CISA, and partner agencies are directed to develop a classified
benchmarking process to define this threshold and assess model cyber capabilities [4]. Developers who
voluntarily participate may provide the government with early access to new models for up to 30 days
before broader trusted-partner release [1][4]. No enterprise is directly required to participate, but
frontier Al developers embedded in enterprise supply chains—through API access, embedded model
deployments, or Al-as-a-service contracts—may become subject to the framework's indirect effects as
the market evolves. Legal teams at Perkins Coie and Buchanan Ingersoll have both flagged that as the
"covered frontier model" designation criteria become public, enterprises procuring Al capabilities will
need to understand whether their vendors are operating inside or outside this framework and what

security representations vendors can make as a result [5][6].

One significant regulatory complication the order does not resolve is the continued proliferation of
state-level Al legislation. Despite the administration’s push for federal preemption, state Al legislation
has continued to advance: Colorado, California, and Texas have each enacted or advanced substantive Al
governance legislation carrying disclosure, impact assessment, and incident reporting requirements that
create compliance obligations distinct from and parallel to the federal framework [7]. Enterprises should
anticipate navigating an overlapping federal-state compliance environment in the near term. As Perkins
Coie confirms [5], the EO is not a preemption statute; enterprises in regulated industries cannot treat it

as supplying the definitive compliance horizon.

BOD 26-04: A New Risk Logic for Vulnerability Management

BOD 26-04 constitutes the most consequential structural change to federal vulnerability management
timelines in recent memory, replacing the uniform deadline model that has governed FCEB remediation
since BOD 22-01's introduction of the KEV catalog in 2021. Its core innovation is the replacement of
uniform calendar-based deadlines with a four-variable risk matrix that produces tiered remediation
timelines calibrated to actual threat severity [2]. The four binary variables can produce up to 16 distinct
risk combinations, generating a corresponding range of remediation timelines. At the high end,
vulnerabilities meeting all four risk criteria—internet-exposed asset, KEV catalog membership, adversary-
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automatable exploit, and high technical impact—must be remediated within three calendar days [2]. That
deadline also carries a requirement for mandatory forensic triage—a provision that suggests CISA
assumes systems meeting all four risk criteria may already be compromised at the point of disclosure,
though the directive does not state this rationale explicitly [2]. At the low end, vulnerabilities meeting
none or few of the criteria may be deferred to the next planned system upgrade cycle. Between those
extremes, the directive produces intermediate timelines of 14 and 60 days, with the specific timeline

determined by which combination of the four criteria a given vulnerability meets.

The directive's explicit rationale for this architecture names Al as the driving accelerant, and available
data supports the concern. The 2026 Verizon DBIR found that organizations faced nearly 50% more KEV
vulnerabilities to address in 2025 than in the prior year, while median remediation time rose from 32 to
43 days and overall KEV remediation rates fell from 38% to 26% [3]. Vulnerability exploitation has
overtaken credential theft as the top breach vector in the DBIR for the first time, a development the
report attributes partly to Al-assisted vulnerability discovery and weaponization. This is precisely the
dynamic that BOD 26-04 attempts to counteract: by concentrating remediation urgency on the
vulnerabilities most likely to be actively weaponized—rather than distributing urgency evenly across all
KEV entries—the directive attempts to align organizational response capacity with adversarial

prioritization logic.

BOD 26-04 is mandatory only for Federal Civilian Executive Branch (FCEB) agencies. Implementation
milestones require agencies to update their vulnerability management policies immediately, revise
remediation processes for common vulnerabilities within 60 days (approximately August 2026), and
achieve full compliance with the tiered remediation timelines within 180 days (approximately December
2026). The directive's reach, however, extends beyond FCEB agencies through contract and regulatory
mechanisms. FedRAMP has announced that BOD 26-04-aligned vulnerability detection and reporting
standards will be mandatory for all authorized cloud service offerings by December 7, 2026 [8], and
CISA's implementation guidance directs federal agencies to review all contracts for modifications
necessary to comply with the directive. Organizations whose agreements reference FedRAMP
authorization, CMMC certification, or NIST SP 800-171 requirements should evaluate whether the new
risk-tiered standards flow through their existing compliance frameworks. Security vendors and analysts
have begun positioning the four-variable risk matrix as a model for enterprise vulnerability prioritization,
with the FedRAMP mandate serving as an early institutional signal of the direction regulatory
expectations are moving. Organizations that continue to rely on CVSS-score-only or calendar-based
patching models are increasingly out of step with both the federal standard and the operational threat

reality it encodes.
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The Combined Policy Signal

Taken together, the EO and BOD 26-04 express a consistent federal theory of Al security risk. The EO
supplies the coordination architecture—the Al Cybersecurity Clearinghouse, the frontier model
framework, and the direction to CISA to extend Al defensive tooling access to critical infrastructure—
while BOD 26-04 supplies the operational enforcement mechanism. For enterprises, the combined
signal is that the compliance baseline is moving in a specific direction: toward continuous, risk-stratified,

Al-informed vulnerability management, and away from periodic, score-based, calendar-driven patching.

Organizations that maintain separate silos for "Al security" and "traditional vulnerability management"
will find both policy instruments pushing against that model. The EO envisions Al as a tool for active,
coordinated defense at clearinghouse scale; BOD 26-04 demands remediation timelines that
presuppose automated, continuous vulnerability identification and triage rather than manual, quarterly
review cycles. Neither framework is operationally consistent with a vulnerability management posture

designed before Al-accelerated exploitation became a primary driver of the threat landscape.

Recommendations

Immediate Actions

Security teams should assess their existing vulnerability management programs against the four-variable
risk matrix introduced by BOD 26-04, regardless of whether they are FCEB agencies. The matrix's logic—
asset exposure, KEV status, exploit automation potential, and technical impact—provides a more
contextually grounded prioritization framework than CVSS scores alone: CVSS does not capture asset
exposure, exploitability, or exploitation history, all of which BOD 26-04 treats as first-class risk factors.
Adopting this logic voluntarily positions organizations ahead of likely future regulatory expectations. As a
first step, teams should identify which of their assets are internet-exposed, map those assets against the
current KEV catalog, and evaluate whether their existing tooling can surface exploit automation

intelligence in near-real time.

Federal contractors should conduct an immediate review of government agreements to determine
whether FCEB-aligned cybersecurity standards are incorporated, either explicitly or through reference
to CMMC, FedRAMP, or NIST SP 800-171. Where such requirements exist, BOD 26-04's tiered timelines

should be treated as operative and remediation workflows updated accordingly. Organizations that have
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relied on the 15-day KEV remediation deadline inherited from BOD 22-01 should not assume that
deadline continues to govern; the new matrix can produce deadlines significantly shorter or longer

depending on the specific vulnerability profile.

Critical infrastructure operators—particularly those in healthcare, financial services, and energy—should
initiate engagement with CISA regarding the Al Cybersecurity Clearinghouse as its operational
framework becomes available. The EO explicitly prioritizes rural hospitals, community banks, and local
utilities for access to Al-enabled defensive tooling—a recognition that resource constraints have
historically limited these organizations' ability to implement sophisticated threat-informed prioritization

independently [1].

Short-Term Mitigations

Within the directive's 60-day window for policy updates—a reasonable internal target for enterprises
benchmarking against federal standards even without direct legal obligation—organizations should
update their vulnerability management policies to reflect risk-tiered remediation timelines. This includes
integrating exploit intelligence sources that track whether specific vulnerabilities are amenable to
automated exploitation, a dimension that CVSS does not capture and that BOD 26-04 treats as a first-
class risk factor. Several commercial and open-source tools now incorporate exploit probability scoring
and automation likelihood indicators; organizations that have not yet integrated such signals into their

vulnerability triage process should prioritize doing so.

Enterprises building or deploying Al systems should inventory those systems for vulnerabilities with the
same rigor applied to traditional software assets, recognizing that the EO's frontier model framework
signals increasing federal scrutiny of Al model security properties. Organizations that serve as Al
platform providers, resellers, or managed service providers should monitor NIST's development of the
classified benchmarking criteria for "covered frontier model" designation; commercial deployments that
leverage frontier models may eventually carry compliance obligations analogous to those proposed for

direct developers.

Legal and compliance teams should begin tracking state-level Al legislation alongside federal
developments. The state Al legislative landscape is active and expanding: Colorado, California, and Texas
have each enacted or advanced substantive Al governance legislation carrying disclosure, impact
assessment, and incident reporting requirements [7], creating obligations that operate in parallel with
BOD 26-04's federal framework. The EO does not preempt these state requirements [5], leaving
enterprises in regulated industries to navigate both federal and state obligations simultaneously.
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Strategic Considerations

The approach most consistent with the long-term direction of federal vulnerability management policy is
the adoption of a threat-informed, exposure management approach to vulnerability risk—one that
operationalizes the continuous, risk-stratified analysis that BOD 26-04 encodes into federal policy.
Exposure management frameworks, which evaluate vulnerability risk in the context of asset criticality,
threat actor behavior, and compensating controls, are well-suited to the directive's four-variable logic
and provide a governance structure that accommodates rapid-timeline requirements. Organizations that
mature their vulnerability management programs in this direction will find alignment with the federal

standard as a consequence of best practice, not as a compliance retrofit.

On the Al governance side, enterprises should develop formal policies for evaluating Al vendors against
the emerging federal framework for frontier model security. This includes understanding whether Al
systems embedded in enterprise workflows derive from models that may be designated "covered frontier
models," and whether vendor security commitments—including pre-release review processes, security
disclosure timelines, and model update notification practices—align with what the EO's voluntary
framework is building toward. As the clearinghouse and frontier model framework mature, vendor
contracts involving Al systems will increasingly benefit from explicit provisions for security transparency
and timely notification of model changes.

CSA Resource Alignment

The policy landscape described in this note maps directly to several CSA frameworks and research
outputs. CSA's Al Controls Matrix (AICM), released in July 2025, provides a structured approach to
evaluating Al system security properties across the development lifecycle, with 18 security domains and
243 control objectives [9]. AICM's security transparency controls—particularly those addressing model
documentation, audit readiness, and disclosure timelines—address several of the practices that the EO's
frontier model framework is beginning to formalize, and organizations can use AICM as a starting
structure for Al vendor security assessment even before federal benchmarking criteria are published.
Enterprises may use CSA's AICM, NIST's Al RMF, or ISO/IEC 42001 as a structured starting framework
for evaluating Al vendor security; AICM's explicit mapping to Al-era security requirements and its 243
control objectives make it particularly well-suited for vendor evaluation in contexts directly shaped by
the EO's frontier model framework [9].

The STAR for Al program, launched by CSA in October 2025, provides a formal attestation path built on
AICM and its mapping to ISO/IEC 42001:2023 [10]. As the EO's frontier model framework creates new

expectations for Al developer security transparency, STAR for Al attestations may serve as a credible
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market-facing signal of alignment with federal best practices—both for Al developers participating in the

government access program and for enterprises evaluating Al vendor security posture.

CSA's MAESTRO threat modeling framework, published in February 2025, provides a seven-layer threat
modeling architecture specifically designed for agentic Al systems [11]. MAESTRO's treatment of Al-
accelerated adversarial behavior—including automated vulnerability discovery and exploit chaining—
directly addresses the threat scenario that BOD 26-04 names as its motivating concern; the framework
can help security teams reason through exploit automation risk across specific asset environments.
Organizations building or deploying agentic Al systems should apply MAESTRO as part of their threat
modeling process for assets that would be subject to BOD 26-04's three-day remediation timeline.

CSA's Zero Trust guidance for critical infrastructure [12] is relevant to the asset exposure dimension of
the BOD 26-04 risk matrix. Zero Trust architecture—particularly micro-segmentation and identity-aware
access controls—reduces internet-exposed attack surface, which BOD 26-04 treats as one of the four
key variables in determining remediation urgency. Reducing the proportion of assets that are internet-
exposed, even without patching them, lowers the risk tier for existing vulnerabilities and provides a

structural mitigation that complements timely patching rather than competing with it.

The prior CSA research note on BOD 26-04 published June 13, 2026 provides a detailed operational
analysis of the directive's remediation matrix and its specific application to federal agency workflows,
including the CVE-2026-10520 Ivanti Sentry vulnerability as a first enforcement case study [13]. The
present note complements that operational analysis by situating BOD 26-04 within the broader
Executive Order context and extending compliance implications to enterprise and critical infrastructure

operators.

© 2026 Cloud Security Alliance. Al-assisted Rapid Research. 10



References

[1] White House. "Promoting Advanced Artificial Intelligence Innovation and Security." WhiteHouse.gov,
June 2, 2026.

[2] CISA. "BOD 26-04: Prioritizing Security Updates Based on Risk." CISA.gov, June 10, 2026.

[3] Verizon. "2026 Data Breach Investigations Report.” Verizon Business, 2026.

[4] Skadden. "New Al Executive Order Calls for Frontier Model Security, Early Government Access and A
|-Enabled Cyber Defense." Skadden.com, June 2026.

[5] Perkins Coie. "White House Issues Executive Order Promoting Advanced Al Innovation and Security."
Perkins Coie, June 2026.

[6] Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney. "New Executive Order on Al Innovation and Security: What It Means for

Al Developers, Government Contractors and Critical Infrastructure Operators.” BIPC.com, June 2026.

[7] O'Melveny. "2026 Data Security and Privacy Compliance Checklist: Key US State Law Updates, Al Ru
les, COPPA Changes, and Global Data Protection Risks." O'Melveny, 2026.

[8] FedRAMP. "FedRAMP Response to CISA BOD 26-04 (Prioritizing Security Updates Based on Risk)."
FedRAMP.gov, June 2026.

[9] Cloud Security Alliance. "Introducing the CSA Al Controls Matrix." CSA Blog, July 10, 2025.

[10] Cloud Security Alliance. "Cloud Security Alliance Launches STAR for AL." CSA Press Release,
October 23, 2025.

[11] Cloud Security Alliance. "Agentic Al Threat Modeling_ Framework: MAESTRO." CSA Blog, February 6,
2025.

[12] Cloud Security Alliance. "Zero Trust Guidance for Critical Infrastructure." CSA, October 2024.

[13] Cloud Security Alliance. "CISA BOD 26-04: Al Threat Forces 3-Day Critical Patch Mandate." CSA Al
Safety Initiative, June 13, 2026.

© 2026 Cloud Security Alliance. Al-assisted Rapid Research. 11


https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2026/06/promoting-advanced-artificial-intelligence-innovation-and-security/
https://www.cisa.gov/news-events/directives/bod-26-04-prioritizing-security-updates-based-risk
https://www.verizon.com/business/resources/reports/dbir/
https://www.skadden.com/insights/publications/2026/06/new-ai-executive-order
https://www.skadden.com/insights/publications/2026/06/new-ai-executive-order
https://perkinscoie.com/insights/update/white-house-issues-executive-order-promoting-advanced-ai-innovation-and-security
https://www.bipc.com/new-executive-order-on-ai-innovation-and-security-what-it-means-for-ai-developers-government-contractors-and-critical-infrastructure-operators
https://www.bipc.com/new-executive-order-on-ai-innovation-and-security-what-it-means-for-ai-developers-government-contractors-and-critical-infrastructure-operators
https://www.omm.com/insights/alerts-publications/2026-data-security-and-privacy-compliance-checklist-key-us-state-law-updates-ai-rules-coppa-changes-and-global-data-protection-risks/
https://www.omm.com/insights/alerts-publications/2026-data-security-and-privacy-compliance-checklist-key-us-state-law-updates-ai-rules-coppa-changes-and-global-data-protection-risks/
https://www.fedramp.gov/notices/0014/
https://cloudsecurityalliance.org/blog/2025/07/10/introducing-the-csa-ai-controls-matrix-a-comprehensive-framework-for-trustworthy-ai
https://cloudsecurityalliance.org/press-releases/2025/10/23/cloud-security-alliance-launches-star-for-ai-establishing-the-global-framework-for-responsible-and-auditable-artificial-intelligence
https://cloudsecurityalliance.org/blog/2025/02/06/agentic-ai-threat-modeling-framework-maestro
https://cloudsecurityalliance.org/artifacts/zero-trust-guidance-for-critical-infrastructure
https://labs.cloudsecurityalliance.org/research/csa-research-note-bod-2604-ai-accelerated-patch-mandate-ente/

