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Executive Summary

When President Trump signed "Promoting Advanced Artificial Intelligence Innovation and Security" on June

2, 2026, he ended an eighteen-month period of federal policy ambiguity that began when his administration

revoked the Biden-era AI Executive Order in January 2025 [1][2]. The new order is explicitly and repeatedly

voluntary in its framing, declining to create mandatory licensing or preclearance requirements for AI model

development. Yet its practical consequences for enterprise security programs are neither minor nor

optional.

The order works through four interlocking mechanisms. First, it directs the Cybersecurity and Infrastructure

Security Agency (CISA) to issue Binding Operational Directives (BODs) hardening civilian federal

information systems against AI-enabled threats — a mandate that will propagate compliance expectations

downstream to contractors, vendors, and critical infrastructure operators, with the BOD itself due within 30

days of signature [3][4]. Second, it establishes an AI Cybersecurity Clearinghouse, co-administered by the

Treasury, the National Security Agency (NSA), and CISA, to coordinate industry-wide vulnerability scanning,

validation, and patch distribution [5]. Third, it creates a classified benchmarking process that will designate

certain AI systems as "covered frontier models," triggering a voluntary 30-day pre-release government

review window that is likely to function as a de facto participation requirement for AI vendors seeking federal

business [6][7]. Fourth, it directs the Attorney General to prioritize prosecution of AI-enabled cyberattacks

under existing federal criminal statutes, including the Computer Fraud and Abuse Act (CFAA), with explicit

reference to autonomous AI agents — a provision with direct implications for enterprises deploying agentic

AI systems [8][9].

For CISOs, the order's voluntary posture obscures a more demanding reality. Vendors that participate in the

frontier model review framework will gain preferred positioning in federal acquisitions. Enterprises with

federal customers face mounting pressure to demonstrate alignment with the clearinghouse's vulnerability-

sharing protocols. State legislatures — most notably Illinois, whose AI Safety Act passed with near-

unanimous legislative support in late May 2026 — are moving in a more prescriptive direction, creating a

multi-jurisdictional compliance burden that federal voluntarism does nothing to simplify [10][11]. And the

DOJ's renewed emphasis on AI-enabled CFAA enforcement forces a direct reckoning with how enterprise AI

agents are provisioned, scoped, and monitored.

This whitepaper examines each of the order's core provisions, analyzes how voluntary frameworks evolve

into operational mandates, surveys the emerging state regulatory landscape, and translates the cumulative

picture into a structured action agenda for enterprise security leadership.
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Introduction: The Policy Gap and What Filled It

The eighteen months between the Biden administration's October 2023 AI Executive Order and the Trump

June 2026 order were not a period of federal inaction so much as deliberate policy reorientation. Within

days of his inauguration, Trump revoked Executive Order 14110, the sweeping Biden directive that had

assigned safety evaluation responsibilities to federal agencies, established reporting thresholds for large

model training runs, and directed the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) to develop AI

safety benchmarks [1]. The revocation signaled that the new administration's AI policy would prioritize

innovation velocity over precautionary regulation.

What emerged in the months that followed was a productive internal debate within the administration. On

one side stood national security agencies — chiefly the NSA and intelligence community — arguing that

advanced AI models present genuine risks of dramatically accelerating adversary cyber capabilities, and that

some form of government visibility into the most powerful frontier systems was a national security

imperative [12]. On the other stood economic advisors and industry liaisons committed to preserving

American AI leadership and avoiding regulatory frameworks that might slow model development or

disadvantage U.S. developers relative to international competitors [13]. The June 2026 order represents the

resolution of that tension: a framework that provides government access and visibility into frontier AI

systems, hardens federal defenses against AI-enabled attacks, and creates institutional infrastructure for

industry-government cooperation — while explicitly declining to mandate preclearance, licensing, or

compliance checkpoints for private sector AI development.

The result is a policy instrument that is architecturally voluntary but structurally consequential. The

distinction matters because it determines how enterprises should respond. The order does not, with limited

exceptions, create direct legal obligations for private sector organizations that do not contract with the

federal government. But it creates institutions, incentives, and expectations that will shape what competent

AI security governance looks like — and that will be referenced by customers, insurers, auditors, and

regulators in the months ahead.
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Section 1: Core Provisions of the Executive Order

Federal Systems Hardening and CISA Binding Operational Directives

The most immediately actionable portion of the order concerns the defense of federal civilian information

systems. Within 30 days of signature — by July 2, 2026 — the Secretary of Homeland Security, acting

through the CISA Director, must issue Binding Operational Directives and related guidance serving three

purposes: expediting and prioritizing cyber defense of civilian federal information systems; establishing or

expanding programs that deploy AI-enabled defensive tools across the federal enterprise; and facilitating

access to those tools — including, where appropriate, "covered frontier models" — for state and local

authorities and operators of critical infrastructure such as rural hospitals, community banks, and local utilities

[3][4].

BODs carry mandatory force for civilian federal agencies and have historically created cascading

expectations in the contractor and vendor communities that support those agencies. The order's directive

to extend access to AI-enabled defensive tools beyond federal agencies proper — to state and local

governments and critical infrastructure operators — signals an ambition to use BODs as a lever for raising

the security baseline across the broader ecosystem. CISOs at organizations that serve as federal

contractors, operate critical infrastructure, or provide services to state and local governments should

anticipate that BOD requirements will be referenced in contract vehicles, RFP language, and agency

security assessments within the near term.

The AI Cybersecurity Clearinghouse

Also due within 30 days, the order directs the Secretary of the Treasury — in consultation with the National

Cyber Director, the NSA Director, and the CISA Director — to form an AI Cybersecurity Clearinghouse in

voluntary collaboration with AI developers and critical infrastructure operators [5]. The clearinghouse's

mandate is threefold: coordinating and deconflicting scanning for software vulnerabilities across AI systems;

discovering and validating those vulnerabilities; and coordinating and prioritizing remediation and patch

distribution.

The clearinghouse model is directly analogous to the Information Sharing and Analysis Centers (ISACs) that

have operated in critical infrastructure sectors since the late 1990s, and to CISA's Joint Cyber Defense

Collaborative (JCDC). Like those bodies, the clearinghouse functions through voluntary information

sharing, with the government providing deconfliction, prioritization, and coordination value that individual
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organizations cannot replicate independently. The voluntary framing allows AI developers to contribute

without the legal exposure that might attach to mandatory disclosure, while the government's convening

role provides analytical and operational capacity that enhances the value of participation.

For enterprises, the clearinghouse creates a new category of vulnerability intelligence to monitor.

Organizations deploying AI systems — particularly systems built on or integrated with models from

developers participating in the clearinghouse — should establish processes for consuming clearinghouse-

originated advisories as they become available. The order also directs the Director of the Office of

Management and Budget, in coordination with the National Cyber Director and CISA Director, to determine

within 30 days whether existing federal grant programs can fund advanced AI vulnerability detection

development — a provision that may create new funding pathways for security tooling that addresses the

risks the clearinghouse is designed to surface [4].

The Covered Frontier Model Review Framework

The EO's most technically complex provision establishes a two-phase framework for government review of

the most powerful AI models. Within 60 days — by August 1, 2026 — the Treasury Secretary, NSA Director,

and CISA Director are to jointly develop a classified benchmarking process for assessing the advanced cyber

capabilities of AI models [6][7]. The NSA Director, in consultation with the National Cyber Director, CISA

Director, and other officials, will use this process to designate specific AI systems as "covered frontier

models." Because the benchmarking criteria remain classified, developers cannot know with certainty in

advance whether their systems will be designated.

The designation triggers the voluntary review mechanism: once a model is designated, the developer may —

not must — provide the government with access to the system for up to 30 days before public release,

subject to confidentiality, cybersecurity, insider-risk, and intellectual property protections negotiated

between the developer and the government [7][12]. The order explicitly states that nothing in this section

shall be construed to authorize mandatory licensing, preclearance, or permitting requirements.

The practical dynamics, however, complicate the voluntary framing. Developers that participate in pre-

release review and achieve what amounts to a "trusted partner" designation will be better positioned for

federal acquisition opportunities, as government agencies will have direct experience with the model's

capabilities and security profile. Developers that decline review may face less favorable treatment in

procurement decisions. Early analysis from legal advisors suggests that while participation is not legally

required, it will evolve into a competitive baseline for AI vendors pursuing government business —

functioning, in effect, as a preclearance program in practice if not in law [13][14].

The scope of what constitutes a "covered frontier model" is also broader than the term's intuitive meaning

might suggest. The review process encompasses not just a model in isolation but an AI system including its

integrated models, data pipelines, and deployment architecture — systems performing at the state of the art
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in domains relevant to national security, including autonomous operations, cyber operations, and scientific

reasoning. This breadth means that enterprise-scale AI deployments built on frontier model foundations

could fall within the review framework's scope in scenarios that are not immediately obvious from the order's

text.

Criminal Enforcement Priorities

The order's fourth major provision redirects prosecutorial resources toward AI-enabled cybercrime. The

Attorney General must prioritize enforcement of three existing federal criminal statutes against anyone who

uses AI to illegally access or damage a computer or to commit identity or wire fraud: 18 U.S.C. § 1028

(identity fraud), § 1030 (the CFAA), and § 1343 (wire fraud) [8][9]. The order's language specifically

includes "employing AI agents to unlawfully access data or information that is subsequently used for a

criminal or unlawful purpose."

The order does not create a new crime. The CFAA's prohibition on unauthorized access to protected

computers has been federal law since 1986, and its application to computer-enabled intrusions is well-

established. What the order does is signal prosecutorial intent and establish explicit doctrinal application of

these statutes to AI-assisted and AI-autonomous attack scenarios. For enterprises, this provision matters in

two directions. It increases the deterrent effect on external threat actors using AI to target corporate

systems — a development CISOs should welcome. It also creates new exposure for organizations whose own

AI agents behave in ways that could be characterized as exceeding authorized access to external systems, a

risk that the current generation of agentic AI architectures has not been systematically designed to mitigate

[9].
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Section 2: The Voluntary Paradox — How De Facto

Mandates Emerge

The order's repeated emphasis on voluntarism deserves sustained scrutiny, because voluntary frameworks

in cybersecurity have a demonstrated tendency to harden into de facto mandates through mechanisms that

operate outside formal regulatory processes. The NIST Cybersecurity Framework, SP 800-171, and the

Cybersecurity Maturity Model Certification (CMMC) program all originated as voluntary guidance

frameworks and were subsequently incorporated into binding procurement requirements. The June 2026

order's institutional mechanisms — procurement preferences, clearinghouse intelligence sharing, BOD

standards — create conditions similar to those that preceded each of those transitions [14][15].

The most direct pathway runs through federal procurement. The Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and

Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS) have incorporated cybersecurity

requirements that originated as voluntary frameworks along precisely this trajectory. The EO's direction to

harden federal systems and expand AI-enabled defensive tools, combined with the trusted-partner tier

available to developers that participate in the frontier model review, creates the conditions for a similar

evolution. Agencies procuring AI systems will predictably favor vendors that have completed pre-release

government review, and this preference will ultimately find expression in contract requirements [14][15].

The cyber insurance market creates a second enforcement pathway that operates entirely outside

government action. Insurance underwriters have progressively incorporated NIST CSF, SOC 2, and other

voluntary standards into their coverage criteria over the past decade. As the clearinghouse begins

publishing vulnerability intelligence and the CISA BODs establish AI security baselines for federal systems,

underwriters will reference these standards in assessing enterprise AI security posture. Organizations that

cannot demonstrate alignment with clearinghouse advisories or BOD-derived standards may face higher

premiums, coverage exclusions, or outright denial of AI-related cyber coverage [3].

Enterprise customer requirements create a third pathway. Large organizations with federal business or

critical infrastructure obligations routinely cascade their own compliance requirements to vendors and

service providers through contractual security requirements and annual questionnaires. As federal agencies

begin implementing BOD-derived AI security standards, their commercial counterparts — financial

institutions, healthcare systems, energy utilities — will incorporate equivalent requirements into their vendor

management programs. Enterprise customers have historically incorporated federal security standards into

vendor requirements within one to three contract cycles, suggesting meaningful downstream pressure

within the next one to two years for vendors supplying regulated-sector customers [16].
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The cumulative effect is that based on the historical cadence of voluntary-to-mandatory transitions in

federal cybersecurity frameworks, compliance expectations traceable to the June 2026 order are plausible

within twelve to eighteen months for organizations in regulated industries — though the exact timeline will

depend on BOD content, clearinghouse operationalization, and contract cycle timing.
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Section 3: The State Regulatory Landscape

The federal order's voluntary posture has not discouraged state legislatures from filling what many perceive

as a regulatory vacuum. The most consequential state action to date is Illinois Senate Bill 315, which passed

the Illinois House 110-0 and the Senate 52-5 in late May 2026, and which Governor JB Pritzker has

indicated he will sign [10][11]. Understanding SB 315 is essential for CISOs because its requirements are

mandatory rather than voluntary, its penalties are substantial, and its likely normative influence extends well

beyond Illinois.

SB 315 imposes four core obligations on "frontier AI developers" — entities developing AI systems that meet

capability thresholds the bill defines — operating in or serving Illinois consumers. First, developers must

publish and annually update a catastrophic risk framework documenting identified risks and mitigation

measures. Second, they must retain an independent third-party auditor annually to verify the adequacy of

their safety practices against that framework. Third, they must report AI safety incidents to state officials

within 72 hours of discovery. Fourth, they must maintain and honor whistleblower protections for employees

who raise safety concerns internally or to regulators [10].

The bill's penalty structure gives it genuine regulatory teeth, with penalties of up to $1 million for a first

violation and $3 million for subsequent violations. Its auditor requirements impose costs that smaller AI

developers may find burdensome, which has generated criticism regarding its competitive effects on

startups relative to large incumbents [11]. But SB 315's most important long-term effect may be indirect.

Just as California's Consumer Privacy Act drove many organizations to adopt a single national-baseline data

practice rather than maintain state-specific controls — even as other states enacted their own distinct

frameworks — SB 315's audit requirements are likely to prompt similar compliance efficiency decisions for

frontier AI developers. Akerman observes that this mechanism — sometimes called the "Sacramento Effect"

after California's repeated role as regulatory trendsetter — is equally applicable to Illinois-origin legislation

with sufficient market coverage, and companies operating at scale will find it more economical to subject all

their AI systems to SB 315-compliant audit regimes than to implement geography-specific controls [10].

For CISOs, the Illinois-federal divergence creates an immediate compliance architecture challenge. The

federal framework rewards voluntary participation in government review programs and creates incentives

through procurement and information sharing. The Illinois framework imposes mandatory audit and incident

reporting requirements with financial penalties for non-compliance. These are not mutually exclusive, but

they are architecturally different, and organizations cannot satisfy one by complying with the other.

Managing the resulting multi-jurisdictional landscape requires a governance architecture capable of tracking

obligations across both regimes simultaneously, and of demonstrating to auditors, insurers, and customers

that the organization has addressed both.
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Section 4: Enterprise Security Implications for CISOs

AI Vendor Due Diligence and Procurement

The order adds a new category of due diligence criteria for enterprise AI vendor selection. The AI

Cybersecurity Clearinghouse will produce vulnerability intelligence specific to AI systems, and developers

that participate in the clearinghouse will have earlier, better-structured access to that intelligence than

developers that do not. For enterprises whose security posture depends on prompt response to AI system

vulnerabilities, the vendor's participation status in the clearinghouse is likely to influence the timeliness and

structure of vulnerability intelligence available to that vendor's enterprise customers — a factor that CISOs

should weigh in vendor risk scoring [5][15].

CISOs should revise AI vendor due diligence questionnaires to ask explicitly whether a vendor participates in

federal AI security programs, whether the vendor's models have been reviewed under the frontier model

voluntary framework, and what the vendor's processes are for incorporating clearinghouse-originated

vulnerability intelligence into its security maintenance cycle. These questions need not be answered

affirmatively to qualify a vendor, but the answers should inform risk scoring and compensating control

requirements. Vendors that are not participating in the clearinghouse and have not engaged with the

frontier model review framework present a higher residual risk profile than comparable vendors that have —

and the risk premium should be reflected in contract terms, including indemnification provisions and

response time requirements for patch distribution.

Federal contractors face a narrower version of this same challenge. As CISA BODs begin specifying AI

security requirements for civilian agency systems, the FAR will eventually incorporate those requirements

into contractor obligations. CISOs at companies with federal business should track BOD issuance

proactively — CISA publishes BODs publicly at cisa.gov — and assess whether their AI deployments

supporting federal customers meet or can reasonably be brought into conformance with BOD-specified

baselines before formal contractual deadlines.

Autonomous AI Agent Risk and CFAA Exposure

The order's criminal enforcement provision creates a material new risk category for enterprises deploying

autonomous AI agents. The CFAA prohibits "knowingly access[ing] a computer without authorization or

exceed[ing] authorized access" in ways that cause damage or facilitate other crimes [8][9]. When a human

employee exceeds their authorized access, the attribution of responsibility is straightforward: the employee

who took the action bears personal liability, and the employer may bear vicarious liability under existing

doctrine. When an autonomous AI agent takes an action that exceeds its authorized scope — accessing an
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external system beyond what it was instructed to access, scraping data from a third-party service in ways

that violate the service's terms, or exploiting a vulnerability in a counterparty's system during a legitimate

business task — the attribution question becomes significantly more complex.

The Supreme Court's 2021 ruling in Van Buren v. United States narrowed the "exceeds authorized access"

prong to cases where an individual — or by extension, an agent — accesses data they were not authorized to

access at all, rather than cases where authorized data is misused for an improper purpose. This limits, but

does not eliminate, CFAA exposure for agentic AI systems: an agent that scrapes data from a system it has

legitimate access to may carry less exposure than one that accesses a system or data category explicitly

outside its provisioned scope. The practical implication for security teams is that CFAA risk management for

AI agents should focus on explicit access boundaries — what systems and data categories the agent is

affirmatively authorized to reach — rather than solely on use-case governance. Legal counsel should assess

agent architectures against both the Van Buren framework and the order's enforcement signal.

The order does not resolve the underlying attribution ambiguity. It directs the DOJ to prioritize prosecution

of individuals "employing AI agents to unlawfully access data," but the concept of "employing" an AI agent

has no established legal meaning in the context of autonomous systems that may take sequences of actions

without direct human instruction for each step [9]. This ambiguity is a near-term liability risk that CISOs

should not defer. Organizations that deploy AI agents with the ability to initiate outbound network

connections, access external APIs, query third-party databases, or interact with external systems should

conduct a systematic review of agent authorization scopes. Agents should operate under the principle of

least-privilege access, with explicit positive authorization for each category of external interaction rather

than broad ambient permissions inherited from the deploying user's identity. Access logs should capture

agent-initiated activity at sufficient granularity to reconstruct the chain of authorization for any action that

might later be scrutinized.

The AI Trustworthy Pledge, an initiative administered through CSA's AI Safety Initiative, provides a

certification pathway that addresses some of these concerns by requiring participating organizations to

document agent authorization governance as part of their trustworthiness attestation. Enterprises seeking a

structured framework for demonstrating responsible agentic AI deployment may find this pathway valuable

both as an internal governance tool and as a signal to federal customers and insurers [17].

Federal Contractor and Critical Infrastructure Obligations

The EO's direction to extend AI-enabled defensive tools and clearinghouse access to critical infrastructure

operators — explicitly naming rural hospitals, community banks, and local utilities — signals a federal intent to

raise AI security standards across sectors that have historically operated with limited federal cybersecurity

oversight [3][4]. For CISOs in healthcare, financial services, and energy, this signal warrants attention even

before formal sector-specific guidance is issued.
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Healthcare organizations should anticipate that Department of Health and Human Services guidance on AI

security under HIPAA will reference the BODs issued pursuant to this order, just as HHS guidance on

cybersecurity has historically referenced NIST standards and CISA advisories. Financial institutions subject

to OCC, Fed, or FDIC oversight should expect similar reference patterns in upcoming interagency AI

guidance, where federal banking regulators are expected to provide AI-specific guidance within the existing

SR 11-7 model risk management framework as their attention to AI model risk increases. Energy sector

organizations operating under NERC CIP should watch for FERC or CISA guidance incorporating AI-specific

requirements into existing critical infrastructure protection standards.

For all of these sectors, the practical implication is that AI security governance developed in response to the

June 2026 order is unlikely to satisfy only the federal requirements. It will need to be designed with

sufficient flexibility to accommodate sector-specific extensions — and ideally to align with the

comprehensive NIST AI Risk Management Framework (AI RMF 1.0) that the Biden-era order had positioned

as the federal AI risk baseline, since that framework remains an active reference standard even in the

absence of a mandate to apply it [18].

Building a Multi-Jurisdiction Compliance Architecture

The combination of federal voluntary frameworks, mandatory state requirements, sector-specific regulatory

expectations, and private market demands creates a compliance landscape that no single point solution

addresses. CISOs need an architectural approach rather than a checklist approach — one that establishes a

governance layer capable of mapping the organization's AI deployment inventory against multiple

simultaneous regulatory frameworks and surfacing gaps in real time.

The most effective architectures share several characteristics. They begin with a comprehensive AI system

inventory that captures, at minimum, the model provider, the deployment context, the external systems the

model can access, the human oversight mechanisms in place, and the data categories the model processes.

This inventory is the foundation for every subsequent compliance determination, and organizations that lack

it cannot systematically answer the questions that BODs, procurement questionnaires, audit engagements,

and insurance renewals will increasingly ask.

They maintain a mapped control set — a library of security controls organized by control objective, with

explicit mapping to each applicable regulatory framework. The CSA AI Controls Matrix (AICM), recognized

as a 2026 CSO Awards winner [19], provides 247 control objectives across 18 security domains that map to

ISO/IEC 42001, NIST AI 600-1, and the BSI AIC4 Catalog [17][19]. An AICM-aligned control set provides a

common language for communicating AI security posture to federal customers, state auditors, cyber

insurers, and board-level stakeholders — significantly reducing the overhead of maintaining distinct

compliance documentation for each framework. Organizations with operations or regulatory obligations in

specific geographies may also find value in aligning with ISO/IEC 42001 directly, or with the NIST AI RMF,

both of which address overlapping risk domains.

© 2026 Cloud Security Alliance. AI-assisted Rapid Research. 14



They also establish clear accountability structures for AI security decisions. The DOJ enforcement emphasis

in the June 2026 order — and the personal liability exposure that CFAA violations can create — makes it

important that organizations have designated individuals with explicit responsibility for AI agent

authorization governance, not just for AI development or AI operations broadly. In regulated industries, this

accountability structure may need to be formally documented and subject to board-level oversight.
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Section 5: CSA Framework Alignment

The Cloud Security Alliance AI Safety Initiative has developed a suite of frameworks directly applicable to

the compliance challenges the June 2026 order creates. As CSA frameworks are referenced throughout this

guidance, readers should note that this document is produced by the Cloud Security Alliance. The

frameworks described below address the compliance architecture this guidance describes; organizations

should also evaluate ISO/IEC 42001, the NIST AI Risk Management Framework, and MITRE ATLAS as

complementary or alternative references depending on their regulatory context, industry, and organizational

maturity.

The AI Controls Matrix (AICM) provides substantial coverage of the order's enterprise security

implications. Its 18 security domains — spanning governance, risk management, data security, model

integrity, agentic oversight, and supply chain assurance — address every major risk category the EO

surfaces: vendor due diligence, agentic authorization controls, vulnerability management, and regulatory

compliance mapping [17][19]. The AICM v1.1 is publicly available and is accompanied by the AI Consensus

Assessment Initiative Questionnaire (AI-CAIQ), which enables organizations to assess their own posture and

publish their results to the STAR Registry for external verification. The STAR for AI Level 1 pathway is the

most accessible entry point for organizations seeking a structured, publicly verifiable attestation of AI

security posture — and it is the attestation framework most directly analogous to the "trusted partner"

concept the order introduces for frontier model developers.

The CSA Agentic AI Red Teaming Guide introduces the MAESTRO framework (Multi-Layer Agentic

Threat Modeling for Robust AI Operations) for threat modeling in agentic AI architectures — the deployment

pattern most directly implicated by the DOJ criminal enforcement provisions [20]. MAESTRO's systematic

approach to identifying where autonomous agents can exceed their authorized scope, manipulate their trust

contexts, or be exploited to gain unauthorized access to external systems gives security teams a structured

methodology for the authorization review that the CFAA exposure analysis demands.

The Agentic Trust Framework (ATF), developed under CSA's AI Safety Initiative, provides governance

specifications for multi-agent systems, addressing the orchestrator-agent trust relationships, human-in-

the-loop requirements, and accountability chains that become legally material in the context of the order's

CFAA enforcement provisions [21]. The ATF's emphasis on maintaining clear human accountability for

agent-initiated actions and preserving clear provenance chains in multi-agent workflows aligns directly with

the accountability structures that responsible agentic AI deployment requires.

The Zero Trust guidance maintained by CSA's Zero Trust Working Group provides the network access

control architecture that limits the blast radius of agentic AI systems that behave unexpectedly. Deploying

AI agents within a Zero Trust architecture — where each external access request is explicitly authorized
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based on identity, device, and context rather than inherited from a broad ambient privilege level — is both a

technical control aligned with the order's security hardening objectives and a governance control that

supports the CFAA authorization documentation that sound legal risk management requires [22].

CSA's AI Safety Initiative also provides guidance on governance, risk management, and cultural dimensions

of AI security programs, including board-level AI accountability structures, AI ethics governance, and the

organizational design of AI security functions. As the clearinghouse and BOD-derived standards mature

over the remainder of 2026, organizations with these governance structures already in place will adapt more

rapidly than those building governance from scratch under regulatory pressure.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The June 2026 AI Executive Order is a significant but measured federal action. It establishes institutional

infrastructure for AI security governance without imposing the regulatory mandates that the administration

has consistently declined to create. Legal analysts across the political spectrum have generally assessed the

order's voluntary framing as substantively intended rather than cosmetic, though its practical effects —

through procurement, insurance markets, and enterprise customer requirements — are likely to reduce that

distinction over time. Organizations that do not supply AI to the federal government, do not operate critical

infrastructure, and do not deploy frontier models will face limited direct legal obligations from the order

itself. But the clearinghouse, the BODs, and the frontier model review framework will shape market

expectations, procurement standards, and insurance underwriting criteria in ways that will reach virtually

every enterprise AI program within twelve to eighteen months.

For CISOs, the order represents a clarifying moment more than a compliance crisis. It provides a reasonably

well-defined set of risk categories — federal procurement, agentic AI authorization, multi-jurisdiction

regulatory compliance, AI vendor due diligence — and points toward institutional mechanisms for addressing

them. The organizations that will navigate the next eighteen months most effectively are those that treat

the order not as a discrete compliance obligation but as a map of the AI security governance terrain that

competent enterprise practice must cover.

The following actions are recommended, organized by urgency:

Immediate (within 30 days): Designate an individual with explicit accountability for AI security

governance and autonomous agent authorization oversight. Begin tracking CISA BOD issuance following

the July 2, 2026 deadline. Conduct an initial inventory of autonomous AI agents deployed in the enterprise,

documenting each agent's authorization scope and external access capabilities. Add AI vendor participation

in federal security programs to standard vendor questionnaire templates.
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Near-term (within 90 days): Complete a full AI system inventory mapped against the CSA AICM control

domains. Assess whether any deployed AI systems — or systems under procurement — involve models likely

to qualify as covered frontier models, and evaluate the procurement implications of vendor participation or

non-participation in the voluntary review framework. Engage legal counsel on CFAA exposure analysis for

agentic AI deployments that initiate external network connections, including an assessment of agent

architectures under the Van Buren v. United States framework.

Strategic (within 180 days): Develop or adopt a multi-jurisdiction AI compliance architecture capable of

simultaneously tracking federal BOD requirements, applicable state obligations (including Illinois SB 315 if

the organization qualifies as a frontier developer), and sector-specific extensions from relevant regulatory

bodies. Evaluate STAR for AI Level 1 submission as a mechanism for demonstrating AI security posture to

federal customers and insurers. Align internal AI governance with the ATF and MAESTRO frameworks for

agentic system oversight.

The federal government has now committed to an AI security governance trajectory that will span multiple

years and administrations. Enterprise CISOs who engage with that trajectory proactively — contributing to

the clearinghouse, aligning with the BODs, structuring agentic deployments to survive CFAA scrutiny — will

build programs that are more resilient, more trusted, and better positioned for the increasingly AI-

dependent threat environment that the order itself acknowledges.
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