[bookmark: _MailOriginal]-----Original Message-----
From: Iman Schrock
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2026 10:46 AM
To: naesb <naesb@naesb.org>
Subject: Informal comments on proposed NAESB Cybersecurity Addendum

NAESB Office,

Please accept these informal comments from EMILIA Protocol, Inc. on the August 18, 2026 proposed NAESB Cybersecurity Addendum for vendors’
sales of products and services.

1. Section 3.3: preserve the boundary of a vendor attestation.

A written vendor attestation is useful, but it remains the vendor’s assertion. We suggest requiring it to identify the exact Product and version, artifact digest, signer, evidence basis, policy and policy version, issuance time, and validity period. The Addendum should state that this record does not by itself constitute independent verification.

2. Section 3.4: make the verification result reviewable.

The verification method should produce an authenticated result identifying the Product or patch evaluated, its digest, the verification policy and version, evaluation time, and outcome. The outcome should distinguish at least verified, mismatch or refusal, and unable to determine. An unavailable, unevaluated, or indeterminate result should not be represented as verified.

3. Add a requirement for consequential remote changes.

Where a Product accepts remote updates, configuration changes, or operational control commands, the Vendor should provide a mechanism that allows the Product User to:

• bind approval to the exact action, target, version, and artifact digest; • prevent reuse or replay of that authorization on the protected control path; and • obtain a separately authenticated outcome record.

Receipt or acceptance of a command should not be represented as successful execution. If execution may have occurred but no authoritative outcome is available, the state should remain indeterminate and require reconciliation before retry.

4. Section 2.16 and Exhibit A: do not let a score replace evidence.

If SAGScore is retained, the Addendum should require the scoring method and version, evaluated evidence set, evaluation time, and underlying evidence references. A numeric score should be advisory and should not substitute for Product-specific integrity or authenticity verification.

5. Section 4.2: distinguish delivery from processing.

Receipt by an ECS mechanism should establish delivery to that mechanism only. It should not establish human review, acceptance, remediation, authorization, or successful execution.

These comments are mechanism-neutral. Their purpose is to make the Addendum’s cybersecurity obligations independently reviewable and to prevent delivery, assertion, or a summary score from being mistaken for verified action or outcome.

Thank you for opening the text to nonmember comments.

Best,
Iman Schrock
Founder, EMILIA Protocol, Inc.
emiliaprotocol.ai

