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Introduction
Cybersecurity threats move across organizational boundaries faster than any single company or
government agency can observe them. Private organizations operate most digital services and much
critical infrastructure, while public agencies collect intelligence, investigate crime, coordinate national
response, and publish defensive guidance. Public-private information sharing can therefore help
defenders recognize malicious infrastructure, vulnerabilities, tactics, and campaigns before the same
threat harms additional victims. The value of sharing depends on governance, not volume alone.
Cybersecurity logs may contain personally identifiable information, customer records, internal
business data, or sensitive investigative material, so indiscriminate exchange can create privacy,
legal, and security risks of its own. Effective sharing should follow a controlled lifecycle: define the
defensive purpose, validate the observation, remove unrelated sensitive information, add context and
confidence, select appropriate recipients, apply defensive action, gather feedback, and expire or
correct information when it becomes stale. This approach aligns with CISA’s threat-sharing programs
and with NIST Cybersecurity Framework 2.0, which gives greater prominence to governance and
supply-chain risk management.

What Makes Threat Information Actionable
Cyber threat information can include malicious IP addresses and domains, file hashes, phishing
senders, exploited vulnerabilities, malware behavior, tactics, techniques, procedures, affected
products, timing, confidence, and recommended mitigations. Indicators alone often have short
operational lives because attackers can change infrastructure quickly, so context determines whether
the information is useful. A defender needs to know why an indicator is suspicious, when it was
observed, what systems it affected, how confident the source is, and whether the indicator remains
active. Strategic intelligence may describe adversary goals and geopolitical trends; operational
intelligence may support campaign response; tactical information may explain credential theft or
lateral movement; and technical indicators may support automated detection or blocking. Different
decisions require different speeds and levels of detail. Flooding recipients with unfiltered indicators
can increase alert fatigue and false positives rather than security. High-quality sharing therefore
emphasizes relevance, provenance, confidence, handling restrictions, and expiration. A mature
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program measures whether recipients actually used the information, not simply how many records
were transmitted.

Government Frameworks and Trusted Sharing
Communities
The Cybersecurity Information Sharing Act of 2015 established a federal framework for voluntary
exchange of cyber threat indicators and defensive measures while requiring attention to personal
information not directly related to a cybersecurity threat. CISA supports public-private collaboration
through information-sharing services, sector partnerships, vulnerability coordination, and the Joint
Cyber Defense Collaborative. Automated Indicator Sharing enables machine-readable exchange of
cyber threat indicators and defensive measures using structured formats and transport mechanisms.
Sector-based Information Sharing and Analysis Centers add value because participants share common
technologies, suppliers, regulatory obligations, and threat patterns. These communities work best
when information flows in both directions. Organizations are less likely to contribute if data moves
only toward government and produces no visible defensive benefit. Smaller entities also need access
because local governments, schools, clinics, and small businesses often lack dedicated threat-
intelligence teams. Public policy should therefore support trusted communities that translate
technical intelligence into usable guidance for organizations with different levels of cybersecurity
maturity.

Privacy, Civil Liberties, and Legal Boundaries
Defensive information sharing must respect the fact that security telemetry can contain browsing
history, communications, health information, employee activity, customer identifiers, and other
sensitive data. Data minimization improves both privacy and analytic quality by reducing irrelevant
material before distribution. Organizations should identify the specific threat question, remove
unrelated personal information, restrict recipients, define retention, and record access. Similar limits
are necessary for government use because information collected for network defense should not
become an unrestricted source for unrelated law enforcement, immigration enforcement, intelligence
activity, or political monitoring. Purpose limitation, audit, oversight, correction procedures, and
complaint mechanisms help preserve trust. Companies also face concerns about liability, regulatory
reporting, and reputational harm after incidents. Threat sharing should be distinguished from breach
notification: an organization may need to share a malicious indicator quickly with defenders while
later providing customers or regulators with legally required details. Good-faith cooperation should be
encouraged without creating immunity for negligence or allowing organizations to conceal material
incidents.
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Automation, Supply Chains, and Critical
Infrastructure
Automation can shorten the time between detection and defense, but it also spreads errors quickly. A
false indicator distributed automatically across many participants can block legitimate services,
disrupt business operations, or create safety problems. Machine-readable exchange therefore needs
source information, confidence, handling labels, versioning, and expiration, with human review
available for high-impact decisions. Supply-chain risk adds another dimension because modern
organizations depend on cloud providers, managed services, open-source software, hardware
vendors, and shared libraries. One vulnerability can affect thousands of customers at once. Useful
sharing should identify affected versions, exploitation status, mitigations, and patch timelines while
coordinating disclosure so defenders can act without unnecessarily accelerating attacker use. Critical
infrastructure requires even more context. Healthcare, energy, water, transportation, and
communications systems cannot always block or patch immediately because downtime may
endanger patients or essential services. Information for these sectors should therefore include
operational consequences, testing guidance, and safe sequencing rather than assuming that an
office-network response can be applied unchanged.

Governance, International Cooperation, and
Measuring Success
NIST Cybersecurity Framework 2.0 explicitly emphasizes governance, making information-sharing
responsibility part of enterprise risk management rather than an informal analyst activity.
Organizations should define who can authorize sharing, what legal and privacy rules apply, which
communities are trusted, how information is classified, and who can make urgent decisions during an
incident. International exchange adds complications because privacy law, data localization,
cybercrime definitions, intelligence relationships, and human-rights protections differ across
jurisdictions. Agreements should define purpose, handling, onward transfer, correction, and limits on
reuse. Success should be measured through operational outcomes such as time from detection to
distribution, false-positive rate, percentage of indicators carrying useful context, recipient action,
vulnerable systems patched, and incidents prevented or contained. Participation across organization
sizes and sectors also matters. A large feed that recipients ignore is less valuable than a smaller
stream that consistently leads to timely defensive action. Governance should therefore reward
accuracy, speed, reciprocity, and trust rather than data volume alone.
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Conclusion
Public-private data sharing can materially improve cybersecurity when isolated observations are
converted into timely, contextual, and actionable defense. Its effectiveness depends on technical
standards, trusted communities, legal authority, reciprocal benefit, privacy protection, and clear
governance. CISA’s sharing mechanisms and sector partnerships provide infrastructure for
exchanging indicators and defensive measures, while NIST Cybersecurity Framework 2.0 reinforces
the need to connect sharing decisions with governance and supply-chain risk. Automation is valuable
when information is well structured and confidence is communicated, but it must not eliminate human
judgment where false positives could cause serious disruption. Privacy and civil liberties are not
obstacles to cybersecurity; they are conditions for sustainable trust. International cooperation, critical-
infrastructure protection, and vendor disclosure all require rules about purpose, handling, and timing.
The strongest model is therefore neither “share everything” nor “share nothing.” It is a disciplined
lifecycle of purpose, minimization, validation, distribution, action, feedback, and expiration that
improves collective defense without turning threat intelligence into uncontrolled surveillance.
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