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Foreword

| did not set out to write a white paper on American grand strategy.

But careers have a way of preparing you for questions you did not know you were going to ask.
Mine has moved through three distinct chapters of public sector investigations and intelligence,
an early intersection of technology and financial services, and over twenty years as a
compliance and risk executive inside major financial institutions, leading the regulatory
transformations that took those organizations from traditional operating models into the digital
era. Academic work in parallel: building and teaching graduate level curriculum on emerging
technology, digital assets, and regulatory frameworks at a time when most institutions were still
deciding whether those topics warranted a position.

That arc does not make me a foreign policy analyst. What it gives me is a particular kind of
pattern recognition. The trained instinct to watch regulatory and policy actions accumulate cross
jurisdictions, across sectors, across administrations and ask: what is the architecture behind
these moves? What is being protected, constrained, or positioned? And what does this look like
when the direction holds?

For several years | have been moving through industry conferences, business forums, financial
services convenings, and technology events watching a set of actions that, covered individually,
looked like a chaotic and contradictory policy environment. Semiconductor restrictions.
Agricultural land purchase reviews. Digital asset legislation. Export control expansions. Supply
chain coalition building. Financial disclosure requirements targeting shell company real estate
acquisitions in major American cities. Each generated its own news cycle. Its own political
controversy. Its own narrow expert commentary.

The dots were accumulating. A Wall Street Journal technology event, where speakers across
industry, policy, and investment addressed this territory from multiple vantage points
simultaneously, crystallized what had been building for some time. The fragmented actions
resolved into a coherent picture. Not a perfect strategy. Not a flawlessly executed one. But a
recognizable, cross administration, structurally consistent strategic reorientation fifteen years in
the making and now in its acceleration phase.

This white paper is my attempt to map that architecture for the practitioners who need to
understand it. Compliance officers, risk executives, general counsel, and the boards they serve.
Not as political commentary. Not as academic analysis. As a practitioner’s reading of a strategic
environment that has materially changed and whose implications for compliance, investment,
technology, and operational risk have not yet been fully absorbed by the institutions most
exposed to them.

That gap is where this work lives.

| Pawneet Abramowski | CEO & Founder, PARC Solutions
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Executive Summary

What looks like disruption from the outside is, on closer examination, a strategy. A
disruptive, politically contentious, and often poorly communicated strategy but a
strategy, nonetheless.

The actions of the Trump administration since January 2025 withdrawal from international
institutions, tariff escalation, semiconductor reshoring, immigration reform, digital asset
legislation, supply chain coalition building are not a collection of improvised reactions. They are
sequential moves in a long cycle strategic reorientation that has been building, across four
administrations and roughly fifteen years, toward a single organizing objective: the
internalization of American economic, technological, and security capital.

The throughline is sovereignty over supply. Sovereignty over the semiconductor stack.
Sovereignty over critical minerals. Sovereignty over the dollar’s role in global settlement.
Sovereignty over who owns the land adjacent to America’s most sensitive military and
intelligence infrastructure. Each discrete action in this white paper, when mapped against the
others, reveals coherence that the daily political news cycle consistently obscures.

This brief advances, four core arguments. The United States is executing a strategic pivot that
mirrors, with compressed timing, what China did over forty years and what India’s Modi
government has done over ten: internal regulatory reform combined with disciplined, selective
global partnerships. That pivot is genuinely bipartisan in its architecture the Obama
administration built the foundational legal and institutional substrate, Trump 1.0 reoriented the
threat paradigm toward China, the Biden administration operationalized technology sovereignty
while preserving the China policy inheritance, and Trump 2.0 has removed institutional friction
and is executing at the highest velocity the system has yet attempted.

The execution has been politically uneven and strategically underexplained. That gap between
the coherence of the strategy and the noise of its presentation is itself a risk factor for allies,
markets, and the domestic consensus the strategy ultimately requires. And for compliance, risk,
and intelligence professionals, the practical implication is direct: the rules of engagement for
cross border investment, technology transfer, financial flows, real estate acquisition, and
workforce strategy have structurally changed. The perimeter is closing, and it is closing with
legal permanence.
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PART |

The Deliberate Unwinding of the Post War Order

In January 2026, the White House issued a Presidential Memorandum directing withdrawal from
sixty-six international organizations. The WHO, the Paris Climate Agreement, the UN Human
Rights Council, UNRWA, and the OECD Global Tax Deal all severed or suspended in one
document. To observers still operating within the post1945 framework, this looked like
recklessness. Within the strategic logic this white paper is mapping, it looks like overhead
reduction.

The United States spent the better part of eighty years building and funding an international
architecture designed to prevent the recurrence of the conditions that produced two world wars.
That architecture served its purpose. It also, over time, became a mechanism through which
smaller powers could constrain American action, extract American resources, and freeride on
American security guarantees while pursuing economic strategies that systematically
disadvantaged the United States. The current administration has made a judgment whether one
agrees with it or not that the cost benefit calculation on that architecture has inverted.

NATO: Functional Decoupling Without Formal Exit

Formal withdrawal from NATO is legally blocked by the National Defense Authorization Act of
2024, Section 1250A. The administration is not attempting formal exit. What it is pursuing is
something more strategically nuanced: conditional commitment. At the June 2025 Hague
Summit, the administration extracted a 5% GDP defense spending commitment from NATO
allies, a target that, if met, would fundamentally alter the burden sharing calculus that has
defined the alliance since its founding.

The December 2025 National Security Strategy codified this posture explicitly, calling for an end
to the perception of NATO as a perpetually expanding alliance, endorsing a sphere of influence
model, and centering American military focus on the Western Hemisphere and the Indo Pacific
China threat over European continental commitments.

The strategic logic is coherent even where the execution has been abrasive. An alliance in
which the United States bears disproportionate cost while its partners simultaneously
conduct technology and trade relationships that undermine American competitive advantage
is not a sustainable arrangement. The current administration said this out loud. That is
uncomfortable. It is not irrational.

China: The Central Variable

Every action in this white paper traces back to China. Not in a paranoid or reflexive way, but in a
precise, documented, and strategically grounded way. China spent forty years executing a
patient, disciplined, internally coherent strategy: build domestic industrial capacity, acquire
foreign technology through every available channel, position strategic assets globally, and use
economic interdependence as leverage. The United States watched this happen,
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accommodated it under the theory of the responsible stakeholder, and spent roughly two
decades experiencing the consequences.

The 2025 National Security Strategy frames China as an economic competitor to be managed
rather than a civilizational adversary to be confronted a pragmatic derisking posture rather than
full decoupling. This is a more sophisticated position than the public discourse often
acknowledges. The NSS also links economic policy with military strategy in what it calls a
virtuous cycle: strong deterrence enables disciplined economic statecraft; a strong economy
sustains deterrence. Supply chain is now military strategy. Military strategy is now supply-chain.

The Tariff Regime: One Year On and the Consumer Cost Irreversibility
Problem

On April 2, 2026, the one-year anniversary of Liberation Day, the administration signed a new
set of trade actions: pharmaceutical tariffs raised to 100% with selective exemptions, and a
structural change to how steel, aluminum, and copper tariffs are enforced shifting assessment to
US spot market prices rather than declared import values, effectively increasing the real tariff
burden without changing the stated rate. The tariff agenda has not retreated. It has evolved its
legal architecture in response to constraint.

That constraint arrived on February 20, 2026, when the Supreme Court ruled 6-3 that the
administration’s use of the International Emergency Economic Powers Act to impose the broad
reciprocal tariff regime exceeded statutory authority. The ruling invalidated the IEEPA-based
tariff structure while leaving the refund question unresolved. The administration moved
immediately to rebuild the tariff wall through alternative statutory authorities Section 301
investigations covering 86 countries are underway, Section 232 product-specific tariffs remain
fully in force at 50% on steel, aluminum, and copper, and a temporary 10% tariff was imposed
under Section 122 pending longer-term replacement mechanisms. The effective average tariff
rate on imports stands at approximately 10% as of April 2026 roughly half the peak but four
times the pre-administration baseline.

The one-year results are mixed by design. More than twenty trading partners yielded to tariff
pressure and agreed to open their markets. The goods trade deficit declined for ten consecutive
months. The legal and institutional pressure achieved negotiating leverage the prior multilateral
framework never generated. These are the strategic outcomes the administration sought.

What the strategic assessment does not capture and what the compliance and risk practitioner
must understand is the irreversibility problem at the consumer level. The Supreme Court ruling
created a legal pathway for importers to recover approximately $166 billion in tariffs paid under
the invalidated IEEPA authority. Customs is building the refund infrastructure. More than 25,000
importers have filed claims. The government-to-business refund mechanism, however
improbable to execute at this scale given competing fiscal demands, at least exists in theory.

No such mechanism exists for the consumer. The operational reality of how tariff costs move
through supply chains makes consumer-level recovery structurally impossible. Importers
absorbed the tariff at the border. A portion was absorbed as margin compression. The
remainder was passed forward as price increases on appliances, automobiles, consumer
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electronics, food products, pharmaceuticals, building materials. Once a price increase moves
through to the retail shelf and is paid by an individual consumer, there is no legal theory, no
administrative mechanism, and no practical pathway by which that consumer recovers the
excess cost they absorbed. Capital markets have understood this dynamic for decades: once
pricing adjusts to a new cost structure at the consumer level, it does not reset downward when
the upstream cost driver is removed. The importer refund, if it materializes, is a business
recovery. It is not a consumer recovery. That distinction has not been part of the public or
political discourse around the Supreme Court ruling, and its absence reflects a fundamental
misreading of where the cost of this policy actually landed.

For the institutions and executives this white paper addresses: the tariff regime, whatever its
legal trajectory, has produced a permanent structural adjustment in global supply chain
architecture. CEOs across automotive, retail, and manufacturing have explicitly stated they are
treating the trade barrier environment as a permanent condition requiring structural responses,
not a temporary disruption to be waited out. That is the correct posture. The legal mechanism
for tariff imposition may continue to evolve. The supply chain realignment it has already
produced will not reverse on a court ruling.
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The Domestic Economic Architecture: Deregulation,
Reshoring, and the Skills Reality

Deregulation as Industrial Policy

Executive Order 14192 signed January 31, 2025, mandates that for every new federal
regulation, agencies must identify ten existing regulations for repeal, with the total incremental
cost of new regulations required to be significantly less than zero for fiscal year 2025. This is not
a standard deregulatory housekeeping exercise. It is a structural reorientation of the federal
regulatory posture one that removes the baseline assumption that more oversight is inherently
safer and replaces it with a presumption that regulatory friction has an economic cost that must
be justified.

The compliance risk implication is often misread. Deregulation does not eliminate legal
exposure it creates a transition period in which the status of existing rules becomes contested,
enforcement priorities shift, and firms that calibrated compliance programs to a denser
regulatory environment face the challenge of distinguishing between rules that remain
enforceable, rules under legal challenge, and rules in a grey zone. In some respects, a
deregulatory environment is more complex to navigate than a stable regulatory one. The
landscape is not simpler. It is different.

Semiconductor Sovereignty: The TSMC Bet

On March 3, 2025, TSMC announced an additional $100 billion commitment to US operations
three new fabs in Arizona, two advanced packaging facilities, and an R&D center. Combined
with its prior commitment, this represents the largest single foreign direct investment in
American history, at $165 billion. This number requires context to be meaningful.

TSMC commands approximately 65% of the global foundry market and manufactures virtually
all of the advanced Al chips produced by Nvidia, Google, and their peers. It sits 100 miles from
the Chinese mainland. The strategic logic of bringing TSMC’s most critical production capacity
to Arizona is not complicated: a US based fab cannot be seized, blockaded, or destroyed by a
Chinese military action against Taiwan without simultaneously striking American soil.

US based chip production costs approximately 50% more than Taiwan based production.
Construction costs run four to five times higher. The workers who will operate these fabs are
being trained in Taiwan in twelve-to-eighteen-month rotations because the deep process
knowledge required does not yet exist in the American workforce. This is the honest state of
play, and it is important to say it clearly.

The skills gap is a strategic vulnerability that no tariff or subsidy can immediately resolve. Itis a
fifteen to twenty-year problem being addressed on a five-year political timeline. That tension
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between the urgency of the strategic objective and the realistic pace of workforce development
is a persistent risk factor for every manufacturer in this space.

The Real Manufacturing Return: Trades, Not Factories

When this administration talks about manufacturing coming back to America, it is important to
be precise about what that means. It is not the return of twentieth century assembly lines and
stamping plants. It is the construction and operation of semiconductor fabs, Al data centers,
energy infrastructure, and advanced defense production facilities. The workers those facilities
need are electricians, utility technicians, HVAC specialists, industrial maintenance
professionals, and construction tradespeople occupations that are no automatable, in genuine
shortage, and in direct demand for the infrastructure built out underway.

There are currently over 450,000 unfilled manufacturing jobs in the United States. Industry
projections suggest that number could reach 2.1 million vacancies by 2030. This is not primarily
a technology displacement story. It is a pipeline failure, decades of channeling every capable
young person toward four-year college degrees while systematically defunding vocational
education and apprenticeship programs. The strategic infrastructure being built requires workers
who can wire a data center, not just design one.

H1B Reform and the Visa Paradox

A Presidential Proclamation issued September 19, 2025, imposed a $100,000 fee on new H1B
petitions an increase of 1,500% to 5,800% over prior fees. A final DHS rule effective February
27, 2026, replaced the random H1B lottery with a wage weighted selection system prioritizing
higher skilled, higher paid applicants. The intent is defensible: the H1B program had drifted
significantly from its original purpose of attracting exceptional talent, with IT workers growing
from 32% of approvals in 2003 to over 65% in recent years, and documented cases of
companies approving large H1B cohorts while simultaneously reducing domestic headcount.

The strategic paradox is significant and must be stated plainly. The administration is
simultaneously pursuing semiconductor reshoring an initiative that requires Taiwanese
engineering expertise, process knowledge, and technical talent that the US workforce does not
yet possess while sharply restricting the visa mechanism that would bring that expertise
onshore. The risk is that US multinationals accelerate offshore R&D operations rather than bring
talent to the US, producing the precise opposite of the reshoring objective. This is an area
where strategic coherence requires closer alignment between immigration policy and industrial

policy.
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PART 111

Digital Dollar Dominance: The GENIUS Act and the
Stablecoin Strategy

The GENIUS Act, signed July 18, 2025, passed with 68 Senate votes and 308 House votes.
That level of bipartisan support for financial legislation of this magnitude is unusual enough to
warrant attention. It signals that regardless of the political noise surrounding the current
administration, the digital dollar strategy represents genuine cross partisan consensus on a
question of economic sovereignty.

The mechanics of the Act are specific. Payment stablecoins are explicitly classified as neither
securities nor commodities, resolving a yearslong jurisdictional dispute between the SEC and
CFTC that had frozen institutional participation. Issuers must maintain 1:1 reserves in US
dollars, insured deposits, short Treasury bills, repurchase agreements, or government money
market funds. That reserve requirement is not merely a prudential constraint it is a mechanism
for generating structural demand for short duration US Treasuries. The stablecoin market has
grown substantially since enactment: the two largest stablecoins now carry a combined market
capitalization of $260 billion three times their 2023 value with 99% of that market denominated
in US dollars. The reserve requirement effectively creates a permanent, self-reinforcing buyer
for American sovereign debt at a scale that will only expand as institutional adoption
accelerates.

Treasury Secretary Bessent stated explicitly that stablecoins are designed to ‘extend the
dollar’s reach.’ That is not a metaphor. Every dollar of stablecoin issued anywhere in the
world by any issuer, in any jurisdiction that carries a dollar peg must be backed by a dollar
denominated asset. This is the Bretton Woods logic applied to blockchain rails.

The regulatory implementation machinery is now moving at full pace across all three primary
agencies simultaneously. The OCC published a 376-page proposed rulemaking in February
2026 covering licensing, supervision, reserve standards, capital requirements, and AML
compliance for permitted payment stablecoin issuers, with public comments due May 1, 2026.
On April 7, 2026 few days before this whitepaper was published, the FDIC Board of Directors
approved its second GENIUS Act rulemaking, establishing a comprehensive prudential
framework for FDIC-supervised permitted payment stablecoin issuers: 1:1 reserve
requirements, mandatory redemption within two business days, capital standards, and risk
management requirements. Critically, the FDIC ruled that deposits held as PPSI reserves are
insured only as corporate deposits up to the standard $250,000 limit pass-through coverage to
individual stablecoin holders does not apply. Also on April 7, the Treasury Department issued its
NPRM establishing the principles by which state regulatory regimes can qualify as substantially
equivalent to the federal framework, the gateway that determines whether smaller issuers under
$10 billion in outstanding stablecoins can operate under state rather than federal oversight. All
three agencies are targeting July 18, 2026, the one-year anniversary of enactment for final
rules. The effective compliance date will fall in late 2026, ahead of the statutory January 2027
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backstop. For financial institutions and compliance professionals, the convergence of three
simultaneous rulemakings in a single week signals that the GENIUS Act is no longer a forward-
looking legislative framework. It is an active, accelerating regulatory buildout with firm deadlines.
The market structure being determined right now, who qualifies as a permitted issuer, under
which regulatory regime, on what reserve and capital terms will define the competitive
landscape for dollar-denominated digital payments for the decade ahead. Industry projections
estimate stablecoins will represent 3% of all US dollar payments in 2026 and 10% by 2031. The
compliance infrastructure decisions being made today will determine who is positioned to
capture that volume.

The BRICS Counter and Why It Remains Structurally Constrained

BRICS nations have been pursuing dedollarization with vocal ambition for several years. The
practical progress has been real but modest and the internal fractures within the bloc are more
consequential than the external pressure from Washington. The dollar remains the currency of
approximately 89% of all global foreign exchange transactions and approximately 56% of global
foreign exchange reserves. That position has not materially shifted. What has shifted is the
urgency of the conversation and the architecture being built around the edges of dollar
dominance.

The 2025 BRICS Summit in Rio de Janeiro held under direct pressure from Trump’s threat of an
additional 10% tariff on any nation aligning with BRICS’ anti-American policies produced a 126-
point joint declaration that referenced dedollarization repeatedly but did not contain the term
itself. The bloc endorsed cross-border payment infrastructure, local currency settlement
expansion, and blockchain-based payment systems. It did not produce a common currency, a
unified financial institution, or a credible near-term mechanism for displacing dollar settlement in
global trade.

The reason is structural, not rhetorical. The BRICS coalition contains economies whose
interests diverge precisely on the questions that matter most. India, which holds the 2026
BRICS presidency, has been explicit: its External Affairs Minister stated publicly that India has
no policy to replace the dollar and sees no unified BRICS position on the matter. In February
2026, India broke ranks entirely signing a bilateral trade deal with the United States in which it
agreed to halt Russian oil purchases in exchange for tariff relief. China views the
internationalization of the renminbi as the actual long game and sees little benefit in a collective
BRICS currency that would dilute that trajectory. Russia, constrained by sanctions and seeking
limited détente with the Trump administration, has stepped back from its earlier advocacy for a
BRICS currency alternative. Even Putin’s posture on the common currency question has shifted
as he attempts to reduce sanctions exposure and manage the relationship with Washington.

The dynamic the original analysis identified that the BRICS counter is failing on its own internal
contradictions remains accurate. What has changed is the pressure vector. US tariff escalation
is not deterring BRICS alignment on infrastructure and local currency settlement; it is
accelerating it at the margins. Nations being hit with punitive tariffs are increasing trade with
China, which increases RMB transaction volume, which advances dedollarization incrementally
regardless of any formal BRICS mechanism. The irony is precise: the more aggressively
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Washington pressures BRICS members, the more it pushes them toward the bilateral
arrangements with China that are doing more practical dedollarization work than any BRICS
institutional initiative. This is not a reason to abandon the tariff strategy. It is a second-order
consequence that risk practitioners advising on counterparty exposure and sanctions risk need
to track.

There is a deeper paradox at work. Dedollarization at the state level the official ambition of
certain BRICS governments is being directly offset by dollarization at the grassroots level. In
Russia, Brazil, India, and even China, USDT and USDC are increasingly used by private actors
for cross border trade, inflation hedging, and digital commerce. The populations of countries
whose governments are publicly rejecting the dollar are privately embracing its digital
equivalent. The GENIUS Act consolidates that dynamic with regulatory structure and
institutional legitimacy.

Stablecoins are not without risk. They carry the same money laundering, sanctions evasion, and
illicit finance attractiveness as physical cash, with the added complexity of cross border digital
transfer at scale. The GENIUS Act’s AML provisions issuers subject to Bank Secrecy Act
requirements, FinCEN writing tailored AML rules, mandatory blocking and freezing capabilities
represent a compliance floor. Enforcement capability and cross border regulatory coordination
remain the critical gaps. For financial institutions and compliance professionals, the emergence
of regulated stablecoins at institutional scale is a material operational and regulatory risk
management event, not a future state consideration.
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PART IV

Pax Silica: The External Face of the Strategy

If the 20th century ran on oil and steel, the 21st century runs on compute and the minerals that
feed it. That sentence from Under Secretary of State Jacob Helberg at the December 2025 Pax
Silica Summit is the clearest statement of the strategic doctrine this white paper has been
mapping. Pax Silica is not a trade agreement. It is not a security alliance. It is the diplomatic
architecture for a technology supply chain coalition that is an external complement to every
domestic action described in the preceding sections.

Launched December 12, 2025, Pax Silica brought together Japan, South Korea, Singapore,
Israel, the UAE, the United Kingdom, Australia, and the Netherlands for the signing of a
landmark economic security declaration. India signed on February 20, 2026. Taiwan’s
participation was formalized January 27, 2026. The coalition covers, with deliberate precision,
the critical nodes of the global Al economy: Japan for advanced manufacturing; South Korea for
semiconductor fabrication; Singapore for logistics; the Netherlands for ASML the sole
manufacturer of the lithography equipment required to produce the world’s most advanced
chips.

The Pax Silica Declaration states its purpose plainly: to say no to weaponized dependency.
That framing is significant. It is not protectionist. It is not isolationist. It is a direct
acknowledgment that economic interdependence, when it concentrates in a single
adversarial power, ceases to be a source of stability and becomes a source of leverage.

The EU Gap — A Material Risk

The European Union has not joined Pax Silica. This is the most significant structural gap in the
coalition and carries direct implications for supply chain resilience. The Netherlands home to
ASML attended the inaugural summit but has not signed the declaration. The divergence
reflects a genuine and unresolved tension: the EU has passed sweeping Al regulation under its
Al Act, while the US administration’s deregulatory Al posture is explicitly at odds with mandatory
compliance requirements.

Helberg has been direct about the precondition: countries seeking Pax Silica membership must
be fundamentally aligned with the United States on broader geopolitical issues. The EU’s
pushback on US threats regarding Greenland, its independent posture on Ukraine, and its
regulatory philosophy on Al have, at least for now, placed formal membership beyond reach.
The practical consequence is that the most consequential piece of semiconductor
manufacturing equipment in existence ASML’s extreme ultraviolet lithography machines sits in
the supply chain of a country not formally inside the trusted partner perimeter. This is a material
risk that must be tracked.

The Belt and Road Comparison
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Helberg has explicitly framed Pax Silica as a vehicle for joint R&D, manufacturing, and
infrastructure projects designed to compete against China’s Belt and Road Initiative. The
comparison is instructive. BRI deployed Chinese capital into infrastructure projects across
Africa, Southeast Asia, Central Asia, and Latin America creating economic dependencies that
translated into political influence. Pax Silica proposes a different model: trusted partner
investment in the technology supply stack, with explicit protections against the kind of coercive
dependencies that BRI generated. The question is whether the speed and scale of Pax Silica’s
capital deployment can match what China has already put in the ground.
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PART V

Critical Minerals: Project Vault, FORGE, and the
February Blitz

In 2025, Ford halted production of its Explorer model due to a rare earth shortage. That single
data point carries more strategic weight than a dozen policy papers. China controls 60—-70% of
global rare earth mining and a substantially higher share of the refining and separation capacity
that transforms raw ore into industrial inputs. In 2025, China deployed that control as an explicit
geopolitical instrument, restricting exports of gallium, germanium, bismuth, tellurium,
molybdenum, tungsten, and rare earth permanent magnets during its trade dispute with the
Trump administration. The effect was direct, immediate, and commercial not theoretical, not
military.

The administration’s response, concentrated in a single week in early February 2026,
represents the most aggressive and coordinated critical minerals action in American history.

Project Vault — February 2, 2026

Project Vault is a $12 billion strategic reserve for critical minerals, structured as a public private
partnership between the US Export Import Bank which committed a $10 billion direct loan, the
largest in EXIM’s 92year history and approximately $2 billion in private capital from original
equipment manufacturers. The structure is deliberately demand-led: manufacturers identify
which materials they need, at what specifications and volumes, and commit financially to the
reserve. The trading houses Hartree Partners, Traxys North America, and Mercuria Energy
Group are responsible for procurement.

The analogy Trump invoked the Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR) is precise. SPR was
created in 1975 in direct response to the OPEC oil embargo, after the US discovered that its
dependence on foreign energy could be weaponized. Project Vault is the acknowledgment that
rare earth minerals have become the oil of the twenty-first century and that the lesson of 1973
applies here. The reserve covers all 60 minerals on the US Geological Survey’s 2025 Critical
Minerals List, with particular focus on the 17 rare earth elements and materials where Chinese
processing dominance is most acute gallium, germanium, scandium, and cobalt.

The 2026 Critical Minerals Ministerial — February 4, 2026

The largest diplomatic convening on critical minerals in recorded history. Secretary of State
Rubio, Vice President Vance, Treasury Secretary Bessent, Interior Secretary Burgum, Energy
Secretary Wright, and US Trade Representative Greer jointly hosted representatives from 54
countries and the European Commission, including 43 foreign ministers. The full Cabinet
deployment signals, without ambiguity, that this is a national security event, not a trade event.

The headline output was FORGE the Forum on Resource Geostrategic Engagement
announced as the successor to the Biden era Minerals Security Partnership. FORGE is not a
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traditional multilateral coordination forum. It is a plurilateral coalition designed to establish a
preferential trade zone for critical minerals, with reference prices at each stage of production
maintained through adjustable tariffs. Vice President Vance described the objective directly:
create stable investment conditions for mining and processing projects that require decades to
deliver returns.

China’s primary weapon in critical minerals is not embargo it is price suppression. By
flooding global markets with below cost materials, China systematically destroys the
economic viability of non-Chinese mining projects before they reach production scale. No
private investor will fund a ten-year mine development against a state subsidized competitor
willing to sell at a loss. FORGE addresses this by creating the investment certainty that
private capital requires. This is industrial policy deployed as deterrence architecture.

In one day, the US signed eleven new bilateral critical minerals frameworks or memoranda of
understanding with Argentina, the Cook Islands, Ecuador, Guinea, Morocco, Paraguay, Peru,
the Philippines, the UAE, the UK, and Uzbekistan bringing the five-month total to twenty-one
bilateral agreements. The State Department cited over $30 billion in government mobilized
investments, loans, and letters of interest in the preceding six months, with private capital
mobilized at a multiple of that figure.

Preceding the Ministerial by three weeks, a January 15, 2026, executive order under Section
232 of the Trade Expansion Act directed senior officials to negotiate agreements with trading
partners specifically addressing processed critical minerals and their derivative products not just
raw ore. This distinction is strategically significant. The US is fully import-dependent for 12
critical minerals and relies on imports for more than half of its supply of 29 additional minerals.
The processing bottleneck, however, is more acute than the mining gap. China controls an
estimated 40 to 90 percent of global processing capacity for lithium, cobalt, and copper despite
producing only approximately 10 percent of global supply. The January EO acknowledges
explicitly what the CSIS analysis has documented: the United States cannot achieve mineral
security through domestic mining alone. The allied coalition model is not a preference. It is a
structural necessity.

M Compliance & Risk Flags: Critical Minerals

Supply chain mapping must now extend to the mineral input layer, not just component procurement.
Export control cascades from China require upstream visibility.

FORGE price floor mechanisms create potential tariff differentials for manufacturers importing outside
FORGE aligned supply chains. Proactive repositioning is preferable to reactive tariff absorption.

Project Vault’s trading house model concentrates procurement risk in private intermediaries operating
a government backed reserve. Governance and accountability frameworks remain underdeveloped.

The DRC copper/cobalt MOU represents a material political risk given documented governance
instability and active competing Chinese interests in country.
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PART VI
The Cybersecurity Architecture: A Fifteen Year
Continuum

The cybersecurity posture now visible under the Trump administration is frequently presented
as a departure. It is more accurately understood as an acceleration. The architecture being
deployed in 2025 and 2026 rests on a foundation laid across three preceding administrations,
each adding a layer, each correcting the previous layer’s gaps, none tearing down what came
before.

The Four Administration Lineage

Obama Administration (2009-2017): Building the House

The Obama era established the institutional and legal substrate that every subsequent
administration has built upon. Executive Order 13636 (2013) directed NIST to develop what
became the Cybersecurity Framework still the baseline reference standard for federal and
private sector cyber risk management. Presidential Policy Directive 21 designated the sixteen
critical infrastructure sectors and assigned sector specific risk management agencies. Executive
Order 13694 (2015) created the sanctions authority against malicious cyber actors the same
authority Trump 2.0 is now using with a lower triggering threshold.

Trump 1.0 (2017-2021): Naming the Adversary

Trump 1.0’s contribution was primarily cognitive and structural. The 2017 National Security
Strategy explicitly designated China and Russia as strategic competitors a decisive break from
the responsible stakeholder framing that had governed China policy for a decade and a half.
FIRRMA (2018) expanded CFIUS authority to cover minority investments, joint ventures, and
real estate near military installations. The Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Security Agency was
created as a standalone body. The Clean Network Initiative, a direct conceptual precursor to
Pax Silica began building a trusted nation telecommunications coalition.

Biden Administration (2021-2025): Operationalization

The Biden administration did not reverse Trump 1.0’s China posture. It deepened it. Every
Trump era tariff on Chinese goods was maintained. Semiconductor export controls were
substantially expanded in October 2022 and October 2023, restricting advanced chip sales and
chipmaking equipment to China in the most consequential economic security actions of that
administration’s tenure. Executive Order 14028 (May 2021), issued directly in response to
SolarWinds and the Colonial Pipeline ransomware attacks, mandated zero trust architecture for
federal agencies, software supply chain security standards, and software bill of materials
requirements. The CHIPS Act and the Inflation Reduction Act together provided the industrial
policy predicate for the semiconductor and energy infrastructure built out now underway.

Trump 2.0 (2025—-Present): Removing the Brakes
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On March 6, 2026, the administration released President Trump’s Cyber Strategy for America a
seven-page framework that signals, in its brevity and directness, a departure from the elaborate
compliance architecture of its predecessors. The strategy deploys offensive and defensive
cyber capabilities, explicitly unleashes the private sector to identify and disrupt adversary
networks, commits to hardening critical infrastructure and moving away from adversary vendors,
and pledges to secure the full Al technology stack from data center to model.

Cybersecurity is not a partisan battle, it demands nonpartisan solutions. The continuity
between the current cybersecurity framework and those of the preceding three
administrations underscores this. The administration preserved the NIST framework,
software supply chain security requirements, postquantum cryptography transition timelines,
Al vulnerability management integration, and threat hunting operations. What it removed was
the prescriptive compliance overhead, it characterized as checklists over genuine security.

The administration has also lowered the sanctions, triggering threshold for malicious cyber
activity. Previously limited to ‘significant’ events under the Obama era EO 13694, the revised
authority permits sanctions for a broader range of malicious cyber enabled activities materially
expanding the deterrence toolset at a moment when adversary probing of US critical
infrastructure is at historically elevated levels.
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PART VII

The Perimeter Within: CFIUS, FInCEN GTOs, and the
Defense of American Soil

While the preceding sections have documented the outward facing architecture Pax Silica,
FORGE, Project Vault, semiconductor reshoring this section addresses the inward facing
perimeter: the mechanisms designed to detect, investigate, and reverse the penetration of US
economic and geographic assets that has already occurred.

The Chinese acquisition of US assets over the past two to three decades was not random or
opportunistic. It was methodical, geographically targeted, and executed through corporate
structures specifically designed to obscure beneficial ownership at the transactional surface. It is
the same strategic patience the same long horizon deliberateness visible in China’s
semiconductor accumulation, its Belt and Road infrastructure deployment, and its rare earth
processing dominance. The hand is consistent.

The Agricultural Land Pattern

Firms linked to the Chinese government owned approximately 278,000 acres of US farmland at
the start of 2024, with a documented pattern of concentration near military installations. The
mechanism of acquisition was precisely what one would expect from a long horizon intelligence
positioning operation: target the generational transition of American family farms. As farming
families aged and their children pursued other lives, agricultural land came to market at scale.
Chinese linked entities operating through US registered LLCs and holding companies with no
visible PRC nexus at the surface of the transaction were systematic acquirers. The sellers
frequently had no awareness of who was ultimately buying.

The documented cases are illustrative. Fufeng Group, a Chinese company with CCP ties,
attempted to purchase land near Grand Forks Air Force Base in North Dakota in 2022. CFIUS
determined it could not review the transaction because the DoD had not listed the base as a
sensitive site, a gap that exposed the inadequacy of the existing list. The City of Grand Forks
ultimately blocked the deal, but the regulatory deficiency was exposed. The Mine One case in
Wyoming where a Chinese backed cryptocurrency mining operation purchased land near
Francis E. Warren Air Force Base, which houses nuclear weapons added a further dimension:
these facilities are not simply passive real estate. They are, in effect, data centers with massive
power consumption, positioned to gather signals intelligence or disrupt the electrical grid.

FinCEN Geographic Targeting Orders: The Financial Intelligence Layer

The Financial Crimes Enforcement Network’s Geographic Targeting Orders are among the most
underappreciated instruments in the US economic security toolkit. First issued in January 2016,
covering Manhattan and Miami Dade County, they require US title insurance companies to
identify the natural persons behind shell companies used in all cash real estate purchases. They
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have been renewed continuously across every subsequent administration Obama, Trump 1.0,
Biden, Trump 2.0 without interruption. That continuity is itself a statement.

Coverage has expanded steadily. By 2021, the GTOs covered twelve metropolitan areas. By
2024, coverage extended across counties in California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii,
Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nevada, New York, Texas, Washington, Virginia, and the
District of Columbia. The October 2025 renewal maintained this national footprint. The GTOs
are transitioning into a permanent Anti-Money Laundering Regulations for Residential Real
Estate Transfers Rule institutionalizing what the rolling temporary orders have accomplished
since 2016.

FinCEN data indicate that approximately 30% of transactions covered by the GTOs involve a
beneficial owner or purchaser representative who was also the subject of a prior suspicious
activity report. That is not a statistical anomaly. It is a pattern, and it confirms the concern
that luxury and high value all cash real estate has been systematically used as a vehicle for
foreign illicit financial flows.

For compliance professionals, the practical implication is direct: the 25% beneficial ownership
threshold is the critical parameter, and it is a known gap. Sophisticated structures that distribute
ownership below the reporting threshold while maintaining effective control can still evade GTO
requirements at the transactional surface. The forthcoming RRE Rule was designed to close
this. Whether and how the current administration implements it under its deregulatory posture is
a material open risk.

CFIUS: From FIRRMA to the 2024 Final Rule

Before the Foreign Investment Risk Review Modernization Act of 2018 enacted under Trump
1.0 there was no federal authority to block the sale or lease of land to foreign nationals near
sensitive government sites. FIRRMA closed that gap, extending CFIUS authority to minority
investments, joint ventures, and real estate near military installations. The November 2024
Treasury Final Rule expanded the designated sensitive site list, addressing the specific
deficiency exposed by the Grand Forks case.

The 2025 legislative landscape has been active. The Agricultural Risk Review Act, which
passed the House on June 23, 2025, would permanently add the Secretary of Agriculture to
CFIUS and require review of reportable agricultural land transactions by foreign persons from
China, North Korea, Russia, and Iran. More than thirty states have now passed their own laws
restricting or prohibiting foreign adversary ownership of agricultural land or property near military
installations, with Idaho beginning enforcement of mandatory divestments in July 2025.

This state federal patchwork creates both protection and complexity. Legitimate foreign
investors face an increasingly fragmented and inconsistent compliance landscape. The logical
endpoint a comprehensive federal standard that preempts the patchwork while closing the
remaining gaps in commercial real estate, subthreshold agricultural transactions, and layered
ownership structures has not yet materialized.

Two developments in early 2026 represent the next phase of CFIUS evolution. First, the 2026
National Defense Authorization Act codified the Outbound Investment Security Program as the
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COINS Act, providing statutory authority for ‘reverse CFIUS’ the program that prohibits or
requires notification of US persons’ investments in Chinese entities operating in
semiconductors, Al, and quantum computing. The COINS Act adds sanctions authority targeting
Chinese entities in defense and surveillance technology sectors and directs Treasury to cross-
reference national security lists to identify additional prohibited investment targets. The
Outbound Investment Security Program took effect January 2, 2025; the COINS Act now gives it
statutory permanence that an executive order alone could not provide.

Second, Treasury launched a formal Known Investor Program proposal in February 2026 a fast-
track CFIUS review process designed to reduce filing burdens for low-risk, repeat investors from
allied countries. This represents a deliberate two-speed architecture: streamlined for trusted
allies, tightened for adversaries. The KIP reflects the America First Investment Policy’s direction
to facilitate allied investment while restricting adversarial capital. On the enforcement side, a
DOJ compilaint filed February 9, 2026, sought judicial enforcement of President Trump’s July
2025 divestment order against Jupiter Systems, signaling that CFIUS is no longer relying solely
on administrative mechanisms to ensure compliance with remedial orders. The willingness to
invoke judicial enforcement is a material escalation in CFIUS’s posture that practitioners
advising on cross-border transactions must now incorporate into their risk assessments.

M Compliance & Risk Flags: CFIUS / FinCEN / Real Estate

Title insurance companies operating in GTO covered metros must maintain beneficial ownership
identification programs with SAR filing protocols for covered transactions. Noncompliance carries civil
and criminal exposure regardless of intent.

The 25% beneficial ownership threshold remains an exploitable gap. Multilayer ownership structures
designed to distribute below threshold should be treated as a red flag, not a safe harbor.

Commercial real estate remains outside GTO coverage. Firms with exposure to foreign linked
commercial property transactions in major metros should consider voluntary enhanced due diligence
frameworks.

State level divestment mandates Idaho, Texas, Florida, among others create retroactive liability for
existing property portfolios. Legal review of holdings with any foreign beneficial ownership nexus
should be prioritized.

CFIUS enforcement resources and timelines are expanding. Transactions near any sensitive federal
site, including those not yet on the published list, carry review risk. Prefiling voluntary notice is
increasingly advisable for any transaction with a foreign nexus near DoD, DoE, or intelligence
community facilities.

CONFIDENTIAL — Not for Distribution | © 2026 PARC Solutions Page 21



PARC SOLUTIONS | Strategic Intelligence Brief | April 2026

PART VIII

The Bipartisan Foundation: Why This Is Not One
Administration’s Story

The most important analytical point in this white paper is also the one most consistently missed
in political commentary. The strategy being executed at speed under Trump 2.0 is not a
departure from the post Obama consensus. It is the acceleration of it. Strip away the political
noise, the abrasive communication style, the deliberate norm breaking as tactical device and
what remains is a strategic architecture built sequentially by four administrations, each
contributing a layer that none of their successors dismantled.

The Obama administration built the legal and institutional substrate: the NIST Cybersecurity
Framework, the sixteen critical infrastructure sector designations, the cyber sanctions authority,
and the foundational investment security architecture. Trump 1.0 renamed the threat,
restructured the investment review mechanism through FIRRMA, created CISA, began the
technology supply chain separation with Huawei, and articulated the China competition thesis in
the 2017 National Security Strategy. The Biden administration operationalized technology
sovereignty at scale the CHIPS Act, the IRA grid investment, the semiconductor export controls,
and the maintenance without modification of every Trump 1.0 China tariff. Trump 2.0 has
removed institutional friction and is executing the cumulative strategy at a velocity the system
has not previously attempted.

This is a fifteen-year strategic project in its acceleration phase. The question for investors,
compliance professionals, multinational firms, and allied governments is not whether to
engage with this reorientation. It is how to position for it, because it is not going to reverse
regardless of which party wins the next election. The infrastructure is bipartisan. The legal
architecture is permanent. The strategic direction is set.

The comparison to China’s forty-year patient accumulation strategy and India’s ten-year
Modiera reform and partnership model is the right one. Those strategies worked because they
were consistent across political cycles, executed by institutions rather than individuals, and
pursued with a long planning horizon that absorbed short-term costs. The US equivalent is
being compressed into a single administration’s timeline, announced loudly, wrapped in political
controversy, and therefore received with skepticism by the very allies whose cooperation is
essential to its success.

That gap between the strategic substance and the communication architecture is the execution
vulnerability this white paper names directly. The what is defensible. The how and when are
legitimately subject to critique. And for the compliance and risk professional advising boards,
management teams, or government counterparts, it is precisely that gap that requires
navigation.
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PART IX

Synthesis: The Coherent Architecture Behind the
Apparent Chaos

Map all of the actions in this white paper against each other, and the architecture emerges
clearly. There are two stacks, a domestic stack and an external stack and they are two faces of
the same strategic framework.

The Domestic Stack

Deregulation clears the runway for Al and technology innovation. The CHIPS Act investment
and TSMC'’s $165 billion commitment onshore the chip production layer. The energy investment
program data centers, grid modernization, nuclear powers and the Al compute infrastructure.
Vocational workforce development staffs the physical buildout. H1B reform attempts to calibrate
talent access and prioritize scarce technical expertise. The GENIUS Act and the stablecoin
regulatory framework digitize dollar dominance and generate structural Treasury demand.
Project Vault absorbs short-term supply shocks from adversarial export controls. CFIUS and
FinCEN close the inward facing perimeter against asset acquisition by foreign adversaries.

The External Stack

Pax Silica builds the trusted partner technology supply chain coalition across the full Al stack
from minerals to models. FORGE establishes the preferential trade zone and price floor
mechanism that protects non-Chinese mining and processing investment. The bilateral minerals
frameworks twenty-one signed, seventeen more completed, twenty additional in negotiation
extend the supply diversification network globally. The tariff regime provides economic coercion
leverage against BRICS dedollarization. NATO burden shifting redirects defense resources
toward the Indo-Pacific priority theater. The 2025 National Security Strategy makes the virtuous
cycle explicit: strong deterrence enables disciplined economic statecraft; a strong economy
sustains deterrence.

The Central Thesis, Restated

Supply chain is now the organizing framework of American strategic posture. It has been
elevated from a logistics discipline to a national security doctrine. Every action in this white
paper at the domestic level and the international level is, at root, a supply chain decision. Who
controls the minerals? Who fabricates the chips? Who settles the transactions? Who owns the
land? Who has access to the grid? These are not economic questions that have national
security implications. They are national security questions that happen to be expressed through
economic instruments.

The United States should have begun this reorientation twenty years ago. The 1990s saw the
offshoring of industrial capacity in exchange for consumer price efficiency and shareholder
returns. The 2000s saw workers training their own replacements. The 2008 financial crisis
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exposed the fragility of financialized growth without productive capacity. The rise of machine
learning and the acceleration of Al compressed the change cycle, shortening the warning
window and raising the cost of the delay. The current administration did not create this problem.
It inherited the accumulated consequences of twenty years of strategic inattention, and it is
attempting, with the brakes off and the urgency turned up, to close a gap that took two decades
to open.
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THE RISK CHAIR™ | PARC SOLUTIONS

Practice Implications for 2026 and Beyond

PARC Solutions advises clients at the intersection of compliance, risk, and intelligence precisely
the space where the strategic reorientation documented in this white paper creates the most
immediate operational demand. The following reflects our current assessment of where advisory
capacity is most urgently needed.

Compliance Architecture Redesign

The deregulatory posture of the current administration does not simplify compliance. It
restructures it. Firms that built compliance programs against a dense, prescriptive regulatory
baseline now face a transition environment in which rules are being removed, contested, or
reinterpreted faster than institutional processes can track. The compliance professional’s job is
not to celebrate deregulation or resist it, it is to maintain a precise, current map of what is
enforceable, what is challenged, and what is genuinely grey. That map is more valuable now
than at any point in recent memory.

Regulatory Intelligence and Enforcement Trajectory

Understanding the direction of regulatory change is only part of the challenge. Anticipating
enforcement trajectory which agencies are prioritizing which actions, how investigative
resources are shifting, and where the next wave of examination activity is likely to land is a
distinct capability that most compliance functions are not resourced to maintain internally. PARC
Solutions brings the public sector investigative and intelligence background, combined with
executive level regulatory experience, to help clients read enforcement signals early and
position accordingly. In an environment where the rules are changing and the enforcers are
recalibrating simultaneously, that intelligence function is not optional.

Supply Chain Intelligence

Every multinational manufacturer, technology firm, financial institution, and defense contractor
needs a current, verified map of its supply chain exposure to Chinese controlled inputs minerals,
components, software, and services. The Ford Explorer production halt in 2025 was a preview
of what supply chain intelligence failure looks like at scale. PARC Solutions’ role is to help
clients build that map before the next export restriction forces a crisis-driven version of the
exercise.

Investment and Real Estate Due Diligence

CFIUS exposure, FInCEN GTO obligations, state level foreign ownership restrictions, and the
expanding beneficial ownership disclosure framework have collectively transformed the due
diligence requirement for cross border real estate and investment transactions. Clients with
existing portfolios particularly those with any foreign beneficial ownership nexus, need legal and
intelligence reviews that go beyond transactional compliance into proactive risk identification.
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Digital Asset Compliance

The GENIUS Act created a new regulated asset class with direct AML, BSA, and sanctions
compliance obligations for stablecoin issuers and through their banking relationships for the
financial institutions servicing them. The compliance infrastructure for this space is being built in
real time. PARC Solutions brings both the regulatory fluency and the financial intelligence
perspective to help clients navigate it before the enforcement wave arrives.

Strategic Briefing and Board Advisory

The audience for this white paper is not only the compliance officer or the general counsel. It is
the board, the audit committee, the chief risk officer, and the executive team who need a
cleareyed, nonpartisan assessment of where the strategic environment is going and what that
means for their organization’s risk posture, their capital allocation decisions, and their regulatory
obligations. This brief is the first in a continuing series. Subsequent work in the 2026 Strategic
Intelligence Series will be published under The Risk Chair™, PARC Solutions’ platform for
depth-first, research-grade practitioner intelligence.
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Closing Observations

A strategy is not less coherent because it is loudly executed. A structural shift is not less
permanent because the political communication around it is contentious. The reorientation
documented in this white paper across supply chains, financial architecture, technology
sovereignty, cybersecurity posture, and economic security enforcement is real, it is durable, and
it has been building for fifteen years.

The practical question for every organization operating in this environment is not whether to
take a political position on the administration executing these policies. It is whether to have a
cleareyed, evidence-based understanding of what those policies are doing to the operating
environment and whether the organization’s compliance, risk, and strategic frameworks are
calibrated for the environment that now exists, not the one that preceded it.

The breakers have been pulled. The architecture is running. The obligation of the professional
compliance officer, risk manager, general counsel, board director is to understand it precisely,
advise on it honestly, and prepare for what comes next.

| Pawneet Abramowski | PARC Solutions
Compliance, Risk & Intelligence Practice | April 2026
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APPENDIX A

Acronym Glossary

Al Artificial Intelligence: Advanced computational systems enabling machine
learning, automation, and decision support across sectors.

AML Anti-Money Laundering: Regulatory framework requiring detection, prevention,
and reporting of illicit financial activity.

ASML Advanced Semiconductor Materials Lithography: Dutch company and sole
global manufacturer of extreme ultraviolet (EUV) lithography systems critical for
advanced semiconductor production.

BSA Bank Secrecy Act: U.S. law establishing recordkeeping and reporting
requirements for financial institutions to combat financial crime.

BRICS Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa: Economic bloc pursuing alternative
trade, payment, and geopolitical alignment structures outside Western systems.

CFIUS Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States: Interagency body
reviewing foreign investments for national security risks, including real estate
and technology transactions.

CFTC Commodity Futures Trading Commission: U.S. regulator overseeing derivatives
and commodities markets.

CHIPS Act Creating Helpful Incentives to Produce Semiconductors Act: U.S. legislation
funding domestic semiconductor manufacturing and supply chain resilience.

CISA Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Security Agency: U.S. agency responsible for
protecting critical infrastructure and coordinating national cybersecurity efforts.

COINS Act Comprehensive Outbound Investment National Security Act: Legislation
governing U.S. outbound investments into sensitive foreign sectors such as
semiconductors, Al, and quantum computing.

DHS Department of Homeland Security: Federal department overseeing immigration,
border security, and domestic threat protection.

DoD Department of Defense: U.S. department responsible for military operations and
national defense.

DoE Department of Energy: U.S. department responsible for energy policy and
nuclear security.

DRC Democratic Republic of the Congo: Critical source of cobalt and other minerals
essential to global supply chains.

EU European Union: Political and economic bloc influencing regulatory, trade, and
technology policy alignment.

FDIC Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation: U.S. regulator insuring bank deposits
and supervising financial institutions.

FinCEN Financial Crimes Enforcement Network: U.S. Treasury bureau responsible for
AML enforcement and financial intelligence collection.

FIRRMA Foreign Investment Risk Review Modernization Act: 2018 expansion of CFIUS
authority to include minority investments and real estate transactions.

FORGE Forum on Resource Geostrategic Engagement: U.S.-led coalition establishing a
coordinated framework for critical minerals sourcing and pricing.
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GENIUS Act Guiding and Establishing National Innovation for U.S. Stablecoins Act:
Legislation creating a regulatory framework for dollar-backed stablecoins and
digital payment infrastructure.

GTO Geographic Targeting Order: FinCEN-issued requirement mandating beneficial
ownership disclosure in high-risk real estate transactions.

H1B Specialty Occupation Visa Program: U.S. visa program for highly skilled foreign
workers, particularly in technology and engineering.

IEEPA International Emergency Economic Powers Act: U.S. law granting presidential
authority to regulate economic transactions during national emergencies.

IRA Inflation Reduction Act: U.S. legislation funding energy transition, infrastructure,
and industrial policy initiatives.

KIP Known Investor Program: Proposed CFIUS framework enabling expedited
review for trusted, low-risk foreign investors.

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization: Military alliance providing collective defense
among member states.

NDAA National Defense Authorization Act: Annual legislation governing U.S. defense
spending and national security policy.

NIST National Institute of Standards and Technology: U.S. agency developing
cybersecurity and technical standards.

NPRM Notice of Proposed Rulemaking: Formal regulatory process for issuing and
soliciting comment on new rules.

NSS National Security Strategy: Official U.S. government document outlining
strategic priorities and threat posture.

occC Office of the Comptroller of the Currency: U.S. regulator supervising national
banks and federal savings associations.

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development: International
organization shaping global tax, economic, and policy standards.

PPSI Permitted Payment Stablecoin Issuer: Entity authorized to issue regulated
stablecoins under the GENIUS Act framework.

R&D Research and Development: Investment in innovation, technology
advancement, and industrial capability.

RMB Renminbi: Official currency of the People’s Republic of China.

SAR Suspicious Activity Report: Regulatory filing required when potential financial

crime activity is identified.

SPR Strategic Petroleum Reserve: U.S. emergency stockpile of petroleum used as a
model for strategic resource reserves.

TSMC Taiwan Semiconductor Manufacturing Company: World’s largest semiconductor
foundry and critical node in global chip production.
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