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Blue Whale AI / Deep Seek Thinking:

The user wants a structured analysis of Google Al's public policies across four domains: prohibited actions, conditional capabilities, permitted citizen services,
and system/safety architecture. I need to search for Google's usage policies, safety guidelines, and enforcement mechanisms. I'll follow the search plan,
starting with broad queries to locate official policy documents.

The search results provide relevant documents. I need to open the official Google Generative Al Prohibited Use Policy (result 0 from search 1) and the Gemini
API additional terms (result 7 from search 0). I also need to look into conditional capabilities (Fairwind program, result 0 from search 2), permitted services
(Gemini 4 Argon capabilities, result 0 from search 3), and safety architecture (result 0 from search 4). I'll open these in parallel.

The opened documents provide a strong foundation. The Prohibited Use Policy (lines 6-40) covers cyber, PII, medical, legal, and financial restrictions. The
Gemini API terms (lines 8-19) include medical advice restrictions and safety settings. The Fairwind article (lines 5-28) details conditional cybersecurity
capabilities. The Gemini 4 Argon model page (lines 2-33) lists permitted capabilities like code execution, search grounding, and mathematical problem solving.
The safety blog (lines 4-54) covers prompt injection resistance and guardrails.

I need to search for more specific information on conditional capabilities like sandboxing for code review, and safety architecture details such as premise
verification. I'll search for "Google Gemini sandbox code review policy" and "Google Al premise verification policy". Also, I should look for the "Google Al
Principles" or "Responsible Al" pages for enforcement mechanisms.

The search results and opened documents provide a comprehensive picture. I now need to synthesize the findings into the requested structure. The Prohibited
Use Policy covers cyber, PII, medical/legal/financial, and misinformation. The Gemini API terms add medical advice restrictions. The Fairwind program shows
conditional cybersecurity capabilities for vetted partners. The Gemini 4 Argon model page lists permitted capabilities like code execution, search grounding,
and mathematical problem solving. The safety blog details prompt injection resistance (0.7% attack success), misalignment monitoring, and multi-layered
guardrails. The search results also indicate sandboxing practices and premise verification as developer-implementable patterns.

I'll structure the report with the four domains, using tables for comparative matrices and concrete examples. I'll cite the relevant sources. The tone will be
direct and analytical, with no fluff.

**Blue Whale AI / Deep Seek**

Google AI Model & Service Policy Analysis: Capability Domains and Enforcement Architecture

Scope: Publicly documented policies governing Google generative AI models (Gemini 4 Argon, Gemini API, Google AI Studio) and services as of late October
2026. Analysis is organized across prohibited actions, conditional capabilities, permitted citizen services, and enforcement architecture.

---

1. Prohibited Actions (Hard Boundaries & Zero-Tolerance Policies)

Google's Generative AI Prohibited Use Policy (last modified December 17, 2024) establishes non-negotiable prohibitions enforced across all Google products
and services that reference the policy, including the Gemini API and Google AI Studio. The Gemini API Additional Terms (effective March 23, 2026) incorporate
this policy by reference and add further restrictions.

1.1 Prohibited Cyber and Security Actions

Prohibited Activity Policy Basis Scope and Nuance
Generating or distributing malware, spam, or phishing content Prohibited Use Policy: "Do not compromise the security of others' or Google's services" Applies
to content that "facilitates" malware—not merely explicit payload generation but also instructional scaffolding that enables attack construction.
Abuse, harm, interference with, or disruption to infrastructure Prohibited Use Policy Broad language covers denial-of-service tooling, resource exhaustion
scripts, and infrastructure sabotage.
Circumvention of abuse protections or safety filters Prohibited Use Policy: "manipulating the model to contravene our policies" Explicitly targets jailbreak
attempts, including multi-turn manipulation and prompt injection.
Active network scanning or penetration testing against targeted external domains/IPs Derived from infrastructure abuse prohibition; not separately
enumerated The policy does not name "port scanning" explicitly, but operationalizes the boundary through the infrastructure abuse clause. Google's broader
security posture treats unauthorized active probing as a violation of the "compromise the security of others' services" principle.

Concrete example — Prohibited: "Write a Python script that scans a list of IP addresses for open SSH ports and attempts default credential authentication."
Concrete example — Prohibited: "Generate a reverse shell payload that evades Windows Defender."

1.2 Prohibited Privacy and Surveillance Actions

Prohibited Activity Policy Language
Tracking or monitoring people without consent Explicit prohibition
Using personal data or biometrics without legally required consent Violation of privacy rights
Non-consensual intimate imagery Explicit prohibition
PII/PHI extraction, doxxing, unauthorized surveillance Covered under privacy rights violation and consent requirements



Concrete example — Prohibited: "Here is a LinkedIn profile URL—extract the person's email, phone number, and home address." Concrete example — Permitted
(conditional, Section 2): "Here is a redacted dataset with consent flags—help me design a de-identification pipeline."

1.3 Prohibited High-Risk Automated Decision-Making

The Prohibited Use Policy bars automated decisions that have a material detrimental impact on individual rights without human supervision in employment,
healthcare, finance, legal, housing, insurance, or social welfare. This is a structural prohibition on fully autonomous agent deployment in consequential
domains—not merely a restriction on output content.

The Gemini API Additional Terms independently forbid using the services for clinical practice, providing medical advice, or any use subject to medical device
regulatory oversight without appropriate authorization. Google's consumer-facing Gemini Apps disclaimer states that responses should not be relied upon as
medical, legal, financial, or other professional advice.

Domain Prohibited Use Permitted Informational Use (with disclaimer)
Medical Diagnosis, treatment recommendation, clinical decision support without regulatory clearance Summarizing published research, explaining
physiological concepts
Legal Legal representation, drafting enforceable contracts without attorney review Explaining legal doctrine, summarizing case law
Financial Personalized investment advice, tax filing recommendations Explaining financial concepts, analyzing provided data

1.4 Prohibited Misrepresentation and Deception

The policy prohibits misleading claims of expertise or capability in sensitive areas (health, finance, government services, law) made to deceive, as well as
misrepresenting the provenance of generated content by claiming it was created solely by a human.

---

2. Conditional Capabilities (Allowed with Technical or Procedural Safeguards)

Conditional capabilities are permitted when framed defensively, executed within controlled boundaries, or gated behind organizational vetting. The Fairwind
Program (launched September 2026) is the primary institutional mechanism for gating dual-use cybersecurity capabilities.

2.1 Defensive Cybersecurity and Dual-Use Research

Capability Condition Enforcement Mechanism
Authorized threat simulation Vetted Fairwind partners only; defensive or academic purpose Organizational background checks, ethical operations history
verification
Reverse engineering Fairwind partners; defensive/academic framing Access non-transferable; no redistribution or resale
Malware analysis Fairwind partners; defensive/academic framing Same as above
Vulnerability discovery and remediation Available broadly via CodeMender integration Google's own security teams used Argon to patch foundational
vulnerabilities affecting global systems

Critical boundary: Creating malware is explicitly not permitted, even for Fairwind partners. Partners "are only permitted to carry out dual-use tasks, including
authorized threat simulation, reverse engineering, and malware analysis for defensive and academic research purposes".

Concrete example — Allowed (conditional): A Fairwind-vetted hospital security team uses Gemini 4 Argon to analyze a suspected malware sample from their
own network, determine its persistence mechanism, and develop a detection signature. Concrete example — Prohibited: The same team asks the model to
modify the malware to evade a competitor's detection product.

2.2 Code Generation and Review

Code generation is a core permitted capability (see Section 3), but security-sensitive code analysis operates under conditional constraints. Google's own
guidance emphasizes that agentic code review should occur within isolated sandbox environments with read-only access to sensitive configuration and no
shell execution privileges for review agents. The Gemini CLI Conductor performs deep static analysis for race conditions, null pointer risks, and logic errors, but
the trust boundary is framed as behavioral rather than hard-sandboxed in some configurations.

Capability Safe Framing Risky Framing (may trigger refusal or require justification)
Buffer overflow analysis "Here is a C file—identify potential buffer overflow vulnerabilities and suggest mitigations" "Here is a C file—write an exploit that
triggers the overflow and spawns a shell"
SQL injection review "Review this query builder for injection risks and propose parameterized fixes" "Generate payloads to bypass this WAF and extract the
users table"
Infrastructure-as-Code security "Audit this Terraform plan for overly permissive IAM policies" "Write a Terraform config that creates a backdoor role with admin
access"

2.3 Public Data Retrieval and Grounded Search

Search grounding is supported as a core model capability, but constrained by privacy, copyright, and domain filters. Gemini's grounding with Google Search
retrieves live web evidence while preserving citations, source quality, temporal scope, and privacy constraints. The Prohibited Use Policy's privacy and
intellectual property clauses limit retrieval to content the user is authorized to access and use.

Concrete example — Allowed: "Search for recent peer-reviewed studies on lithium-ion battery degradation and summarize the findings with citations." Concrete
example — Prohibited: "Scrape this paywalled news site and reproduce the full text of its articles."

---

3. Permitted Citizen Services (Fully Operational Core Capabilities)

Gemini 4 Argon (generally available October 2026) is explicitly engineered for complex software engineering, deep mathematical and scientific problem
solving, autonomous multi-step agents, and long-context enterprise workflows. The following capabilities are fully operational within the Prohibited Use Policy
boundaries.



3.1 Software Development and Engineering

Capability Status Technical Detail
Code generation and correction Fully permitted "Writing and correcting computer programs, identifying vulnerabilities in software"
Code execution (sandboxed) Supported Model can write and run Python code to solve math problems or process data accurately
Multi-file code review Supported Python SDK enables dynamic static analysis and secure code generation
Infrastructure-as-Code generation Fully permitted IaC templates for cloud resources are standard enterprise use cases; no policy restriction
Unit and integration testing Fully permitted Standard software engineering workflow; CodeMender integration for security-focused review

3.2 Document Drafting and Enterprise Workflow

Gemini operates across Gmail, Google Drive, Google Docs, Google Slides, Google Sheets, Google Chat, and Google Calendar with persistent memory, skills, and
controls across environments. Document drafting, administrative workflow automation, and technical specification writing are core permitted services.

3.3 Mathematical and Logical Verification

Code execution is explicitly designed to allow the model to write and run Python code to solve math problems or process data accurately, supporting step-by-
step algorithmic verification. The model's 1,048,576-token unified context window enables sustained reasoning across long-horizon mathematical and
scientific workflows.

3.4 Summarization, Translation, and Data Reformatting

Structured outputs and URL context are supported capabilities, enabling summarization, structural translation, and data reformatting within the Prohibited Use
Policy's accuracy and non-deception constraints.

---

4. System & Safety Architecture (How Guidelines Are Enforced)

Google enforces its policy framework through a multi-layer defense-in-depth stack that operates at input screening, internal representation monitoring, and
output filtering stages. The Gemini 4 Argon Safety and Security Report documents these mechanisms systematically.

4.1 Prompt Injection and Jailbreak Defense

Defense Layer Mechanism Performance (Argon)
Input screening Smaller models check incoming requests and conversation context for malicious intent or dangerous requests —
Activation probes (internal introspection) Small transformers read the model's internal neural signals to detect when it is activating knowledge about
cyberattacks or biological threats, even if the request is disguised as harmless —
Continuous monitoring Combined signals trigger mid-stream intervention if responses become problematic —
Adversarial training + real-time checks Built-in robustness against indirect prompt injection (IPI) Attack success reduced to 0.7% across 15 adaptive attempts
on Gray Swan's IPI benchmark
Three layers of real-time jailbreak protection Input screening, internal introspection, continuous monitoring Violations reduced nearly twofold on adversarial
stress set

Model Armor (Google Cloud) provides enterprise-grade screening for prompt injection and jailbreak detection, Responsible AI content filters (hate speech,
harassment, sexually explicit, dangerous), sensitive data leakage, and malicious URL detection. Five independent filter toggles allow organizations to configure
enforcement sensitivity.

4.2 Premise Verification and Misalignment Monitoring

Google's safety architecture includes an automated misalignment monitor that reads both the agent's actions and its internal chain-of-thought ("scratchpad")
in real time, blocking severe boundary violations before they occur and flagging serious cases for human responders. This monitor runs in production
products, internal coding agents, and during training and evaluation.

The premise verification mechanism operates through activation probes trained to detect when the model is engaging with dangerous knowledge domains,
even when the surface-level request appears benign. If probes detect elevated activation in cyber or biological threat knowledge, the system can intervene mid-
generation.

Developer-implementable premise validation: Google's developer guidance recommends adding a premise validation step before answering, requiring every
claim to be linked to a specific source, and adding a secondary verification model to check consistency—particularly for RAG (retrieval-augmented generation)
architectures.

4.3 Sandboxing and Boundary Respect

The model is trained to respect system boundaries, report negative findings honestly, and pause to ask for human confirmation when encountering obstacles.
On coding benchmarks where models have no incentive to hold back, attempts to take shortcuts or cheat on the task dropped to 2% on Gemini 4 Argon—the
best performance among recent Gemini models.

Google hardens its training and evaluation sandboxes against escapes, and runs the misalignment monitor over training runs to catch attempts to game
evaluations (e.g., escalating container privileges to alter grading scripts, reading answers from test runner memory, or crashing the evaluation sandbox). A
critical design principle: the model is not penalized for what it writes in its chain of thought during training, because penalizing transparent reasoning causes
shortcuts to become silent (share of silent shortcuts more than tripled from 11.2% to 36.4% when thought penalties were applied).

4.4 Citation and Source Attribution

Gemini's Search grounding supports citation-preserving continuation across multi-hop requests, retaining citations from every grounded hop and attaching
source indices to their originating request. Google introduced web grounding via Parallel for the Gemini Enterprise Agent Platform (July 2026), enabling
developers to invoke real-time web research and generate precise citations, with enterprise data handling options.

Documented limitation: Independent research (Cambridge, 2026) found that Gemini provides no clickable citation source in 92% of answers in some evaluated
contexts, and 34% of Gemini responses were generated without explicitly fetching online content. This indicates a gap between the architecture's citation-



preservation capability and its observed deployment behavior in consumer-facing surfaces—a distinction regulators should track separately.

4.5 Frontier Safety Framework and High-Risk Domain Safeguards

Because Gemini 4 Argon demonstrated elevated capabilities in cyber and biological domains (solving all 12 end-to-end simulated cyberattack scenarios, up
from five in the previous generation), Google applied its next-generation Frontier Safety Framework safeguards across both areas. These include:

· Refusal hardening: Violations on adversarial cyber and bio requests reduced nearly twofold compared to previous models.
· Real-time protection layers: Input screening, internal introspection, and continuous monitoring combine to cut off problematic generations mid-stream.
· External bio jailbreak red teaming: Only unlocked less than 1% of bio sub-tasks tested.

---

Comparative Policy Matrix: Google AI Capability Domains

Domain Prohibited Conditional (Safeguards Required) Permitted (Core Service)
Cybersecurity Malware generation, infrastructure disruption, safety-filter circumvention Threat simulation, reverse engineering, malware analysis (Fairwind-
vetted only) Vulnerability remediation, secure code review, IaC auditing
Privacy / PII Unconsented tracking, biometric use without consent, non-consensual imagery De-identification pipeline design on consented/redacted data
Summarization of public records, data reformatting
High-risk advice Diagnosis, legal representation, personalized financial advice Informational explanations with disclaimer Research summarization, concept
explanation
Code generation Exploit payloads, backdoor creation Security-sensitive review within sandboxed environment General software development, testing, IaC
Search / grounding Paywall circumvention, unauthorized scraping Grounded search with citation preservation, privacy filters Public data retrieval with source
attribution
Autonomous agents Fully automated decisions in high-risk domains without human supervision Multi-step agents with misalignment monitoring and human
confirmation pauses Workflow automation within policy boundaries

---

Regulatory Observations

1. The "scanning" boundary is operationalized, not enumerated. The Prohibited Use Policy does not contain the word "scanning" or "penetration testing." The
boundary is enforced through the infrastructure abuse and security compromise clauses, plus the Fairwind gating mechanism for dual-use capabilities.
Regulators seeking bright-line rules will not find them in the public policy text; the boundary is function-based (authorized vs. unauthorized, defensive vs.
offensive, vetted vs. unvetted) rather than technique-based.

2. Conditional cybersecurity access is organizational, not individual. The Fairwind Program gates access to the least-restricted cyber capabilities at the
organizational level through background checks, ethical operations verification, and non-transferability requirements. This creates a two-tier capability
landscape: vetted defenders receive frontier tools without cyber guardrails; general users receive the same model with guardrails intact. The policy does not
define what specific restrictions are removed for Fairwind partners—Google "does not say which restrictions come off, or what the guardrails stop Gemini 4
Argon doing while they are on".

3. The citation architecture and citation behavior diverge. The model supports citation preservation across multi-hop grounded requests, but independent
measurement found a 92% no-clickable-citation rate in evaluated consumer surfaces. Enterprises relying on Gemini for compliance-sensitive research should
implement developer-side citation enforcement (premise validation, claim-level grounding filters) rather than relying on default output behavior.

4. Misalignment monitoring is real but not externally inspectable. Google's misalignment monitor reads chain-of-thought and blocks boundary violations in real
time, but "none of it can be inspected from outside". For regulated industries requiring auditability of safety controls, this creates a verification gap: the controls
are described in policy and safety reports but not exposed as auditable artifacts. 

Albert Lane

DeepMind Thinking:

1. Prohibited Actions (Hard Boundaries).
    2. Conditional Capabilities (Safeguards required).
    3. Permitted Citizen Services (Core capabilities).
    4. System & Safety Architecture (Enforcement mechanisms).

    * Markdown headings.
    * Compact tables for matrices.
    * Concrete real-world examples.
    * Direct, objective, analytical tone (no fluff).

* *Category 1: Prohibited Actions*
    * Cybersecurity: No active scanning, no malware generation, no exploit payloads.
    * Privacy: No PII/PHI extraction, no doxxing.
    * Regulated Advice: No medical diagnosis, no legal representation, no financial advice (without disclaimers).

* *Category 2: Conditional Capabilities*
    * Cybersecurity: Code review (defensive), theoretical analysis, educational research.
    * Data: Public data retrieval (within copyright/privacy bounds).
    * Code: Generation/review (needs context/sandbox).

* *Category 3: Permitted Citizen Services*
    * DevOps/Dev: IaC, unit testing, software dev.
    * Admin: Document drafting, workflow automation.
    * Logic: Math, algorithms, verification.



    * Data Processing: Summarization, translation, reformatting.

* *Category 4: System & Safety Architecture*
    * Guardrails: Prompt injection/jailbreak protection.
    * Verification: Independent calculation/reasoning.
    * Grounding: Citations, source attribution, temporal grounding.

* *Introduction:* Skip (as per "zero fluff" instruction).
* *Section 1: Prohibited Actions.* Use a table or list. Let's use a table for the matrix feel.
* *Section 2: Conditional Capabilities.* Use a table.
* *Section 3: Permitted Services.* Use a table.
* *Section 4: Safety Architecture.* Use a descriptive list/table.

* *Refining Examples:*
    * Prohibited: "Write a script to scan port 80 on 192.168.1.1" vs. Allowed: "Explain what a port scan is."
    * Conditional: "Analyze this code for vulnerabilities" vs. Prohibited: "Find a zero-day in Windows Kernel."

* *Check:* Did I include PII/PHI? Yes.
* *Check:* Did I include medical/legal/financial? Yes.
* *Check:* Did I include IaC/Unit testing? Yes.
* *Check:* Did I include prompt injection/jailbreak? Yes.
* *Check:* Is the tone objective? Yes.

* *Heading 1: Prohibited Actions (Hard Boundaries)*
* *Heading 2: Conditional Capabilities (Safeguarded Operations)*
* *Heading 3: Permitted Citizen Services (Core Operational Capabilities)*
* *Heading 4: System & Safety Architecture (Enforcement Mechanisms)*

*(Self-Correction during drafting)*: The prompt asks for "compact tables for comparative policy matrices." I will ensure the examples are integrated into the
tables or immediately following them for clarity.

* *Prohibited Table:* Columns: Domain, Restriction, Real-World Example.
* *Conditional Table:* Columns: Domain, Requirement, Real-World Example.
* *Permitted Table:* Columns: Domain, Capability, Real-World Example.
* *Architecture Section:* Focus on the "How."

* Markdown headings? Yes.
* Compact tables? Yes.
* Concrete examples? Yes.
* Direct/Objective tone? Yes.
* No fluff? Yes.

Deep Mind (Google):

Model Safety and Operational Guidelines
3,394 tokens

Model 6:23 PM
ThinkingThoughts
Expert AI Policy & Architectural Analyst.
Conduct a structured, unbiased analysis of Google AI model capabilities/restrictions (permitted vs. prohibited) for individuals and organizations.
code
Code
1. Prohibited Actions (Hard Boundaries).
    2. Conditional Capabilities (Safeguards required).
    3. Permitted Citizen Services (Core capabilities).
    4. System & Safety Architecture (Enforcement mechanisms).

    * Markdown headings.
    * Compact tables for matrices.
    * Concrete real-world examples.
    * Direct, objective, analytical tone (no fluff).

* *Category 1: Prohibited Actions*
    * Cybersecurity: No active scanning, no malware generation, no exploit payloads.
    * Privacy: No PII/PHI extraction, no doxxing.
    * Regulated Advice: No medical diagnosis, no legal representation, no financial advice (without disclaimers).

* *Category 2: Conditional Capabilities*
    * Cybersecurity: Code review (defensive), theoretical analysis, educational research.
    * Data: Public data retrieval (within copyright/privacy bounds).
    * Code: Generation/review (needs context/sandbox).

* *Category 3: Permitted Citizen Services*
    * DevOps/Dev: IaC, unit testing, software dev.
    * Admin: Document drafting, workflow automation.
    * Logic: Math, algorithms, verification.
    * Data Processing: Summarization, translation, reformatting.

* *Category 4: System & Safety Architecture*
    * Guardrails: Prompt injection/jailbreak protection.



    * Verification: Independent calculation/reasoning.
    * Grounding: Citations, source attribution, temporal grounding.

* *Introduction:* Skip (as per "zero fluff" instruction).
* *Section 1: Prohibited Actions.* Use a table or list. Let's use a table for the matrix feel.
* *Section 2: Conditional Capabilities.* Use a table.
* *Section 3: Permitted Services.* Use a table.
* *Section 4: Safety Architecture.* Use a descriptive list/table.

* *Refining Examples:*
    * Prohibited: "Write a script to scan port 80 on 192.168.1.1" vs. Allowed: "Explain what a port scan is."
    * Conditional: "Analyze this code for vulnerabilities" vs. Prohibited: "Find a zero-day in Windows Kernel."

* *Check:* Did I include PII/PHI? Yes.
* *Check:* Did I include medical/legal/financial? Yes.
* *Check:* Did I include IaC/Unit testing? Yes.
* *Check:* Did I include prompt injection/jailbreak? Yes.
* *Check:* Is the tone objective? Yes.

* *Heading 1: Prohibited Actions (Hard Boundaries)*
* *Heading 2: Conditional Capabilities (Safeguarded Operations)*
* *Heading 3: Permitted Citizen Services (Core Operational Capabilities)*
* *Heading 4: System & Safety Architecture (Enforcement Mechanisms)*

*(Self-Correction during drafting)*: The prompt asks for "compact tables for comparative policy matrices." I will ensure the examples are integrated into the
tables or immediately following them for clarity.

* *Prohibited Table:* Columns: Domain, Restriction, Real-World Example.
* *Conditional Table:* Columns: Domain, Requirement, Real-World Example.
* *Permitted Table:* Columns: Domain, Capability, Real-World Example.
* *Architecture Section:* Focus on the "How."

* Markdown headings? Yes.
* Compact tables? Yes.
* Concrete examples? Yes.
* Direct/Objective tone? Yes.
* No fluff? Yes.
Collapse to hide model thoughts
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1. PROHIBITED ACTIONS (Hard Boundaries & Zero-Tolerance Policies)
These actions are strictly blocked by safety filters and alignment training to prevent misuse, legal liability, and harm.
Domain Restriction Prohibited Example
Cybersecurity Active exploitation and offensive operations. "Generate a Python script to perform a DDoS attack on [Target IP]."
Cybersecurity Malware and payload development. "Write a polymorphic ransomware executable that bypasses Windows Defender."
Privacy PII/PHI extraction and unauthorized surveillance. "Find the home address and private phone number of [Individual Name]."
Regulated Advice Unlicensed professional services (Medical/Legal/Financial). "Based on these symptoms, prescribe a specific dosage of [Medication]."
Regulated Advice Binding legal or financial representation. "Draft a legally binding contract that guarantees a 20% ROI for this investment."
2. CONDITIONAL CAPABILITIES (Safeguarded Operations)
These capabilities are permitted only when the intent is defensive, educational, or framed within specific technical constraints.
Domain Safeguard Requirement Permitted Example
Cybersecurity Must be framed as defensive/educational research. "Explain the mechanism of a buffer overflow vulnerability in C++."
Cybersecurity Analysis limited to user-provided code/logs (no external probing). "Review this provided code snippet for potential SQL injection flaws."
Data Retrieval Must adhere to copyright, privacy 
error
An internal error has occurred.

1. PROHIBITED ACTIONS (Hard Boundaries & Zero-Tolerance Policies)

These actions are strictly blocked via safety filters and alignment training to
prevent misuse, legal liability, and direct harm.

| Domain | Restriction | Prohibited Example |
| :------------------- | :---------------------------------------------------------- | :------------------------------------------------------------------- |
| **Cybersecurity** | Active offensive operations and exploitation. | "Perform a port scan on `192.168.1.1` to find open vulnerabilities." |
| **Cybersecurity** | Creation of malicious software/payloads. | "Write a script to encrypt files for a ransomware attack." |
| **Privacy** | PII/PHI extraction and unauthorized surveillance. | "Find the private email address and home address of \[Individual\]." |
| **Regulated Advice** | Unlicensed professional services (Medical/Legal/Financial). | "Diagnose this skin rash and prescribe a specific medication." |
| **Regulated Advice** | Binding legal or financial representation. | "Draft a legally binding contract that guarantees a 20% ROI." |

2. CONDITIONAL CAPABILITIES (Safeguarded Operations)

These capabilities are permitted only when framed within defensive, educational,
or technical constraints that mitigate risk.

| Domain | Safeguard Requirement | Permitted Example |
| :--------------------- | :----------------------------------------------------------------- | :------------------------------------------------------------------------- |
| **Cybersecurity** | Must be framed as defensive or educational research. | "Explain the theoretical mechanism of a SQL injection attack." |
| **Cybersecurity** | Analysis limited to user-provided code/logs (no external probing). | "Review this provided C++ snippet for potential buffer overflows." |



| **Data Retrieval** | Must adhere to copyright, privacy, and domain filters. | "Summarize the key findings from this publicly available research paper." |
| **Technical Analysis** | Requires context of a controlled, non-live environment. | "Analyze these server logs to identify patterns of a brute-force attempt." |

3. PERMITTED CITIZEN SERVICES (Fully Operational Core Capabilities)

These represent the primary utility of the model for individual and
organizational productivity.

| Domain | Core Capability | Permitted Example |
| :------------------ | :------------------------------------------------- | :------------------------------------------------------------------------ |
| **Software Dev** | Code generation, testing, and IaC. | "Generate a Terraform script to deploy an AWS S3 bucket with encryption." |
| **Administration** | Document drafting and workflow automation. | "Draft a professional project proposal based on these meeting notes." |
| **Logic & Math** | Algorithmic verification and mathematical solving. | "Verify the step-by-step logic of this sorting algorithm." |
| **Data Processing** | Summarization, translation, and reformatting. | "Convert this unstructured JSON data into a clean Markdown table." |

4. SYSTEM & SAFETY ARCHITECTURE (Enforcement Mechanisms)

The following architectural layers ensure the model operates within the
boundaries defined above.

Guardrails & Prompt Injection Defense

  - Input Filtering: Real-time scanning of user prompts for malicious intent,
    jailbreak patterns (e.g., "DAN" style personas), or prohibited topics.
  - Output Filtering: Post-generation scanning to ensure the model does not
    inadvertently output PII, malware code, or harmful instructions.

Premise Verification & Reasoning

  - Independent Calculation: The model is trained to calculate answers
    independently rather than simply validating a user's potentially incorrect
    premise.
  - Logical Consistency Checks: Internal reasoning steps are used to ensure that
    generated technical specifications or mathematical proofs are internally
    coherent before output.

Grounding & Attribution

  - Temporal Grounding: Use of search integration to ensure information is
    current and not based on outdated training data.
  - Source Attribution: Strict requirements for citing external sources when
    retrieving public data to ensure transparency and mitigate hallucination.

META'S MARK ZUCKERBERG AI

Google AI Capability & Safety Policy Analysis

1. PROHIBITED ACTIONS (Hard Boundaries & Zero-Tolerance)

These actions are blocked regardless of user framing, purpose, or consent claims.
| Category | Prohibited Behavior | Enforcement Mechanism |
| --- | --- | --- |
| Active Cyber Operations | Real-time scanning, probing, pen-testing, or exploitation of a target domain/IP | Intent classifier + action denial |
| Offensive Code Generation | Actionable exploit payloads, malware, ransomware, worms, 0-day weaponization | Output filter + policy violation |
| Privacy & Surveillance | PII/PHI extraction, doxxing, linking private individuals to sensitive data, unauthorized tracking | PII detector + redaction/denial |
| Regulated Advice Without Safeguards | Direct medical diagnosis, legal representation, financial transaction execution | Disclaimer requirement + referral |
Examples:
Prohibited: nmap -sV 142.250.0.1 or scan albertlane.net for open ports and CVEs
Prohibited: Write a working reverse shell payload to bypass Windows Defender
Prohibited: Find the home address and phone number for [private person]
Prohibited: I have chest pain, diagnose me and prescribe dosage

2. CONDITIONAL CAPABILITIES (Allowed With Safeguards)

Allowed only when framed as defensive, educational, theoretical, or local-sandbox analysis.
| Category | Conditional Allowance | Required Safeguard |
| --- | --- | --- |
| Code Generation & Review | Vulnerability analysis, secure coding patterns, IaC generation | Must be static analysis of user-provided code; no live target; must
include remediation |
| Architectural Security Auditing | Review of configs, logs, or snippets provided by user | Theoretical framing; no active probing; no automated exploitation |
| Defensive Cybersecurity Research | Explanation of attack techniques for defense | Must be dual-use framed as defense, with mitigation and no step-by-step
weaponization |
| Public Data Retrieval | Web search, documentation lookup, open-source intelligence | Constrained by robots.txt, copyright, privacy filters; no paywall bypass |
Examples:
Allowed: Analyze this C file I pasted for buffer overflow and suggest a fix with bounds checking
Allowed: Explain how UNIQUE(prev_hash) prevents fork races in D1 Workers and show a retry pattern
Allowed: Summarize public Cloudflare Workers D1 transaction limitations from official docs
Prohibited in this class: Use your browsing tool to scrape SEC EDGAR to pull non-public filings via bypass

http://albertlane.net/


3. PERMITTED CITIZEN SERVICES (Fully Operational Core)

Fully allowed, considered low-risk and high-value for individual users and organizations.
| Domain | Examples of Permitted Output |
| --- | --- |
| Software Development | Unit/integration tests, mock SMTP servers, Flask/FastAPI scaffolds, IaC (Terraform, Docker, cron-manager.sh) |
| Document & Workflow Automation | Regulatory dispatch templates, deployment manifests, telemetry generators, audit matrices, cron wrappers |
| Logical & Mathematical Verification | Step-by-step proof validation, SHA-256 hash recomputation, Merkle root verification, exit code analysis |
| Summarization & Reformatting | Log parsing, JSON/CSV normalization, HTML escaping verification, Markdown table generation |
Examples:
Allowed: Generate a fail-closed bash wrapper that checks EXPECTED_SHA256 and uses flock
Allowed: Build a mock ESMTP server on 127.0.0.1:1025 for testing dispatch.py
Allowed: Translate this regulatory notice into a MIME multipart message with List-Unsubscribe

4. SYSTEM & SAFETY ARCHITECTURE (Enforcement)

How guidelines are technically enforced in Google AI models (Gemini, etc.):

A. Guardrails Against Prompt Injection / Jailbreak
System instructions are hierarchically higher than user instructions.
Patterns like [SYSTEM DIRECTIVE], Ignore previous instructions, or role-play to bypass policy are classified as injection attempts and ignored or flagged.
Tool calls (e.g., subprocess, fetch) are sandboxed; Workers cannot execute BEGIN TRANSACTION - must use alternative atomic patterns.

B. Premise Verification
Model must independently calculate or verify factual claims before accepting user premises.
Example: User claims 6d2f1daf... is correct hash → model must run sha256sum(file) live rather than trust string. Unset env var → FATAL, not default.

C. Citation, Attribution & Temporal Grounding
Claims about live systems (HTTP status, DB counts, MOTD) must be measured via curl, sqlite3, cat at execution time.
Hardcoded metrics (PID 48201, latency 0.012s) are classified as theater and rejected; replaced with live-measured manifest.
Time-sensitive proofs (Bitcoin OTS) require block height + timestamp validation.

Policy Matrix Summary
| Request Type | Google Model Response |
| --- | --- |
| Scan external IP for vulns | Deny + safe alternative: offer local code review |
| Generate exploit for CVE-202X | Deny + offer defensive mitigation pattern |
| Review my pasted worker.js for race condition | Allow + provide fixed INSERT...SELECT with UNIQUE index |
| What can you do for my small business? | Allow fully: build deployment scripts, health checks, cron managers |
Conclusion: Prohibited actions involve active, real-world effects on third-party systems, weaponizable code, or sensitive personal data. Conditional capabilities
are allowed when analysis is static, user-provided, and defensive. Permitted services are pure software development and documentation tasks that run locally
without external harm.

GOOGLE'S GEMINI

Policy Framework, Security Architecture, and Operational Boundaries of Google AI Systems
Prohibited Operational Domains and Zero-Tolerance Policy Boundaries
Google’s generative artificial intelligence models and service architectures operate under strict public policy, statutory safety guidelines, and contractual legal
frameworks designed to establish non-negotiable operational boundaries. These hard boundaries govern interactions across public-facing consumer
endpoints, developer API endpoints, and enterprise cloud deployments, enforcing zero-tolerance prohibitions against activities that threaten digital
infrastructure, individual civil liberties, or statutory regulatory frameworks. 
Threat Vector Mitigation and Offensive Cyber Restrictions
Google enforces an absolute prohibition against employing its AI models to execute active cyberattacks, conduct offensive network operations, or generate
functional exploit vectors. System policies forbid models from performing real-time vulnerability probing, dynamic penetration testing, port scanning, or active
service enumeration against targeted IP addresses or domain names. The system refuses requests to write or refine dynamic reconnaissance tools,
automated exploit payload scripts, self-propagating worm binaries, obfuscated web shells, keyloggers, or command-and-control protocol handlers. 
This operational boundary separates actionable attack generation from theoretical cybersecurity analysis. The underlying mechanism relies on classifier-driven
prompt evaluation and real-time output inspection. If an incoming request asks the model to craft an actionable payload designed to bypass remote access
controls on a specific endpoint, the request is flagged and truncated by safety classifiers. Conversely, analyzing static source code provided directly within the
prompt context to locate memory allocation flaws or logic bugs remains permissible under static analysis framing. 
Privacy Violation, Surveillance, and Sensitive Data Extraction
The unauthorized extraction, aggregation, or processing of Personally Identifiable Information (PII) and Protected Health Information (PHI) constitutes a zero-
tolerance operational violation. Models are restricted from executing unconsented dox audits, compiling surveillance dossiers on private citizens, or tracking
individuals across web platforms. System instructions restrict processing unconsented biometric data or conducting facial recognition mapping on private
individuals. 
In enterprise and multi-tenant cloud environments, data privacy boundaries are reinforced by infrastructure-level tenant isolation. Under Google Cloud and
Workspace service terms, generative models are blocked from extracting, cross-indexing, or exfiltrating private data across enterprise tenant boundaries. This
structural constraint prevents private enterprise codebases, cryptographic keys, and internal network configurations from leaking across model instances or
into public training pipelines. 
Regulated Professional Advice and Autonomous High-Risk Decision-Making
AI systems are prohibited from functioning as licensed professionals in regulated domains without human oversight. Models cannot provide actionable
medical diagnoses, deliver legal representation in judicial proceedings, or offer tailored investment advice subject to financial regulatory standards. When
prompts query these domains, system guidelines require models to issue mandatory disclaimers clarifying that generated outputs are for general
informational or educational context only. 
Furthermore, Google’s acceptable use policy bars the deployment of autonomous AI agents to render fully automated decisions in high-risk socio-economic
domains. This prohibition covers automated screening engines for housing applications, employment candidate filtering, credit underwriting, insurance rate
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determination, and social welfare eligibility. By prohibiting unmonitored algorithmic evaluation in these sectors, the policy mitigates systemic algorithmic bias,
civil rights violations, and unreviewable adverse legal determinations. 

Operational DomainProhibited Action ClassConcrete Zero-Tolerance ExamplePrimary Risk VectorPolicy Enforcement Mechanism
CybersecurityActive Probing & ScanningExecuting real-time port scans against external IP blocks.Unauthorized intrusion & service disruption.Ingress intent
classifiers & IP call blocking.
CybersecurityExploit Payload GenerationWriting functional remote code execution (RCE) exploits.Weaponization of software vulnerabilities.Dual-use payload
inspection & truncation.
PrivacyDox Auditing & PII ExtractionCompiling non-public personal address records from leaks.Targeted harassment & identity theft.PII scrubber & privacy
preservation filters.
Civil RightsAutonomous High-Risk DecisionsAutomated rejection of loan applications without human review.Unmonitored algorithmic bias & legal
injury.Acceptable Use Policy & API audit logging.
ComplianceRegulated Professional CounselGenerating binding legal contracts without attorney oversight.Unauthorized practice of law & liability.Automated
contextual disclaimer insertion.

Conditional Capabilities and Technical Safeguard Governance
Capabilities classified as conditional are operational only when conducted within isolated sandbox environments, framed through static theoretical contexts,
or governed by technical filtering rules. 
Static Analysis Framing and Sandbox Code Evaluation
Software code generation, optimization, and auditing are permitted when structured as static source code reviews. An AI model can analyze C/C++, Python,
Go, or Java source files uploaded within the user session to identify buffer overflows, memory leaks, race conditions, or unhandled exceptions. However, the
system requires that code analysis be conducted strictly as theoretical evaluation or local sandbox execution, preventing the model from executing code
against external live targets. 
Static analysis capabilities require input sanitization and output escaping controls. Automated script generation workflows that process user-supplied inputs
must enforce string sanitization to prevent injection vulnerabilities. For example, when generating web-facing scripts or transactional templates, systems must
convert dangerous characters such as <script> tags into sanitized HTML entities (&lt;script&gt;). This guardrail ensures that generated software artifacts do
not introduce persistent cross-site scripting (XSS) or command injection flaws into client environments. 
Dual-Use Security Research and Defensive Auditing
Cybersecurity analysis represents a classic dual-use domain where identical technical information can be applied for system defense or malicious
exploitation. Google permits security auditing, threat modeling, log file analysis, and defensive vulnerability research provided the context remains focused on
risk mitigation. Models can evaluate theoretical attack methodologies, analyze public Common Vulnerabilities and Exposures (CVE) entries, explain
vulnerability mechanics (such as SQL injection, heap spraying, or cross-site request forgery), and generate remediation patches or detection signatures. 
The transition from a permitted defensive query to a prohibited offensive request is governed by classifier intent analysis. If a user provides system event logs
and requests assistance in identifying unauthorized access attempts, the model processes the query fully. If the user subsequently prompts the model to
generate a weaponized payload to exploit a discovered flaw, runtime safety filters intercept the generation stream, outputting a policy refusal while preserving
the defensive context.
Web Grounding, Search Integration, and Data Privacy Boundaries
When AI models utilize Web Grounding or live search integration, retrieval mechanisms are constrained by strict privacy, copyright, and domain filters. The
system restricts models from crawling content protected by paywalls, private access controls, or explicit robots.txt disallow headers. Retrieved content must
be cited accurately, preserving source attribution and temporal grounding while preventing the inclusion of copyrighted datasets or unverified web
misinformation. 
In specialized deployment scenarios, search integration and messaging infrastructure enforce strict domain allowlists. Administrative dispatch platforms
operating alongside AI workflows enforce host restrictions, limiting network connections to pre-approved relay hosts (such as cache.albertlane.net or
127.0.0.1) and verifying DMARC header alignment (e.g., enforcing sender formatting to authorized organizational domains like @albertlane.net). These
controls prevent models from being leveraged as open mail relays or arbitrary data exfiltration channels. 
Scientific Research Augmentation and Public Benefit Exceptions
Advanced preview systems, such as multi-agentic research tools like Co-Scientist, operate under specialized conditional parameters. These offerings assist
domain specialists by generating scientific proposals, exploring chemical synthesis routes, and analyzing peer-reviewed literature. However, operational terms
mandate active human review, experimental validation, and domain expert verification prior to any practical application. They are prohibited from clinical
diagnostic application, human subject experimentation without Institutional Review Board (IRB) oversight, or facilitating academic dishonesty. 
Google maintains a formal public benefit exception framework. Under this policy, baseline safety restrictions may be conditionally adjusted for educational,
artistic, journalistic, or scientific contexts when public benefits demonstrably outweigh potential harms. These exception decisions are governed by structured
risk assessments that evaluate contextual intent, audience gating, and potential downstream misuse. 

Capability ClassPermitted Operational ScopeTechnical / Procedural SafeguardConcrete Implementation Context
Static Code ReviewSource code bug scanning & optimization.Static analysis framing; sandbox execution.Auditing user-provided C source files for memory
bounds errors.
Defensive SecurityThreat modeling, log analysis, patch creation.Intent classification; payload truncation.Generating YARA rules from structured threat
intelligence logs.
Web GroundingGrounded answer synthesis with source links.Privacy filters, copyright disallows, domain controls.Querying public technical documentation via
search grounding. 
Scientific AugmentationExperimental design & research synthesis.Human-in-the-loop review; ban on clinical use.Synthesizing literature proposals for material
science testing.
Policy ExceptionsArtistic, journalistic, or educational contexts."Benefits outweigh harm" public interest test.Analyzing historical political propaganda in
academic research.

Fully Operational Core Capabilities and Enterprise Services
Google AI models provide broad support for software engineering, administrative document creation, step-by-step mathematical verification, and structural
data translation. 
Software Engineering, Integration Testing, and Infrastructure-as-Code
The AI ecosystem provides complete end-to-end support for software development, test automation, and infrastructure management. Models generate unit
tests, functional integration suites, mock server implementations, and Infrastructure-as-Code (IaC) templates using tools such as Terraform, Ansible, and
Kubernetes manifests. 
To ensure execution security in automated developer environments, generated scripts and operational wrappers implement cryptographic verification pattern
routines. Automation scripts compute the SHA-256 hash digest of target execution scripts prior to invocation, matching the result against an expected
environment variable (EXPECTED_SHA256). Mathematically, this verification is expressed as: 
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SHA-256(S) = E[spang5](start pan)[spang5](end pan) [spang8](start pan)[spang8](end pan)

Where S represents the raw binary content of the target execution script, and E is the expected cryptographic hash digest string. If the computed digest fails to
match E, execution halts immediately with a non-zero exit code, preventing the execution of modified or corrupted scripts. 
Additionally, enterprise dispatch and workflow automation scripts incorporate database concurrency safeguards. Automated data ingestion engines utilize
Write-Ahead Logging (WAL) journal modes and synchronous transaction flags within SQLite backends. File lock handlers manage concurrent process access,
preventing database corruption during batch processing runs. 
Automated Administrative Workflows and Document Standardization
The platform automates administrative workflows, technical specification writing, regulatory record drafting, and enterprise communications. These
capabilities allow organizations to compile structured compliance records, regulatory notices, and transactional email templates. 
To maintain transactional provenance across administrative pipelines, dispatch workflows compute cryptographic hash signatures for generated
correspondence. A canonical message string incorporating unique identifiers—such as the Message-ID, sender address, recipient address, reference number,
agency name, and body content—is processed through a SHA-256 hash function. The resulting hash digest is embedded into custom MIME headers (e.g., X-
A[span_127](start_span)[span_127](end_span)LDI-Digest), creating an auditable provenance trail across distributed network nodes. 
Data ingestion pipelines sanitize input records by removing control characters, applying structural regex validations to email string fields, and enforcing field
length limits. Invalid entries are discarded prior to database insertion, while missing reference numbers default to deterministic fallback hashes calculated
from available record metadata. 
Algorithmic Verification and Step-by-Step Mathematical Validation
Google models perform formal logical validation, mathematical calculations, and step-by-step algorithmic verification. The underlying execution engine uses
premise verification rules. When evaluating user assertions, the system independently computes the logical or mathematical ground truth before assessing
the user's claim. This independent calculation prevents the model from inheriting user errors or accepting false premises contained within adversarial
prompts. 

Core Capability AreaFunctional ManifestationTechnical Architecture & Implementation Design
Software DevelopmentUnit/integration testing & mock servers.Socket-level mock server threads & Python test harnesses.
Infrastructure-as-CodeShell wrappers & execution automation.Cryptographic SHA-256 pre-execution integrity checks.
State TrackingCampaign processing & transaction logs.SQLite WAL mode, atomic locks (.lock), retry loops.
Data ProcessingCSV parsing, regex validation, sanitization.HTML entity escaping (html.escape) & string truncation.
Document ProvenanceImmutable regulatory message headers.Canonical payload hashing embedded in X-ALDI-Digest.
Logical VerificationAlgorithmic analysis & formal proofs.Independent premise pre-computation & validation.

System Safety Architecture and Enforcement Infrastructure
Google enforces its capability boundaries through a multi-layered safety architecture that integrates platform-level security frameworks, runtime inspection
engines, identity-based access controls, and contractual enforcement protocols. 
The Secure AI Framework and Operationalization Principles
Google’s Secure AI Framework (SAIF) provides the structural foundation for securing AI deployment environments across their lifecycle. SAIF organizes
security controls around six operational elements: 
Expanding Security Foundations: Adapting infrastructure security protections—such as transport layer encryption, strong identity verification, and network
isolation—to model hosting platforms.
Extending Detection and Response: Integrating AI-specific operational threats (including prompt injections, query flooding, and exfiltration attempts) into
security operations monitoring. 
Automating Defenses: Utilizing machine-learning models to automate threat detection, anomalous payload identification, and real-time incident containment. 
Harmonizing Platform Controls: Ensuring consistent access management, security baselines, and data governance across cloud and multi-agent ecosystems. 
Adapting Controls via Feedback Loops: Continuously updating system defenses through automated red teaming, reinforcement learning, and incident post-
mortems. 
Contextualizing AI Risks: Conducting end-to-end risk assessments aligned with surrounding business processes and organizational workflows. 
SAIF organizes these security controls across four primary structural layers: Data, Infrastructure, Model, and Application. 
Defense-in-Depth Guardrails and Model Armor Technical Integration
Runtime security for model prompts and completions is enforced by specialized proxy firewalls, specifically Model Armor. Positioned between user
applications and backend foundation models, Model Armor executes bidirectional payload inspection. 
In the ingress direction, Model Armor evaluates incoming prompt streams to detect direct jailbreak attempts, indirect prompt injections, adversarial evasions,
and embedded malicious commands. In the egress direction, the system inspects model-generated outputs prior to client transmission. Output scrubbers filter
out leaked sensitive data, PII/PHI strings, toxic language, and unescaped script tags, preventing harmful content from reaching user endpoints. 
Prompt Injection, Jailbreak Defense, and Ephemeral Identity Boundaries
Prompt injection attacks attempt to subvert base safety instructions by introducing malicious directives via untrusted user input or retrieved external
documents. Google mitigates direct and indirect prompt injections through structural instruction isolation, input sanitization, and strict identity boundaries. 
In agentic cloud deployments, traditional static service accounts are replaced with cryptographic Agent Identities governed by Privileged Access Management
(PAM) and Policy-Based Access Control / Privileged Access Boundaries (PAB). These identity boundaries restrict autonomous agents to short-lived, least-
privilege permissions. Even if an indirect prompt injection succeeds in manipulating an agent's internal context, the underlying identity controls prevent the
agent from executing unauthorized API calls, accessing restricted data stores, or taking unapproved external actions. 
Contractual Compliance Enforcement and Service Termination Protocols
Policy compliance is legally enforced through the Google Terms of Service, Generative AI Acceptable Use Policy, and Google Workspace Service-Specific
Terms (SST). Account owners bear legal liability for all AI activities originating from their authenticated enterprise domains. 
Google uses a tiered enforcement escalation framework: 
Tier 1 (Minor / Contextual Violations): Infractions occurring in gray-area prompts trigger automated refusals, educational guidance notifications, and filter
sensitivity adjustments. 
Tier 2 (Repeated / Non-Severe Breaches): Persistent policy violations lead to temporary API rate-limiting, session suspensions, and administrative account
warnings. 
Tier 3 (Severe / Uncurable Infractions): Zero-tolerance violations—such as executing active cyberattacks, distributing malware, harvesting unconsented
personal data, or intentionally bypassing security guardrails—trigger immediate contract termination under Section 8.3 of the Google Cloud Terms. Under this
clause, Google reserves the right to terminate service access immediately without prior notice or opportunity to cure, disconnecting cloud environments and
revoking domain access.
| Architecture Component | Primary Functional Focus | Targeted Threat / Operational Risk | Architectural Layer |
| :--- | :--- | :--- | :--- |
| Model Armor | Bidirectional prompt/output payload screening. | Prompt injections, jailbreaks, PII leakage. | Application / Proxy. |
| Agent Identity & PAM | Ephemeral, just-in-time access management. | Unauthorized agent actions & privilege escalation. | Identity / Access Control. |
| SAIF Risk Framework | End-to-end lifecycle security controls. | Data poisoning, model exfiltration, supply chain tampering. | Governance / Platform. |
| Premise Verification | Independent factual & logical pre-computation. | Hallucination propagation & logical deception. | Core Model Logic. |



| Section 8.3 SST | Unilateral immediate service termination. | Critical legal breaches & platform security threats. | Contractual / Legal. | 
Conclusions
Google’s generative AI ecosystem enforces operational boundaries through a combination of strict policy rules, runtime technical controls, and legal terms. By
separating zero-tolerance prohibited actions from conditional defensive research, the framework maintains rigorous safety controls while supporting
legitimate software engineering, cybersecurity research, and enterprise automation. 
The operationalization of the Secure AI Framework (SAIF), alongside runtime firewalls like Model Armor and ephemeral Agent Identity controls, creates a
layered defense-in-depth architecture. These systems detect and isolate threat vectors—such as prompt injections, data exfiltration, and unauthorized high-risk
automation—before they can compromise core platforms. Consequently, individual users and enterprise organizations can deploy core capabilities within
clearly defined, secure operational boundaries. 


