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Zero Trust for Al Agents: The 2026 Enterprise Security Reset

Description

First, enterprise Zero Trust entered a genuine reset during 2025 and 2026. Autonomous Al agents
introduced a new category of principal that traditional Zero Trust architectures were not designed to
govern. Therefore, Three authoritative frameworks landed in rapid succession, including the Anthropic
Zero Trust for Al Agents framework in mid-2026, the Cloud Security Alliance Agentic Trust Framework
in February 2026, and the OWASP Top 10 for Agentic Applications in December 2025. As a result,
CISOs now face a specific decision. Namely, extend existing Zero Trust to cover agents or rebuild Zero
Trust around agent-specific control surfaces.

Second, the numbers driving the reset are unforgiving. Only 47.1 percent of deployed Al agents are
actively monitored or secured per the Gravitee 2026 State of Al Agent Security report. As a result, 68
percent of organizations cannot distinguish human from Al agent activity in their logs per the Cloud
Security Alliance and Aembit survey. Cisco polled its security customers and found that 85 percent are
actively adopting Al agents while only 5 percent report broad production deployments. Consequently,
Governance and security are the primary blocker to broader agentic Al production adoption.
Consequently, this specific gap explains why most enterprise agentic Al initiatives stall between pilot
and production.

The Four Control Surfaces and the Integrated Program

Third, the four Zero Trust control surfaces for Al agents are identity, data, model, and output.
Enforcement now happens at the model gateway rather than at the network perimeter or session
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boundary. In addition, this shift matches the shift where the model gateway also enforces token
budgets, model policy, and agent tool audit for Al cost governance. The same architectural point
handles both security and cost enforcement in modern agentic Al deployments. As a result, mature
architectures now converge security and cost governance at the gateway rather than spreading
enforcement across the network.

Fourth, the enterprises that succeed treat agentic security as an integrated program rather than a bolt-
on. Moreover, security architecture, identity infrastructure, gateway engineering, and cloud foundations
have to advance together, because an agent is only as governable as the weakest of those layers. As
a result, programs handed to fragmented specialists tend to leave gaps exactly where agent risk
concentrates.

Why Traditional Zero Trust Breaks for Al Agents

Enterprise 1AM and PAM were built for a human paradigm that no longer fits how agents authenticate, act, and disappear

THE HUMAN USER PARADIGM THE Al AGENT PARADIGM
HOW ZERO TRUST WAS BUILT WHY ZERO TRUST NEEDS MORE

HOW HUMAN USERS AUTHENTICATE HOW Al AGENTS AUTHENTICATE
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The rule: no Al agent should be trusted by default, regardless of purpose or claimed capability.

Why 2026 Became the Year of the Zero Trust for Al Agents
Reset

Enterprise Zero Trust as a concept dates to 2010 when John Kindervag first proposed the architecture
pattern. Furthermore, the National Institute of Standards and Technology later codified the principles in
Special Publication 800-207 during 2020. The canonical Zero Trust model organized around three
principles including verify explicitly, enforce least privilege, and assume breach. However, the model
was designed around principals that authenticate at a session boundary and take actions inside that
session context. As a result, the model was not designed for autonomous Al agents that operate very
differently.

The Anthropic Framework Publication

First, Anthropic published its Zero Trust for Al Agents framework in mid-2026. For example, the
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framework signals that enterprise security must now account for a different kind of actor: autonomous
systems operating inside trusted workflows, using legitimate access, and taking actions on behalf of
humans. This signal reached Fortune 500 CISOs through mainstream security press including Forbes
Tech Council. For instance, this coverage moved the Zero Trust for Al Agents conversation from
research to executive agenda. Consequently, mature engagements now anchor around the Anthropic
framework as a common language for CISO conversations.

The Cloud Security Alliance Agentic Trust Framework

Second, the Cloud Security Alliance published the Agentic Trust Framework in February 2026. The
ATF translates traditional Zero Trust principles directly to Al agent governance with a specific
formulation. In contrast, the framework states that no Al agent should be trusted by default, regardless
of purpose or claimed capability. The ATF aligns with the OWASP Agentic Security Initiative and the
Coalition for Secure Al. By contrast, the ATF operationalizes threat mitigations identified through the
OWASP Top 10 for Agentic Applications from December 2025. As a result, the ATF provides the
specific governance controls that CISOs can point to during audit preparation.

The OWASP Top 10 for Agentic Applications

Third, OWASP shipped the Top 10 for Agentic Applications-in December 2025 as a peer-reviewed
companion to the established OWASP Top 10 for LLM Applications (2025). The LLM Applications list
supplies the model-level risk codes (LLMO1 through LLM10) referenced below, while the Agentic
Applications list adds agent-specific classes such as excessive and least agency, rogue agents, and
tool misuse. Meanwhile, Prompt injection tops the LLM Applications list as LLMO01, and indirect prompt
injection is the defining agentic threat. Indirect prompt injection describes attacks where an Al agent
ingests external content that contains hostile instructions embedded in the content itself.

Consequently, indirect prompt injection is qualitatively different from traditional input validation because
the attack surface is arbitrary content the agent might process. As a result, defending against LLMO01
requires new architectural patterns rather than just extending existing input sanitization.

The 2026 State of Al Agent Security Data

Fourth, several 2026 surveys quantified the scale of the enterprise Al agent security gap. Similarly, the
Gravitee 2026 State of Al Agent Security report found that only 47.1 percent of deployed Al agents are
actively monitored or secured. A separate Cloud Security Alliance and Aembit study found that 68
percent of organizations cannot clearly distinguish human activity from Al agent activity in their audit
logs. Ultimately, Cisco polled its security customers and found that 85 percent are actively adopting Al
agents while only 5 percent report broad production deployments. Consequently, governance and
security are quantifiably the primary blocker to broader agentic Al production adoption.

The Machine Identity Ratio Shift

Fifth, non-human identities now dramatically outnumber human identities in enterprise environments.
Some enterprises report a 109-to-1 machine-to-human identity ratio when counting service accounts,
APIs, cloud workloads, containers, RPA bots, and Al agents. In short, most legacy IAM platforms were
designed around human users with machine identities as secondary concerns. This ratio shift means

Page 3
https://lwww.practicallogix.com



PRACTICAL LOGIX
155 N Lake Ave Pasadena CA 91101 | +1 626-217-2650 | info@practicallogix.com

that treating machine identity governance as a secondary concern is no longer viable. As a result,
mature engagements now treat machine and agent identity governance as a first-class concern
alongside human identity work.

The 2026 Zero Trust for Al Inflection in Numbers

Metric 2024 baseline 2026 reality Source
Deployed agents activel Gravitee 2026
ploy 9 y N/A tracked 47.1% State of Al Agent

monitored )

Security
Orgs distinguishing human vs .
agent N/A tracked Only 32% CSA + Aembit 2026
Orgs adopting Al agents <25% 85% Clsco security

customer poll 2026
Orgs with broad agent

. <5% Only 5% Cisco 2026
production
gzghme—to-human identity 101 typical 109:1 in some enterprises Industry data 2026
OWAS P LLMOL (prompt Not tracked #1 agent risk OWASP Top 10 for
injection) Agentic Apps
CSA Agentic Trust None Published Feb 2, 2026 Clqud Security
Framework Alliance

. . . Anthropic + Forbes
Anthropic ZT for Al Agents None Published mid-2026

coverage

Why Traditional Zero Trust Breaks for Al Agents

First, traditional Zero Trust was designed around three principals: human users, service accounts, and
network workloads. That said, IAM systems govern human users at a session boundary. PAM systems
vault secrets for stable service accounts. In particular, Network security tools guard perimeters defined
by topology. However, Al agents operate between these three layers in ways that none of the existing
control layers can observe. Consequently, the gap between the layers is where Al agent risk now
concentrates.

The Session Boundary Problem

IAM systems were built to authenticate human users at a session boundary. On the other hand, once a
session is established, the user operates inside the session context until they log out. However, Al
agents do not have a stable session boundary in the traditional sense. Agents spawn sub-tasks that
may inherit or extend permissions from the original session. Nevertheless, agents may authenticate
with credentials they do not fully control. As a result, session-boundary security controls that work for
humans do not translate cleanly to agent behavior.
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The Credential Ownership Problem

Second, PAM systems were built to vault secrets for accounts that authenticate to known systems on
known schedules. PAM assumes the account owner controls credential lifecycle. However, Al agents
often authenticate with credentials injected at runtime rather than credentials the agent itself owns.
Above all, this pattern means that traditional PAM policy around credential rotation, ownership
attestation, and access review does not apply cleanly. Consequently, mature engagements now design
credential ownership patterns specifically for agentic Al rather than defaulting to service-account
patterns.

The Behavioral Predictability Problem

Third, human users exhibit behavioral patterns that security systems can baseline. Humans operate on
predictable schedules, access predictable resources, and make decisions with contextual judgment. In
practice, Deviations from baseline can indicate compromise. However, Al agents can shift behavior
dramatically based on prompts and inputs. An agent that normally processes customer service tickets
can be pushed toward destructive actions through indirect prompt injection. Consequently, behavioral
baselines that catch compromised human users may miss compromised or misdirected agents.

The Ephemeral Actor Problem

Fourth, human users authenticate, act, and remain identifiable across sessions and days. At the same
time, this persistence lets security systems build attribution and audit trails. However, Al agents often
authenticate for a specific task, complete the task, and disappear. This ephemeral pattern makes audit
and attribution harder because the actor may not exist when investigators arrive. Of course, session-
level audit at the model gateway becomes essential for capturing what happened before the agent
disappeared. As a result, Mature architectures capture full session data at the gateway rather than
relying on post-hoc reconstruction.

Traditional ZT assumption Al agent reality Required adaptation

Session at login time No stable session boundary Enforcement at model gateway
Credentials owned by principal Credentials injected at runtime OAuth 2.0 identity injection
Predictable behavior baselines Behavior shifts with prompts Behavioral baselines + drift detect
Persistent actor identity Ephemeral tasks disappear Session-level audit capture
Judgment + context awareness No judgment, machine speed  Human-in-loop for high-impact
Perimeter defined by topology Actions span system boundaries Gateway as new perimeter

The Four Zero-Trust Control Surfaces for Al Agents

First, the four Zero Trust control surfaces for Al agents are identity, data, model, and output. All four
surfaces are enforced at the model gateway rather than at the network perimeter or session boundary.
Indeed, this consolidation matches the pattern where the model gateway also enforces cost
governance for Al workloads. The same architectural point handles both security and cost enforcement
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in modern agentic Al deployments. As a result, Mature architectures converge security and cost
governance at the gateway.

The Four Zero-Trust Control Surfaces for Al Agents

Enforcement happens at the model gateway, not the network perimeter — identity, data, model, and output all verified in-band

EXTERNAL Al AGENTS & AUTONOMOUS WORKFLOWS
Claude for Enterprise - M365 Copilot - Custom Tool-Calling Agents « MCP-C d Assistants - RE Agents

THE 2026 ENFORCEMENT POINT

Al Model Gateway (New

Nat

SURFACE 1 SURFACE 2 SURFACE 3 SURFACE 4

Identity Data Model Output

What it verifies

Failure mode blocked
Ingire

THE 2026 REGULATORY + INDUSTRY SIGNALS

Anthropic ZT for Al Agents CSA Agentic Trust Framewark OWASP Top 10 Agentic Apps

Surface 1: Identity Enforcement

More broadly, identity enforcement verifies that the agent has proven non-human identity, human-user
attribution, and appropriate authorization scope. This includes OAuth 2.0 identity injection where
agents act on behalf of specific users with user-level permissions enforced on every tool call. In turn,
this pattern lets enterprises maintain human-user accountability even when agents execute the actions.
Consequently, mature architectures use OAuth 2.0 identity injection as the reference pattern rather
than defaulting to service account credentials that lack user attribution.

Surface 2: Data Enforcement

Second, data enforcement verifies that data flowing through the agent respects classification, DLP,
and least-privilege scoping. This includes PII detection and redaction on prompts before they reach
external providers. Even so, this includes data classification tags that prevent confidential information
from leaving the enterprise boundary through agent tool calls. This pattern requires the gateway to
inspect agent traffic in-band rather than relying on post-hoc audit. As a result, mature implementations
always deploy DLP infrastructure at the gateway rather than treating it as a follow-on hardening layer.

Surface 3: Model Enforcement

Third, model enforcement verifies model provenance, defends against prompt injection, and validates
model version compliance. Notably, this defends against OWASP LLMO1 indirect prompt injection
where hostile content embedded in ingested materials attempts to manipulate the agent. This includes
jailoreak defense and model version pinning for regulatory compliance. What is more, this surface is
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genuinely new because traditional security architectures had no equivalent enforcement point.
Consequently, mature architectures include model enforcement as a first-class gateway capability
rather than as a plugin extension.

Surface 4: Output Enforcement

Fourth, output enforcement verifies tool-call authorization and validates action outputs against
schemas and policy. This includes per-call authorization scoped to the invoking user and workflow
rather than blanket agent permissions. As such, this includes action approval workflows for high-impact
operations that should require human confirmation. This pattern prevents the class of failures where
agents take destructive actions without appropriate approval or audit trail. As a result, Mature
architectures require per-call tool authorization rather than accepting deployment-level permissions.

The Gateway as Convergence Point

Fifth, the model gateway is where all four control surfaces converge. However, this is not merely a
security convenience. The same gateway also enforces cost policy, model routing, and observability
capture for Al operations. Therefore, this convergence pattern matches the pattern documented in the
Al TCO Reckoning where the gateway became the enforcement point for token budgets.
Consequently, mature architectures now specify a unified gateway for both security and cost
governance rather than treating them as separate infrastructure layers.

“The gateway is the new trust perimeter for Al agents. Identity, data, model, and output policy all get
enforced at the gateway, not at the network edge and not at the session boundary.”

— PracticalLogix DevSecOps + Custom Al Development

Not sure whether your deployed agents are covered against the OWASP agentic risks? PracticalLogix
runs an Agentic Security Threat Model Assessment — an OWASP-based review of your agent
inventory, identity attribution, prompt-injection defenses, and gateway control surfaces, with a
prioritized roadmap. Talk to our DevSecOps team to scope it.

The OWASP Top 10 for Agentic Applications and What It
Actually Means

First, OWASP shipped the Top 10 for Agentic Applications in December 2025, a peer-reviewed
companion to the established OWASP Top 10 for LLM Applications (2025). The LLM Applications list
supplies the model-level risk codes (LLMO1 through LLM10) that this section references, while the
Agentic Applications list adds agent-specific classes such as excessive and least agency, rogue
agents, and tool misuse rather than renumbering the LLM list. As a result, Prompt injection tops the
LLM Applications list as LLMO1, and indirect prompt injection is the defining agentic threat. As a result,
mature engagements now use both OWASP lists together as the standard threat-model reference
during agent security audits.

LLMO1L: Indirect Prompt Injection
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Indirect prompt injection describes attacks where hostile instructions are embedded in content the
agent ingests rather than in the user prompt itself. Consequently, this attack works because agents
often cannot distinguish between trusted instructions from users and untrusted instructions embedded
in retrieved content. This vulnerability affects any agent that processes external content including web
pages, documents, emails, or database records. For example, the EchoLeak vulnerability (CVE-2025-
32711) was a zero-click indirect prompt injection against Microsoft 365 Copilot, where a crafted email
planted hidden instructions the agent later executed. Consequently, defending against LLMO1 requires
architectural discipline rather than user awareness training. As a result, Mature architectures separate
instruction context from content context at the gateway layer.

LLMO2 through LLMO04: Data Handling Risks

Second, the middle tier of the OWASP LLM Applications list covers data-handling risks including
sensitive information disclosure, insecure output handling, and training data poisoning. In addition,
these risks map directly to the data enforcement surface at the model gateway. DLP infrastructure at
the gateway addresses the sensitive information disclosure class of risks. Moreover, output validation
schemas address the insecure output handling class of risks. Training data poisoning requires supply
chain discipline that extends beyond the gateway. Consequently, Mature architectures address these
risks with a combination of gateway controls and supply chain governance.

LLMOS5 through LLMO7: Access and Authorization Risks

Third, the next tier of the OWASP LLM Applications list covers access and authorization risks including
improper output handling, agent-to-agent communication risks, and excessive agency. Furthermore,
Excessive agency describes agents given too much authorization for the tasks they actually perform.
This failure mode manifests when agents can take destructive actions without appropriate authorization
scoping. For example, Per-call tool authorization scoped to the invoking user addresses this class of
risks. As a result, Mature implementations always design per-call authorization rather than deployment-
time authorization.

LLMO8 through LLM10: Supply Chain and Emergent Risks

Fourth, the last tier of the OWASP LLM Applications list covers supply chain vulnerabilities, model
theft, and emergent risks specific to agentic architectures. These risks require governance discipline
beyond the gateway. For instance, this includes model provenance verification, SBOM discipline for Al
dependencies, and monitoring for emergent agent behaviors. These risks require ongoing threat
modeling rather than one-time architectural design. Consequently, Mature agent security programs
include ongoing threat modeling as sustained operational discipline.

OWASP LLM Top 10

Risk description Gateway enforcement surface
category
!_ITMO_1: Indirect prompt Hostile instructions in ingested Model surface + instruction sanitization
injection content
L!_MOZ: Sensitive info Confidential data leaves via Data surface + DLP + Pl redaction
disclosure agent
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Output unsafe for downstream

Insecure output handling Output surface + validation schema

use
LL.MOA'.: Training data Model corrupted at training Supply chain + provenance discipline
poisoning
Model theft Model IP exfiltrated Identity + rate limiting + audit
LLMO6: Excessive agency Agent authorization too broad  Output surface + per-call authz
LLMO7: Prompt leakage System prompts exposed Model surface + prompt confidentiality
LLMO8 to 10: Supply chain Third-party + novel risks Governance + ongoing threat modeling
+ emergent

The 2026 Agentic Al Security Platform Landscape

First, the agentic Al security platform market matured significantly during 2025 and 2026. In contrast,
Major security vendors including Cisco, Anthropic, Aembit, Zentera, and DTEX shipped agentic
security capabilities. Dedicated Al security startups including Prompt Security, Lakera, and CalypsoAl
reached commercial maturity. By contrast, the model gateway vendors documented in the Al TCO
Reckoning increasingly ship security capabilities alongside cost governance. As a result, enterprise
buyers now face a mature but crowded landscape.

Cisco Al Defense and Duo

Cisco launched Al Defense and extended Duo to govern Al agent identity and behavioral protection.
Meanwhile, this positioning leverages Cisco existing installed base for extended agent security
coverage. Cisco Al Defense combines identity discovery, access enforcement, and runtime behavioral
protection to govern how agents operate across enterprise systems. Consequently, Cisco Al Defense
is the natural evaluation for organizations already standardized on Cisco security infrastructure.

Anthropic and Model-Provider Security

Second, model providers including Anthropic now ship their own agent security frameworks. Similarly,
Anthropic Zero Trust for Al Agents provides model-provider-native security patterns. This positioning is
particularly strong for enterprises deploying Claude for Enterprise. Ultimately, model-provider-native
security has advantages including deep integration with the model behavior itself. However, model-
provider-native security has limitations including lock-in to a single provider. Consequently, mature
engagements evaluate model-provider security alongside vendor-neutral alternatives.

Aembit and Non-Human ldentity Governance
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Third, Aembit specializes in non-human identity governance for agents and workloads. Aembit
addresses the credential ownership problem by providing centralized non-human identity infrastructure.
In short, Aembit integration with major IAM platforms lets enterprises extend existing identity
governance to non-human principals. This positioning is particularly strong for enterprises with mature
IAM programs looking to extend to agents. As a result, Aembit is a strong fit for organizations with
mature 1AM foundations.

Zentera and Session-Level Control

Fourth, Zentera provides session-level control for agentic Al through the ColP Platform and Virtual
Chambers microsegmentation. That said, this positioning addresses the ephemeral actor problem by
capturing full session data at policy enforcement points. Zentera Ensage Al extends this coverage
specifically for agentic workloads. In particular, this approach works well for regulated industries that
need full session capture for compliance. Consequently, Zentera is a strong fit for regulated industries
with heavy session-capture and compliance requirements.

The Gateway Vendors with Security Extensions

Fifth, the Al gateway vendors documented in the Al TCO Reckoning increasingly ship security
capabilities alongside cost governance. TrueFoundry, Portkey, Kong, and others now include prompt
injection detection, PII redaction, and jailbreak defense as gateway features. On the other hand, this
convergence matches the architectural pattern where gateway becomes the enforcement point for both
security and cost. This positioning is particularly strong for enterprises that want unified gateway
infrastructure rather than separate security and cost tools. As a result, gateway vendors are worth
evaluating as security platforms alongside dedicated security specialists.

Platform category Best positioned for Distinctive capability
Cisco Al Defense + Duo Cisco-standardized security _Identlty + behavioral protection
estates integration
Anthropic ZT for Al Claude for Enterprise Model-provider-native security patterns
Agents deployments
Aembit Mature IAM programs extending Non-human identity governance
to agents
Zentera ColP + Ensage  Regulated industries needing full Session-level capture +
Al session microsegmentation
TrueFoundry Al Gateway Eg:rpnses unifying security + MCP + LLM traffic + governance
Portkey / Prisma AIRS EI_IMCJ)?Lbreak defense with Guardrails + observability + compliance

Prompt Security / Lakera Focused prompt injection defense Deep LLMO1 attack surface coverage

The Six Recurring Enterprise Agentic Security Failure Patterns
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First, we have diagnosed the same six failure patterns across dozens of enterprise agentic Al security
audits. Nevertheless, the failure patterns repeat whether the client is a Fortune 500 or mid-market
SaaS. These failure modes are largely avoidable when enterprise leaders recognize them upfront. As a
result, we review this list at the start of every agentic security engagement.

The Enterprise Agentic Security Failure Matrix

The six recurring patterns PracticalLogix diagnoses during agentic Al security audits — and what separates enterprises that scale agents safely

SIX RECURRING AGENTIC SECURITY FAILURES

o Human ZT extended to agents o No agent-to-human attribution o No prompt injection defense o Tool-call authz missing

Deploying agents without Agents can call any tool without
2 LLMO1

Applying 1AM +PAM designed for Agents act without provable
huma enticate. attri

0 No session-level audit o No behavioral baselines

I calls,

Nob: vhat normal

HOW PRACTICALLOGIX AVOIDS THESE FAILURES

Nearly two decades of enterprise custom software and DevSecOps. Specifically, Practicall ogix pairs agentic Al security architecturewith the DevsecOpsdiscipline that Zero Trust for AT Agentsetually requires.

1. Agent-Native ZT 2. Identity Injection
OAuth user
attribut

3. Gateway Enforcement 4.Per-Call Authorization 5. Session-Level Audit
4 control arced ed [ .

Téo aped o Fu pt -+ call + result

Failure 1: Human Zero Trust Extended to Agents

Above all, the most common agentic security failure is applying IAM and PAM patterns designed for
humans to agents that authenticate, act, and disappear differently. This manifests as “we just gave
agents service account credentials” as the security strategy statement. In practice, this pattern ignores
the specific ways agent behavior diverges from human behavior. As a result, Mature engagements
always design agent-native Zero Trust rather than extending existing human patterns.

Failure 2: No Agent-to-Human Attribution

Second, deploying agents without provable attribution to the human user on whose behalf they operate
is a persistent failure pattern. This manifests when 68 percent of organizations cannot distinguish
human from Al agent activity in their audit logs. At the same time, this pattern makes both incident
response and compliance audit dramatically harder. Consequently, mature implementations always
deploy OAuth 2.0 identity injection with human-user attribution rather than agent-only authentication.

Failure 3: No Prompt Injection Defense

Third, deploying agents without defense for OWASP LLMOL1 indirect prompt injection is a critical failure
pattern. This manifests when agents ingest external content without instruction sanitization or context
separation. Of course, this pattern ignores the top-ranked risk in the OWASP Top 10 for Agentic
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Applications. As a result, mature engagements always include prompt injection defense as day-one
architecture rather than as follow-on hardening.

Failure 4: Tool-Call Authorization Missing

Fourth, deploying agents where permissions are defined once at deployment rather than per-call is a
common failure pattern. This manifests when agents can call any tool without per-call authorization
scoped to the invoking user and workflow. Indeed, this pattern produces the excessive agency risk that
OWASP LLMO06 documents. Consequently, Mature implementations require per-call tool authorization
as an architectural design principle.

Failure 5: No Session-Level Audit

Fifth, deploying agents without full session-level audit at the model gateway is a persistent failure
pattern. This manifests when only 47.1 percent of deployed agents are actively monitored per Gravitee
2026 data. More broadly, this pattern makes both incident investigation and compliance audit
dramatically harder. Session-level audit captures prompts, responses, tool calls, and tool results
comprehensively. As a result, Mature architectures capture full session data at the gateway rather than
relying on partial audit.

Failure 6: No Behavioral Baselines

Sixth, deploying agents without behavioral baselines for anomaly detection is a compounding failure
pattern. In turn, this manifests when enterprises have no way to answer “is this agent acting outside its
normal operational range” during incident response. This pattern reflects the absence of the runtime
behavioral protection that agentic security actually requires. Consequently, Mature engagements
include behavioral baseline establishment alongside gateway deployment.

Failure pattern Symptom Prevention discipline
Human ZT extended to Agents J’L’JSt get service Agent-native ZT design
agents accounts
e 0 o
No _age_nt to-human 68% cannot distinguish human OAuth 2.0 identity injection
attribution Vs agent
No prompt injection defense EXte”‘."’?‘ content ingested Model surface + context separation
unsanitized
qul-_call authorization Deployment-time permissions Per-call scoped authorization
missing only
. : 47.1% monitored (Gravitee :
No session-level audit 2026) Full session capture at gateway
: . Cannot detect anomalous : . .
No behavioral baselines Baseline + drift detection

agent behavior

How PracticalLogix Approaches Enterprise Agentic Al Security
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First, PracticalLogix has been delivering enterprise custom software and DevSecOps for nearly two
decades from our Pasadena, California headquarters. Even so, our 2026 practices pair agentic Al
security architecture with the software engineering and DevSecOps discipline that Zero Trust for Al
Agents actually requires. We bring vendor-neutral evaluation across Al security platforms, identity
infrastructure, and gateway vendors so recommendations match actual client architecture rather than
preferred partner catalogs.

The PracticalLogix Agentic Security Engagement Pattern

Notably, our agentic security engagements follow a repeatable four-phase pattern. First, discovery
covers current agent inventory, OWASP Top 10 threat model assessment, and identity governance
readiness evaluation. This phase produces the agentic security roadmap that all subsequent work
executes against. Second, architecture design maps the security ambition to concrete gateway design,
four-control-surface implementation, and identity infrastructure. Third, delivery executes the gateway
deployment, DLP infrastructure, per-call authorization implementation, and session-level audit work in
the sequence discovery established. Fourth, operations transitions the delivered capabilities to
sustained production use with ongoing threat modeling and behavioral baseline refinement.

Why Vendor Neutrality Matters for Agentic Security

Fifth, PracticalLogix does not resell security licenses, receive commissions from Al security vendors, or
maintain preferred-partner catalogs. What is more, we evaluate each component against client
architecture and recommend the fit that actually serves security outcomes rather than the fit that
maximizes our margin. This vendor-neutral posture is uncommon in the systems integrator market
where preferred-partner economics distort recommendation logic. As such, this neutrality matters most
acutely in agentic security work because the vendor landscape is changing quarterly. Consequently,
our recommendations reflect what fits the client architecture rather than what fits our vendor
relationships.

The CISO and CTO Playbook for the Next Ninety Days

First, commission an OWASP Top 10 for Agentic Applications threat model assessment against your
current agent inventory. Most enterprises discover during assessment that they have deployed agents
without addressing the top-ranked LLMO1 indirect prompt injection risk. However, this discovery drives
the agentic security business case and prevents the class of failures where teams optimize the wrong
workstream. As a result, threat model assessment is the highest-leverage 30-day investment for any
CISO evaluating agentic security programs.

Second, converge agentic security enforcement at the model gateway rather than spreading it across
the network. The same gateway that enforces cost policy also enforces the four Zero Trust control
surfaces. Therefore, gateway convergence dramatically simplifies both security and cost governance
compared to spreading enforcement across multiple infrastructure layers. Consequently, gateway
convergence is one of the highest-leverage architectural decisions for enterprise agentic Al.

Third, deploy OAuth 2.0 identity injection with human-user attribution before scaling agents into
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production. This pattern addresses the 68 percent gap where organizations cannot distinguish human
from Al agent activity. As a result, this attribution is a prerequisite for both incident response and
compliance audit. As a result, identity injection belongs in the architecture design phase rather than the
follow-on hardening program.

Authorization, Audit, and Partner Selection

Fourth, require per-call tool authorization scoped to the invoking user rather than deployment-time
authorization. Deployment-time authorization produces the excessive agency risk that OWASP LLMO06
documents. Consequently, Per-call authorization is a design principle that must be built in during
architecture rather than retrofitted after deployment. Consequently, per-call authorization belongs in the
first-week design conversations of any enterprise agentic Al initiative.

Fifth, capture full session-level audit at the model gateway including prompts, responses, tool calls,
and tool results. This addresses the 47.1 percent monitoring gap documented by Gravitee 2026. In
addition, session-level audit is essential for both incident investigation and compliance audit in
regulated industries. As a result, session-level audit architecture belongs in the gateway design phase
rather than as a follow-on addition.

Finally, pair your agentic security partner selection with your program ambition. Security specialist
vendors deliver excellent security-specific work but often lack the software engineering depth that
agentic architectures require. Moreover, Systems integrators deliver software engineering depth but
often lack vendor-neutral security evaluation. Consequently, PracticalLogix has built a practice
specifically to deliver integrated agentic security programs with vendor-neutral evaluation and software
engineering discipline. As a result, we deliver both the security depth and the cross-practice
coordination that 2026 agentic security programs demand.

Frequently Asked Questions

Implementation note: mark up this section with FAQPage structured data (schema.org) to qualify for
featured-snippet and rich-result eligibility on these high-intent queries.

What is Zero Trust for Al agents?

Zero Trust for Al agents extends the classic “never trust, always verify” model to autonomous, non-
human principals. Traditional Zero Trust assumes a principal authenticates at a session boundary and
acts within that session; agents break that assumption — they authenticate for a task, act across
system boundaries at machine speed, and often disappear afterward. The 2026 approach enforces
four control surfaces (identity, data, model, output) at the model gateway rather than at the network
perimeter, and treats machine and agent identity as a first-class concern rather than an afterthought.

What is indirect prompt injection, and why is it the top agent risk?
Indirect prompt injection is an attack where hostile instructions are hidden inside content an agent

ingests — a web page, document, email, or database record — rather than typed by the user. It works
because agents often cannot distinguish trusted instructions from untrusted instructions embedded in
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retrieved content. It is prompt injection (LLMO1) at the top of the OWASP Top 10 for LLM Applications,
and the defining threat in the Agentic Applications list. The EchoLeak vulnerability (CVE-2025-32711)
showed it working zero-click against Microsoft 365 Copilot. Defending against it requires architectural
separation of instruction and content context, not user-awareness training.

What is the difference between the OWASP LLM Top 10 and the Agentic Top 10?

They are two related but distinct OWASP lists. The Top 10 for LLM Applications (2025) catalogs model-
level risks with codes LLMO1 through LLM10 — prompt injection, sensitive information disclosure,
improper output handling, excessive agency, and so on. The Top 10 for Agentic Applications (2026) is
a separate, peer-reviewed companion that adds risks specific to autonomous, tool-using, multi-agent
systems — concepts like least agency, rogue agents, tool misuse, and memory poisoning. Agentic
systems inherit the LLM risks and add these new classes, so a complete threat model references both.

What is OAuth 2.0 identity injection for agents?

OAuth 2.0 identity injection is a pattern where an agent acts on behalf of a specific human user, with
that user’s permissions enforced on every tool call, rather than operating under a shared service-
account credential that carries no user attribution. It directly addresses the gap where organizations
cannot distinguish human from Al-agent activity in their logs, because every agent action traces back
to an accountable human. It is the reference identity pattern for the identity control surface at the
gateway.

Why does traditional Zero Trust break for Al agents?

Because it was designed around human users and stable service accounts. Human IAM assumes a
session boundary; agents spawn sub-tasks and may inherit or extend permissions with no stable
session. PAM assumes the account owner controls the credential lifecycle; agents often authenticate
with credentials injected at runtime. Behavioral baselines assume predictable schedules; an agent’s
behavior can shift dramatically based on prompts and inputs. And attribution assumes a persistent
actor; agents complete a task and disappear. Each of those gaps requires an agent-native adaptation,
enforced at the model gateway.

Talk to the PracticalLogix DevSecOps + Custom Al
Development Team

PracticalLogix has been delivering enterprise custom software and DevSecOps for nearly two decades
from our Pasadena, California headquarters. Our 2026 practice helps CISOs, CTOs, and Heads of
Security execute Zero Trust for Al Agents programs that account for the four control surfaces, OWASP
Top 10 threats, and regulatory pressure. We bring integrated delivery across DevSecOps, Custom Al
Development, Custom Software Development, and Cloud Engineering so agentic security programs
receive one accountable partner rather than a stack of specialists to coordinate.

Engage with PracticalLogix in any of four ways:

e Agentic Security Threat Model Assessment — a focused engagement to evaluate your current
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agent inventory against the OWASP Top 10 for Agentic Applications and produce a prioritized
security roadmap.

e Model Gateway Security Architecture Program — end-to-end architecture design and delivery
covering identity injection, data enforcement, prompt injection defense, and tool-call authorization.

e OAuth 2.0 Identity Injection Rollout — targeted engagement to deploy human-user attribution
infrastructure that closes the 68 percent gap where enterprises cannot distinguish human from Al
agent activity.

¢ Full-Lifecycle Agentic Al Security Program — integrated program delivery covering all four control
surfaces, OWASP Top 10 mitigations, and organizational design across DevSecOps, Custom Al
Development, and Cloud Engineering.
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