
June 18, 2026

The Honorable Howard W. Lutnick
United States Secretary of Commerce
U.S. Department of Commerce
1401 Constitution Avenue NW
Washington, D.C. 20230

Re: Recent Application of Export Administration Regulations to the “Claude Mythos 5”
and “Claude Fable 5” Artificial Intelligence (AI) Model

Secretary Lutnick: 
 
On June 12, 2026, the Department of Commerce took action to impose a license requirement on 
the public distribution of a frontier artificial intelligence (AI) model pursuant to its authorities 
under the Export Control Reform Act of 2018. While this action concerned a single AI model, it 
appears to represent a significant new application of export control authorities to advanced AI 
systems and therefore raises important questions for the broader U.S. AI ecosystem, American 
competitiveness, and the future development and deployment of frontier AI technologies.

According to publicly available accounts and discussions with relevant experts, we understand 
that the Department’s action took the form of an “is informed” letter issued under 14 C.F.R. § 
744.22(b), invoking authorities related to emerging and foundational technologies. Furthermore, 
we understand that the action imposed a worldwide license requirement governing exports, 
reexports, and transfers of the affected models to foreign persons. Regardless of the specific 
circumstances surrounding this individual model, the practical effect of such an action appears 
capable of substantially restricting the distribution, deployment, and use of advanced AI models, 
including within the U.S., and may establish a precedent with significant implications for other 
developers, researchers, users, and investors throughout the AI sector.

The implications of this precedent extend well beyond any single company or model. Advanced 
frontier AI systems are increasingly integrated into cybersecurity, national defense, scientific 
research, critical infrastructure, software development, healthcare, and other sectors of strategic 
importance to the U.S. Businesses, public agencies, and researchers have come to rely on these 
technologies to support a wide range of lawful and beneficial activities, including the 
identification and remediation of cybersecurity vulnerabilities. Given the importance of these 
systems to the U.S. economy and national security, we, as members of Congress, have a strong 
interest in understanding the basis for actions that could materially affect the availability and 
deployment of frontier AI capabilities.

We are particularly interested in understanding the standards, criteria, and evidentiary thresholds 
the Department applied in reaching its decision, as well as how those standards may be applied 
going forward. Public reporting suggests that many leading AI systems may possess capabilities 
that overlap in meaningful respects. Accordingly, it is important for Congress, industry 
participants, and the public to understand what principled distinctions, if any, the Department is 



drawing among advanced AI models, how those distinctions are evaluated, and what guidance 
developers can rely upon to assess whether their own systems may become subject to similar 
restrictions in the future.

Greater clarity regarding the Department’s interpretation of its authorities, its evaluation 
methodology, and its intended framework for future actions is essential to ensuring that U.S. 
policy both protects national security interests and preserves America's leadership in the 
development and deployment of advanced AI technologies.
 
Accordingly, we ask that the Department provide us information responsive to the following 
questions: 
 

1. Please confirm that the June 12 letter was issued as an “is informed” notice under 15 
C.F.R. § 744.22(b) and identify every other statutory and regulatory authority on which 
the Department relies, including 50 U.S.C. § 4813(a)(15) and 4817(b)(1). 

2. If so, did the Department comply with the interagency and public notice process required 
by 50 U.S.C. § 4817(b)(2)(B) before identifying those models as an emerging technology
subject to control? If not, on what basis does the Department claim authority to bypass 
that process?

3. What is the factual basis for finding an unacceptable risk of “military intelligence end 
use,” as articulated in §744.22(a)?  

4. Please explain the technical evaluations and red team reports underlying the §744.22(b) 
determination, and identify which Executive Branch components, contractors, or outside 
evaluators who participated in preparing them.

5. Is the capability of concern unique to any specific developer or model? Is that same or 
similar capability present in other publicly available models, including open weight 
models, that remain unrestricted and in public use? Has the Department evaluated all 
models against the same standard? If so, please provide the results of those evaluations. 

6. When did the Department, or any other Executive Branch component, first communicate 
concerns about this particular model to the developer? Through what channel? 

7. Was the developer asked to voluntarily pause, restrict, or remediate before the formal 
directive was issued? When? What was the duration of time between the Department’s 
first communication of concern about the model, and the formal export control directive? 
Was the developer provided with the factual basis underlying the Department’s concern 
and an opportunity to remedy any issues?

8. What specific criteria would the Department rely upon for a rescission of the license 
requirement?  



9. What specific criteria does the Department rely upon for determining whether to restore 
public access to the model through a revision of this decision? What is the timeline for 
that determination?

10. Additionally or alternatively, what specific criteria does the Department rely upon for the 
issuance of a license under Title 50?  What is the timeline for that determination? 

11. In either case, who in the administration decides whether access can be restored? 

12. Has the Department issued, or does it intend to issue, equivalent “is informed” letters to 
any other developer of frontier AI models? If the Department intends to apply this control
generally, will it do so through notice and comment rulemaking and the interagency 
process as required by 50 U.S.C. §4817(b)(2), and on what timeline? 

 
We raise these questions to ensure that consequential actions such as this rest on a sound and 
clearly articulated legal and factual basis. Given the model's continued unavailability and the 
evolving nature of this matter, we respectfully request a response no later than June 26. We 
welcome a briefing, and if necessary, a classified roundtable for our Congressional colleagues.  

Sincerely,

Sam T. Liccardo
Member of Congress

Jay Obernolte
Member of Congress

C. Scott Franklin
Member of Congress

Ted W. Lieu
Member of Congress


