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Abstract

The early World Cup counter-drone record offers an unusually public encounter between security promises and daily
institutional work. On June 18, Reuters reported officials' accounts of more than fifty seized drones and more than 150
incursions into prohibited airspace. Those totals establish reported enforcement activity, while leaving intent,
completeness, and system performance unresolved. This essay places them alongside Kansas City preparations, the
FAA's differentiated restrictions, the FCC's narrowly defined toy-drone exclusion, and new industrial production plans.
It argues that the tournament's most durable security contribution could be a usable account of how different agencies
and technologies performed together. Such an account must retain uncertainty, legal disposition, and local context.
Without it, a national stress test can produce abundant promotional material while leaving the next host city to relearn
the same lessons.

Fifty seizures and an unfinished explanation

The first reassuring number is also the first difficult question. On June 18, Reuters reported Homeland Security
Secretary Markwayne Mullin's statement that United States agencies had seized more than fifty drones near World
Cup sites since the tournament began the previous week. The same report cited the department's account of more
than 150 incursions into prohibited airspace at eight game locations, including three dozen incidents in Atlanta. A
joint federal-city team in Kansas City was reported to have intercepted eight drones on Wednesday around the
stadium and fan festival.[1]

These are significant accounts of activity during a live public event. They indicate that the restrictions are
encountering actual aircraft and that agencies are taking action. They do not, by themselves, establish how many
hostile operations were prevented. A pilot seeking an unauthorized photograph, a careless recreational operator,
and a person preparing deliberate harm can each violate protected airspace. Their legal and operational
significance can differ substantially. Calling every seizure an attack would add a conclusion the reported numbers
do not supply. Calling the flights harmless would be just as careless when an investigation has not established
intent.

The two national totals should also resist being turned into a simple success percentage. The reporting does not
establish a common, fully reconciled cohort in which every recorded incursion has a corresponding final
disposition. It does not tell us whether repeated observations were combined, whether a flight crossed several
zones, or whether an aircraft was seized later on the ground. Dividing fifty by 150 might produce an attractive
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fraction, but it would not produce a measured interception rate. Arithmetic cannot repair a missing definition of
what was counted.

This is a familiar problem made unusually visible by the tournament. The public wants to know whether a security
operation is working. Officials understandably report tangible actions. Vendors can point to participation in a
demanding event. Each has an incentive to speak in terms that can be understood quickly. Yet the most legible
number can be several steps away from the performance question. A seizure is concrete and reportable. The
number of aircraft that went undetected is harder to know, and the number of dangerous intentions deterred before
a flight began may be harder still.

The answer is not to withhold all judgment until an impossible perfect record exists. It is to explain the judgment
at the level the evidence supports. The June 18 account supports a finding of reported incursions and enforcement
across multiple sites. It supports concern that a publicized restriction does not eliminate unauthorized flight. It also
supports a practical question: what happened between first observation, identification, response, and final
disposition? That sequence is where a security institution learns whether its equipment and authority actually
worked together.

The World Cup is therefore a national counter-UAS stress test in a precise institutional sense. It brings a common
mission to different cities, under a compressed schedule and sustained public attention. It exposes interfaces
among agencies, rules, operators, and technologies. It is not a controlled experiment: the sites and incidents differ,
and no ethical evaluation would manufacture danger to make them comparable. Its value lies in the opportunity to
preserve what real operations reveal without pretending those operations automatically generate a clean national
performance score.

A national mission assembled locally

The preparations in Kansas City show the mixture of national resources and local practice. A June 9 War
Department account described a visit by Joint Interagency Task Force 401 to meet federal, state, and local
partners. The accompanying photographs identify the visit as May 20. That distinction matters: the publication
described preparations, not a result achieved during a match. It reported meetings at Arrowhead Stadium and fan
zones with police, fire, emergency management, intelligence, aviation, and federal law-enforcement
participants.[2]

The department said it was enabling access to more than $100 million in counter-UAS capabilities for the event. It
described mobile technologies for stadiums and fan zones across eleven cities in nine states, input into DHS- and
FBI-led protection plans, and support for training at the FBI's National Counter-UAS Training Center. The figure
is an agency account of capabilities and support. It should not be converted into a claim that each city received an
equal cash allocation, that all the money bought the same equipment, or that the equipment had already produced a
specified operational result.[2]

Mobility makes sense for a tournament spread across changing venues and dates. It also means that a system's
environment is part of the capability. Buildings, roads, crowd movement, background radio traffic, and local
aviation activity vary. A sensor that has a clear view in one position may encounter obstruction in another. Staff
may have different experience with the software or with the agency receiving a referral. A national purchase can
supply common equipment while leaving these differences unresolved. Local integration is not an administrative
afterthought; it is part of what the public is paying to make work.

This creates a particularly valuable kind of comparison. Host cities can identify which difficulties recur across
sites and which arise from local conditions. A repeated handoff delay may indicate a shared procedural problem. A
blind area specific to one venue may call for a different placement or supplementary observation. The purpose is
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not to rank cities with a crude league table. It is to make a remedy travel to the places that can use it. A national
operation loses much of its value if every local lesson remains trapped in a contractor's report or an individual
shift's memory.

Quiet operations deserve a place in that comparison too. A site with few recorded incidents may have
communicated restrictions effectively, benefited from lower surrounding activity, or encountered aircraft its
systems did not observe. An unusually busy site may have stronger observation rather than weaker deterrence.
Those possibilities cannot be distinguished by comparing totals alone. Reviewers should examine the preparation
and operating conditions associated with each result and resist rewarding a low number simply because it looks
reassuring. The practical objective is to discover what other cities should repeat. An unexplained absence of
reported trouble is a reason to investigate successful practice, rather than assume that either the equipment or the
publicity deserves all the credit.

The ordinary labor is substantial. People must agree on who watches an alert, who checks whether a flight is
authorized, who can make a lawful intervention, and who records the outcome. They must do it through shift
changes and overlapping events. A successful official visit can help establish relationships and clarify
responsibilities. It cannot test all the pressure of a live incident. The relevant question after an operation is which
parts of the prepared arrangement held up, which required improvisation, and whether the improvisation should
become an improved procedure or be recognized as an avoidable failure.

There is a humane reason to preserve that detail. An exhausted operator facing a confusing screen should not
become the default explanation for every institutional weakness. Nor should a technically sophisticated system
absorb credit for a result achieved by an officer who found and contacted a pilot on the ground. The account
should describe the contributions of people, procedures, and tools accurately. Otherwise the after-action story can
protect the wrong investment and leave the next team with exactly the same burden.

A boundary in airspace and a category in a rule

The FAA's May 28 announcement set out different restrictions for different World Cup locations. Stadium
match-day restrictions extended three nautical miles and to 3,000 feet above ground level, with authorization
qualifications. Designated fan-event restrictions extended one nautical mile and to 1,000 feet, with their own
authorization provision. Team sites and other locations required attention to additional restrictions and current
notices. The agency warned of fines up to $100,000, confiscation, and potential criminal charges for unauthorized
operations.[3]

Those distinctions should survive into any operational record. A flight can be unauthorized because of where and
when it occurs even if its aircraft is an ordinary consumer product. A permitted media operation can look
superficially similar to a prohibited one on a sensor display. The system therefore needs more than an object
category. It needs access to the relevant authorization context, or a procedure for obtaining it. Classification as a
drone is an observation about an aircraft. Classification as an unauthorized flight is a judgment involving the
applicable rule and the operation's circumstances.

Public communication belongs in the operational design for the same reason. An operator who sees a general
warning about stadiums may not understand the separate fan-event boundary or the importance of a changing date.
Clear information will not stop a determined adversary, but it can reduce avoidable violations and leave
responders with fewer cases to resolve. A city should assess whether the notice reached the people likely to fly,
whether maps were intelligible, and whether authorized users knew whom to contact. This is prevention work,
even though it produces no dramatic interception footage. The June figures do not establish that communication
failed; they make its contribution worth examining alongside the contribution of sensors.
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Legal powers are similarly differentiated. The War Department account describes its support for protection plans
led by DHS and the FBI. The FAA announcement describes federal law-enforcement intervention. These
institutional roles do not authorize every person participating in an event to take the same action. A commercial
system may be capable of interference that its purchaser is not entitled to perform. Clear handoffs protect both the
public and the responding officer. When a venue's plan treats legal authority as something assumed to be
somewhere in the room, a technical alert can become an institutional emergency of its own.

The FCC's June 15 toy-drone action illuminates the difference between regulating a product and controlling a
particular flight. Following a War Department determination received June 12, the FCC's Public Safety and
Homeland Security Bureau removed a specifically defined toy-drone class from the Covered List. The notice
implemented a determination that these devices did not pose the unacceptable national-security risks addressed by
that listing. It did not declare every small drone a toy, and it did not give qualifying toys permission to fly through
a World Cup restriction.[4]

The definition is unusually concrete and cumulative. It includes maximum takeoff weight no greater than 150
grams, line-of-sight operation limited to 100 meters, sustained altitude no greater than 300 feet, flight time no
greater than ten minutes, and horizontal speed no greater than ten meters per second. It excludes GPS or equivalent
capabilities, imaging and sensing functions, internet and application connectivity, modular payload interfaces, and
brushless motors, while allowing a limited dedicated radio link subject to stated conditions. The device must be
explicitly marketed for recreational toy use and cannot be produced by an entity identified in section 1709 of the
fiscal 2025 defense authorization act.[4]

These are not interchangeable examples from which a manufacturer can choose. The determination requires all the
criteria. A light aircraft with a camera, a network connection, or a prohibited navigation feature does not qualify
merely because a shop calls it a toy. Conversely, the defined exclusion shows that the broad foreign-production
approach can be narrowed through capability-specific judgment. The category is being constructed by the features
a device lacks as well as its size. That is a more precise regulatory story than an unqualified claim that all foreign
drones remain equally excluded.

The tournament makes the coexistence of these boundaries easy to understand. A product can be outside a
national-security equipment category and still be operated unlawfully at a venue. A product can retain an
established authorization and still require investigation after an incursion. Neither regulatory fact determines the
pilot's intent. Keeping those distinctions straight makes enforcement more credible. It permits an agency to act
firmly on an actual violation without claiming that every recovered device vindicates the broadest possible theory
of foreign technology risk.

The event becomes a market reference

Participation in World Cup protection will have commercial value. A supplier associated with a major
international event gains a powerful reference for future customers, even if much of the detail remains nonpublic.
That creates a reason to agree in advance on what participation can legitimately signify. Supplying equipment,
helping write a plan, detecting a particular flight, and contributing to a completed intervention are different
contributions. A city should not have to surrender the precision of its own operational account to give a contractor
a recognizable customer logo.

The danger is amplified by the market described in Reuters' June 18 reporting. Executives reported increased
demand for counter-drone technology across civilian infrastructure. Analysts offered a wide range of estimates for
the market's size, while experts warned of expensive or ineffective systems and hurried purchasing. Regulatory
restrictions, collateral risks, and budgets complicated adoption. These are reported market observations and
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forecasts, not evidence that every offering is unreliable. They do explain why an event reference may be unusually
valuable to a supplier trying to distinguish itself in a crowded field.[5]

An urgent buyer wants an answer to a practical question: can someone protect this place soon? A vendor wants to
show that its product has already protected something important. The World Cup can connect those needs honestly
if the reference includes the relevant conditions. A system's role at one venue may demonstrate support
competence and integration experience without establishing coverage against every drone or suitability for an
airport. Selling the limited experience accurately is still commercially useful. Inflating it encourages the next
buyer to treat reputation as a substitute for evaluating its own mission.

The wider industrial news offers a striking contrast between the event's immediate needs and manufacturers' plans
for scale. On June 16, Reuters reported Renault and Thales' intention to produce Toutatis loitering munitions at an
automotive factory, with a target of 1,000 units monthly as early as the following year. The account described
adapting the design for injection molding and reducing parts and fasteners. Those details make the industrial
proposition intelligible: the partners were proposing a change in how the product would be manufactured, not
simply adding a famous industrial name to an unchanged workshop process.[6]

The proposal still lay ahead of demonstrated output. The report said the companies had no firm plan for France to
purchase significant volumes and were targeting other markets. This matters because a production target and a
dependable customer base are related but separate achievements. Automotive expertise may help with
repeatability and cost; it does not settle every question about specialized electronics, evolving military
requirements, or the demand needed to sustain a line. The announced partnership deserves assessment on the
manufacturing constraint it proposes to address, rather than automatic acceptance or reflexive dismissal.[6]

The comparison with event security is instructive without implying that the products serve the same purpose. Both
depend on coordination across institutions that possess different kinds of knowledge. A venue cannot protect itself
by combining company names on a slide, and a factory cannot produce reliable munitions by combining industrial
reputations in a press release. In each case, a specific handoff has to work. The difference is the clock: a World
Cup shift discovers its integration problem in public and immediately, while a manufacturing program may have
time to redesign the handoff before a product reaches the customer.

The public asset being generated

An operation of this scale creates knowledge that no vendor can produce alone. It puts systems into real clutter,
with ordinary staff, under actual restrictions and across successive events. The public finances much of the
preparation and carries the consequences of intervention or failure. That gives government a strong reason to
retain a usable operational record, subject to legitimate security, privacy, and investigative limits. The record
should serve the next protection mission as well as the present news cycle.

Its most useful unit is a reconciled incident, with links to the observations from which it was assembled. Several
sensors may observe the same aircraft, or an operator may report it more than once. A flight can move between
jurisdictions and generate several actions. The record needs a way to preserve those observations without counting
each as a new threat. It also needs a way to retain disagreement. If a camera never confirms a radio-frequency
alert, that fact should remain visible rather than being erased when a consolidated system gives the event one final
label.

A good after-action account would separate detected, identified, contacted, mitigated, recovered, and unresolved
cases. It would explain what the categories mean and when a disposition can change after investigation. It would
report the operating exposure behind a total: which sites and periods were covered, which capabilities were
available, and where service was interrupted. This does not require publication of exploitable sensor placements or
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response tactics. Aggregate accounts can be useful while sensitive operational detail remains protected. Secrecy
over the method need not require vagueness about the meaning of a statistic.

The same account should treat a false alarm as an operational event. It consumes attention and can send responders
away from another task. A mistaken association with a person can create consequences beyond wasted time. A
decision to stop or restrict activity can affect authorized pilots and the event itself. Counting these costs does not
trivialize the danger of drones. It makes the evaluation faithful to the public-safety mission, which includes
avoiding harm caused by the response. A system that produces more alerts can be less useful if staff cannot resolve
them at the rate they arrive.

Review should also preserve the decision conditions as they appeared at the time. An event later found benign may
still have justified prompt investigation on the information initially available. A dangerous flight that caused no
injury may expose a serious weakness despite a fortunate outcome. Judging only from the ending can reward luck
and punish prudent action. The after-action record should therefore distinguish the quality of the decision from the
eventual discovery about the aircraft. This protects the institution from two opposite mistakes: defending a poor
process because nothing bad happened, and condemning a reasonable intervention because later information
removed the uncertainty that responders originally faced.

Ground truth will remain incomplete. Agencies may not locate every operator, recover every aircraft, or establish
every motive. That should be recorded as a limit, rather than concealed through a confident final category. An
unresolved flight is a task for further analysis; it is not automatically a defeated attack or evidence that nothing
dangerous happened. The public account can still describe what was known, what action followed, and what
remained unknown. Such a record is more useful to the next operations team than a cleaner story that silently
settles the uncertainties.

There is a privacy obligation in learning from the event. Information about an authorized flight, a spectator, or a
wrongly suspected operator should not become an unrestricted training asset merely because it passed through a
security system. Decisions about retention and sharing should distinguish investigative necessity, evaluation
needs, and commercial reuse. A public after-action product can explain performance without exposing identifiable
people who were never found to have done anything wrong. Retaining institutional knowledge does not require
retaining every incidental observation indefinitely.

These arrangements require preparation while operations are underway. An agency cannot reliably reconstruct
missing clock references, deleted logs, or undocumented software changes months later. It should decide now
which information will be retained, who will reconcile cases, and what access independent reviewers will have.
That work competes with immediate demands, which is why it needs explicit ownership and resources. Learning
cannot remain the task everyone agrees is valuable after the people needed to do it have been reassigned.

What the next host city should inherit

The strongest case for the early enforcement announcements is that visible action can reinforce a public restriction
and demonstrate an institution's ability to respond. Operators should understand that a stadium's protected airspace
is a real boundary. The strongest caution is that visible activity can be mistaken for an evaluated outcome. Both
points can hold at once. A responsible account would tell the public what agencies reported doing while resisting
an unsupported claim about hostile intentions or complete protection.

The next host city should inherit more than photographs of equipment and a national total. It should receive
practical information about how authorization checking worked, where agencies needed clearer handoffs, how
staffing matched the alert burden, and which technical limitations mattered in operation. It should also inherit an
honest account of uncertainty. Knowing that a particular question could not be resolved is useful preparation.
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Being told that every case was an unqualified success can leave the next team unprepared for an ordinary
difficulty.

The industrial benefit can be substantial. Suppliers that learn from documented shortcomings can improve
products and support, and purchasers can distinguish a useful revision from a fresh claim. But public operations
should not become a one-way transfer in which vendors gain experience while the participating institutions lose
access to the resulting knowledge. Contracts, evaluation arrangements, and public reporting should preserve a
reciprocal relationship. The public mission supplies a demanding environment; the resulting learning should return
to that mission in a form other agencies can use.

As of June 19, the tournament is still underway and the record remains partial. Its value is not diminished by
saying so. This is the moment when a useful account can still be built, before early numbers harden into a
permanent story about what the technology proved. The country can emerge with a better grasp of how to
coordinate lawful, proportionate protection across real places. It can also emerge with impressive totals and no
way to explain them. The distinction will depend less on the size of the next announcement than on the care taken
with the events already being recorded.
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