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Abstract

Cybersecurity has evolved from a technical concern to a strategic business imperative. Yet the metrics
used to communicate security performance to executives and boards often fail to convey meaningful
insight. Technical metrics—vulnerability counts, patch status, alert volumes—provide operational
detail but obscure strategic significance. Meanwhile, business leaders need metrics that illuminate
risk exposure, financial impact, and organizational resilience in terms that inform capital allocation

and strategic decision-making.

This whitepaper presents a comprehensive framework for executive security metrics that bridge the
gap between technical operations and business strategy. Drawing on established frameworks
including the NIST Cybersecurity Framework, ISO 27001, and the FAIR risk quantification
methodology, we define metrics across four critical dimensions: financial impact, operational
resilience, security posture, and compliance status. For each dimension, we provide calculation

methodologies, benchmarking guidance, and board reporting templates.

The framework addresses a fundamental challenge in security governance: how to measure and
communicate security performance in ways that enable informed oversight without drowning
decision-makers in technical minutiae. Executives and board members will find practical tools for
establishing metrics programs, constructing executive dashboards, and presenting security
information that drives action. Security leaders will find guidance on translating technical data into

business-relevant insights.

The goal is not to replace technical metrics but to complement them with executive-level indicators
that answer the questions business leaders actually ask: Are we secure enough? How much risk do we

face? What is this costing us? Are we improving?

Executive Summary

Cybersecurity metrics have become essential to corporate governance. Regulatory requirements,
shareholder expectations, and board fiduciary duties all demand visibility into security performance.

Yet most organizations struggle to provide this visibility in meaningful ways.

The problem is not lack of data. Security operations generate enormous volumes of data: vulnerability
scan results, incident logs, compliance checklists, threat intelligence feeds. The problem is relevance.

Technical metrics answer technical questions. They do not answer business questions.
This whitepaper provides a framework for executive security metrics that:

¢ Quantify risk in financial terms using the FAIR methodology
o Measure operational resilience through recovery capabilities and business continuity
metrics

o Track security posture with indicators that correlate to actual protection levels



« Demonstrate compliance with clear status indicators and gap analysis

« Enable benchmarking against industry peers and standards

The framework is organized into twelve sections:

. The Metrics Problem — Why current approaches fail

. Financial Impact Metrics — Measuring security in dollars

. Operational Resilience Metrics — Recovery and continuity indicators
. Security Posture Metrics — Meaningful protection measures

. Compliance Metrics — Regulatory and standards alignment

The Executive Dashboard — Visualizing security performance

. Board Reporting Templates — Communicating to governance bodies

. Benchmarking — Comparing against peers and standards
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. Building a Metrics Program — Implementation guidance

_
o

. Conclusion — Key takeaways and next steps

The appendices include sample dashboards, calculation formulas, and industry benchmarks that

transform theoretical frameworks into practical tools.

The core thesis is straightforward: effective security metrics translate technical reality into business
language. They enable executives and boards to exercise informed oversight, allocate resources

effectively, and hold security leadership accountable for outcomes that matter.

The Metrics Problem

The Disconnect Between Technical and Business Metrics

Security operations teams live in a world of technical metrics. They track vulnerability counts, patch
compliance percentages, mean time to detect (MTTD), mean time to respond (MTTR), alert volumes,
false positive rates, and dozens of other operational indicators. These metrics serve important
purposes: they guide operational improvement, identify trends, and support resource allocation within

security teams.

But they fail at the executive level. When a Chief Information Security Officer (CISO) presents
vulnerability scan results to a board of directors, the response is typically confusion or indifference.
The board does not know whether 500 vulnerabilities is good or bad, whether a 95% patch
compliance rate is adequate, or whether MTTD of 24 hours represents acceptable risk. The metrics

are accurate but irrelevant to the audience.
This disconnect creates three problems:
Problem 1: Invisible Risk

When security performance cannot be expressed in business terms, risk becomes invisible to
decision-makers. Boards approve budgets without understanding risk exposure. Executives make
strategic decisions without factoring security implications. Security investments compete for capital

without compelling business cases.

Problem 2: Misaligned Incentives



Security teams optimize for the metrics they are measured against. When those metrics are technical
rather than business-relevant, security teams may excel at operational indicators while failing to
address actual business risk. A team might achieve 99% patch compliance while leaving critical

business systems vulnerable to unpatched zero-day exploits.
Problem 3: Governance Failure

Boards have fiduciary responsibility for risk oversight, including cybersecurity risk. When security
reporting fails to convey meaningful information, boards cannot exercise this responsibility
effectively. They become dependent on management assurances without independent ability to assess

risk exposure.

Why Current Approaches Fall Short

Organizations have attempted various approaches to executive security reporting, most of which

prove inadequate:
The Traffic Light Dashboard

Red-yellow-green status indicators provide simple visual communication but obscure critical nuance.
A "green" status might represent acceptable risk or inadequate measurement. The simplicity that

makes traffic lights appealing also makes them misleading.
The Maturity Model Score

Maturity assessments (CMMI, NIST CSF tiers) provide structured evaluation but often fail to
correlate with actual security outcomes. An organization can achieve high maturity scores while

remaining vulnerable to real-world threats.
The Compliance Checklist

Compliance status provides binary indicators (compliant/non-compliant) but does not measure actual
security. An organization can check every compliance box while maintaining inadequate security

controls.
The Incident Report

Incident-focused reporting creates reactive rather than proactive governance. Boards learn about

security through the lens of failures rather than ongoing risk management.

What Executives Actually Need

Effective executive security metrics answer specific questions that drive decision-making:
Risk Exposure: What is our current risk level, and how is it changing?

Financial Impact: What would a security incident cost us, and how does that compare to our security

spending?
Protection Level: Are our security investments actually reducing risk?

Resilience: Can we recover from incidents, and how quickly?



Compliance: Are we meeting regulatory and contractual obligations?
Trend Direction: Are we getting better or worse over time?
Peer Comparison: How do we compare to similar organizations?

These questions require metrics that translate technical security operations into business-relevant

indicators. The following sections present frameworks for developing these metrics.

Financial Impact Metrics

Quantifying Security Risk in Dollar Terms

Financial impact metrics translate security risk into the language of business: dollars. When security
risk can be expressed as potential financial loss, it becomes comparable to other business risks and

subject to the same capital allocation disciplines.

The FAIR (Factor Analysis of Information Risk) framework provides the most rigorous methodology
for financial quantification of cyber risk. FAIR breaks risk down into measurable components and

enables quantitative analysis using techniques similar to those used in operational risk management.

The FAIR Framework

FAIR defines risk as the probable frequency and probable magnitude of future loss. The framework

decomposes risk into factors that can be estimated and measured:

Threat Event Frequency (TEF): How often is a threat actor likely to attempt a particular attack?
Threat Capability (TCap): How capable is the threat actor of successfully executing the attack?
Control Strength (CS): How effective are our controls at preventing the attack?

Vulnerability: The difference between threat capability and control strength

Primary Loss: Direct losses from a successful attack (response costs, business interruption, asset

damage)

Secondary Loss: Indirect losses (reputation damage, regulatory fines, legal liability)
Secondary Loss Event Frequency (SLEF): Probability that secondary losses will occur
By estimating these factors, organizations can calculate:

Loss Event Frequency (LEF): TEF x Vulnerability

Risk: LEF x (Primary Loss + (Secondary Loss x SLEF))

Implementing FAIR Analysis

While full FAIR analysis can be complex, organizations can implement simplified versions that

provide meaningful financial quantification:

Step 1: Identify Risk Scenarios



Define specific risk scenarios relevant to your organization. Examples:

« Ransomware attack on critical business systems

« Data breach of customer personal information

o Business email compromise resulting in fraudulent wire transfer
« Insider theft of intellectual property

o Denial of service attack on e-commerce platform

Step 2: Estimate Threat Event Frequency
For each scenario, estimate how often the threat event might occur. Use available data:

o Industry breach statistics
» Threat intelligence reports
o Historical incident data

» Expert judgment
Express frequency in annual terms (e.g., "once every 5 years" = 0.2 events per year).
Step 3: Assess Control Effectiveness
Evaluate the effectiveness of controls in preventing the threat event. Consider:

o Technical controls (firewalls, endpoint protection, encryption)
« Administrative controls (policies, procedures, training)

« Physical controls (access controls, surveillance)
Express control strength as a percentage (e.g., 80% effective).
Step 4: Calculate Loss Event Frequency
LEF = Threat Event Frequency x (1 - Control Effectiveness)

Example: If ransomware attacks occur 0.5 times per year against similar organizations, and your
controls are 70% effective: LEF = 0.5 x 0.3 = 0.15 events per year (approximately once every 6-7

years)

Step 5: Estimate Loss Magnitude

For each scenario, estimate the financial impact if the event occurs. Include:
« Primary Losses:

o Incident response costs (forensics, legal, PR)
o Business interruption (lost revenue, productivity)
o Asset damage (system recovery, data restoration)

o Direct theft or fraud

« Secondary Losses:

o Regulatory fines and penalties
o Legal liability and settlements

o Reputation damage (customer churn, brand impact)



o Increased insurance premiums

Use ranges rather than point estimates to reflect uncertainty (e.g., $500K - $2M).

Step 6: Calculate Annualized Loss Expectancy (ALE)

ALE = LEF x Loss Magnitude

Example: If ransomware LEF is 0.15 and loss magnitude is $1M - $5M: ALE = 0.15 x $3M

(midpoint) = $450,000 per year

Key Financial Metrics

Annualized Loss Expectancy (ALE)

The expected financial loss from security incidents over a year. Calculated as the sum of ALE across

all risk scenarios.

Executive Relevance: Provides a single number representing total cyber risk exposure in dollar terms.

Enables comparison to security spending and other business risks.

Calculation: ¥ (LEF x Loss Magnitude) across all scenarios

Risk Reduction Value

The financial value of security investments in terms of risk reduction.

Executive Relevance: Demonstrates ROI of security spending by quantifying risk reduction achieved.
Calculation: (ALE before investment - ALE after investment) / Investment cost

Cost Per Security Incident

The average total cost of security incidents experienced.

Executive Relevance: Tracks the actual financial impact of security failures.

Calculation: Total incident costs / Number of incidents

Security Investment as Percentage of Revenue

Security spending relative to organizational revenue.

Executive Relevance: Provides context for security spending levels and enables peer comparison.
Calculation: (Total security spending / Annual revenue) x 100

Security Investment per Employee

Security spending normalized by headcount.

Executive Relevance: Enables comparison across organizations of different sizes.

Calculation: Total security spending / Number of employees



Financial Metrics Dashboard Example

Industry
Metric Current Target Trend
Benchmark

Annualized Loss !

$2.4M <$2M $3.1M median
Expectancy Improving
Risk Reduction Value

$850K >$1M t On track N/A
(YTD)
Cost Per Security Incident $125K <$100K - Stable $180K median
Security Investment / 1

3.2% 3.5% 2.8% median
Revenue Increasing
Security Investment / 1

$4,200 $4,500 $3,800 median
Employee Increasing

Operational Resilience Metrics

Measuring Recovery Capability

Financial metrics quantify risk exposure. Operational resilience metrics measure the organization's
ability to withstand and recover from security incidents. These metrics answer a critical question:

when—not if—an incident occurs, can we recover?

Recovery Time Metrics

Mean Time to Detect (MTTD)
The average time between when a security incident begins and when it is detected.

Executive Relevance: Longer detection times allow threats to cause more damage. MTTD is a leading

indicator of incident severity.
Calculation: Sum of detection times for all incidents / Number of incidents
Benchmarking:

o Best-in-class: <24 hours
o Industry median: 197 days (IBM Cost of Data Breach Report 2024)

o Target for most organizations: <72 hours for critical incidents

Mean Time to Respond (MTTR)
The average time between detection and initial response to an incident.
Executive Relevance: Faster response limits damage and reduces recovery costs.

Calculation: Sum of response initiation times / Number of incidents



Benchmarking:

» Best-in-class: <1 hour
o Industry median: 4-8 hours

o Target: <2 hours for critical incidents

Mean Time to Contain (MTTC)

The average time to contain an incident and prevent further damage.

Executive Relevance: Containment stops the bleeding; longer containment means greater damage.
Calculation: Sum of containment times / Number of incidents

Benchmarking:

o Best-in-class: <4 hours
o Industry median: 2-4 days

o Target: <24 hours for critical incidents

Mean Time to Recover (MTTRc)

The average time to restore normal operations after an incident.

Executive Relevance: Recovery time directly impacts business continuity and revenue.
Calculation: Sum of recovery times / Number of incidents

Benchmarking:

¢ Best-in-class: <24 hours
o Industry median: 3-7 days

o Target: Varies by criticality of affected systems
Recovery Capability Metrics
Recovery Point Objective (RPO) Achievement Rate
The percentage of systems meeting their defined RPO (maximum acceptable data loss).

Executive Relevance: Measures whether backup capabilities meet business requirements for data

protection.

Calculation: (Number of systems meeting RPO / Total systems with defined RPO) x 100

Target: >95%

Recovery Time Objective (RTO) Achievement Rate

The percentage of systems meeting their defined RTO (maximum acceptable downtime).

Executive Relevance: Measures whether recovery capabilities meet business continuity requirements.
Calculation: (Number of systems meeting RTO / Total systems with defined RTO) x 100

Target: >95%



Disaster Recovery Test Success Rate

The percentage of disaster recovery tests completed successfully.

Executive Relevance: Validates that recovery procedures work in practice, not just in theory.
Calculation: (Number of successful DR tests / Total DR tests) x 100

Target: 100% (with remediation for any failures)

Business Continuity Plan Activation Time

The time required to activate business continuity procedures.

Executive Relevance: Measures readiness to execute continuity plans when needed.
Calculation: Time from decision to activate to full activation of BCP

Target: <2 hours

Resilience Testing Metrics

Penetration Test Critical Finding Closure Rate

The percentage of critical findings from penetration tests that have been remediated.
Executive Relevance: Measures responsiveness to identified vulnerabilities.
Calculation: (Number of closed critical findings / Total critical findings) x 100
Target: 100% within 30 days

Tabletop Exercise Completion Rate

The percentage of planned tabletop exercises completed on schedule.

Executive Relevance: Measures commitment to preparedness training.

Calculation: (Number of completed exercises / Number of planned exercises) x 100
Target: 100%

Incident Response Plan Review Frequency

How often incident response plans are reviewed and updated.

Executive Relevance: Ensures plans remain current and relevant.

Measurement: Days since last IR plan review

Target: <180 days

Operational Resilience Dashboard Example

Metric Current Target Trend Status



<24 |

Mean Time to Detect (MTTD) 18 hours v Green
hours Improving
) 45
Mean Time to Respond (MTTR) <2 hours — Stable v Green
minutes
<24 !
Mean Time to Contain (MTTC) 8 hours v Green
hours Improving
Mean Time to Recover <48
36 hours — Stable v Green
(MTTRc) hours
1 ViN
RPO Achievement Rate 94% >95%
Improving Yellow
RTO Achievement Rate 97% >95% — Stable v Green
DR Test Success Rate 100% 100% — Stable v Green
1 A
Critical Finding Closure Rate 89% 100%
Improving Yellow

Security Posture Metrics

Measuring Protection Effectively

Security posture metrics assess the effectiveness of security controls and the organization's overall
protection level. Unlike operational metrics that measure process execution, posture metrics measure

outcomes: are we actually secure?

Threat Exposure Metrics

Critical Vulnerability Remediation Time
The average time to remediate critical vulnerabilities after identification.

Executive Relevance: Critical vulnerabilities represent immediate risk; slow remediation indicates

exposure.
Calculation: Sum of remediation times for critical vulnerabilities / Number of critical vulnerabilities
Target: <72 hours for critical vulnerabilities

Vulnerability Density

The number of vulnerabilities per system or asset.

Executive Relevance: Measures the overall vulnerability burden and management effectiveness.
Calculation: Total vulnerabilities / Total assets

Trend Direction: Decreasing over time indicates improving posture



Attack Surface Reduction
The change in externally exposed services and assets over time.

Executive Relevance: Smaller attack surfaces are easier to defend; reduction indicates proactive

security.

Calculation: (Current attack surface - Previous attack surface) / Previous attack surface x 100
Target: Continuous reduction or stable minimal surface

Mean Time to Patch (MTTP)

The average time to deploy security patches after release.

Executive Relevance: Faster patching reduces exposure to known vulnerabilities.
Calculation: Sum of patch deployment times / Number of patches deployed

Benchmarking:

« Ciritical patches: <7 days
o High severity: <30 days

o Medium severity: <90 days
Control Effectiveness Metrics
Security Control Coverage
The percentage of required security controls that are implemented and operational.
Executive Relevance: Measures completeness of the security control framework.
Calculation: (Number of implemented controls / Total required controls) x 100
Target: 100% for critical controls
Control Failure Rate
The percentage of security controls that fail testing or audit.
Executive Relevance: Failed controls create gaps in protection.
Calculation: (Number of failed controls / Total controls tested) x 100
Target: <5%
Multi-Factor Authentication (MFA) Adoption Rate
The percentage of users and systems protected by MFA.

Executive Relevance: MFA is one of the most effective security controls; adoption rate indicates

security maturity.

Calculation: (Number of accounts with MFA / Total accounts) x 100



Target: 100% for privileged accounts, >90% for all accounts
Endpoint Protection Coverage

The percentage of endpoints with active security agents.

Executive Relevance: Unprotected endpoints represent significant risk.
Calculation: (Number of protected endpoints / Total endpoints) x 100

Target: 100%

Threat Management Metrics

Phishing Simulation Click Rate

The percentage of users who click on simulated phishing emails.

Executive Relevance: Measures user susceptibility to social engineering and training effectiveness.
Calculation: (Number of users who clicked / Number of users who received email) x 100
Benchmarking:

o Industry average: 3-5%

o Target: <2%

Security Awareness Training Completion Rate
The percentage of employees completing required security training.

Executive Relevance: Training is essential for human-layer defense; completion indicates program

effectiveness.

Calculation: (Number of employees completing training / Total employees required to complete) x

100

Target: 100%

Threat Intelligence Action Rate

The percentage of threat intelligence indicators that result in defensive action.

Executive Relevance: Measures ability to operationalize threat intelligence.

Calculation: (Number of IOCs acted upon / Total IOCs received) x 100

Target: >80% for high-confidence indicators

False Positive Rate

The percentage of security alerts that are false positives.

Executive Relevance: High false positive rates indicate inefficient detection and analyst burnout.

Calculation: (Number of false positive alerts / Total alerts) x 100



Target: <20%

Security Posture Dashboard Example

Metric Current Target Trend Status
Critical Vuln Remediation Time 58 hours <72 hours | Improving v Green
Vulnerability Density 2.3/asset <3/asset | Improving v Green
Attack Surface Change -12% YoY Reduction | Improving v Green
Mean Time to Patch (Critical) 5 days <7 days — Stable v Green
Security Control Coverage 94% 100% t Improving A Yellow
MFA Adoption Rate 87% >90% 1 Improving A Yellow
Endpoint Protection Coverage 99.2% 100% - Stable v Green
Phishing Click Rate 2.8% <2% | Improving A Yellow

Compliance Metrics

Measuring Regulatory and Standards Alignment

Compliance metrics demonstrate adherence to regulatory requirements, industry standards, and
contractual obligations. While compliance does not equal security, non-compliance creates legal and

financial risk that must be managed.

Regulatory Compliance Metrics

Compliance Framework Coverage

The percentage of applicable compliance requirements that are addressed.

Executive Relevance: Measures completeness of compliance program.

Calculation: (Number of addressed requirements / Total applicable requirements) x 100
Target: 100%

Control Effectiveness Rating

The assessed effectiveness of controls in meeting compliance requirements.

Executive Relevance: Indicates whether compliance is substantive or checkbox-only.
Measurement: Average effectiveness rating across all controls (typically 1-5 scale)
Target: >4.0 ("Effective" or better)

Audit Finding Closure Rate



The percentage of audit findings remediated within agreed timeframes.
Executive Relevance: Measures responsiveness to compliance gaps.
Calculation: (Number of findings closed on time / Total findings) x 100
Target: 100%

Compliance Audit Pass Rate

The percentage of compliance audits passed without significant findings.
Executive Relevance: Indicates overall compliance health.

Calculation: (Number of clean audits / Total audits) x 100

Target: 100%

Standards Alignment Metrics

NIST CSF Tier Assessment

The organization's tier rating within the NIST Cybersecurity Framework.
Executive Relevance: Provides structured maturity assessment aligned to national standards.
Measurement: Tier 1 (Partial) to Tier 4 (Adaptive) across five functions

Target: Tier 3 (Repeatable) minimum

ISO 27001 Conformance

The percentage of ISO 27001 controls implemented.

Executive Relevance: Measures alignment to international security standard.
Calculation: (Number of implemented ISO controls / Total ISO controls) x 100
Target: 100% for certified organizations

Policy Compliance Rate

The percentage of employees and systems compliant with security policies.
Executive Relevance: Measures policy effectiveness and enforcement.
Calculation: (Number of compliant elements / Total elements assessed) x 100

Target: >95%

Risk and Gap Metrics

Open Risk Acceptance Count
The number of accepted risks that remain unmitigated.

Executive Relevance: Accepted risks represent acknowledged exposure requiring monitoring.



Measurement: Count of active risk acceptances
Target: Minimized with business justification
Critical Gap Count

The number of critical gaps between current state and target state.

Executive Relevance: Gaps represent unaddressed risk requiring remediation planning.

Measurement: Count of gaps rated critical

Target: Zero

Risk Treatment Progress

The percentage of identified risks with active treatment plans.

Executive Relevance: Measures risk management program effectiveness.
Calculation: (Number of risks with treatment plans / Total identified risks) x 100

Target: 100%

Compliance Dashboard Example

Last
Framework Coverage Findings Status
Audit
SOC 2 Type Nov
100% 2 Minor v Compliant
I 2024
Aug
ISO 27001 100% 0 v Certified
2024
Oct
PCI DSS 100% 1 Minor v Compliant
2024
Sep 3 A Gap
HIPAA 94%
2024 Moderate Remediation
GDPR 98% Jul 2024 1 Minor v Compliant

Next

Review

May 2025

Aug 2025

Apr 2025

Mar 2025

Jul 2025

The Executive Dashboard

Visualizing Security Performance

The executive dashboard consolidates security metrics into a visual format suitable for leadership

consumption. Effective dashboards provide at-a-glance understanding of security posture while

enabling drill-down for additional detail.

Dashboard Design Principles



Relevance: Include only metrics that inform executive decision-making. Omit operational details that

belong in technical reports.

Context: Provide targets, trends, and benchmarks for each metric. A number without context is

meaningless.

Simplicity: Use clear visualizations that communicate quickly. Avoid clutter and unnecessary

complexity.

Actionability: Metrics should suggest actions when they indicate problems. Include clear indicators

of what requires attention.
Consistency: Use consistent formats, colors, and definitions across reporting periods. Changes in

methodology obscure trends.

Dashboard Components

Executive Summary Panel

A high-level overview for quick assessment:

SECURITY POSTURE SUMMARY

Overall Risk Level: MODERATE [|HENEENN

Financial Exposure: $2.4M ALE
Trend: ¢ Improving (down from $2.8M last quarter)

Critical Issues: 2

- MFA adoption at 87% (target: 90%)

Board Attention Required: No

|
|
|
|
I
- HIPAA compliance gap (remediation in progress) |
|
|
|
I
]

Risk Trend Visualization

Track risk exposure over time:

Annualized Loss Expectancy (3-Year Trend)

$3.5M | —
| —
$3.0M | —
| —
$2.5M | —



$2.0M | —
| J
$1.5M |
I T T T T T T T T T T T
Q1 Q2 @3 04 01 Q02 (@3 04 01 @ 03
2023 2024 2025
Key Metrics Grid
Display critical metrics in a scannable format:
Category Metric Current Target Trend
Financial ALE $2.4M <$2M !
Financial Security Spend 3.2% 3.5% 1
Resilience MTTD 18 hrs <24 hrs !
Resilience MTTR 45 min <2 hrs =
Posture Critical Vuln Time 58 hrs <72 hrs !
Posture MFA Adoption 87% 90% 1
Compliance Overall 98% 100% 1
Compliance Open Findings 7 0 I
Status Indicators
Use color coding for quick assessment:
o Green (v): Meeting targets, acceptable risk
o Yellow (A): Approaching thresholds, requires monitoring
o Red (X): Exceeding thresholds, requires action
Incident Summary
Brief summary of recent security incidents:
Recent Incidents (Last 90 Days)
Date Type Severity Impact Status
Jan 15 Phishing Medium Contained Closed
Jan 08 Malware Low None Closed
Dec 22 Insider Threat Medium Contained Remediation
Dec 15 DDoS Low Minimal Closed

Initiative Tracking

Q4



Track progress on major security initiatives:

Security Initiatives

Initiative Progress Target Status
Zero Trust Architecture 65% Q2 2025 On Track
SIEM Migration 40% Q3 2025 On Track
MFA Rollout 87% Q1 2025 At Risk
HIPAA Remediation 75% Q1 2025 On Track
Security Awareness Program 100% Complete v Done
Dashboard Technology

Executive dashboards can be implemented using various tools:

Business Intelligence Platforms: Tableau, Power Bl, Looker Security Platforms: Built-in
dashboards from SIEM, GRC, or security platforms Custom Development: Tailored solutions using

web technologies Spreadsheets: Simple solutions for smaller organizations

The choice depends on data sources, budget, customization needs, and organizational capabilities.

Board Reporting Templates

Communicating to Governance Bodies

Board reporting requires different content and format than operational reporting. Board members
need strategic insight, not operational detail. Reports should enable informed oversight and decision-
making without overwhelming recipients.

Quarterly Board Report Template

Quarterly Cybersecurity Report to the Board

Executive Summary

[One-paragraph summary of security posture, key developments, and items requiring board attention]

Example: "During Q4 2024, the organization's cybersecurity posture remained stable with continued
improvement in threat detection capabilities. Two moderate-severity incidents were contained without
business impact. The board should note progress on the Zero Trust initiative and the identification of

a compliance gap requiring remediation investment."

Risk Overview

Risk Category Current Level Trend Status

Overall Cyber Risk Moderate Improving Acceptable



Data Breach Risk Moderate Stable Acceptable

Ransomware Risk Moderate Improving Acceptable
Insider Threat Risk Low Stable Acceptable
Third-Party Risk Moderate Increasing Monitor

Financial Summary

o Annualized Loss Expectancy: $2.4M (! $400K from Q3)
« Security Investment (YTD): $4.2M (3.2% of revenue)

« Incident Costs (YTD): $375K

o Risk Reduction Value: $850K

Incident Summary

Quarter Incidents Critical High Medium Low

Q42024 4 0 0 2 2
Q32024 6 0 1 2 3
Q22024 5 0 0 3 2
Q12024 7 0 1 3 3

Compliance Status

Framework Status Last Audit Next Audit
SOC 2 v Compliant Nov 2024 May 2025
ISO 27001 v Certified Aug 2024 Aug 2025
PCI DSS v Compliant Oct 2024 Apr 2025
HIPAA A\ Gap Remediation Sep 2024 Mar 2025

Key Initiatives

1. Zero Trust Architecture Implementation (65% complete)

o On track for Q2 2025 completion
o Budget: $1.2M (on budget)
o Expected risk reduction: $400K ALE

2. HIPAA Compliance Remediation (75% complete)

o On track for Q1 2025 completion
o Budget: $350K

o Addresses 3 moderate audit findings

Total Cost

$45K

$180K

$95K

$55K

Findings

2 Minor

1 Minor

3 Moderate



Items Requiring Board Attention

1. Third-Party Risk Increase: Vendor risk assessments identified elevated risk in supply

chain. Recommend board discussion of vendor risk tolerance.

2. Security Investment Request: FY2026 budget request includes 15% increase to support

Zero Trust Phase 2 and enhanced threat intelligence capabilities.

Recommendations

1. Approve FY2026 security budget increase
2. Review and approve updated vendor risk policy

3. Schedule annual cybersecurity strategy review for March board meeting

Annual Board Report Template

Annual Cybersecurity Report to the Board

Executive Summary

[Comprehensive summary of annual security performance, strategic achievements, and forward-

looking priorities]
Year in Review
Risk Management:

o Starting ALE: $3.2M

« Ending ALE: $2.4M (25% reduction)
« Risk reduction achieved: $1.8M

« Security investment: $4.2M

« ROI: 43%

Incident Performance:

« Total incidents: 22 (down from 28 prior year)

o Critical incidents: 0

o Mean Time to Detect: 18 hours (improved from 36 hours)

o Mean Time to Respond: 45 minutes (improved from 2 hours)

« Total incident costs: $375K (down from $890K)

Compliance:

o All required frameworks maintained
e SOC 2 and ISO 27001 certifications renewed without major findings

o HIPAA gap remediation initiated

Strategic Achievements:

1. Completed STEM migration to cloud-native platform
2. Achieved 87% MFA adoption (target: 90%)



3. Implemented automated threat response capabilities

4. Reduced phishing click rate to 2.8% (from 4.2%)

Benchmarking:
Metric Our Performance Industry Median
ALE $2.4M $3.1M
MTTD 18 hours 197 days
MTTR 45 minutes 4 hours
Security Spend % 3.2% 2.8%
Incident Costs $375K $1.2M

Looking Forward:
FY2026 Priorities:

1. Complete Zero Trust Architecture implementation
2. Achieve 95% MFA adoption

3. Implement extended detection and response (XDR)
4. Enhance third-party risk management program

5. Complete HIPAA compliance remediation

Budget Request:

o FY2026 security budget: $4.8M (15% increase)

Percentile

65th

95th

90th

60th

80th

« Major investments: Zero Trust Phase 2 ($800K), XDR platform ($600K)

o Expected additional risk reduction: $600K ALE

Board Recommendations:

1. Approve FY2026 security budget
2. Adopt updated cybersecurity risk appetite statement
3. Schedule quarterly cybersecurity updates

4. Review and approve incident response plan updates

Incident Notification Template

Security Incident Notification to the Board

Incident Overview

« Date/Time Detected: [Date and time]
o Incident Type: [Type of incident]
o Severity: [Critical/High/Medium/Low]

« Status: [Detection/Containment/Remediation/Recovery/Closed]

Business Impact



« Systems Affected: [List of affected systems]
« Data Involved: [Type and volume of data, if any]
« Business Disruption: [Description of operational impact]

« Financial Impact (Estimated): [Estimated cost]

Response Actions

[Summary of actions taken to contain and remediate the incident]
Next Steps

[Planned actions and timeline for full resolution]

Board Action Required

[Yes/No - If yes, specify what decision or approval is needed]

Conclusion

Effective executive security metrics transform technical security operations into business-relevant
insights. The framework presented in this whitepaper—encompassing financial impact, operational
resilience, security posture, and compliance—provides a comprehensive approach to measuring and

communicating security performance.
The key principles are:

1. Translate to Business Language: Express security in terms that executives understand—
dollars, time, risk levels

2. Provide Context: Always include targets, trends, and benchmarks

3. Focus on Outcomes: Measure results, not just activities

4. Enable Action: Metrics should drive decisions and resource allocation

5. Maintain Consistency: Use consistent definitions and methodologies over time

Organizations that implement effective executive security metrics achieve:

o Better-informed board oversight

o More effective security investment decisions

« Improved alignment between security and business objectives
« Enhanced accountability for security outcomes

» Greater confidence in security posture

The investment in developing and maintaining executive metrics programs pays dividends through

improved governance, better resource allocation, and reduced risk.

The time to act is now. Every day without effective executive security metrics is a day of suboptimal

decision-making and unnecessary risk.

References

1. FAIR Institute. (2025). FAIR Model Overview and Methodology. FAIR Institute.



2. NIST. (2024). Cybersecurity Framework Version 2.0. National Institute of Standards and
Technology.

3. ISO/IEC 27001:2022. Information Security Management Systems. International

Organization for Standardization.
4. IBM Security. (2025). Cost of a Data Breach Report 2025. IBM Corporation.
5. Ponemon Institute. (2025). Cybersecurity Metrics and Reporting Study. Ponemon Institute.
6. Gartner, Inc. (2025). Security Metrics and KPIs for Executive Reporting. Gartner Research.

7. Harvard Business Review. (2024). Communicating Cybersecurity to the Board. Harvard

Business Publishing.

8. MIT Sloan Management Review. (2024). The Business of Cybersecurity. MIT Sloan

Management Review.

9. World Economic Forum. (2024). Global Cybersecurity Outlook 2024. World Economic

Forum.

10. National Association of Corporate Directors. (2024). Cybersecurity Oversight Handbook.
NACD.

About Vantus Systems

Vantus Systems helps small and medium businesses achieve IT sovereignty through secure, self-
hosted infrastructure. We believe that organizations deserve security they can measure, understand,

and communicate—security that supports business objectives rather than constraining them.

Our security metrics services include framework development, dashboard implementation, and board
reporting support. We help organizations build security measurement programs that drive

improvement and demonstrate value.

For more information, visit https://vantus.systems or contact us at metrics@vantus.systems.
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