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INTRODUCTION

The agenda of the modern boardroom has changed. Once dominated by audit reports, executive
compensation, and quarterly forecasts, it now includes two additional subjects that are rewriting the fabric
of corporate governance: artificial intelligence and cybersecurity. Each represents a transformational
force, together forming a new component of fiduciary responsibility. Boards are discovering that these
domains are inseparable and that oversight of Al and cyber risk requires new rules, new fluency, and new
partnerships with CISOs. Let’s dive into the specifics.

From Technical Disruption to Governance Imperative

It is now clear to most informer observers that Al and cybersecurity are no longer IT issues. They are
enterprise risk categories that touch every dimension of strategy, ethics, and value creation. Al introduces
extraordinary efficiency and insight, but also new exposures such as bias, hallucination, model drift,
intellectual property misuse, and opaque accountability. Cyber risk, meanwhile, remains an urgent and
immediate operational threat to continuity and trust.

As a result, boards must now use their governance vantage point to help ensure that Al systems are used
responsibly and that infrastructure remains secure and resilient. The implication is clear - namely, that
oversight can no longer be delegated solely to management. Modern directors are now expected to
understand enough to ask intelligent questions, interpret risk indicators, and verify that proper controls
exist. This is the essence of Board 1Q in the age of Al.

Rule 1: Treat Al as a Governance Topic, not a Technology

In TAG’s work with directors — and we have been involved as advisors of major boards for roughly a decade,
one theme stands out: Al belongs squarely in the governance portfolio, not the engineering lab. In our
experience, boards are now asking new kinds of questions such as the following:

Who owns Al risk across the enterprise?

What governance framework ensures transparency and accountability?
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How are ethics, bias, and security integrated into Al model development?

These are not technical queries, but rather, fiduciary ones. The CISO’s role is to translate complex Al
security issues into the familiar grammar of governance including risk appetite, disclosure obligations, and
resilience assurance. When Al decisions affect customer data, regulatory exposure, or financial reporting,
they rise to the level of board oversight. Ignoring that connection invites potentially material risk.

Rule 2: Create New Oversight Structures

Traditional board committees were designed for legacy risks. This included audit for finance, compensation
for incentives, and nominating for governance. Al and cyber risk now stretch those boundaries. Many
organizations are now forming board-level Al oversight subcommittees or expanding risk committees to
include digital trust charters.

These new structures must align, not fragment, governance. The most effective boards integrate Al and
cybersecurity oversight under a unified trust framework that connects data integrity, model assurance, and
operational resilience. The CISO, Chief Risk Officer, and/or Chief Data Officer share accountability, ensuring
that Al security and ethics converge within one coherent reporting line. This avoids the “two silos, one
crisis” problem that plagues fragmented governance models.

Rule 3: Demand Quantifiable Risk Metrics

Boards can only govern what they can measure. As Al systems proliferate, directors are requesting
quantitative indicators of Al risk. High-Board-1Q CISOs are responding with dashboards that track numbers
including these:

Percentage of Al systems subject to bias and drift testing
Number of models with completed explainability reviews
Audit results for Al data lineage and provenance

Estimated financial exposure from Al-driven automation failures

These metrics parallel traditional cyber KPIs such as vulnerability closure rates, mean time to detect, loss
expectancy, but translate them into the Al context. The goal is transparency: enabling directors to compare
digital risk exposure with other enterprise risks. If you can show the board how Al risk scales, you empower
them to govern it intelligently.

Rule 4: Expand the Definition of Materiality

The regulatory landscape is shifting rapidly. The U.S. SEC’s cyber disclosure rules, Europe’s Al Act, and
emerging global standards are converging on a single principle: digital transparency is fiduciary duty.
Boards must understand that Al incidents, whether biased outcomes, privacy violations, or model
manipulation, may become material events requiring disclosure.

A CISO with high Board 1Q helps directors grasp this broader materiality lens. It’s not just about data
breaches anymore; it's about algorithmic integrity and the public’s trust in corporate decision systems.
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The question every board must now answer is not “Do we use Al?” but “Are we governing its risk at the same
level as finance or ethics?”

Rule 5: Foster Cross-Disciplinary Literacy

Al risk cannot be governed by technologists alone. It touches legal, ethical, operational, and reputational
domains. Boards should expect their members, and their CISOs, to demonstrate cross-disciplinary literacy.
For CISOs, this means understanding bias mitigation and explainability. For directors, it means grasping
enough technical context to assess accountability.

Training programs, executive workshops, and Al simulation exercises are all quickly becoming common.
At both TAG and Varonis, we've seen leading boards run mock Al incident tabletop exercises to test how
fiduciary oversight would operate during an Al-induced failure. This kind of experiential learning builds
confidence and fluency on both sides of the governance table.

Rule 6: Anchor Oversight in Trust Capital

Ultimately, both Al and cybersecurity converge on a single currency: trust. Every innovation that touches
data, algorithms, or automation either strengthens or erodes that currency. Boards are now expected to
treat trust as a measurable form of enterprise capital, a resource that must be invested, monitored, and
replenished.

A board that ignores digital trust risk is like one that ignores financial liquidity risk. The CISO’s job is to help
directors see how cyber resilience and Al governance directly affect this trust balance sheet. When you
can quantify and articulate that relationship — for example, linking model integrity controls to brand equity
preservation, you are operating at true fiduciary altitude.

The CISO as Al Governance Partner

The modern CISO occupies a unique role here — namely, understanding both the mechanics of security
and the psychology of governance. As boards wrestle with Al risk, they will increasingly rely on CISOs to
translate technical uncertainty into decision clarity. That means shaping disclosure policies, advising on
ethical data use, and validating the controls that ensure Al decisions meet the same integrity standards as
financial reporting.

In many ways, this is the logical evolution of cybersecurity leadership. Just as the CFO became the
translator between accounting and the board, the CISO is becoming the translator between Al systems and
fiduciary governance. That is the new center of gravity for Board IQ.
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