SECURITY BRIEFING

RISK COMMUNICATION & GOVERNANCE FIELD REFERENCE - SHEET 01 / 02

SECURITY METRICS, KPIS &
BOARD REPORTING. "t

A board doesn't need every alert — it needs to know whether risk is going up or down and what it will cost to change that, translated
out of security jargon and into business terms.
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RISK-BASED METRICS EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION

THE MECHANISM

S|

Risk-Based Metric Selection

Choosing a small set of metrics that map directly to business
risk and decision-making, instead of reporting every
operational number security teams track internally.

THE FLOW

The Risk-Framed Report unoerstooo

VANITY METRIC AVOIDANCE TREND OVER SNAPSHOT

% 9

Trend Over Snapshot Business Translation

Presenting how a metric has moved over time against a target, Converting technical findings into cost, likelihood, and business
since a single point-in-time number rarely tells a board impact terms a board can actually weigh against other
whether the program is improving. organizational risks.

The Metric Dump 16i0RED

1) The security team selects a small set of metrics tied directly to material business risks the 1) The security team presents every available operational metric, from patch counts to phishing

board already tracks.

click rates to firewall logs.

2) Each metric is shown as a trend against a stated target, with the business impact of moving in 2) The board sees a wall of numbers with no stated target, trend, or connection to business risk.

the wrong direction spelled out.

3) The board approves the budget without real scrutiny or pushes back with no way to evaluate it,

3) The board can ask an informed follow-up question and make a resourcing decision, because because neither outcome came from actual understanding.
the report was built for their decision, not the security team's convenience.

CORE PILLARS & COVERAGE

PILLAR WHAT IT COVERS
Risk-Aligned Metric Selection Chooses the handful of metrics that map to material business risk, discarding operational metrics the board has no basis to evaluate.
Trend & Target Framing Presents every metric against a stated target and prior period, not as an isolated snapshot number.

Business Translation Layer Converts technical severity and likelihood into cost, business impact, and comparative risk language.

Reporting Cadence & Consistency Uses the same core metric set across reporting periods so the board can actually track movement over time.

DETECTION APPROACHES COMPARED

APPROACH

Reporting Every Available Metric

Metrics Without Trend or Target

Technical Severity Scores Alone

Inconsistent Metrics Period to Period

Risk-Aligned Metrics + Trend Framing + Business Translation

SUFFICIENT ALONE? WHAT IT MISSES

No Overwhelms the board with numbers it has no framework to evaluate, obscuring the ones that actually matter.
No A single point-in-time number gives the board no way to judge whether the program is improving or declining.
No CVSS and similar scores mean little to a board without translation into business cost or likelihood.

No Makes trend analysis impossible and erodes board trust in the numbers being presented.

Yes Gives the board a consistent, decision-ready view of whether risk is moving in the right direction.
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05 PROGRAM OPERATIONS

A metric the board can't act on isn't a board metric. If a number doesn't inform a decision the board is actually positioned to make, it belongs in an internal dashboard, not the boardroom.

Consistency matters more than comprehensiveness. A smaller, stable metric set tracked over years is more valuable than a comprehensive set that changes every quarter.

Fear-based reporting erodes credibility over time. A board told everything is critical every quarter stops being able to distinguish real escalations from routine updates.

The security leader owns the translation, not the board. Expecting directors to interpret raw technical data themselves is how security loses the room.

06 CONTROL MAPPING

NIST CSF (GO

N FUNCTION)

risk mar strategy

NACD CYBER-RISK HANDBOOK

rication as a core governance function.

Board-level guidance on the questions directors should ask and the metrics that should inform oversight.

ISO/IEC 27001 (MGMT REVIEW)

Requires periodic management review of the security program's performance against objectives.

SEC DISCLOSURE RULES

Requires public companies to describe board oversight processes and material incident impacts in defined terms.

07 WHAT THIS DOES NOT SOLVE

Underlying Security Program Gaps

Better reporting makes existing risk visible; it
doesn't fix a control that isn't actually
working.

08 MYTHS VS. REALITY

YTH

“More metrics demonstrate a more mature program.”

YTt

“The board wants to see raw technical detail to be reassured.”

MYTH

“A red status always gets more budget approved.”

MYTH

"Reporting the same metrics every quarter looks stagnant.”

YTH

“Board reporting is a communications problem, not a security one.”

09 SPEAK THE PROGRAM — KEY TERMS

KEY RISK INDICATOR (KRI)

A metric that signals a change in the level of risk exposure, distinct
from a KPI that measures operational performance.

MATERIAL INCIDENT

An event significant enough to require disclosure or board-level
attention under an organization's defined threshold.

SOURCES: NIST CSF NACD CYBER-RISK HANDBOOK - ISO/IEC

Board Cybersecurity Literacy

Even well-translated metrics land differently
depending on how much cyber-risk context
individual directors already have.

REALITY

Data Quality & Measurement Accuracy

A well-framed report built on inaccurate data
communicates false confidence clearly
instead of uncertainty clearly.

Risk Appetite Misalignment

Clear reporting can surface a mismatch
between the program and the board's risk
tolerance, but doesn't resolve it by itself.

A long metric list signals a team that hasn't yet decided what actually matters to the business.

REALITY

Most directors want a clear risk-to-decision path, not proof of technical depth.

REALITY

Reporting red without a credible remediation trend erodes confidence in the reporting itself, not just the metric.

REALITY

Consistent metrics are what let a board actually see progress; changing them constantly resets the baseline every

time.

REALITY

Deciding which metrics matter is itself a security judgment call, not just a presentation exercise.

RISK APPETITE

The level of risk an organization's leadership has explicitly decided
it's willing to accept in pursuit of its objectives.

CYBER-RISK QUANTIFICATION

Expressing security risk in financial terms, such as estimated annual
loss exposure, rather than qualitative severity labels.

DISCLOSURE RULES

HEAT MAP

A visual risk-reporting format that plots likelihood against impact to
prioritize attention across multiple risks at once.

GOVERNANCE CADENCE

The recurring schedule and format through which security risk is
reported to and reviewed by organizational leadership.
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