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Executive summary

Cybersecurity is an enterprise-risk issue because digital incidents can interrupt operations, expose
confidential information, create legal obligations, damage customer trust and consume management
attention. NIST Cybersecurity Framework (CSF) 2.0 was designed for organizations of any size, sector or
maturity and added “Govern” as a core function to make roles, risk strategy and oversight more explicit.
[1][2] This shift is important: security tools are necessary, but organizations also need clear ownership,
risk tolerances, supplier expectations and decision paths.

Threat data point toward a practical priority order. ENISA’s Threat Landscape 2025 analyzed 4,875
incidents from July 1, 2024 through June 30, 2025. In its analysis of initial access, phishing represented
60% and vulnerability exploitation 21.3% of observed leading entry routes. Ransomware remained the
most impactful threat, while DDoS represented a large share of recorded incidents but often with low
disruption in hacktivist activity. [3][4] These figures are European and incident-set specific; they are not
universal breach probabilities. They nevertheless support a business case for identity security, anti-
phishing controls, patching and vulnerability management, backups, logging, incident response and
third-party oversight.

CISA’s Cross-Sector Cybersecurity Performance Goals are explicitly intended to help small and medium
organizations prioritize a limited set of high-impact, broadly applicable actions. [5] For leaders, the core
discipline is to link controls to critical business services and credible attack paths. The goal is not
“perfect security.” It is a defensible level of prevention, detection, response and recovery that matches
the organization’s exposure and obligations.

Audience and questions addressed

This paper is for executives, boards, business owners, finance leaders, operations leaders, technology
teams and managers who share responsibility for cyber risk. It addresses: What does current threat
evidence suggest about priorities? What belongs in governance rather than IT operations? How can
smaller organizations choose a baseline? What should leaders expect before, during and after a material
incident?
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Figure 1. Two leading initial-access routes in ENISA’s 2025 analysis

Leading initial-access routes in ENISA Threat Landscape 2025
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ENISA analysis covered 4,875 incidents from 1 Jul 2024 to 30 Jun 2025; percentages shown are selected leading access routes.

Caption: Selected initial-access routes reported in ENISA Threat Landscape 2025.

Source: European Union Agency for Cybersecurity (ENISA), Threat Landscape 2025, covering 4,875 incidents from July 1, 2024
to June 30, 2025. [3][4]

Takeaway: Phishing and exploitable vulnerabilities deserve executive attention because they connect directly to identity
controls, patching, training and monitoring.

What the threat evidence implies

1. Identity and human-facing controls remain central

Phishing remains a prominent path into organizations because attackers can target credentials, sessions,
payment workflows and trusted relationships. A mature response does not rely on awareness training
alone. It combines stronger authentication, conditional access, least privilege, email protections,
verification procedures for sensitive transactions and monitoring for anomalous behavior. Training is
most effective when it reinforces a process that makes secure behavior possible rather than asking
employees to compensate for weak technical design.

2. Vulnerability management must connect to business criticality

A list of unpatched software is not yet a risk-prioritization system. Exploitability, internet exposure,
privilege, data sensitivity, business criticality and compensating controls matter. ENISA’s finding that
vulnerability exploitation represented 21.3% of leading initial-access routes in its incident analysis
reinforces the need for asset inventory and prioritized patching. [4] Executives should ask whether the
organization knows which systems support critical services, how quickly exposed vulnerabilities are
assessed, and who can accept an exception.

3. Financial loss statistics are incomplete measures of cyber risk

The FBI Internet Crime Complaint Center reported approximately $2.77 billion in 2024 losses associated
with Business Email Compromise complaints. [6] This figure reflects reported complaint loss and should
not be treated as the total economic cost of BEC. Similarly, the FBI notes that reported ransomware loss
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figures exclude important categories such as lost business, time, wages, files, equipment and some
remediation expenses. [6] Leaders should avoid using a single external cost average as a substitute for
estimating their own downtime, cash-transfer, privacy, contractual and recovery exposures.

Governance before tooling

Figure 2. Cyber risk as a governed lifecycle
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Governance makes cybersecurity an enterprise decision system—not only an IT control list.

Caption: Original infographic connecting the NIST CSF 2.0 functions with executive governance at the center.
Source: DailyBizTalk editorial synthesis based on NIST Cybersecurity Framework 2.0. [1][2]

Takeaway: Governance is the mechanism that sets priorities, ownership and tolerance across Identify, Protect, Detect,
Respond and Recover.

CSF 2.0’s Govern function emphasizes organizational context, risk-management strategy, roles and
responsibilities, policy, oversight and cybersecurity supply-chain risk management. [1] This creates a
useful executive agenda. The board or leadership team does not need to choose firewall rules, but it
should know who owns cyber risk; what services and data are most critical; what level of disruption is
tolerable; which third parties create concentration risk; how material incidents escalate; and how
performance is measured.

A governance model should make exceptions visible. Security programs weaken when temporary
exceptions become permanent because nobody owns the expiry date. Each material exception should
record the risk, business rationale, compensating control, approving owner and review date. This is
particularly important for legacy systems, external vendors and urgent product launches, where the
pressure to defer security work is highest.

Prioritizing baseline controls

CISA’s Cross-Sector Cybersecurity Performance Goals are intended as a high-impact baseline and are
particularly useful to smaller and medium organizations. [5] A practical baseline normally includes: a
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maintained asset inventory; strong identity and access management; timely patching of known exploited
vulnerabilities; protected and tested backups; central logging and alerting for critical systems; incident

response contacts and playbooks; secure configuration; and supplier-risk checks for critical services. The
exact implementation depends on architecture, sector and regulation.

Prioritization should be based on plausible attack paths and business impact rather than the number of
controls completed. For example, if payroll changes can be approved from a compromised email
account without out-of-band verification, adding another dashboard may be less valuable than
redesigning the approval workflow. If a critical cloud platform lacks tested recovery procedures, backup
documentation without a restoration exercise may offer false confidence.

Incident readiness and recovery

Incident response is partly a communications and decision-rights problem. Before an incident, leaders
should know who can isolate systems, engage outside counsel or forensics, communicate with
customers, approve emergency spending, notify insurers, and determine whether legal or regulatory
reporting is required. Contacts must be available outside systems that may be unavailable during an
attack. The organization should rehearse at least one realistic scenario involving business, technology,
legal, communications and executive participants.

Recovery should be measured in terms that operations understand. A backup is useful only if the right
data can be restored to a known-good environment within an acceptable time. Critical services should
have recovery priorities, dependencies, restoration tests and manual workarounds where feasible. After
an incident or exercise, organizations should update risk assumptions and controls rather than treating
the event as closed once systems are online.

Table 1. Cybersecurity decision matrix for leaders

Question Lower-risk pattern Higher-risk pattern Leadership response
Identit MFA, least privilege, Shared accounts, weak MFA, Prioritize identity redesign
Y sensitive changes verified email-only approvals and transaction verification
. Known assets, risk-based Unknown assets, exposed Inventory, isolate, patch or
Vulnerabilities .
patch SLAs legacy systems formally accept risk
Backups Immutable/offline copies + Backups share credentials Separate, protect and test
P restore tests and are untested recovery
. Central logs for critical Logs absent or reviewed only | Define signals, ownership
Detection . .
systems + escalation after incidents and response thresholds
. . Critical vendors mapped and | Concentration and access Tier vendors; contract for
Third parties . . . .
reviewed unknown security/notification
Response Roles, contacts, legal/comms Ad hoc response dependent Tabletop exercises and
P paths rehearsed on one person documented authority

Caption: Examples of how observable operating patterns can be converted into leadership priorities.

Source: DailyBizTalk editorial synthesis based on NIST CSF 2.0 and CISA CPGs. [1][5]

Takeaway: Prioritize weaknesses that combine high exposure, high business impact and poor recoverability.
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Reader checklist

¢ Governance: Is cyber risk explicitly owned at executive level?

e (ritical services: Do we know which systems, data and vendors are essential to operations?

¢ Identity: Is strong MFA used for privileged and remote access, and are sensitive transactions
independently verified?

e Exposure: Can we identify internet-facing assets and prioritize exploitable vulnerabilities?

e Backups: Are backups separated from production credentials and restore-tested?

e Detection: Are critical logs centralized with clear alert and escalation ownership?

e Third parties: Are critical suppliers tiered by access, concentration and recoverability?

e Response: Are legal, communications, insurance and technical contacts available offline?

e Exercises: Have business leaders participated in a realistic tabletop exercise?

e Metrics: Do our measures show risk reduction and recovery capability, not just control counts?

Conclusion

Cybersecurity becomes manageable when leaders treat it as a governed system of priorities,
accountability and recovery rather than an endless list of technical controls. Current threat evidence
supports sustained attention to identity, phishing resistance, vulnerability management, backups and
incident readiness, but external percentages do not replace organization-specific risk analysis. NIST CSF
2.0 and CISA’s baseline goals provide practical structures; the leadership task is to connect them to
critical services, attack paths, decision rights and evidence that controls work.

Research method and limitations

This paper synthesizes public cybersecurity frameworks, government guidance and incident reporting
available as of September 12, 2026. ENISA percentages describe its analyzed incident set and geography;
they are not universal probabilities for a specific company. FBI IC3 loss data are complaint-based and
understate categories that are not reported or are excluded from a crime-type loss figure. This paper
does not establish legal compliance or a security certification. Sector-specific laws, contractual duties,
cyber-insurance terms and national reporting rules require separate review.

Appendix: chart data

Measure Value Scope

Phishing as initial access 60.0 ENISA TL 2025 selected leading
access route

Vulnerability exploitation as 21.3 ENISA TL 2025 selected leading

initial access access route

Incidents analyzed 4875 ENISA: 1 Jul 2024-30 Jun 2025

2024 BEC complaint losses (USD) | 2.77 billion FBIIC3 reported complaint loss

The chart visualizes the two initial-access percentages only. The other values are provided for methodological context and are
not directly comparable measures.
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