
 

i Copyright © 2026 Phenomenati – All Rights Reserved.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cyber Phenomenon Series 

 

 

Standards as a Foundation  

for Business Trust 
 

Why Businesses Should Adopt Relevant Standards  

and Certify What Matters 

 

 
 
Scott Foote 
 
Last Updated: 11 September 2026 
 
 
Phenomenati Consulting       6 Liberty Square, #2736  
www.phenomenati.com       Boston, MA 02109 
         (508) 709-7990 (office) 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this document, including any attachments, are intended solely 
for stakeholders of Phenomenati Consulting, may contain confidential and/or privileged information, and 
are legally protected from disclosure. 

https://www.phenomenati.com/
http://www.phenomenati.com/


 

ii Copyright © 2026 Phenomenati – All Rights Reserved.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Understand the foundation: the history, vocabulary and standards landscape. 

Make the business decision: integration, value, credible assurance and legal limits. 

Put trust to work: AI controls, supplier evidence, implementation and board oversight. 
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YES… START HERE 

1 The Executive Decision 
Businesses should make relevant standards a normal part of how they operate, not an occasional 
response to a sales questionnaire. Where an established certification scheme exists and customers or risk 
exposure justify it, independent certification should make that discipline visible. The point is not to collect 
logos. It is to make important promises easier to understand, verify and enforce. 

A buyer cannot observe every supplier decision, inspect every system or repeat every test. Shared standards 
give both parties a common basis for asking what is controlled, who is accountable and what evidence 
exists. Certification adds an independent assessment of defined conformity; it does not transfer the buyer's 
judgment to an auditor. ISO itself develops standards but does not issue certificates. [1] 

1.1 Adoption and Certification are Different Investments 

Adoption changes operations: scope, ownership, risk treatment, evidence and improvement. Certification 
adds external scrutiny and a portable assurance claim. ISO explicitly recognizes that organizations can 
benefit from management-system standards without certification. Conversely, a certificate has limited 
commercial value when its scope excludes the service a customer is buying. [2] 

Do not assume every familiar framework has a corresponding certificate. NIST does not certify or endorse 
Cybersecurity Framework implementations, products or services. A private assessment marketed as "NIST 
certification" must be evaluated on its actual scheme, assessor and evidence, not on an implied NIST 
endorsement. [3] 

1.2 The Recommended Enterprise Position 

Decision Recommended Position 

Operating Baseline 
Adopt a coherent set of standards matched to material business services, data, 
obligations and risk. Document justified tailoring. 

External Assurance 
Prioritize accredited certification of relevant management systems when it answers a 
real customer, market-access or oversight need. 

Buyer Reliance 
Use certification to reduce duplicative baseline questions, then investigate service-
specific gaps and consequential failure scenarios. 

Board Accountability 
Require evidence of operating effectiveness, truthful scope claims, unresolved risk and 
funded improvement - not only renewal dates. 

 

 

A certification should shorten the conversation, not end it. 
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HISTORICAL EVOLUTION 

2 How Standards Became Trust Infrastructure 
The historical progression is cumulative: common measurements made transactions comparable; technical 
standards made systems connect; management standards made organizational processes assessable. 
Privacy and AI now extend the question from whether a system works to whether its use is appropriate. 
The trust lessons below are analysis drawn from the cited milestones. 

Period Documented Development What Changed for Business Trust 

1901 onward 

The US National Bureau of Standards was 
established in 1901; it became NIST in 1988.  

Its roots lie in measurement and technical 
confidence. [4] 

A buyer and seller could refer to a shared 
technical basis rather than rely entirely on 
each other's assertions. 

1947 onward 
ISO began in 1947 to coordinate and unify 
international industrial standards. [5] 

Cross-border trade gained a mechanism for 
reconciling national practices and terminology. 

1980s 
RFC 791 specified Internet Protocol in 1981. 
The ISO 9000 quality-management family 
followed in 1987. [6] [7] 

Interoperability and repeatable management 
addressed different problems: connecting 
systems versus organizing reliable work. 

1990s-2005 
British information-security management 
work, including BS 7799, helped establish the 
path to ISO/IEC 27001 in 2005. [8] 

Security could be evaluated as an 
organizational system, not merely a collection 
of technical products. 

2010s-2024 
NIST CSF evolved from its 2014 origins to CSF 
2.0 in 2024, with explicit GOVERN outcomes 
and applicability across sectors. [9] 

Cybersecurity became easier to discuss in 
terms of enterprise priorities, accountability 
and supplier relationships. 

2019-2020 
ISO/IEC 27701 introduced privacy 
management in 2019; NIST published Privacy 
Framework 1.0 in 2020. [10] [11] 

Protecting information from attackers was no 
longer a sufficient answer to the risks of 
processing personal data. 

2023 onward 
NIST AI RMF 1.0 and ISO/IEC 42001 appeared 
in 2023, addressing AI risk and AI management 
respectively. [12] [13] 

Trust increasingly requires evidence about 
intended use, affected people, evaluation, 
oversight and change - not just access 
controls. 

 

The enduring lesson: standards do not eliminate uncertainty; they make important parts of it discussable 
and testable. The more organizations depend on external software, data, cloud services and AI, the more 
valuable a shared basis and lingua franca for accountability becomes. 
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VOCABULARY THAT PREVENTS EXPENSIVE MISTAKES 

3 Know What the Assurance Claim Means 
"Standards" is an umbrella term. A technical specification, a risk framework, a management-system 
requirement and an audit report answer different questions. Treating them as interchangeable creates false 
assurance at exactly the point a commercial relationship needs clarity. 

Term Meaning and Business Implication 

Technical Standard 
Defines characteristics, interfaces or technical behavior. Interoperability is one possible 
objective; following a protocol is not the same as operating a certified management 
system. RFC 791 illustrates this distinction. [6] 

Framework or 
Guidance 

Organizes outcomes, principles or practices. NIST CSF and ISO 31000 help structure 
decisions, but they are not interchangeable with a certifiable management-system 
requirements standard. [9] [14] 

Management System 
The organization's repeatable way of setting direction, assigning responsibility, 
operating processes and improving results. ISO's harmonized structure supports 
integration across management-system standards. [2] 

Adoption / 
Implementation 

Putting relevant provisions into actual use. A self-description such as "aligned with" 
should be accompanied by scope, a method, gaps and evidence; it is not an 
independent certificate. 

Conformity 
Meeting specified requirements for a defined object and scope. A credible claim 
identifies what was assessed and against which requirements; it is not a claim of 
perfection. 

Certification 
Third-party assurance under a defined scheme. For ISO management systems, the 
certification body is independent of ISO; the certificate concerns the stated 
management-system scope. [1] 

Accreditation 
Assessment of a conformity-assessment body's competence and impartiality for 
specified activities. Check that the issuer is accredited for the actual scheme, not 
merely for some other standard. [15] 

Attestation / 
Validation 

Other assurance forms with their own criteria and boundaries. A SOC 2 report or 
cryptographic module validation must be read on its own terms, not relabeled as ISO 
certification. [16] [17] 

 

Who does what? NIST is a US government institution; ISO coordinates international standards work, and 
many IT standards are jointly designated ISO/IEC Standards development, implementation, audit, 
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certification and accreditation are distinct functions. "International" does not mean legally sufficient 
everywhere, and a US-origin framework need not be restricted to US use. [4] [5] [9] 

Procurement rule: ask for the precise credential, issuer, standard edition, assessment scope and current status. A 
training-course certificate held by an employee is not organizational certification. 

  

https://www.phenomenati.com/


 

4-1 Copyright © 2026 Phenomenati – All Rights Reserved.  

STANDARDS DECISION MAP - PART ONE 

4 Choose the Baseline: IT, Security and Risk 
The following is a selection guide, not a universal shopping list. "Certifiable" refers to the management 
system against a requirements standard, not automatic certification of all products or business outcomes. 
Apply relevant amendments and confirm certification-scheme transition arrangements before contracting. 

Business Need Relevant Baseline Adopt / Certify Decision 

Information-Security 
Management 

ISO/IEC 27001:2022 - requirements for an 
information security management system 
(ISMS). [18] 

A strong candidate for certification when 
confidentiality, integrity and availability are 
material to customer trust. Scope the 
delivered service and its supporting 
operations. 

Security Control 
Design and Risk 
Analysis 

ISO/IEC 27002:2022 - controls guidance; 
ISO/IEC 27005:2022 - information-security 
risk guidance. [19] [20] 

Use to inform implementation and risk 
treatment. Do not present either as 
equivalent to standalone ISO/IEC 27001 
management-system certification. 

Cybersecurity 
Outcomes and 
Communication 

NIST CSF 2.0 - Govern, Identify, Protect, 
Detect, Respond and Recover. Current and 
Target Profiles support prioritization. [9] 

Adopt for communicating desired 
outcomes and gaps. There is no NIST-
issued CSF certification. [3] 

Enterprise-Wide 
Uncertainty 

ISO 31000:2018 - risk-management 
principles, framework and process. [14] 

Adopt to connect technology risk with 
business objectives. It is guidance, not a 
certifiable management-system 
requirements standard. 

IT Service Delivery 
ISO/IEC 20000-1:2018 - service-
management system requirements. [21] 

Consider certification where reliable 
service delivery, change and supplier 
coordination are central promises. 

Continuity and 
Resilience 

ISO 22301:2019 - business-continuity 
management system requirements. [22] 

Consider certification for consequential 
disruption exposure. Still require recovery 
exercises and evidence against actual 
service commitments. 

Board-Level IT 
Governance 

ISO/IEC 38500:2024 - guidance for 
governing bodies on IT governance. [23] 

Adopt governance principles; do not 
confuse them with an organizational 
management-system certificate. 
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Business Need Relevant Baseline Adopt / Certify Decision 

Software 
Engineering 

NIST SP 800-218, SSDF 1.1 - secure 
software development guidance. [24] 

Build practices into engineering and 
acquisition. An ISMS certificate does not 
establish that a particular release is free of 
vulnerabilities. 

 

For control-level depth, NIST SP 800-53 Revision 5 provides a security and privacy control catalog. SP 800-
37 Revision 2 provides the system-life-cycle Risk Management Framework (RMF), including control 
assessment, authorization and monitoring. This RMF is distinct from the AI RMF; an authorization decision 
is not an ISO management-system certificate. Use these resources where the business, system or applicable 
program calls for them. [25] [26] 
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STANDARDS DECISION MAP - PART TWO 

5 Extend the Baseline: Privacy, Cloud and AI 

Business Need Relevant Baseline Adopt / Certify Decision 

Privacy 
Management 

ISO/IEC 27701:2025 - privacy information 
management system (PIMS) requirements 
and guidance. [27] 

Certifiable PIMS. The 2025 edition is 
standalone; ISO/IEC 27001 certification is 
no longer a prerequisite. Integrate where 
useful, but define privacy scope and roles 
explicitly. [28] 

Privacy-Risk 
Outcomes 

NIST Privacy Framework 1.0 - voluntary 
enterprise privacy-risk framework. [11] 

Adopt to address effects of data processing 
on people, not only security incidents. Do 
not market framework use as a NIST-issued 
certificate. 

Cloud Responsibility 
ISO/IEC 27017:2026 - cloud-security 
controls guidance, published July 2026; 
replaces the 2015 edition. [29] 

Use with cloud-provider and cloud-
customer responsibilities. A scheme-
specific cloud assessment is not 
automatically the same assurance object as 
a standalone ISMS certificate. 

Personal Data in 
Public Clouds 

ISO/IEC 27018:2025 - guidance for public 
clouds acting as PII processors. [30] 

Use for processor-specific safeguards. 
Examine roles, data paths and contractual 
terms; not a general privacy-law 
compliance passport. 

AI Management 
ISO/IEC 42001:2023 - AI management 
system (AIMS). [13] 

Consider certification when developing, 
providing or using consequential AI. Scope 
activities and systems precisely; do not 
imply that all models or outputs are 
certified safe. 

AI-Risk Analysis 
NIST AI RMF 1.0 and ISO/IEC 23894:2023 - 
risk-management guidance. [12] [31] 

Adopt to inform context, evaluation and 
risk decisions. Neither substitutes for use-
case testing or the requirements of ISO/IEC 
42001. 

Generative AI and 
Engineering 

NIST AI 600-1 - generative AI risk profile; 
SP 800-218A - AI-focused SSDF community 
profile. [32] [33] 

Use to deepen risk analysis and secure 
development. A governance credential 
alone cannot establish the behavior of a 
specific deployed configuration. 
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5.1 Version Discipline is Part of Trust 

As checked on 9 September 2026, NIST's Privacy Framework 1.1 project page still identifies the release as 
an Initial Public Draft. NIST also states that AI RMF 1.0 is being revised. Do not silently describe a draft as 
final, or assume an announced revision has already replaced the published baseline. [34] [35] 

Public standards summaries support this selection guide. Implementation and audit planning require the applicable 
normative text, amendments, sector obligations and scheme rules, not this table alone. 
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ONE OPERATING MODEL, SEVERAL USEFUL LENSES 

6 Use NIST and ISO Together 
The useful question is rarely "NIST or ISO?" It is which combination explains desired outcomes, establishes 
accountable operation and provides the evidence stakeholders need. NIST CSF offers an outcomes vocabulary; 
ISO management-system standards offer compatible structures for running and evaluating an organizational 
system. Integration can reduce duplicate work, but does not make the standards equivalent. [9] [2] 

6.1 A Practical Architecture 

Layer Recommended Operating Design 

Direction 
The board and executive team establish business objectives, risk appetite, service 
commitments and limits on acceptable harm. Legal and contractual obligations remain 
explicit constraints. 

Common 
Management System 

Use a shared process for scope, ownership, competence, document control, internal 
audit, management review and corrective action. Preserve domain-specific 
requirements rather than averaging them away. 

Domain Analysis 
Maintain linked security, privacy, continuity and AI assessments. Share inventories and 
dependencies while retaining distinct questions about personal data, safety, reliability 
and legitimate use. 

Operational Controls 
Embed safeguards in procurement, identity, software delivery, data handling, change, 
incident response and recovery. Assign each control an accountable owner and a 
testable outcome. 

Evidence and 
Assurance 

Maintain an evidence register that records source, scope, time period, version, owner, 
test result and limitations. Reuse evidence only where its relevance genuinely matches 
the claim. 

 

6.2 A Crosswalk is Not a Proof of Equivalence 

Suppose one access-review control is mapped to several standards. The mapping saves indexing effort, but it 
does not prove that the review happened, covered production privileges, addressed machine identities or 
removed inappropriate access. Require the operating record and a test of the outcome. One reliable artifact 
may serve several assessments; one checkbox should not be allowed to stand in for several different obligations. 

Illustrative example: a SaaS provider can maintain one service inventory, one change process and one 
corrective-action workflow while separately testing security boundaries, lawful data use and AI behavior. A 
material model-provider change should trigger the relevant privacy, security, contractual and AI reviews 
together, not four disconnected discoveries after deployment. 
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6.3 Keep Business Accountability Intact 

Recommended ownership:  

• the CTO owns engineering execution;  

• the CISO coordinates security governance;  

• the CAIO coordinates AI governance;  

• Product and Business Owners own intended use, acceptance criteria and operating risk;  

• the CRO consolidates enterprise exposure.  

• Privacy Operations and Business Owners execute privacy controls,  

• while the DPO advises and independently oversees within the applicable role.  

• GRC (specifically, Internal Audit) should challenge the system, not become its operator. 

 

 

Integrate the work. Do not dilute the questions. 
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VALUE WITHOUT INVENTED RETURN-ON-INVESTMENT CLAIMS 

7 Make the Commercial and Operating Case 
Standards are worth funding when they improve decisions and make credible evidence reusable. The 
business case should distinguish implementation value from certification value. Fixing a failed restore 
process has operational value whether or not it produces a certificate; an independently assessed scope 
may help a buyer rely on that process without repeating the whole assessment. 

Value Mechanism What Management Should Measure 

More Credible Market 
Access 

Which qualified opportunities explicitly require a credential?  

NOTE: Track revenue exposed to that requirement and whether certification 
actually resolves the buyer's objection. 

Less Repetitive Assurance 
Work 

Measure time spent answering baseline questions, collecting duplicate evidence 
and negotiating assurance terms. Compare equivalent deals or suppliers; do not 
attribute every improvement to certification. 

More Dependable 
Execution 

Track missed control activities, access exceptions, failed recovery tests, unresolved 
findings and repeat incidents. These reveal whether the management system 
changes operational behavior. 

Clearer Partner 
Accountability 

Measure disputed responsibilities, undocumented supplier changes and overdue 
remediation. Shared terms are useful only when the parties agree what they cover. 

Better Strategic Decisions 
Test whether management receives credible evidence before launching a service, 
acquiring a company, changing a processor or delegating authority to an AI system. 

 

7.1 Cost the Whole Operating Commitment 

Budget for internal ownership, remediation, evidence preparation, training, licensed standards where 
needed, assessment fees, ongoing surveillance and future changes. Certification spending should not 
displace the engineering work needed to make the claim true. Avoid assuming a certificate will reduce 
insurance premiums, prevent a breach, win a contract or satisfy every regulator; each is a separate 
proposition requiring evidence. 

A useful business-case structure is: credible commercial value + measured assurance-effort savings + 
separately assessed risk reduction - full implementation and recurring costs. Use ranges, name 
assumptions and avoid counting the same benefit twice. A forecast is a decision aid, not proof that 
certification causes better financial performance. 

7.2 When Certification Should Wait 

A smaller organization may sensibly adopt the baseline before seeking external certification. ISO notes that 
management-system formality should reflect organizational context and that benefits do not depend on 
certification. Delay the external audit when ownership is unstable, evidence is immature or urgent 
safeguards are still failing - but do not delay basic controls while debating the certificate. [2] 
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Fund the control system first; fund the credential to make that system credibly 
visible. 

 

  

https://www.phenomenati.com/


 

8-1 Copyright © 2026 Phenomenati – All Rights Reserved.  

WHY ACCREDITATION MATTERS - AND WHERE ASSURANCE ENDS 

8 Understand the Assurance Chain 
A credible management-system certification rests on more than an audit logo. ISO/IEC 17021-1 addresses 
certification-body competence, consistency and impartiality; ISO/IEC 17011 addresses accreditation bodies. 
The assurance chain is strongest when each party's role and scope can be verified independently. [36] [15] 

Sector-specific assessor requirements add another layer: ISO/IEC 27006-1:2024 concerns ISMS certification 
bodies; ISO/IEC 42006:2025 concerns AIMS certification bodies; ISO/IEC 27706:2025 concerns PIMS 
certification bodies. Their publication does not establish that any particular provider has already obtained 
the relevant accreditation. Check the provider's actual status and applicable transition rules. [37] [38] [39] 

8.1 What a Serious Certification Journey Looks Like 

Expect a defined scope and readiness work, assessment of the management system, evidence-based 
evaluation of implementation, resolution of nonconformities, an independent certification decision and 
continuing oversight. Exact procedures depend on the scheme. A promise of guaranteed certification 
without meaningful scrutiny should be a reason to investigate, not a procurement advantage. [36] 

8.2 The International Recognition Structure Changed in 2026 

Global Accreditation Cooperation Incorporated commenced operations on 1 January 2026, bringing 
together the work of IAF and ILAC and launching a unified recognition arrangement. The launch 
announcement provides for continuity of recognition and transitional use of existing marks. A legacy IAF or 
ILAC mark therefore needs contextual verification, not an automatic conclusion that the certificate is 
obsolete. [40] 

Assurance Artifact What It Can Support - and What It Cannot 

ISO Management-System 
Certificate 

A scoped conformity claim under the scheme. It is not a warranty that every 
product is secure, every transaction lawful or every future control effective. [1] 

SOC 2 Type 2 Report 
An attestation report (not a “certification”) includes the service organization's 
system description and examination evidence, including tests and results over a 
stated period. Read exceptions and boundaries; it is not an ISO certificate. [16] 

FIPS 140-3 / CMVP 
Validation 

Validation concerning a cryptographic module and defined configurations. It does 
not certify the security of the whole organization or every system using that 
component. [17] 

 

Recommended buying discipline: prefer relevant accreditation where a mature scheme is available; 
investigate assessor competence, impartiality and scope. If accreditation is not yet available for the needed 
scheme or transition, describe the alternative assurance honestly rather than implying equivalence. 
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SECURITY IS NECESSARY, BUT THE QUESTION IS BROADER 

9 Privacy and Law: the Boundaries Matter 
A system can resist unauthorized access and still create privacy risk through its authorized operation. NIST's 
Privacy Framework addresses risks from data processing and their effects on individuals, not only risks 
created by cybersecurity incidents. The executive implication is straightforward: "we protected the 
database" does not answer whether the collection, use, retention or disclosure was appropriate. [11] 

9.1 What Privacy Management Adds 

Use the PIMS to make the organization's data-processing roles, responsibilities and privacy practices 
governable. ISO/IEC 27701:2025 now provides a standalone PIMS route, unlike the 2019 extension model. 
That is a structural change in the standard, not permission to isolate privacy from engineering, security, 
product or legal decision-making. [27] [28] 

Recommended evidence should follow the data: purpose, applicable authority, recipients, processing 
locations, retention, deletion, individual-rights handling and control ownership. For a new AI feature, trace 
whether prompts, retrieved records, outputs and telemetry reach additional parties. Require the business 
owner to explain the use before asking the assurance team to bless the implementation. 

9.2 Do Not Sell an ISO Credential as Regulatory Immunity 

CNIL's explanation of the 2019 ISO/IEC 27701 edition explicitly distinguished the standard from a GDPR 
Article 42 certification instrument. Its historical commentary should not be used as a guide to the new 
edition's structure, but the distinction between an ISO management-system credential and a legally 
approved certification mechanism remains essential: verify the actual legal scheme rather than infer it from 
a logo. [10] 

Even certification under the GDPR's own certification framework does not remove controller or processor 
responsibility or prevent supervisory-authority action, as the EDPB explains. The prudent business position 
is to treat certification as relevant evidence, not as a transfer of liability. [41] 

9.3 AI Regulation Makes Legal Mapping More Important, Not Class 

The EU AI Act illustrates how legal effects can depend on specifically qualifying harmonized standards and 
the requirements they cover, rather than on a generic ISO credential. The Commission's Article 40 page also 
warns that its displayed text has not yet incorporated Digital Omnibus amendments. For a live compliance 
decision, verify the operative legislation, current harmonization references and applicable conformity 
route; this primer does not assert that ISO/IEC 42001 alone confers a legal presumption of conformity. [42] 

 

Standard, contract and law are three related obligations –  

not three interchangeable labels. 

 

Practical recommendation: maintain an obligations register linked to controls and evidence. Have qualified counsel 
confirm jurisdiction-specific duties, sector rules and the legal effect of any certification before making external 
compliance claims. 

  

https://www.phenomenati.com/


 

10-1 Copyright © 2026 Phenomenati – All Rights Reserved.  

A GOVERNANCE CERTIFICATE IS NOT A MODEL SAFETY GUARANTEE 

10 AI: Manage the System, Test The Use 
AI changes the trust problem because a well-managed deployment can still produce unsuitable results in a 
particular context. NIST AI RMF organizes AI risk through Govern, Map, Measure and Manage; these 
functions are iterative, not a one-time checklist. ISO/IEC 42001 provides the complementary AI 
management-system structure. Neither removes the need to evaluate the actual application and its 
consequences. [12] [13] 

NIST's generative AI profile includes risks such as confabulation, privacy loss, harmful bias, information 
integrity and value-chain dependencies. Its guidance supports contextual risk identification rather than an 
assumption that every plausible concern has been demonstrated in every system. ISO/IEC 23894 adds AI 
risk-management guidance; SP 800-218A extends secure-development practices for relevant AI models. 
[32] [31] [33] 

Trust Question Recommended Evidence at the Business Boundary 

What is the AI allowed to 
do? 

A defined purpose, authorized users, prohibited uses, decision rights and limits on 
external actions. Identify who can approve, override, stop and retire the use case. 

What exactly was 
evaluated? 

Model and application versions, relevant data, retrieval sources, tools, operating 
conditions, test methods, acceptance thresholds and known limitations. 

Whose information and 
interests are affected? 

Documented data provenance and permissions, privacy analysis, relevant impact 
assessment and controls for affected people. Avoid treating organizational profit 
as the only consequence. 

How is the live system 
controlled? 

Monitoring tied to use-case risks, escalation, human oversight, access limits, 
change approval, rollback or safe shutdown, and reassessment triggers. 

What depends on other 
companies? 

Named providers and responsibilities, service and data-flow boundaries, change-
notification arrangements, evidence access and contingency options when 
upstream behavior changes. 

 

10.1 Illustrative Scenario: the Certified Supplier and the Unsafe 
Integration 

A fictional vendor has an AIMS certificate covering its model-development activities. A customer connects 
that model to client files and purchasing tools, then permits an agent to make commitments. The vendor's 
certificate does not establish that the customer's integration is in scope, that file permissions are 
appropriate or that spending authority is controlled. The recommended response is a separate integration 
risk decision, bounded identities and permissions, release tests, approval gates and operating evidence. 

For an AI-enabled partnership, exchange two complementary evidence sets: management-system 
assurance and current, use-case-specific evaluation evidence. Record whose controls each party relies on 
and what happens when the model, data source, tool permissions or intended use changes. 
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A PRACTICAL BUYER AND SUPPLIER PLAYBOOK 

11 Turn Certification into Inter-Company Trust 
The most useful trust package is small enough to consume, specific enough to test and current enough to 
matter. The recommended approach is layered disclosure: publish low-sensitivity scope information, share 
assurance reports under appropriate conditions and provide deeper technical evidence only where the risk 
justifies it. 

Verification Step Evidence to Request and the Decision it Enables 

1. Authenticate the Claim 

Obtain the certificate itself, standard and edition, certificate identifier, legal entity, 
sites, scope and status. Validate the issuer and its relevant accreditation; use a 
registry such as IAF CertSearch where applicable. An absent registry entry calls for 
direct verification, not an automatic fraud finding. [43] 

2. Match it to the 
Purchase 

Map the purchased service, production operations, support locations, development 
activities and key dependencies to the scope. Identify exclusions and customer 
responsibilities explicitly. 

3. Understand the 
Control Choices 

For an ISMS, request appropriate visibility into the Statement of Applicability and 
relevant control rationale. Share sensitive details through controlled channels. A list 
of controls without operating evidence is not enough. [18] 

4. Examine Recent 
Performance 

Seek relevant assessment findings and remediation status, recovery-test results, 
access-control evidence and incident or material-change information appropriate 
to the relationship. Do not expect unrestricted disclosure of all vulnerabilities. 

5. Test the Distinctive 
Risk 

Add application testing, privacy/data-flow review, resilience scenarios or AI 
evaluations for the actual service and use case. A generic certificate may reduce 
baseline questions, but it should not displace these tests. 

6. Keep Trust Current 
Agree review triggers, evidence refresh, notification of material scope or 
certification-status changes, remediation escalation and exit arrangements. 
Reassess when dependence or consequences increase. 

 

11.1 Write Promises that Can Be Checked 

Recommended contract topics include maintaining the agreed assurance scope, accurate representations, 
material change notification, proportionate access to evidence, remediation duties, relevant subcontractor 
obligations, incident cooperation and termination or transition rights. Have counsel turn these topics into 
terms aligned with the actual service and applicable law; a generic standards reference is not a complete 
allocation of responsibility. 

Suppliers should use precise language: "The ISMS supporting the named service and operations is certified 
to the stated edition," not "everything we do is ISO approved." Buyers should reciprocate by accepting 
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relevant, credible evidence rather than demanding identical questionnaires from every supplier regardless 
of exposure. 

 

Trust is a managed relationship:  

a shared promise, credible evidence, clear responsibilities  

and a response when conditions change. 
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READINESS SHOULD DETERMINE THE AUDIT DATE 

12 Implement in Stages, Not in a Rush 
Begin with the business service and the risk, not an auditor's calendar. The planning windows below are 
illustrative management estimates, not standard requirements or promises of certification speed. Existing 
maturity, operating scale, remediation needs and scheme availability can change them substantially. 

Illustrative Stage Recommended Work Exit Evidence 

First 30 days:  

Decide 

Confirm executive sponsor, business case, 
material services, data and AI inventory, 
obligations, scope and desired assurance. 
Investigate immediate high-consequence 
gaps. 

An approved scope, accountable owners, 
prioritized risks, funding assumptions and 
a truthful current-state assessment. 

Days 30-90:  

Establish 

Define the common management 
processes, select controls, assign evidence 
owners and address foundational failures. 
Decide which standards to adopt and 
which certificates customers actually need. 

Operating responsibilities, risk-treatment 
plan, control/evidence register and 
demonstrable progress on urgent gaps. 

Months 3-6:  

Operate and 
Challenge 

Collect evidence through ordinary work.  

(This is where most organization’s 
commitment is thin or insufficient over 
time.) 

Test key controls, complete internal 
assessment and management review, 
investigate failures and close substantive 
nonconformities. 

Reliable operating records, test results, 
management decisions and verified 
corrective action - not just newly written 
policies. 

Months 6-12 or 
longer: 
Independently Assess 

When ready, engage a competent 
certification body with the appropriate 
scope and accreditation. Resolve findings 
and publish only the assurance claim 
actually awarded. 

A verified certificate where earned, scope-
aligned customer materials and an ongoing 
assurance plan. 

Ongoing:  

Maintain and Adapt 

Refresh evidence, monitor outcomes, 
exercise recovery, review material 
changes, track new editions and reassess 
customers' and affected people's risks. 

Current evidence, closed-loop remediation 
and controlled scope or standard 
transitions. 
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12.1 Make Proportionality Explicit 

A small supplier may initially justify standards adoption plus targeted independent testing rather than 
multiple management-system certificates. A provider operating critical services or processing 
consequential personal data may justify a broader, integrated certification program. The decision should 
turn on exposure and stakeholder reliance, not organization size alone. 

12.2 Put the Right People in the Room 

The executive sponsor should remove cross-functional obstacles; service owners should own the promises; 
finance should validate costs and benefits; product, engineering, security, privacy, legal and procurement 
should agree evidence and obligations. Use independent internal challenge before external assessment.  

Certification should not become a project the assurance team completes on behalf of an otherwise 
disengaged business. 

Recommended gate: do not schedule an external assessment to create an artificial deadline when critical controls are 
demonstrably failing. An honest readiness delay is preferable to misleading scope reduction or superficial evidence. 
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A BOARD SCORECARD AND DEFENSES AGAINST CHECKBOX BEHAVIOR 

13 Govern Outcomes, not Certificate Counts 
The scorecard below is a proposed management design, not a mandated reporting format. Set thresholds 
by service criticality and risk appetite. Report both coverage and effectiveness: a high coverage percentage 
should never conceal an uncontrolled critical dependency. 

Measure Recommended Definition / Board Interpretation 

Material-Service Assurance 
Coverage 

Percentage of designated material services within an appropriate, verified 
assurance scope, with exclusions named. Report uncovered critical services 
separately. 

Critical-Control 
Effectiveness 

Results of selected operating tests: privileged-access review, production change, 
restoration or equivalent high-consequence safeguards. Show failures, test 
limitations and retests. 

Aged Risk and Findings 
Open high-consequence findings, overdue corrective actions and accepted 
exceptions past their review date. Name the accountable business owner and 
interim protection. 

Privacy Lifecycle 
Performance 

Whether consequential processing changes were reviewed, retention/deletion 
commitments tested and applicable rights-handling obligations met. Do not 
reduce this to training completion. 

AI Deployment Discipline 
For material AI uses, evidence of approval, current evaluation, authorized actions, 
monitoring and tested stop/rollback arrangements. Disclose version and scope 
gaps. 

Trust-Package Usefulness 
Assurance-review effort, unresolved customer questions, misleading claims 
corrected and material scope changes notified. Separate efficiency gains from 
reduced scrutiny. 

 

13.1 What Can Go Wrong with Standards-Led Programs? 

Scope washing: an organization certifies a convenient perimeter while customers rely on a much broader 
service.  

Paperwork substitution: policies are mistaken for execution.  

Auditor shopping: a weak assessor is selected for convenience.  

Stale assurance: rapid changes leave last quarter's evidence irrelevant.  

These are failure modes to test for, not claims about the prevalence of misconduct across certification 
bodies. 

The defenses are practical:  
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• match scope to customer reliance;  

• sample real transactions and failure scenarios;  

• insist on competent, impartial assessment;  

• refresh evidence after material change; and  

• maintain enough internal expertise to challenge the result.  

A standard is a baseline, not a ceiling on controls or a reason to stop investigating a novel threat. 

 

13.2 Four Questions the Board Should Ask 

1) What important promise falls outside our assurance scope?  

2) Which recent test contradicted management's confidence?  

3) What material change made existing evidence less relevant?  

4) Which risk are we accepting because remediation competes with revenue or delivery 

commitments? 

 

 

A healthy assurance program brings uncomfortable evidence to management early. 
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THE FOUNDATION SHOULD EVOLVE WITH THE BUSINESS 

14 The Next Phase: Living, Bounded Assurance 
The likely direction is not the disappearance of standards, but a tighter connection between standards, 
operating evidence and the conditions under which a claim remains valid. That is a strategic assessment, 
not a prediction that certification will become continuous or fully automated across every scheme. 

14.1 Machine-Readable Evidence, with Human Accountability 

NIST's Open Security Controls Assessment Language (OSCAL) provides machine-readable formats for 
control and assessment information. This can support more reusable exchanges between organizations. 
Automation does not establish that the underlying information is accurate, complete or independent; it can 
distribute weak evidence faster as easily as strong evidence. [44] 

Recommended design: attach provenance, timestamps, versions and scope to evidence; separate observed 
facts from management assertions; preserve assessment independence; and review automated mappings. 
Do not describe a dashboard as continuous certification unless the actual certification scheme supports 
that claim. 

14.2 Standards Transitions are an Operating Responsibility 

NIST's first three finalized post-quantum cryptographic standards, announced in August 2024, illustrate why 
a trusted baseline cannot remain frozen. The management implication is to inventory dependencies and 
plan controlled transitions, not infer that a new algorithm standard immediately upgrades deployed 
systems. [45] 

The privacy, cloud and AI changes identified in this primer reinforce the same point: maintain an edition 
and scheme register, identify who evaluates revisions, and distinguish published requirements from drafts. 
Contracts should be precise enough to establish obligations while allowing governed transitions rather than 
accidental nonconformity. [28] [29] [34] [35] 

14.3 Participate, Rather than Only Comply 

Organizations with distinctive use cases should contribute implementation lessons to standards 
development and public consultations. The strategic benefit is not a promise of influencing the result; it is 
earlier understanding of emerging expectations and a chance to identify requirements that are difficult to 
interpret, test or apply proportionately. 

14.4 The Board Resolution Worth Making 

Approve an integrated standards program tied to material business services. Require management to 
propose the initial scope, prioritized risk treatment, evidence model and economic case. Authorize external 
certification where it provides relevant, credible assurance, and require periodic review of control 
effectiveness, scope accuracy and material change. 

The strongest business argument is not that a standard makes an organization trustworthy by declaration. 
It is that shared expectations, accountable execution and independent challenge make trust more rational. 
That foundation is valuable in ordinary IT outsourcing and increasingly important when one company 
delegates data processing, decisions or actions to another company's AI. 

 

Standardize the promises. Verify the evidence.  

Keep responsibility where it belongs. 
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