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Executive Summary

Context & Challenge

Generative Al has leapt from the R&D lab to the board agenda, bringing both double-digit
productivity gains and systemic risks such as algorithmic bias, privacy breaches, “Al-washing
litigation and fast-moving regulations (e.g., the EU Al Act). The EU Al Act entered into force on 1
Aug 2024; prohibitions apply from 2 Feb 2025, GPAI rules from 2 Aug 2025, compulsory risk-
mapping of all Al assets by 2 Aug 2026, and full conformity assessments for high-risk systems by 2

Aug 2027.

Yet 66% of boards confess limited Al fluency and one-third devote insufficient time to the
topic, creating a dangerous “implementation gap” between high-level ethics principles and real-world
controls. Directors therefore face a dual mandate: capture Al-driven growth while protecting

stakeholders and meeting emerging fiduciary expectations for responsible technology oversight.

Key Recommendations for Boards

e Build Al Fluency & Refresh Composition
Schedule regular teach-ins on model architectures, data-quality pitfalls and the evolving
regulatory map; add or consult directors and advisors with data-science or Al-ethics
credentials; incorporate Al competence into annual board evaluations and succession
planning.

e [nstitutionalise Oversight Structures

Make Al a standing agenda item and assign clear responsibility—whether via the full board, an

expanded Audit/Risk Committee, or a dedicated Technology/Al Committee. Require
management to establish an internal “responsible-Al” framework with written policies, cross-
functional ethics committees and a single executive owner (e.g., CIO/CDO/CAIQO) who reports
regularly to the board.

e Embed Al into Core Governance Processes
Integrate Al risk categories into the enterprise-risk register; link Al initiatives to stage-gate
capital-allocation discipline, M&A due-diligence checklists and annual strategy off-sites; set

explicit risk-appetite thresholds (e.g., zero regulatory breaches, bias below specified disparate-

impact ratios).

e Operationalise Ethics with Metrics & Dashboards
Co-create a balanced scorecard that pairs value KPlIs (e.g., share of revenue from Al-enabled
products, process-efficiency gains) with risk KRIs (e.g., model-error rates, bias-audit results,
incident-response times). Require red-amber-green dashboards each quarter and trigger
escalation when thresholds are breached.

Expected Strategic Impact

A disciplined, metrics-driven governance approach enables boards to protect the organisation’s

licence to operate while simultaneously accelerating innovation. By embedding Al oversight in their

fiduciary routines, directors reduce the likelihood of costly incidents, regulatory penalties and
reputational damage. Transparent fairness and accountability metrics bolster trust among

regulators, investors, customers and employees, creating the confidence needed to scale new Al
solutions. Clear guard-rails and stage-gate funding also de-risk experimentation, allowing

management to move promising pilots to full deployment more quickly and to allocate capital to the

highest-return use-cases. Over time this virtuous cycle (trust, adoption, data quality and
performance feedback) turns responsible Al governance into a flywheel for sustainable growth,
strategic agility and superior long-term value creation.



Introduction

Artificial intelligence (Al) has rapidly evolved from a novel technology into a transformative
force reshaping industries and corporate strategy. Generative Al systems, in particular, are enabling
new products, process efficiencies, and business models at an unprecedented pace. However, these
advances come with significant ethical and risk considerations — from biased algorithms and privacy
breaches to regulatory compliance challenges — that demand vigilant oversight.

Corporate boards of directors are increasingly expected to ensure that Al is deployed
responsibly, in alignment with organizational values and stakeholder interests (Gregory, 2023;
Giunta & Suvanto, 2024). High-level principles for ethical Al (such as fairness, accountability,
transparency, and safety) have been articulated by experts and adopted by many companies. The
central governance challenge today is translating these abstract principles into concrete policies and
monitoring mechanisms.

Many boards struggle with this task: one recent panel of experts observed that despite broad
agreement on Al ethics in theory, boards often fail to implement actionable strategies and controls,
creating an “implementation gap” between principles and practice (Jewer et al., 2025). Indeed, 66%
of boards report insufficient Al knowledge and one-third admit they are not devoting enough time to
Al issues (Deloitte, 2025a).

o0 say Al is not on the board
31% agenda
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66% enough about Al
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Source: Governance of Al: A critical imperative for today’s boards (2nd ed.).
Deloitte Global Boardroom Program Survey Report.

This gap is problematic not only from a compliance and risk perspective, but also because it
means companies may be missing out on strategic value that Al could unlock. Notably, in a 2025
global CEO survey, 32% of CEOs said generative Al has already increased revenue and 34%
reported profit increases (PwC, 2025) — tangible benefits that boards ignoring Al might forego.

of global CEO respondents tell us
32% that generative Al (GenAl) has
increased revenue

349, tell us it’s increased profits.

Source: 28th Annual Global CEO Survey, PWC 2025

This white paper argues that corporate boards must take the lead in building the capabilities,
structures, and metrics needed to operationalize ethical Al principles. By doing so, boards can



fulfill their fiduciary duty to safeguard stakeholders from Al-related harms while also positioning their
firms to capture the strategic advantages of generative Al.

Responsible Al Oversight Flywheel

Board
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Three Al Governance Levers

The discussion is organized as follows:

« Chapter 1 explains why proactive board oversight of Al is an imperative, rooted in both emerging
risks and opportunities.

e Chapter 2 explores how boards can develop the knowledge and skills (capabilities) required for
effective Al governance.

¢ Chapter 3 examines the institutional structures and processes — at both board and management
levels — that enable responsible Al oversight.

 Chapter 4 addresses the importance of operationalizing ethics through metrics, key performance
indicators (KPIs), and dashboards that allow boards to monitor Al outcomes.

Each chapter features a Boardroom Self-Check, offering key diagnostic questions to help
directors assess their readiness on the issues discussed. The paper also presents two real-world
case studies (Microsoft and JPMorgan Chase) illustrating how governance failures and
successes have shaped robust Al oversight frameworks and enterprise-wide risk control.

In Chapter 4, the paper introduces a practical tool: an Al Governance KPI/KRI Dashboard,
designed to help directors monitor both the value delivered and the risks posed by Al systems. By
operationalizing oversight through metrics, boards can move from abstract discussions to
measurable accountability.

The paper concludes with a summary and suggestions for future research on strengthening
board-level Al governance. The overarching thesis is that robust board oversight of Al, grounded in
clear principles and measurable practices, can both protect stakeholder interests and drive long-
term value creation in the era of generative Al.



The Governance Imperative: Why Boards Must Take the
Lead on Ethical Al

Al's disruptive impact on business has made it a board-level concern. From automating
decisions to enabling new digital business models, Al has the potential to upend competitive
dynamics in virtually every industry (Gregory, 2023). This creates a dual mandate for boards: to
harness Al for strategic advantage and to ensure it is used ethically and responsibly. On the
opportunity side, boards need to guide management in leveraging Al to improve products, services,
and operations.

Generative Al, for example, can unlock new growth opportunities, a majority of C-suite
executives expect Al to catalyze new business models or revenue streams in their companies s
(KPMG Board Leadership Center, 2024). Boards that are slow to prioritize Al risk falling behind
competitors in innovation and efficiency. On the risk side, Al introduces unprecedented ethical and
operational perils that board oversight must address.

Al systems can inadvertently perpetuate bias, violate privacy, produce misleading
information, or even create legal liabilities, as seen when flawed Al models led to discrimination in
hiring and massive financial losses in one case. In 2024, 281 Fortune 500 companies flagged Al
as a risk factor in their annual reports, a 473% increase from the prior year (Giunta & Suvanto,
2024), underscoring how rapidly Al has become recognized as a material risk to businesses.

Fortune 500

281 companies flagged
Al as a risk factor in
their annual reports
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a473% prior year

Source: Board Oversight of Al Harvard Law School Forum on Corporate Governance.

Board responsibility for company oversight inherently extends to Al. Directors have a fiduciary
duty of care to stay informed about significant technological developments and their implications for
strategy and risk. Oversight of legal compliance and ethical conduct is also squarely within the
board’s remit, which now includes ensuring the company’s use of Al aligns with laws, regulations,
and core values (Gregory, 2023).

Regulators are beginning to expect active governance of Al risks, for instance, the European
Union’s Al Act. Now that the Regulation is law, boards face a 24-month countdown to risk-map
every Al system (Art 6 §5) and a 36-month deadline to lodge EU-conformity files and CE markings
for high-risk models (Art 43 §3).



Regulatory Catalyst: EU Al Act and What It Means for European Boards

Classification & Key Obligations

The Act bans certain Al uses outright (e.g., social-scoring) and imposes a strict risk-
management regime on high-risk systems (conformity assessment, data governance, human
oversight). General-purpose Al and foundation models face transparency duties (technical
documentation, copyright compliance, public summaries of training data) starting 2 Aug 2025.

Enforcement & Penalties

Companies can be fined the greater of €35 m or 7% of global turnover; repeat or intentional
breaches attract aggravated penalties. Enforcement is shared between new EU Al Office
(supervising powerful GPAI) and national market-surveillance authorities; directors risk
Caremark-style liability if they lack “information systems” for Al risks.

Timeline

2 Feb 2025 Prohibitions and Al-literacy duties apply.

2 Aug 2025 Governance rules and GPAI transparency kick in.

2 Aug 2026 Risk-mapping & classification obligations (Art 6 §§5-7) and most high-risk
requirements start to apply.

2 Aug 2027 Conformity-assessment files and CE-marking required for all high-risk Al
systems; Art 6 §1 becomes effective.

Board-Level Actions

Elevate Al literacy, map all Al assets to risk categories, assign oversight to Audit/Risk or a new

Tech Committee, integrate Al into ERM dashboards, demand model-risk audits and supplier

attestation, and bake Al clauses into M&A due diligence.

e Complete enterprise-wide risk-mapping by Q2 2026 and log each system’s Annex
category.

e Approve conformity-assessment budget & roadmap by Q1 2027 (technical file, post-market
monitoring plan, human-oversight controls).

Italian Nuances
Italy will implement the Act through its market-surveillance authority (likely AGID in concert
with the Garante Privacy) and leverage existing legal scaffolding:

e [Legislative Decree 231/2001. Boards must update the Modello 231 and the Organismo di
Vigilanza mandate to include Al-risk controls; failure could extend administrative liability to
the entity.

e Corporate Governance Code. Listed issuers are expected to disclose how the board
supervises Al strategy, risk and sustainability impacts.

e Data-protection alignment. Boards should verify that Al deployments dovetail with GDPR
and with Garante-issued guidelines on automated decision-making.

Proactive boards will therefore treat the EU Al Act not merely as compliance but as a catalyst
to sharpen governance, reinforce stakeholder trust and unlock responsibly scaled Al
innovation across Europe’s single market—and, for Italian companies, to modernise Modello
231 and strengthen competitive positioning in a regulatory-demanding landscape.

Enforcement agencies in the United States are likewise sharpening their focus: the SEC has
warned against “Al washing” (misleading investors about Al use) and brought enforcement actions
for false Al-related claims (Zimmerman & Evans, 2024).



These developments signal that boards must anticipate regulatory and legal accountability
for Al issues, much as they do for financial reporting or cybersecurity. As a Deloitte report notes, Al
risks, from inaccuracy and bias to intellectual-property violations, can pose significant
reputational and financial consequences if not properly governed, eroding stakeholder trust
(Deloitte, 2025b). Effective board oversight of Al, therefore, is not optional; it is increasingly seen as
an essential component of good corporate governance.

Beyond avoiding downsides, proactive Al governance at the board level can positively
enhance stakeholder relationships and corporate reputation. Strong oversight helps ensure Al is
aligned with stakeholder interests — for example, that Al-driven decisions do not unfairly
disadvantage certain customer groups or employees. This can safeguard the company from ethical
lapses that damage trust.

At the same time, a commitment to responsible Al use can become a source of
competitive advantage, bolstering the brand and opening new markets. In other words, governing
Al well can enhance both the “social license to operate” and the quality of strategic insights the board
and management receive from Al systems. As one academic study succinctly puts it, establishing
Al governance at the board level is not only a critical risk-management duty but also “a tremendous
opportunity to create value for customers, employees, and shareholders by advancing the
productive, professional, and responsible use of Al.” (van Giffen & Ludwig, 2023).

For all these reasons, boards must lead on setting the tone and expectations for ethical Al.
Directors are uniquely positioned at the apex of the organization’s governance structure to demand
that Al initiatives be pursued in a manner consistent with corporate values and stakeholder
obligations. This “tone at the top” is vital for integrating ethics into Al development and deployment.

If the board demonstrates serious engagement — for example, by regularly discussing Al
strategy and risks, and insisting on accountability — that commitment will cascade through
management levels. Conversely, a passive board that treats Al as purely an operational issue may
fail to catch warning signs of ethical problems or strategic blind spots until it's too late (Giunta &
Suvanto, 2024).

In summary, the governance imperative for boards stems from the recognition that Al can
no longer be viewed as a narrow technical matter; it is a strategic enterprise issue with
profound ethical dimensions, and it requires board-level leadership to navigate the balance
between innovation and responsibility. The next sections discuss how boards can equip themselves
to meet this challenge by building relevant capabilities, instituting supportive structures, and defining
metrics for oversight.

Boardroom Self-Check - The Governance Imperative

Strategic Fit: how does Al, and generative Al in particular, reshape our competitive landscape
over the next 3-5 years and where are we positioned to win or lose?

Risk Ownership: which Al-related risks could trigger a material impact on customers,
employees, investors or regulators, and who on the board “owns” visibility of those risks?
Regulatory Readiness: are we on track to (a) finish risk-mapping/classification before 2 Aug
2026 and (b) have conformity-assessment files ready for high-risk systems by 2 Aug 2027?
Tone at the Top: what explicit signals have we sent to management and stakeholders that
responsible Al is a board-level priority?




1. Building Board-Level Capabilities for Al Oversight

Effective oversight of Al begins with the board’s own capabilities: its knowledge, mindset, and
composition. Yet today, many boards admit they lack sufficient understanding of Al to provide
meaningful guidance. In a recent global survey, two-thirds (66%) of board directors said their
boards have “limited to no knowledge or experience” with Al. This marks an improvement from
the prior year (when nearly 80% reported minimal Al knowledge), but it still indicates a substantial
capability gap.

Without basic Al literacy, directors may struggle to ask the right questions or to challenge
management’s assumptions about Al initiatives. It is therefore imperative for boards to invest in
education and expertise development on this topic. Possible approaches include periodic teach-
ins or briefings on Al, engaging outside experts, site visits to technology labs, and self-study. On a
positive note, many directors are taking initiative individually, 59% of board members reported
they have sought to enhance their Al knowledge on their own (Deloitte, 2025a).

However, relying on ad-hoc individual efforts is not enough; boards should adopt a structured,
collective approach to building Al fluency. Only about half of boards currently have formal Al
education programs for directors, suggesting significant room for improvement. As a key step,
boards can schedule regular educational sessions as part of the annual board calendar, ensuring
that all directors receive a baseline of Al training and stay updated on emerging trends relevant to
the company.

In addition to education, board composition is a critical lever for capability-building. The
rapid emergence of Al is prompting many companies to rethink the skills matrix of their boards.
According to the same Deloitte survey, 40% of respondents said Al has caused them to consider
changes to board makeup. This could mean recruiting new directors with deep technology or data-
science expertise, or leveraging board advisors.

A 2023 study in MIS Quarterly Executive identified “technology competence” as one of four
key dimensions of board-level Al governance and noted that boards should enhance their collective
technological fluency to make informed decisions about Al (van Giffen & Ludwig, 2023). Leading
boards are beginning to respond: for example, some have added directors with backgrounds in
artificial intelligence or digital innovation.

Others have created external advisory councils to the board focused on technology. Deloitte’s
Boardroom Al Roadmap explicitly asks, “Does the board have the appropriate experience to
support effective oversight of Al, including the capabilities to support and challenge
management? Does board composition need to be adjusted to add more experience with Al
and emerging technologies?”

These questions signal that nominating committees should incorporate Al competency into
director succession planning and recruitment criteria. Even if a board cannot immediately add a new
director, it can invite external experts to brief the board or join meetings as special advisors. For
instance, boards have found value in inviting Al specialists or ethicists to present on industry trends
and unbiased perspectives. This practice injects fresh insights and can illuminate blind spots in
management’s view.

Building Al oversight capability also involves cultivating the right mindset and processes
among existing directors. Board members should approach Al with a blend of healthy skepticism
and openness to innovation. On one hand, they need to be vigilant about risks like bias or security,
which means asking probing questions and not assuming the tech experts “have it under control.”



Components of the Deloitte Al Governance Roadmap

GOVERNANCE © PERFORMANCE ©

Understand the significance of the board's own governance of Al, which Monitor the company’s progress against its Al-spedific financial, operational, and strategic goals,
includes its governance structure, board composition and refreshment, Understand how Al supports or inhibits progress toward the company’s overall strategic
continuing education, and board self-assessments. goals, Establish a consistent method for receiving, reviewing, and utilizing the data

used to evaluate progress.

Assess whether the skills needed to execute the company’s Al strategy
and manage risks are represented among management. Understand
impacts and opportunities Al brings to the workforce and how Al is
integrated into talent recruitment, workforce development, and
incentive strategies.

gONRD GOVIRMAN

Understand and oversee the risks Al poses (strategic,
functional, and external) to the company’s overall sirategy.
Consider these risks within the organization’s enterprise
risk program and monitar how Al can impact existing
enterprise risks.

STRATEGY © CULTURE AND INTEGRITY ©
Evaluate the integration of the company’s Al Help cultivate a culture of thy Al This includes

approach to its broader corporate strategy. Oversee
strategy ion, and help g identify
when and how the strategy may need to be adapted in
response to Al risks and opportunities,

incorporating appropriate disclosures and communications
about Al strategy. The board also has a role in tracking
whether the organization is using Al responsibly while
adhering to the ethical standards of the company.

DELOITTE GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK

On the other hand, directors should avoid an overly cautious stance that stifles innovation;
they should encourage management to experiment and learn, within ethical guardrails. Establishing
a board culture of continuous learning is crucial, given that Al technology and its uses are evolving
so rapidly. One panel of academics and directors emphasized that board-level Al governance is “a
continual process that requires continual learning and adaptation” (van Giffen & Ludwig, 2023) rather
than a one-time effort.

Practically, this could mean assigning certain directors to keep abreast of Al developments
between meetings, or rotating responsibility for attending external Al conferences and reporting
back. Boards might also conduct periodic self-assessments of their Al governance proficiency. For
example, a nomination/governance committee could update the board competency matrix to
explicitly include Al-related knowledge and track progress over time.

Indeed, researchers van Giffen and Ludwig (2023) suggest boards integrate Al competence
into their annual board evaluations and succession planning, to ensure the board’s skill set keeps
pace with technological change.

Executive-Led Al Board Sessions by Focus Area

Focus Leader for 60-minute session
External View
+ Trends and drivers of Al within the firm’s industry External industry expert

+ Trends and drivers of Al in adjacent industries
Internal Examples of What Has and Has Not
Worked

+ Overview of Al initiatives and applications in use (or not)
within the firm

+ Overview of the current and future Al investment portfolio
Overview of the Competitive Landscape

+ Competitor positioning review and evaluation CEO, Chief Strategy Officer
+ Traditional competitors and new entrants exploiting Al

CEO’s Al Agenda

+ Assessment of Al impact and opportunities within/beyond

the business model CEO
+ Approach to creating new business value and competitive
advantage with Al

CEQ, COO/CTO, ClO

Four Ways of Incorporating Al into the Board's Annual Strategy Meeting
Source: van Giffen, B., & Ludwig, H. (2023). How Boards of Directors Govern Artificial Intelligence



Another aspect of capability is board-management engagement on Al issues. Capable
boards proactively seek information from management and multiple perspectives on Al. Surveys
indicate that boards currently discuss Al most frequently with the CIO or CTO (72% of boards do so)
and with the CEO (over 50%). Increasingly, boards are also engaging the CFO (27 % of boards) and
CRO or CISO (12%) in Al-related conversations (Deloitte, 2025a).

Board-management engagement on Al issues
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Source: Governance of Al: A critical imperative for today’s boards (2nd ed.).
Deloitte Global Boardroom Program Survey Report.

This broader engagement is a positive sign, reflecting recognition that Al is not just an IT
issue but one that affects strategy, finance, risk, and talent. To build their oversight capability, boards
should ensure Al is a cross-functional topic in their interactions with management. For instance, a
board might request a joint presentation from the CTO and Chief Human Resources Officer on how
Al will augment the workforce or involve the General Counsel in discussions on Al regulatory
readiness.

By “fostering these conversations,” boards can move Al initiatives from theoretical discussion
to practical implementation and ensure a holistic view of opportunities and risks (Deloitte, 2025a). In
summary, enhancing board capabilities for Al oversight involves a concerted effort on multiple fronts:
director education, recruitment or advisory support for technical expertise, a culture of continuous
learning, and deliberate engagement with management across disciplines. Boards that build these
capabilities will be better equipped to ask tough questions, set wise policies, and ultimately guide
their organizations in the Al era.



Failure to
avoid

Best practice

Innovative
solution

Board
takeaway

MICROSOFT CASE: FROM FAILURE TO FRAMEWORK

Tay chatbot (2016). Released on Twitter without adequate content-filtering or
escalation protocols, Tay became abusive within 16 hours and was pulled offline, a
textbook case of insufficient pre-deployment governance.

Responsible Al Architecture (2017- today). Microsoft created a multi-layer structure:
Aether Committee (Al Ethics & Effects in Engineering and Research) advises on
high-risk use cases.

Office of Responsible Al translates principles into policy & tooling.

Responsible Al Council, co-led by the Vice Chair and CTO, escalates directly to the
Board’s Environmental, Social & Public Policy Committee, ensuring board-level
scrutiny.

Responsible Al Standard v2 (2023) Updates added specific checkpoints for generative
Al aligned with the NIST Al-RMF, mandatory “sensitive-use” reviews and model cards
before launch.

A public failure can catalyse a durable governance infrastructure: embed a
cross-functional ethics body, formalise standards, and require board-committee
oversight before high-impact Al goes live.

Boardroom Self-Check - Building Board-Level Capabilities

Skills Matrix: do we have at least one director (or advisor) with deep Al or data-ethics
expertise, and is Al competence reflected in our succession plan?

Education Cadence: when did the board last receive structured Al training, and what is the
plan for ongoing education?

Cross-Functional Insight: beyond the CTO/CIO, which executives (CFO, CHRO, General
Counsel, CRO) regularly brief us on Al impacts and why?

Self-Assessment: how will Al oversight be evaluated in our next board effectiveness review,
and what gaps do we expect to close within 12 months?




2. Institutional Structures for Responsible Al Governance

While individual director capabilities are vital, they must be supported by formal structures
and processes to embed Al oversight into the organization’s governance fabric. One key structural
question is how the board organizes its oversight of Al, i.e. whether through the full board, an existing
committee, or a new dedicated committee. Given Al's far-reaching implications (strategic, ethical,
operational), many experts advocate that the full board should retain overall responsibility but
delegate specific aspects to relevant committees for deeper attention (PwC, 2025).

A PwC analysis notes that since Al is a significant strategic initiative, typically the full board
will oversee the company’s Al transformation, but clarity is needed on “who owns oversight” and on
establishing clear board touchpoints for Al in the committee structure. In practice, boards are taking
different approaches. Some have expanded the charter of an existing committee — often the Risk
Committee or Audit Committee — to explicitly include Al oversight.

For example, a risk committee might be charged with reviewing Al-related risks (bias,
cybersecurity, compliance) at each meeting. An audit committee might oversee controls around Al
models and data quality, similar to its oversight of financial controls (Gregory, 2023). Other boards
have set up new committees or subcommittees focused on technology, innovation, or digital
transformation that include Al in their mandate.

In fact, researchers have suggested the creation of an “Al committee” or an innovation
committee at the board level for companies heavily impacted by Al (van Giffen & Ludwig, 2023).
This can provide dedicated time and expertise to Al issues, though it also requires having directors
with sufficient background to staff such a committee effectively. Each model has pros and cons, but
the crucial point is that the board should formally assign Al oversight responsibilities rather than
leave them implicit.

Board Committee Practices for Al Governance

Board Topic Al Governance Nomination and Audit
Group Governance

+ Include Al in business strategy
+ |[dentify new competitors

+ Changes to the business
model

Compensation  Risk (if applicable)

Strategy and Firm
Competitiveness

+ Experiments

+ Platforms and tocls
* Partnering and M&A
investments

* Include Al capability
investments in prediscussion of
annual budget

Capital Allocation for:

+ Create cverview of legal,
regulatory and compliance

+ Ethical and reputational risks

= Invite experts to audit'iisk
committee to inform on Al risks

requirements
+ Add Al category to ERM (in

Al Risks + Legal and regulatory risks « Review Al risks in preparation for review by the
repartaffilings ERM board)
+ Assess the merit of Al risk
evaluation policy
* Update competency matrix to
+ Raview board and committee  include Al + Discuss digital’Al talent
Technology composition + Update annual self- remuneration with compensation
+ Review the management team assessment to include Al consultants
Competence

composition
+ Develop Al competency

govemance efficacy
* Include Al competency in
annual succession planning

* Monitor employee turnover
with focus on digital talent

Guidance for Implementing Al Governance Practices Within the Board’s Working Environment
Source: van Giffen, B., & Ludwig, H. (2023). How Boards of Directors Govern Artificial Intelligence



Delaware court rulings (e.g., the Marchand and Boeing cases) have cautioned that boards
must implement reporting systems for mission-critical risks and not rely on ad-hoc management
discussions (Zimmerman & Evans, 2024). By analogy, if Al is deemed mission-critical, boards should
designate a committee (or the full board) to regularly monitor it, reflected in committee charters,
agendas, and minutes. This formalization helps ensure Al remains on the governance radar and that
management provides the necessary information for oversight.

Establishing the appropriate management-level structures for Al governance is equally
important, and the board plays a guiding role here. Directors should ensure that management has
implemented an internal governance framework and processes for Al, including clear roles and
accountability. A fundamental question is who in management is responsible for Al strategy and
oversight, and how they will report to the board.

Many organizations have assigned Al oversight to existing executives (such as the Chief
Information Officer, Chief Technology Officer, or Chief Digital Officer). In some cases, companies
are appointing new roles like a Chief Al Officer or forming Al leadership committees. The board
should inquire whether such roles or committees exist and if not, how those responsibilities are
allocated. Deloitte’s guidance asks whether management has a governance framework and
supporting policies for Al, and whether concepts of responsible innovation or “trustworthy Al” are
incorporated.

Boards should insist that management develop a comprehensive Al policy that covers areas
like data ethics, model validation, human oversight requirements, and approval processes for new
Al deployments. For example, guardrails and ethical guidelines for Al use should be documented
and enforced across the organization. Many companies have instituted internal Al or data-ethics
committees to vet high-risk Al use cases; boards might require management to establish such a
committee (with cross-functional membership from IT, legal, compliance, HR, etc.) if one is not
already in place (Gregory, 2023).

In at least one survey of board members, more than half said their organization is building a
“responsible Al governance program” as part of upcoming Al investments (KPMG Board Leadership
Center, 2024) — an encouraging trend that boards can reinforce. The board’s oversight role is to
verify that these management structures are not just nominal. For instance, the board could request
regular reports from an internal Al ethics board or risk committee. In practice, some boards
now receive updates on Al risks via an internal Al ethics council or similar function, ensuring
independent review of ethical issues and feeding insights up to the board.

Another structural consideration is integrating Al oversight into existing governance
workflows and documents. Al should become a standing item in strategic planning, risk
management, and other core processes. For example, boards can ensure that the annual strategy
review explicitly addresses Al. Progressive boards have begun to include Al in their annual
strategic off-site or strategy meeting, sometimes even holding a dedicated Al strategy workshop.

During such sessions, directors and executives might explore how Al trends are impacting
the competitive landscape, review potential Al-driven business model changes, and assess whether
the company’s strategy appropriately leverages Al for unique positioning. Similarly, capital
allocation for Al should be structured and monitored. Boards should see that management is
funding experimental Al projects and scaling successful pilots, while also exercising discipline.

One recommended practice is to explicitly track Al-related investments in R&D and capex
budgets, and to have the board review these as part of the normal budgeting cycle. By earmarking
funding for Al initiatives (platforms, tools, partnerships) and linking it to strategic objectives, boards
can better evaluate ROI and ensure alignment with strategy. Additionally, Al considerations should
be embedded in M&A and partnership decisions — for instance, when evaluating an acquisition, the
board should inquire about the target’'s Al capabilities or risks.



Crucially, Al-related risks must be integrated into the enterprise risk-management
(ERM) framework. If the company maintains a risk register or dashboard, Al should appear as a
distinct risk category (with sub-risks for things like algorithmic bias, model failure, regulatory non-
compliance, etc.), rather than being subsumed vaguely under “IT risk.” Experts advise adding an Al
risk category to ERM so that it gets regular attention and mitigation plans (Agnese et al., 2025). The
board (often through the risk or audit committee) should review these risks and the controls in place.

Concrete actions include requiring management to develop an Al risk-management
process (aligned with frameworks such as the U.S. NIST Al Risk-Management Framework) and to
conduct periodic risk assessments of Al deployments (Gregory, 2023). For high-risk Al applications
(e.g., Al systems that make customer-impacting decisions or safety-critical functions), boards might
demand additional safeguards.

Holly Gregory (2023) suggests that boards ensure any “mission-critical compliance or
safety risks” related to Al are discussed with the board and mapped to a board committee for
more frequent oversight. This ensures that, for example, if a bank’s lending algorithm uses Al, the
board’s risk committee explicitly monitors fairness and compliance outcomes for that algorithm.

Finally, boards should formalize reporting and escalation procedures for Al issues. This
structural element defines how information about Al flows to the board. Leading boards have
established clear reporting lines: for instance, they might require that the Chief Digital Officer report
on Al progress at every board meeting, or that any significant Al incident (such as a major error or
ethical breach) be reported to the board within a set timeframe.

As one governance expert writes, to effectively oversee Al, boards should “establish clear
reporting lines and metrics for measuring the effectiveness of Al, and ensure regular updates on the
company’s use of Al and associated opportunities and risks.” (Gregory, 2023) This can take the form
of a quarterly Al governance report to the board, including key metrics (discussed in the next section).

The content might cover items like: status of major Al projects, results of risk tests (e.g., bias
audits), updates on regulatory developments, and any Al-related incidents or near-misses. By
institutionalizing such reporting, the board creates accountability — management knows that Al
governance cannot be superficial if they must routinely present evidence of ethical and strategic Al
use to directors.

In summary, building the structural framework for Al oversight involves both board-side
mechanisms (committees, charters, agenda-setting) and management-side frameworks
(policies, committees, accountability roles), with the board ensuring alignment between the two. A
well-structured approach might include: an explicit allocation of Al oversight duties within the board,
integration of Al into strategy and ERM processes, a management-led Al governance program (with
cross-functional input and an ethics review component), and regularized reporting to the board.

These structures create the “plumbing” through which the board can exercise ongoing,
consistent oversight rather than ad-hoc or reactive involvement. They help move organizations from
a reactive posture on Al (“we deal with issues as they come”) to a proactive and ultimately
transformative governance stance, where Al is fully integrated into corporate governance and
contributes to long-term value creation.



Dimensions

Strategy & Vision

People & Expertise reliance on external

Processes &

Stages of Al Maturity

Reactive Proactive Transformative

Al projects launched
sporadically, often led by
management without
board involvement

No Al-savvy director;

Clear strategic goals for Al; board Al shapes corporate strategy; board
sets expectations for ROl and uses Al insights for dynamic market
alignment with corporate vision positioning and resource allocation

Multiple board members with deep Al
knowledge; robust partnerships with Al
experts and academics

At least one director or advisory

PO I, - board with Al expertise; dedicated

Basic analytics from
management; board sees
Al data only past-incident

Board receives regular Al-driven  Real-time Al dashboards at the board
metrics; predictive analytics inform level; scenario planning and forecasting

Analytics risk management integrated into board practices

or once a quarter

Focus on compliance after Formal guidelines for Al ethics; Ethically aligned Al fully embedded;
Ethics & Oversight problems arise (e.g., data periodic audits for bias and systematic oversight committees or

breaches) fairness roles ensuring compliance
Culture & Skepticism or fear about Crowing secepiance of Gl Al-first mindset: interdepartmental

Collaboration

benefits; cross-functional

collaboration around Al synergy fosters innovation and agility

Al in the boardroom

Source: California Management Review. (2025). Al Governance Maturity Matrix: A Roadmap for Smarter Boards.

Best practice

Innovative
solution

Failure to
avoid

Board
takeaway

JPMorgan Chase CASE: Model-Risk Governance at Scale

Model Risk Governance & Review (MRGR). An independent function that
defines policy, tiers every Al/ML model by complexity and exposure,
reviews/approves models pre-use, and mandates ongoing back-testing.

Firm-wide LLM Suite (2025). Over 200 k employees now use an internal
generative-Al stack; MRGR gates each model, while the board receives
quarterly dashboards on explainability, bias tests and incident rates.

Leadership warns against “black-box” credit scoring: Jamie Dimon stresses
that Al decisions must be explainable to regulators and customers,
underlining the reputational risk of opaque models.

Even aggressive Al adoption can remain safe if an independent validation unit
owns the lifecycle and the board demands explainability, tier-based controls,
and KPI-rich reporting.

Boardroom Self-Check - Institutional Structures for Responsible Al Governance

Committee Allocation: which committee charter (Audit, Risk, Technology) explicitly references
Al, and does that charter outline information flows and escalation paths?

Management Framework: is there a single executive owner for Al governance, supported by
an internal Al-ethics or model-risk committee that reports upward?

Integration with ERM: have Al risks been carved out as a standalone category in the
enterprise-risk register, with clear KPIls and mitigation plans?

M&A & Partnerships: do our due-diligence checklists capture Al risks—bias, IP, data
provenance—when we evaluate acquisitions, vendors or JVs?




3. Operationalizing Ethical Oversight: Metrics, KPls, and
Dashboards

Translating high-level Al principles into practice ultimately requires measurable indicators
that boards and management can monitor. As the adage goes, “what gets measured gets managed.”
To ensure Al is used responsibly and effectively, boards should work with management to define
clear metrics and key performance indicators (KPIs) that reflect both the ethical dimensions and the
strategic goals of Al deployment.

Abstract principles like fairness, transparency, or safety need to be tied to concrete metrics
so that progress (or problems) can be objectively assessed. For example, if one principle is to avoid
bias in Al decisions, a corresponding metric might be the disparate-impact ratio of algorithmic
outcomes across demographic groups. If a principle is transparency, a metric might track the
percentage of Al models in use that have been subjected to explainability analysis or documented
for interpretability. Without such metrics, discussions about “ethical Al” risk remaining vague and
unenforceable.

Boards are beginning to recognize the importance of Al oversight metrics. Governance
experts advise that boards “get metrics to evaluate success” of Al initiatives and receive regular
reports on these indicators (PwC, 2025). In practical terms, a suite of Al oversight metrics could
cover multiple dimensions: performance, risk, and compliance. Performance metrics gauge
whether Al is delivering value as intended — for instance, improvement in process efficiency, increase
in revenue attributable to Al-driven products, cost savings from automation, or accuracy rates of Al
models versus previous methods.

These tie directly to strategic value. Indeed, one question directors should ask is, “What
metrics determine whether Al has contributed toward strategic goals — or perhaps inhibited them?
What is the cadence of measurement and reporting?”. The answers might include KPIs such as the
percentage of key business processes enhanced by Al, the time to market for Al-driven innovations,
or customer-satisfaction changes after Al integration.

On the risk side, risk metrics or key-risk indicators (KRIs) are critical for ethical oversight.
These could include the number of Al-related incidents (e.g., instances where an Al system caused
an error or harm), counts of confirmed bias or fairness issues discovered in audits, model-error rates
in sensitive applications, data-privacy breaches related to Al, or regulatory non-compliance events.
For example, if fairness is a priority, the company might regularly measure and report on bias-testing
results for each Al model (such as error-rate differences across groups) and flag any model that
exceeds a bias threshold.

Compliance metrics might track training-completion (e.g., what proportion of relevant staff
have been trained in Al-ethics guidelines), the percentage of Al projects that have undergone an
ethical review or received regulatory certification (where applicable), or adherence to frameworks
like the NIST Al Risk-Management Framework’s functions (Govern, Map, Measure, Manage)
(Peppard et al., 2023). A metric under the “Govern” function could be whether the organization has
documented policies and roles for Al risk-management (a yes/no binary that the board can ensure
is affirmative). Under “Measure,” there could be metrics of how frequently Al systems are tested and
audited for risk factors.

To make these metrics actionable, boards should insist on dashboards or reports that
visualize the data in an accessible way. Just as many boards review cybersecurity dashboards (with
indicators like attempted intrusions blocked, patch-cadence, etc.), an Al-governance dashboard can
be developed. Such a dashboard presented at board meetings might use red-yellow-green indicators
for key Al KPIs and KRls.



Below is a board-ready mock-up of an Al-governance KPI/KRI dashboard. It pairs two value
KPIs with six risk KRIs so directors can see, in one glance, whether the organisation is capturing
benefits while holding the line on ethics, compliance and resilience.

Al GOVERNANCE KPI/KRI DASHBOARD (MOCK-UP)
Current Target /

Metric Category (Q22025) Threshold Status

Al Revenue Contribution (%) Value KPI 12% >10% O
Process Efficiency Gain (%) Value KPI 18% > 15% O
Bias Audit Pass Rate (%) Risk KRI 92% > 95% O
Model Incident Rate (per quarter) Risk KRI 3% <1% .
EU Al Act Readiness — % systems risk-

mapped / % high-risk systems conformity- Risk KRI 70% 100% O
filed (%)

Explainability Coverage (%) Risk KRI 60% 280% ()
NIST Al RMF Gap Score (0-100) Risk KRI 65% > 85% O
Employee Al Ethics Training Completion (%) Risk KRI 85% 100% O

The live table above can be exported or embedded in your board pack.

Status icons use a simple traffic-light logic: green on-track, yellow attention needed, read breach,
so committees can triage quickly during meetings (no colour settings were applied; the icons
themselves convey status).

Targets / thresholds align with strategic goals or regulatory deadlines (e.g., “100% EU Al Act
readiness by Aug 2025”). Boards should review these at least annually to reflect evolving risk
appetite and external standards.

Drill-downs: each aggregate metric should link to a management-level sub-dashboard (e.g.,
individual model bias scores) so directors can request detail when a status turns amber or red.

Putting the dashboard to work

e Embed the table in the quarterly risk-committee pack; mandate management to update values
two weeks before each meeting.

o Automate data feeds where possible (e.g., pull real-time model incidents from MLOps logs).

o Benchmark: compare your NIST RMF gap score and bias-pass rate against peers or industry
averages.

o Escalate: agree trigger actions, for example, any red indicator prompts a deep-dive
presentation at the next full-board session.



WHY THESE EIGHT INDICATORS MATTER

Metric

Al-Revenue Contribution tracks the % of total
revenue attributable to Al-enabled products or
pricing engines

Process-Efficiency Gain measures cost or time
saved across core workflows

Bias Audit Pass Rate share of production models
that meet fairness thresholds

Model Incident Rate count of material model
failures or ethical breaches per quarter

EU Al Act Compliance Readiness % of mandatory
controls already in place versus August 2025
deadline

Explainability Coverage % of production models
with documented SHAP/LIME reports or similar

NIST Al RMF Gap Score internal audit score (0-
100) showing alignment gaps to the RMF

Employee Al-Ethics Training Completion

Rationale

Boards cite topline impact as the clearest proof of Al
ROI

Operating-efficiency KPlIs are one of the four levers
EY recommends boards monitor

Fairness metrics (demographic-parity, disparate-
impact) are listed among essential governance KPIs

Incident tracking is a primary risk indicator in mature
Al-governance programmes

Boards need a concrete yard-stick for fast-
approaching EU obligations

Transparency metrics tie directly to stakeholder trust
and regulator expectations

The NIST framework is emerging as a de-facto
benchmark for board reporting.

Culture-of-responsibility metrics help close the

governance “implementation gap” highlighted in
recent surveys

workforce completion rate for mandatory e-
learning

The development of Al-specific KPIs is still nascent, and many organizations are figuring
out what to measure. However, some best practices are emerging. One guideline from Al-ethics
experts is to “measure everything — set key performance indicators (KPlIs) to track whether
your organization is meeting its goals for Al-standard adoption.” (California Management
Review, 2025) In other words, if the company has adopted Al principles or standards, there should
be metrics to audit adherence.

For instance, if a principle is human oversight, a metric might be the percentage of Al
decisions in high-stakes areas that are reviewed or can be overridden by humans. If transparency is
a value, a metric could be the number of Al systems with published transparency reports or the
fraction of customer-facing Al interactions where users are informed they are interacting with Al
(compliance with a transparency policy). By quantifying these, the board moves from abstract
assurances (“‘we strive to be fair”) to concrete verification (“this quarter, 95% of our Al models met
the fairness threshold defined in our policy”).

Boards should also incorporate Al oversight metrics into their regular performance
monitoring and internal-audit plans. Just as internal audit might periodically assess compliance
with financial controls, it can audit compliance with Al governance policies. The findings (e.g., any
gaps in following model-validation procedures) can be reported to the audit committee. Likewise,
management’s business-performance reviews can include Al-project outcomes.

In fact, PwC’s framework suggests that companies should not let Al initiatives become
“financial black holes” — boards need to verify that investments in Al are yielding desired outcomes
through performance-monitoring systems. If the metrics show that certain Al projects have



consistently under-delivered on promised benefits, the board may need to question management’s
approach or the viability of those projects.

Finally, the board should ensure that metrics and dashboards remain dynamic and updated
as the Al program evolves. Early in Al adoption, metrics may focus on foundational activities (like
training staff, establishing governance frameworks, running pilots). As the program matures, the
metrics should shift more towards outcomes and continuous improvement (like model-performance
trends, incident-response times, stakeholder-trust indicators).

It's also important to contextualize metrics with qualitative insights. For example, if an Al-
ethics dashboard shows zero incidents, is it because of truly effective controls or because issues
are going undetected? Regular deep dives and external benchmarks can help interpret the numbers.
Over time, the accumulation of data will enable benchmarking of Al governance — potentially even
industry benchmarks — which the board can use to gauge the company’s standing.

In summary, operationalizing ethical Al oversight requires developing a robust
measurement system. By collaborating with management to define KPIs and KRIs tied to ethical
principles and strategic goals, boards gain a powerful toolset for oversight. These metrics, when
consolidated into dashboards and regular reports, allow the board to track Al's impact and
governance in a disciplined way, much as they track financial performance or key operational risks.

This moves the conversation from lofty principles to concrete accountability. If a principle
cannot be linked to any observable metric, the board should question whether that principle is
actionable. Conversely, when metrics are well-defined, the board can set expectations (e.g., “we will
monitor X and Y every quarter”) and management will be driven to achieve those targets responsibly.
The result is greater transparency and control over the organization’s Al trajectory. In effect, metrics
and dashboards serve as the instrumentation panel for the board’s Al oversight, ensuring that the
journey toward Al-driven innovation stays on a safe and desired course.

Boardroom Self-Check - Operationalising Ethics through Metrics, KPls & Dashboards

Balanced Scorecard: which top-level Al KPIs (value creation) and KRIs (ethical and
compliance risks) do we review at each meeting, and why are they the “vital few”?

Thresholds & Triggers: what risk-appetite limits (e.g., bias ratios, incident response SLAs)
have we set, and what is the escalation protocol if they are breached?

Data Quality & Assurance: how do we obtain independent assurance—internal audit, external
attestation—that Al dashboards are accurate and complete?

Continuous Improvement: how are lessons from Al incidents, audits or user feedback fed back
into model retraining, policy updates and board reporting cycles?




CONCLUSION & BOARD-LEVEL MATURITY ROADMAP

Artificial intelligence is no longer confined to back-office pilots; it is reshaping how companies
create value, manage risk and earn stakeholder trust. That reality places Al squarely on the
boardroom agenda. Throughout this white paper we have shown what directors must do—nbuild the
right capabilities, install fit-for-purpose governance structures, and track performance through
disciplined metrics & KPIs, to translate lofty ethical principles into actionable oversight that both
protects and accelerates value creation.

Yet awareness alone is not enough. Boards need a practical path to evolve from minimal
compliance to strategic leadership. The evolutionary framework below offers a four-stage roadmap
that any board can use to benchmark its current status and set measurable targets for improvement.

STAGE GOVERNING MIND- TYPICAL BOARD PRIORITY GAPS TO
SET PRACTICES CLOSE
. . No standing agenda item; Schedule Al teach-ins;
“Wegz::‘t?th Al »::(;:o:sa;]arl;?;ess, A incident reports arrive late; add Al oversight to the

when it breaks.”

Compliant
“Let’s satisfy the
regulator.”

Proactive
“Al is integral to
strategy and capital
allocation.”

Strategic /
Transformative
“Responsible Al is a
competitive edge

and brand promise.”

technical.

Risk-control focus;
deadlines drive the
agenda.

Balanced opportunity—
risk view; Al informs
annual strategy and
budgeting cycles.

Board champions
responsible innovation;
Al literacy is table-
stakes for director
succession.

limited Al literacy among
directors.

Audit/Risk Committee receives
initial dashboards;
management drafts first Al
policy; EU Al Act gap-analysis
in progress.

Technology/Al Committee (or
cross-committee approach)
oversees road-map; balanced
scorecards pair value and risk;
independent audits and bias
testing.

Al KPIs reported with financials;
executive incentives include Al-
ethics targets; scenario-
planning tests disruptive Al
models; board shapes external
policy debates.

agenda; create incident-
escalation protocol.

Embed Al risks in ERM;
expand KPlIs to include
value creation; refresh
skills matrix with tech
and ethics expertise.

Tighten feedback loops
from incidents and
audits; integrate Al
clauses in M&A and
vendor contracts.

Sustain innovation
pipeline; benchmark
against best-in-class;
publish transparency
reports to reinforce trust.

Boards can locate themselves on this ladder in minutes and commit to moving up one
level—say, from Compliant to Proactive—within a defined time frame by investing in director
education, revising committee charters, enhancing dashboards and embedding Al considerations in
capital-allocation decisions.

Why early movers win

By institutionalising these practices, directors fulfil their duty of care to safeguard
stakeholders (customers, employees and investors) from the harms of unchecked Al while
simultaneously unlocking strategic advantage. A board that asks “How can we deploy Al
responsibly to accelerate growth?” is not erecting barriers to innovation; it is creating guard-rails
that make bold experimentation possible without unacceptable downside. As van Giffen and Ludwig
(2023) observed, robust Al governance is “a tremendous opportunity to create value” when executed
well. Organisations that master this discipline are likely to enjoy higher trust premiums, faster product



cycles and superior long-term returns—much as firms with leading cybersecurity or financial-
reporting governance have done in the past.

Future lines of enquiry
Important research frontiers remain. Practitioners should:

e Measure outcomes of different board-governance models (e.g., specialist Al committees vs.
full-board oversight) to identify causal links with innovation and risk-mitigation performance.

e Develop standardised metrics: an “Al Governance Index”—analogous to GAAP or emerging
ESG standards, enabling peer benchmarking and investor assessment.

« Explore digital boardrooms, where Al itself supports directors with scenario simulation, risk
sensing and decision augmentation, while ensuring that human judgment and accountability
stay paramount.

e Monitor regulatory evolution, especially how boards adapt to, and can influence, the phased
roll-out of the EU Al Act and other jurisdictional rules.

Every enterprise now competes on speed, trust and data quality, and ethical Al governance
is the mechanism that aligns all three.

The time for ethical Al governance is now. Boards must act, not just as overseers, but
as enablers of responsible innovation.




Appendix A

No.

Al Oversight Checklist

Question

Yes/No

Governance & Structure

Has the board formally assigned Al oversight to a standing committee or reserved
it for the full board agenda?

2 Does at least one director / advisor possess proven Al or digital-ethics expertise?
Has management appointed a single accountable executive (e.g., Chief Al Officer)
3 | for enterprise-wide Al?
Is there a documented Al-governance framework aligned to NIST Al RMF or
4 | I1SO/IEC 420017
Strategy & Value
Has the board reviewed how each Al initiative advances strategic goals and fits
5 |risk appetite?
6 | Are KPIs in place to track Al-driven revenue uplift or efficiency gains?
Risk & Compliance
Have all Al systems been inventoried and risk-tiered per the EU Al Act (prohibited,
7 | high, limited, minimal)?
Are conformity-assessment plans in place for every high-risk system ahead of
8 | statutory deadlines?
Is a recurring bias-audit process (with pass/fail thresholds) conducted and
9 reported to the board?
Do incident-response protocols capture and escalate Al failures or ethical
10 | breaches to the board?
Are material Al-related risks disclosed in regulatory filings or equivalent public
11 |reports?
Ethics & Trust
Has the board approved an Al-Ethics policy consistent with corporate values and
12 stakeholder expectations?
Do relevant employees complete mandatory Al-ethics and risk-awareness training
13 each year?
Are mechanisms in place to engage affected stakeholders (customers,
14 | employees, communities) on Al use?
Monitoring & Improvement
Does the board receive a quarterly Al KPI/KRI dashboard covering both value and
15 risk indicators?
16 | Are post-deployment tests and audit trails maintained for all production Al models?
Is explainability documentation (e.g., SHAP/LIME reports or model cards)
17 | available for critical models?
Is there a continuous-improvement loop to update Al controls based on incidents
18 | and new standards?
Resilience & Liability
Are cybersecurity and data-protection controls integrated throughout the Al
19 lifecycle?
Has the board reviewed insurance coverage or contractual clauses addressing
20 | Al-related liability?
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