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Executive Summary

Cybersecurity, privacy regulation, and cyber insurance underwriting are converging on the same underlying demand:
organizations must be able to prove, continuously and with evidence, that specific controls are working — not simply assert
that they exist. At the same time, the Al tools organizations are racing to adopt are creating a second, less visible category of
risk, as employees and even security platforms themselves move regulated data through ungoverned systems.

Most organizations respond to this environment in one of two incomplete ways. Some buy security tools and monitoring
services without first understanding, through independent assessment, which controls actually close their specific compliance,
privacy, and insurance gaps — leaving expensive technology underused or misaligned with what regulators and underwriters
actually ask for. Others complete a compliance assessment, receive a report, and file it away, with no continuous mechanism
to enforce, monitor, or evidence those findings between annual reviews.

This whitepaper, jointly developed by American Cyber Security Management (ACSM) and XeneX SOC, makes the case for a
different model: independent compliance and privacy assessment paired with continuous, Al-augmented managed detection
and response, operating as a single closed loop rather than two disconnected services. ACSM’s role is to assess, independently
and without a competing product to sell, exactly where an organization’s privacy program, security controls, and regulatory
posture fall short of what frameworks like GDPR, CCPA, HIPAA, and ISO 27001 — and cyber insurers — now require, and to keep
that assessment current through ongoing advisory. XeneX SOC'’s role is to close those gaps and keep them closed: 24/7 Al-
native monitoring and response, backed by human analysts, across the exact control categories that both regulators and
insurers increasingly ask organizations to prove.

The result is a program that satisfies compliance and cyber insurance requirements as a byproduct of actually being better
defended — rather than treating compliance and security as two competing budget lines.
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A single closed-loop program — not two disconnected purchases

Evidence regulators and cyber insurers can both act on

The assessment-and-execution closed loop

Key Data Points at a Glance

Metric Figure

Global SOC-as-a-Service market $7.4B (2024) - $14.7B by 2030, 12.2% CAGR
Broader managed security services market ~$39-$44B (2025-26) —» $67-$80B by 2030
Insurers requiring enforced MFA for coverage ~96% of policies (2026 renewal cycle)
Insurers requiring EDR on all managed endpoints ~88% of policies (2026 renewal cycle)
Denied claims tied to missing/unenforced MFA ~82% (Coalition Cyber Threat Index)
Premium reduction from core control implementation 15-30%, vs. 40-100% increases for gaps
Organizations with a shadow Al breach incident 43% (2026), up from 20% the year prior
Regular Al use on corporate devices, YoY change 15% — 45% of users (Verizon DBIR, 2026)

Gartner’s outlook on full SOC autonomy “There will never be an autonomous SOC” (Dec. 2024)



1. A Widening Gap Between Risk and Readiness

Three forces are converging on security and compliance leaders at once. First, the volume and sophistication of cyberattacks
keeps climbing, with cloud migration, hybrid work, and multi-cloud environments continuing to widen the attack surface.
Second, the shortage of experienced in-house security and privacy talent shows no sign of easing, pushing more organizations
toward outside expertise for functions they cannot economically staff themselves. Third, regulatory and underwriting
requirements are both expanding and hardening — not just more rules, but rules that increasingly demand documented proof
rather than good-faith attestation.

These forces are reflected directly in market growth. Analyst estimates for the SOC-as-a-Service market vary by scope and
methodology, but MarketsandMarkets projects the category will roughly double from about $7.4 billion in 2024 to $14.7 billion
by 2030, and places the broader managed security services market on a path from roughly $39-$44 billion in 2025-2026 to
$67-$80 billion by 2030. Across nearly every published estimate, the drivers cited are the same: rising attack frequency,
regulatory complexity, cloud adoption, and a persistent cybersecurity talent shortage.
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Market growth: SOC-as-a-Service and managed security services, 2024-2030

Faced with this environment, organizations tend to fall into one of two incomplete patterns. The first is tool-first: a business
purchases a monitoring platform, an EDR license, or a managed SOC contract because a vendor made a compelling pitch,
without first identifying — independently of that vendor — which of its actual compliance, privacy, and insurance gaps that
purchase is meant to close. The second is assessment-only: a business completes a security or privacy risk assessment,
receives a report and a set of recommendations, and then has no ongoing mechanism to implement, monitor, or evidence
those recommendations before the next audit cycle. Both patterns leave real exposure on the table. Both are addressed by
treating assessment and execution as a single connected program rather than two separate purchases — the model this
whitepaper describes.



2. Five Common Misconceptions

Before an organization can benefit from an assessment-plus-execution model, it helps to clear away a few assumptions that
quietly shape — and often misdirect — security and compliance budgets.

1. “Being compliant means being secure.” Compliance frameworks describe a set of controls an organization had in place
at a specific point in time, verified against a checklist. They are a floor, not a ceiling, and they say little about whether those
controls are still working correctly the day an attacker actually shows up. Passing an audit and surviving an attack are different
tests.

2. “Privacy and security are the same program.” Security defends systems and data from unauthorized access. Privacy
governs how personal data is collected, used, shared, and disclosed — including to regulators and affected individuals when
something goes wrong. A strong technical security program can still leave an organization exposed on the privacy side if
nobody owns data mapping, consent, retention, or breach notification obligations, which is precisely why the Data Protection
Officer function exists as a discipline distinct from the CISO.

3. “Buying the tool is the strategy.” A monitoring platform, an EDR agent, or an Al-powered detection tool only produces
value in proportion to how well it is configured, tuned, and actually watched. An unassessed purchase risks paying for coverage
aimed at the wrong gap — or for real coverage that nobody is positioned to act on.

4. “Cyber insurance is a form to fill out.” Insurers have shifted the entire application process from a self-attested
questionnaire to something closer to a technical audit. The deciding factor now is documented proof that specific controls were
enforced at the moment they mattered, not simply installed at some point in the past.

5. “Al is on the verge of running the SOC without people.” Gartner’'s own research, published under the title “Predict
2025: There Will Never Be an Autonomous SOC,” argues that automation and Al will meaningfully scale certain SOC functions
but that people will always contribute capabilities a fully automated system cannot replace — judgment on novel or ambiguous
situations chief among them. The organizations getting real value from Al in security operations are the ones pairing it with
experienced analysts, not replacing them.



3. What Regulators and Insurers Actually Expect Now

3.1 A Regulatory Patchwork That Keeps Tightening

There is still no single federal data breach notification law in the United States. All 50 states, the District of Columbia, and
several territories each maintain their own statute, and those statutes disagree — sometimes significantly — on notification
deadlines, what counts as protected personal information, and who else must be told besides the affected individuals. A
growing minority of states specify a hard numeric deadline for notifying consumers, typically 30 to 60 days, while the majority
still rely on softer standards such as “without unreasonable delay.” California moved to the strict end of that range in 2026,
requiring notification within a fixed 30-day window. A majority of states also require separate notification to a state Attorney
General or other regulator once a breach crosses a size threshold — an obligation distinct from, and easy to miss alongside,
notifying affected individuals.

The definition of what triggers these obligations keeps expanding as well. Newer state laws increasingly bring biometric
identifiers, government-issued ID numbers, and other unique electronic identifiers into scope alongside traditional categories
like financial account numbers — meaning organizations may already be collecting more regulated data than their compliance
programs currently account for.

Layered on top of this patchwork are the sector- and framework-specific obligations most organizations already know by name:
HIPAA for healthcare data, PCI-DSS for payment card data, GDPR and CCPA for the personal data of EU and California residents
respectively, and voluntary-but-expected frameworks like ISO 27001, SOC 2, NIST, and OWASP that increasingly function as the
de facto proof of a mature program — for regulators, insurers, and enterprise customers alike.

3.2 Cyber Insurance Has Become a Technical Audit

Cyber insurance underwriting has undergone a parallel shift. What used to be a short, self-attested questionnaire has become
something closer to a technical audit. Industry surveys of the 2026 renewal cycle put the share of insurers treating enforced
multi-factor authentication as a non-negotiable condition of coverage at roughly 96%, with a similar share — around 88% —
now mandating endpoint detection and response (EDR) across all managed devices, not just a subset. Coalition’s Cyber Threat
Index has linked the large majority of denied claims — roughly 82% — to missing or unenforced MFA specifically, making it the
single most common reason a payout gets refused.

Cyber Insurance: What the 2026 Renewal Cycle Requires
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What the 2026 cyber insurance renewal cycle requires

The bar keeps moving. Backups came first as a baseline requirement, then MFA, then EDR, then 24/7 managed detection and
response once insurers concluded that a tool monitored only during business hours left too large a window open. The current
frontier is Zero Trust architecture — not a specific product, but a demonstrated posture of least-privilege access, continuous
verification, and network segmentation that carriers are beginning to probe for directly during underwriting.

Two details matter most for organizations trying to actually qualify. First, the deciding factor is evidence, not attestation:
underwriters increasingly want enforcement screenshots, coverage exports, and tested recovery logs, not a checked box.
Second, a formal third-party risk assessment is increasingly rewarded in underwriting — sometimes explicitly, through credits
or reduced scrutiny — particularly for organizations in regulated industries like healthcare and financial services, and
particularly for higher coverage limits.
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Organizations that can show the core controls working, not just describe them, have reported premium reductions in the range
of 15-30%; those that cannot are seeing premium increases of 40-100%, added exclusions, or outright denial.



4. Market Trends Reshaping Cyber Defense

Beyond the immediate compliance and insurance landscape, three broader trends are reshaping how organizations think about
security operations.

4.1 Sustained Market Growth

Every major analyst firm tracking this space shows the same direction of travel, even where exact figures differ by scope and
methodology. MarketsandMarkets puts the global SOC-as-a-Service market at roughly $7.4 billion in 2024, growing to $14.7
billion by 2030. The broader managed security services category — which includes SOCaa$S alongside MDR, SIEM-as-a-Service,
and related offerings — is estimated at somewhere between $39 billion and $44 billion in 2025-2026, on a trajectory toward
$67-$80 billion by 2030 depending on the source. The drivers cited consistently across these reports are rising attack
frequency, deepening regulatory complexity, continued cloud migration, and a cybersecurity talent shortage that shows no
sign of closing on its own.

4.2 The Rise — and Limits — of Al-Native Security Vendors

A new generation of venture-funded startups is marketing fully autonomous security operations, with several raising some of
the largest early-stage rounds in cybersecurity history on that promise. That enthusiasm is worth reading alongside the caution
coming from independent analysts: Gartner places this category at an early stage of market maturity and has separately and
explicitly argued that a fully autonomous SOC is not a realistic destination, because certain judgment calls will always require a
person. The practical takeaway for buyers is that Al-native tooling is a genuine and growing part of the landscape, but it is best
evaluated as an augmentation to a monitored, human-backed program — not a replacement for one.

4.3 Zero Trust Becoming the Expected Baseline

What began as an insurance-underwriting frontier is quickly becoming a broader expectation across compliance frameworks
and enterprise customer due diligence alike: least-privilege access, continuous verification, and segmentation, demonstrated in
practice rather than described in a policy document.

Taken together, these trends point in the same direction: organizations need both the specialized, independent judgment to
know what to prioritize, and the continuously operating capability to actually enforce it — a pairing that maps directly onto the
assessment-and-execution model this whitepaper describes.



5. Al in Cybersecurity: Where It Helps, and Where It’'s Misused

Artificial intelligence is transforming security operations in two directions at once — as a legitimate force multiplier inside a
governed program, and as one of the fastest-growing sources of ungoverned risk inside the same organizations trying to adopt
it.

5.1 Where Al Helps

Inside a managed SOC, Al agents can triage a large and growing volume of alerts, correlate signals across hundreds of data
sources, and investigate routine cases end-to-end far faster than a purely human team, freeing analysts to focus on the
ambiguous, high-stakes cases that still require judgment. This is the model XeneX SOC is built around: Al agents paired with
human security analysts, monitoring hundreds of data sources continuously, rather than either Al alone or humans alone.

5.2 Where Al Is Misused — or Simply Ungoverned

The same speed of Al adoption inside organizations is creating a parallel and largely invisible risk. Verizon’s 2026 Data Breach
Investigations Report found that regular Al use on corporate devices jumped from roughly 15% to 45% of users in a single year.
IBM’s 2026 Cost of a Data Breach Report found that 43% of breached organizations had experienced a shadow Al incident — Al
tools used without security or IT approval — more than double the prior year’s figure, and tied shadow Al involvement to a
meaningfully higher average breach cost.

The Ungoverned Al Risk Is Growing Fast
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Shadow Al risk is growing fast

The governance gap behind these numbers is stark: roughly 60% of organizations report high concern about Al misuse by
insiders, yet fewer than one in five coordinate Al governance directly with their security team. Gartner projects that shadow Al
incidents will roughly triple by the end of 2026.

The compliance and privacy dimension of this problem is easy to miss. When an employee pastes customer records, patient
information, or source code into an unapproved Al tool, that action can constitute an unauthorized data transfer under GDPR,
an unauthorized disclosure under HIPAA, or a reportable incident under a state breach notification statute — regardless of
whether anything was “hacked.” ldentifying where this exposure already exists inside an organization is exactly the kind of
finding an independent privacy and compliance assessment is designed to surface. Monitoring for it going forward — through
data loss prevention, cloud application monitoring, and dark web monitoring — is exactly the kind of finding a continuously
operating SOC is designed to act on.



6. The Two-Part Answer: Independent Assessment, Then
Continuous Execution

6.1 Why the Assessment Has to Come First — and Has to Be Independent

An organization cannot close gaps it has not identified, and it cannot fully trust an identification of those gaps performed by
whoever is also hoping to sell the fix. This is the same logic behind the segregation-of-duties principle insurers already expect
inside a mature security program, applied one level up: the entity assessing what an organization needs should not be the
same entity profiting from what it recommends.

American Cyber Security Management (ACSM) has operated in this independent-assessment role since 2006, built around a
team with a combined 125-plus years of experience across application and infrastructure security, DevOps, privacy and GDPR,
IT architecture, and SaaS-based systems — including CISOs, IT directors, Data Protection Officers, and security managers.
ACSM'’s core services are structured around exactly this assess-first model: maturity assessments and gap analysis mapped
against frameworks including GDPR, CCPA, ISO 27001, OWASP, and HIPAA; penetration testing; and ongoing advisory delivered
through CISO-as-a-Service and DPO-as-a-Service engagements, so the assessment stays current rather than aging into
irrelevance between annual reviews.

The output of this work is the artifact both regulators and insurers are increasingly asking for directly: a documented,
framework-mapped gap analysis and prioritized remediation roadmap — independent evidence of due diligence, not a vendor’s
sales pitch dressed up as a security review.

6.2 Why Continuous Execution Has to Follow — and Has to Run Around the Clock

An assessment identifies the gaps; it does not, by itself, close them or keep them closed. That requires a second capability
many organizations cannot economically build and staff themselves: continuous, expert-monitored detection and response,
running every hour of every day, not just during business hours.

XeneX SOC is built to close exactly the categories of gap an assessment like ACSM’s typically surfaces. Its Al-native platform
combines a digital workforce of specialized Al agents with human security analysts, monitoring more than 700 data sources
across cloud and on-premises environments, with an average onboarding time of about four hours and a record — across more
than 100 client organizations spanning healthcare, financial services, education, hospitality, and manufacturing — of zero client
breaches in over 13 years. Its service catalog maps directly onto the specific controls regulators and cyber insurers now ask
organizations to prove: 24/7 threat detection and response, multi-factor authentication and identity and access management,
endpoint security, data loss prevention, dark web monitoring, cloud and SaaS security (including Microsoft 365 and Google
Workspace), risk-based vulnerability management and patch management, backup and disaster recovery, and incident
response — backed by continuous logging and audit-ready documentation maintained on the client’s behalf.

Where ACSM’s assessment produces the roadmap, XeneX SOC produces the standing capability to execute it — and the
evidence trail to prove, on the day it matters, that it was actually running.

From Assessment Finding to Closed Gap

Assessment Finding Closing Capability

Inconsistent or unenforced MFA Multi-Factor Authentication + Identity & Access Management

No 24/7 detection or response capability 24/7 Threat Detection & Response, Managed Detection & Response

Incomplete endpoint coverage Endpoint Security, XDR+

Untested or non-isolated backups Backup and Restore, Disaster Recovery & Business Continuity

Weak logging or missing evidence trail Log Management, Compliance Monitoring & Audit-Ready Reporting

Unmonitored cloud/SaaS exposure (M365, Google Workspace) Office 365 Full-Stack & Zero-Trust Security, Google Workspace
Monitoring

Data exfiltration or IP risk Data Loss Prevention, Darkweb Monitoring

Unpatched or unmanaged vulnerabilities Risk-Based Vulnerability Management, Patch Management

No executive-level security ownership vCISO (paired with ACSM’s CISO-as-a-Service / DPO-as-a-Service)



7. Why the Combined Model Outperforms Either Alone

Three approaches are available to an organization trying to solve this problem. On their own, the first two consistently leave
part of the loop open.

Combined ACSM + XeneX

Capability Assessment-Only Firm Monitoring-Only Vendor Model
Independent, vendor-neutral gap Yes No Yes

analysis

Continuous 24/7 monitoring and No Yes Yes

response

Privacy-specific expertise (DPO- Sometimes Rarely Yes

level)

Evidence a cyber insurer can act Point-in-time only Operational only Both, continuously
on

Evidence a regulator can act on Point-in-time only Partial Both, continuously
Ongoing feedback loop between No No Yes

findings and operations

The value of pairing these two functions compounds over time. ACSM's initial assessment sets the priorities XeneX SOC'’s
monitoring is configured against, so day-one coverage is aimed at the organization’s actual, documented gaps rather than a
generic template. In turn, the incident history, alert patterns, and audit trail XeneX SOC generates over months of operation
feed back into ACSM’s ongoing CISO-as-a-Service and DPO-as-a-Service advisory, sharpening each subsequent assessment
with real operational data instead of a fresh point-in-time snapshot. The result behaves less like two vendors and more like a
single program that gets more accurate over time.



8. Business Outcomes

¢ A faster, stronger path to insurability: documented, evidenced controls plus a third-party assessment are exactly what
current underwriting rewards, with comparable control implementations tied to premium reductions in the 15-30% range —
and to avoiding the 40-100% increases or denials tied to unproven controls.

o Continuous audit readiness: instead of a scramble before each ISO 27001, SOC 2, HIPAA, or GDPR audit, the evidence
trail already exists.

o Lower breach probability and cost: 24/7 detection and response measurably shortens the window attackers have to
operate, and shadow-Al-linked breaches specifically have been tied to materially higher costs when nobody is watching for
them.

e Governed Al adoption instead of shadow Al exposure: the combined model turns Al governance from a blind spot into
an assessed, monitored part of the program.

e A genuine trust signal: documented, continuously monitored compliance and privacy posture is increasingly something
customers and partners ask about before signing, not after.

¢ A scalable alternative to hiring: CISO-as-a-Service, DPO-as-a-Service, and a fully staffed 24/7 SOC together replace what
would otherwise be several difficult-to-fill full-time roles — directly addressing the talent shortage driving so much of the
market growth described in Section 4.



Conclusion

Compliance, privacy, and cybersecurity are converging on the same demand: prove it, continuously, with evidence. Meeting
that demand well requires two distinct capabilities working together rather than in isolation — the independent judgment to
know exactly what to prioritize, and the continuously operating capacity to actually enforce it.

American Cyber Security Management and XeneX SOC are publishing this whitepaper jointly because that is precisely the
model each organization has built independently, and precisely the gap each closes for the other. Organizations that adopt this
combined approach are better positioned to satisfy regulators, qualify for stronger cyber insurance terms, and — the outcome
underneath both — meaningfully reduce the odds and impact of a real security incident.

To start an independent compliance and privacy assessment, visit americancsm.com. To learn about continuous, Al-native
managed detection and response, visit xenexsoc.com or contact XeneX SOC directly at +1 (213) 943-8711 or
sales@xenexsoc.com.
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