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I Executive Summary

A 2026 Bank Director survey found that 92% of bank board members and executives rank cybersecurity as
their top institutional risk, with 79% citing fraud as the second leading concern. This signals sustained and
growing board-level pressure on security program investment, governance structures, and measurable risk
reduction within regulated financial institutions. Security leaders should expect increased scrutiny of
program maturity, third-party risk posture, and fraud controls as budget and oversight conversations
intensify.

I Technical Analysis

This is a governance and risk perception survey; no CVE, CWE, exploit, or active threat vector applies. The data
(92% citing cybersecurity, 79% citing fraud) reflects institutional risk prioritization among U.S. banking sector
board members and executives rather than a discrete technical event. No CVSS score, EPSS score, or MITRE
ATT&CK mapping is applicable. The primary regulatory framework context is CISA's Financial Services Sector
critical infrastructure designation, which places financial institutions under heightened federal cybersecurity
guidance. Relevant frameworks for financial sector security programs include NIST CSF, NIST SP 800-53, and
FFIEC Cybersecurity Assessment Tool guidance. No patch, version, or configuration remediation is indicated by
this item.

I Action Checklist

1. Step 1: Governance Alignment, Review your security program's board reporting cadence and confirm it
maps to the risk categories boards are actively prioritizing: cybersecurity program maturity, fraud controls,
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and third-party risk. Identify gaps between what leadership is asking and what your current reporting
delivers.

2. Step 2: Risk Register Review, Audit your institutional risk register to verify cybersecurity and fraud risks
are documented with current likelihood and impact ratings. Cross-reference against NIST CSF Identify
function outputs and FFIEC guidance to confirm alignment with regulatory expectations.

3. Step 3: Program Maturity Assessment, Conduct or refresh a formal cybersecurity maturity assessment
(NIST CSF, CIS Controls, or FFIEC Cybersecurity Assessment Tool) to produce defensible evidence of
control effectiveness for board-level review. Identify control gaps that represent the highest residual risk.

4. Step 4: Fraud Control Validation, Verify that anti-fraud controls - transaction monitoring, identity
verification, anomaly detection - are tested, documented, and reporting to the appropriate oversight body.
Confirm coverage against account takeover, synthetic identity, and insider fraud scenarios relevant to your
institution.

5. Step 5: Post-Review Improvement Planning, Use board risk prioritization signals to drive the next
planning cycle. Map identified control gaps to budget requests, staffing needs, or third-party assessments.
Document the rationale so investment decisions trace directly to governance-level risk acceptance or
mitigation decisions.

I IR / Forensic Enrichment

Triage Priority STANDARD

Escalation Criteria Escalate to immediate priority if an active fraud incident, data breach, or regulatory
examination finding directly implicates a control gap identified during this governance review
cycle, triggering SAR filing obligations under BSA or breach notification requirements under
applicable state law or GLBA.

Recovery Notes This is a governance and program improvement threat item, not an active incident — recovery
framing applies to restoring and strengthening governance posture rather than system
recovery. After completing the review and improvement planning cycle, monitor board risk
committee feedback over the next two to three quarters to confirm that reporting changes are
satisfying board-level scrutiny and that funded control improvements are closing the
highest-residual-risk gaps. Validate that fraud incident volume and maturity assessment
scores are trending in the direction that can be defended during the next regulatory
examination.
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Forensic Artifacts Board and risk committee meeting minutes from the past 12 months: document which
cybersecurity and fraud risk topics were raised, how management responded, and whether
board concerns were closed or remain open — this is the governance audit trail that
examiners will review | FFIEC examination reports and management response letters: identify
examiner Matters Requiring Attention (MRAS) or Matters Requiring Immediate Attention
(MRIAS) related to cybersecurity program maturity, fraud controls, or third-party risk oversight
that directly correlate to the board-level concerns surfaced in the 2026 Bank Director survey |
Transaction monitoring system alert logs (90-day extract): evidence of fraud detection
coverage gaps across account takeover, synthetic identity, and insider fraud scenarios —
specifically alert volume, false positive rate, and uninvestigated alert backlog | Third-party
vendor risk assessment records: current inventory of critical and high-risk vendors with last
assessment date, open findings, and contractual security requirement status — boards are
specifically scrutinizing third-party risk posture per the survey data | Prior maturity assessment
reports (FFIEC CAT, NIST CSF, or CIS Controls): baseline evidence against which current
assessment findings are measured; trajectory of maturity scores over time is the primary
board-level indicator of whether security program investment is producing defensible risk
reduction

Per-Action IR Details

Step 1: Governance Alignment — Review your security program's board reporting cadence and confirm it
maps to the risk categories boards are actively prioritizing: cybersecurity program maturity, fraud controls,
and third-party risk. Identify gaps between what leadership is asking and what your current reporting delivers.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 82 — Preparation: Establishing IR governance structures, reporting lines, and
communication frameworks aligned to institutional risk priorities

Controls: NIST IR-1 (Policy and Procedures) — ensure incident response policy reflects board-level cybersecurity and
fraud risk priorities as identified in the 2026 Bank Director survey, NIST IR-8 (Incident Response Plan) — confirm the
IR plan includes board notification thresholds and escalation paths for cybersecurity events and fraud incidents
material to the institution, NIST IR-6 (Incident Reporting) — validate that internal reporting cadence to board risk
committees covers cybersecurity program maturity, fraud losses, and third-party incidents at the frequency boards
expect, CIS 7.1 (Establish and Maintain a Vulnerability Management Process) — confirm vulnerability metrics surfaced
in board reporting reflect current risk posture, not lagging indicators

Compensating: For teams without a GRC platform: build a quarterly board reporting template in a shared spreadsheet
that maps directly to the three board-priority categories (cyber maturity, fraud, third-party risk). Use NIST CSF Tier
self-assessments (free, fillable PDF from NIST) as the maturity evidence source. Track reporting gaps in a simple
action log reviewed before each board cycle.

Evidence: Before restructuring reporting, document the current state as a baseline: export the last four board/risk
committee presentation decks and highlight which slides address cybersecurity program maturity, fraud control status,
and third-party risk posture. Note where each category is absent — this gap map is the forensic record of governance
risk that the board survey data signals is systemic across U.S. banking institutions.

Step 2: Risk Register Review — Audit your institutional risk register to verify cybersecurity and fraud risks are
documented with current likelihood and impact ratings. Cross-reference against NIST CSF Identify function
outputs and FFIEC guidance to confirm alignment with regulatory expectations.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §2 — Preparation: Maintaining current risk assessments and asset inventories as
prerequisite inputs to effective detection and response capability

Controls: NIST RA-3 (Risk Assessment) — verify cybersecurity and fraud risk entries carry current likelihood and
impact ratings tied to banking-sector threat intelligence, not stale annual assessments, NIST IR-4 (Incident Handling)
— confirm the risk register informs incident classification thresholds so that fraud-related and cyber incidents are
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categorized consistently with institutional risk tolerance, NIST SI-5 (Security Alerts, Advisories, and Directives) —
cross-reference open CISA advisories, FS-ISAC threat intelligence, and OCC/FFIEC guidance against risk register
entries to identify unregistered emerging risks, CIS 7.2 (Establish and Maintain a Remediation Process) — verify that
risk register items with high residual risk have documented remediation owners, timelines, and board-visible status

Compensating: For teams without a GRC platform: use a structured spreadsheet with columns for risk category
(cyber/fraud/third-party), likelihood (1-5), impact (1-5), inherent risk score, current controls, residual risk, and owner.
Cross-walk each entry against the FFIEC CAT Inherent Risk Profile categories (freely available at ffiec.gov) to confirm
regulatory alignment. Review and date-stamp the register quarterly.

Evidence: Pull the current risk register export and compare entry timestamps against the date of the last FFIEC
examination or internal audit. Flag any cybersecurity or fraud risk entries not updated within the past 12 months —
stale ratings that predate material threat landscape changes (e.g., Al-enabled fraud, ransomware targeting financial
institutions) represent documented governance gaps that examiners and board members will scrutinize.

Step 3: Program Maturity Assessment — Conduct or refresh a formal cybersecurity maturity assessment
(NIST CSF, CIS Controls, or FFIEC CAT) to produce defensible evidence of control effectiveness for
board-level review. Identify control gaps that represent the highest residual risk.

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 82 — Preparation: Building and validating the IR capability baseline, including tools,
processes, and controls that determine organizational readiness to detect and respond

Controls: NIST IR-3 (Incident Response Testing) — document test results from tabletop exercises or simulations as
evidence of IR capability maturity for board review, specifically covering fraud and cyber incident scenarios relevant to
banking, NIST CA-2 (Control Assessments) — formal maturity assessment outputs serve as the control assessment
record; scope must cover controls aligned to board-priority risk categories: cybersecurity program effectiveness, fraud
prevention, and third-party oversight, NIST SI-2 (Flaw Remediation) — map identified control gaps from the maturity
assessment to open remediation items, ensuring highest-residual-risk gaps have documented owners and target
closure dates visible to board oversight, CIS 7.1 (Establish and Maintain a Vulnerability Management Process) —
maturity assessment should explicitly evaluate whether the vulnerability management program meets the frequency
and coverage expectations for a regulated financial institution, CIS 7.2 (Establish and Maintain a Remediation Process)
— assessment findings must feed directly into a risk-based remediation plan with prioritization rationale traceable to
board-level risk acceptance decisions

Compensating: For teams without budget for a third-party assessor: use the FFIEC CAT (free at ffiec.gov) as the
primary assessment instrument — it maps directly to NIST CSF and produces regulator-recognized maturity ratings.
Supplement with the CIS Controls v8 self-assessment guide (free). A 2-person team can complete the FFIEC CAT
inherent risk and maturity sections in two to three working days; document all evidence citations inline so the output is
audit-defensible.

Evidence: Before conducting the new assessment, preserve the prior assessment report, its evidence artifacts, and
any examiner findings from the most recent FFIEC or OCC examination as the baseline. This record establishes the
trajectory of maturity improvement or regression — which is precisely what board members are evaluating when 92%
rank cybersecurity as the top institutional risk.

Step 4: Fraud Control Validation — Verify that anti-fraud controls — transaction monitoring, identity
verification, anomaly detection — are tested, documented, and reporting to the appropriate oversight body.
Confirm coverage against account takeover, synthetic identity, and insider fraud scenarios relevant to your
institution.

NIST Phase: Detection Analysis

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §3.2 — Detection and Analysis: Validating that monitoring and detection capabilities are
tuned to the specific threat scenarios the organization faces, with confirmed alerting paths to appropriate oversight
bodies

Controls: NIST SI-4 (System Monitoring) — confirm that transaction monitoring and anomaly detection systems
generate alerts for account takeover indicators (credential stuffing, session hijacking, unusual transaction velocity),
synthetic identity patterns (mismatched identity attributes, thin credit file anomalies), and insider fraud signals
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(privileged access to customer accounts outside role scope), NIST AU-6 (Audit Record Review, Analysis, and
Reporting) — verify that fraud control alert outputs are reviewed at a defined frequency and reported to the appropriate
oversight body (BSA/AML committee, fraud risk committee, or board risk committee depending on severity threshold),
NIST IR-5 (Incident Monitoring) — confirm that fraud incidents declared from transaction monitoring alerts are tracked
in the incident management system with documented status, so board reporting on fraud risk reflects actual incident
volume and trend, NIST AU-2 (Event Logging) — validate that identity verification events (KYC checks, step-up
authentication triggers, synthetic identity flag events) are logged with sufficient detail to support post-incident forensic
reconstruction of account takeover or synthetic identity fraud chains, CIS 8.2 (Collect Audit Logs) — confirm audit
logging is enabled and retained for all systems that touch transaction processing, identity verification, and privileged
administrative access to customer account data

Compensating: For teams without enterprise fraud platforms: use free or low-cost controls layered together — enable
detailed authentication logging in your core banking platform and export to a local syslog server (rsyslog or Windows
Event Forwarding). Write threshold-based PowerShell or bash scripts that query authentication logs nightly for account
lockout spikes (indicator of credential stuffing) or off-hours privileged access to customer records (insider fraud
indicator). For synthetic identity detection, cross-reference new account KYC data against OFAC and known synthetic
identity pattern databases manually on a weekly basis until automated tooling is funded.

Evidence: Pull the last 90 days of transaction monitoring alert logs and document: alert volume by fraud scenario type
(ATO, synthetic identity, insider), alert-to-investigation conversion rate, and mean time from alert to closure. For
account takeover specifically, extract authentication logs for accounts that triggered step-up authentication or lockout
events and cross-reference against any subsequent disputed transaction reports — this correlation is the forensic
baseline for evaluating whether your current detection capability matches the fraud risk that 79% of bank boards are
prioritizing.

Step 5: Post-Review Improvement Planning — Use board risk prioritization signals to drive the next planning
cycle. Map identified control gaps to budget requests, staffing needs, or third-party assessments. Document
the rationale so investment decisions trace directly to governance-level risk acceptance or mitigation
decisions.

NIST Phase: Post Incident

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 84 — Post-Incident Activity: Translating lessons learned and risk assessment outputs into
documented improvements to policies, controls, and capabilities, with investment decisions traceable to identified risk

Controls: NIST IR-4 (Incident Handling) — post-review improvement plan should explicitly address any IR capability
gaps surfaced during the maturity assessment, with remediation actions tied to the board-prioritized risk categories of
cybersecurity maturity, fraud, and third-party risk, NIST IR-8 (Incident Response Plan) — update the IR plan to reflect
any new escalation thresholds, communication paths, or response procedures identified through board engagement,
particularly for fraud incidents with regulatory reporting obligations under SAR requirements, NIST SI-2 (Flaw
Remediation) — map control gaps identified in Step 3 and Step 4 to funded remediation items in the improvement plan;
document the risk acceptance rationale for any gaps that will not be remediated within the current budget cycle so
board oversight is informed and documented, CIS 7.2 (Establish and Maintain a Remediation Process) — the
improvement plan constitutes the risk-based remediation strategy; each item must have an owner, target date, and
priority tier traceable to the residual risk rating assigned in the risk register, CIS 7.4 (Perform Automated Application
Patch Management) — if application patch management gaps were identified during the maturity assessment, include
automation investment in the improvement plan with explicit link to the cyber risk rating that justifies the spend

Compensating: For teams without formal GRC or project management tooling: document the improvement plan as a
structured spreadsheet with columns for gap description, source assessment, risk rating, proposed control or
investment, owner, target date, board-approved risk acceptance (Y/N), and status. Present this tracker at each board
risk committee meeting as the living evidence that governance-level risk signals are translating into operational action
— this directly addresses the board scrutiny that the 2026 Bank Director survey data indicates is intensifying.

Evidence: Before closing the planning cycle, archive the full evidence chain: board risk prioritization inputs (meeting
minutes or survey results), maturity assessment findings, risk register snapshots, and the gap-to-investment mapping.
This document trail is the artifact that demonstrates to regulators and examiners that your institution's security
investment decisions are driven by documented governance-level risk decisions — not reactive spend — and that the
board's stated top concerns (cybersecurity and fraud) are receiving proportionate programmatic response.
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Detection Guidance

No IOCs, threat actors, or technical indicators are associated with this governance survey item. For security
operations teams, the relevant action is programmatic rather than investigative: confirm that existing monitoring
covers the risk categories boards are prioritizing. Specifically, verify that fraud-related detection rules - account
takeover patterns, credential stuffing signatures, anomalous transaction volumes - are tuned and alerting.
Confirm that security event dashboards surfacing to leadership reflect the risk areas identified in this survey. No
specific log sources, event IDs, or behavioral indicators are tied to this item.

Framework Mappings

1ISO-27001-2022

¢ A.8.8 — Management of technical vulnerabilities

Sources
Source URL Tier
Financial Services https://www.cisa.gov/topics/critical-infrastructure-security-and-re... T1

Sector | Cybersecurity
and Infrastructure ... -
CISA

5 cybersecurity https://swivelsecure.com/solutions/banking-finance/5-cybersecurity-... T3
weaknesses in the

banking and finance

industry

The 6 Biggest Cyber https:/imww.upguard.com/blog/biggest-cyber-threats-for-financial-se... T3
Threats for Financial

Services in 2026 |

UpGuard

Banking's Top 10 https://register.bank/insights/top-cybersecurity-threats-banking/ T3
Cybersecurity Threats -
Register.bank

Corporate Security in https://shadowdragon.io/blog/corporate-security-in-banking/ T3
Banking: 12 Best

Practices -

ShadowDragon

DISCLAIMER

This intelligence report is produced by Tech Jacks Solutions Security Command Center (SCC) for informational purposes only. It does not constitute
professional security advice, legal counsel, or an incident response engagement. The information herein is derived from publicly available sources and
Al-assisted analysis; while every effort is made to ensure accuracy, Tech Jacks Solutions makes no warranties regarding completeness or timeliness.
Organizations should conduct their own validation and consult qualified security professionals before taking action based on this report. Tech Jacks
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Solutions is not liable for any damages resulting from the use of this information.
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