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SOLUTION BRIEF

Compromise validation

Fast, defensible answers when leadership needs to know whether suspicion is
E]
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Business problem

Most organizations do not start with a fully declared incident. They start with ambiguity:
a suspicious alert, an unexpected authentication pattern, a vendor notice, a legal inquiry,
an odd system change, or a credible concern from leadership that something may be
wrong. At that stage, the stakes are high but the facts are incomplete. If the organization
underreacts, an active compromise may continue. If it overreacts, leaders may trigger
unnecessary operational disruption, communications complexity, or external escalation
without evidence that the suspicion is real.

That ambiguity is expensive. IBM reports the 2025
global average cost of a data breach at USD 4.44 e

million, and the SEC still requires public companies

to disclose material cyber incidents generally within $ 4 4 4 M

four business days of determining materiality. At the *

same time, M-Trends 2025 reports a global median global average breach cost
attacker dwell time of 11 days, and Palo Alto Networks

Unit 42 reports that the fastest cases it investigated

moved from initial access to exfiltration in 72 minutes. C()

Organizations therefore need to validate or refute

suspicion quickly enough to control business impact,

but carefully enough to preserve defensibility (IBM; 11 days
SEC; Google Cloud / Mandiant; Palo Alto Networks ] )
Unit 42). global median dwell time

Compromise Validation exists to answer a specific

leadership question: based on the evidence available

right now, is there enough to confirm compromise, A

define initial scope, and determine whether a broader .

incident response or legal track should begin?

That question is narrower than a full compromise 7 2 m I n Utes

assessment and more decision-critical than a generic attack timeline from initial
alert review. access to data exfiltration
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Why now

Attackers are getting faster and quieter at the same time. Google Threat Intelligence
Group has documented the operational use of Al by adversaries for research, targeting,
and phishing support. IBM X-Force reported a 44% increase in attacks beginning with
exploitation of public-facing applications in 2025, while Unit 42 reported machine-like
attacker speed in the fastest observed cases. In that environment, delayed validation can
be as damaging as missed detection (Google Threat Intelligence Group; IBM; Palo Alto
Networks Unit 42).

Leadership expectations are also changing. Boards, General Counsel, privacy teams,
cyber insurers, and regulators increasingly expect an evidence-backed narrative early in
the response lifecycle. They do not want a promise that the team is “looking into it." They
want a defensible answer on whether the issue appears real, contained, expanding, or
not yet substantiated - and they want it fast enough to inform actions that could affect
disclosure, communications, customer commitments, and operational priorities.

This is also where Al has to be described

carefully. Al can help compress time to facts 0

by accelerating summarization and triage, but

it should not be the thing that decides whether o)

a compromise occurred. Gruve's stance is 44 /o

deliberate: use Al as an investigative teammate increase in attacks beginning

for speed and scale, then let experienced with exploitation of public-facing
responders validate the evidence and own the applications
conclusion.
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Solution overview

Gruve's Compromise Validation engagement is designed for the period between
suspicion and full declaration. The service quickly examines the most relevant data
sources for a suspected event—typically a targeted subset of endpoint, identity, Saas,
cloud, or administrative activity—to determine whether the available evidence supports
a conclusion of compromise, supports a conclusion that the issue is not presently
substantiated, or points to a narrower set of follow-on questions that must be answered
immediately.

The value of the engagement is speed with discipline. Gruve does not try to run a full
incident response playbook when the client still needs a go / no-go answer. Instead,

the work is scoped around the decision that leadership actually needs to make: do we
have credible evidence of unauthorized activity, how broad is it likely to be, and what
should happen next? That may mean escalation to full IR, preservation and legal handling,
targeted remediation, or a decision that the concern is presently unsupported but should
remain under watch.

Gruve uses Al teammates to accelerate high-volume signal triage, cross-source
orientation, and reporting preparation, but all meaningful findings are reviewed by
investigators and all conclusions remain human-owned. That preserves defensibility while
still meeting the compressed timelines that modern response decisions demand.
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Gruve's solution items

Gruve's solution

items Description

Defines the core validation question, the most relevant
Rapid suspicion evidence sources, and the shortest path to a defensible answer
triage and scoping | without inflating the engagement into a full incident response
unnecessarily.

Evidence-based Examines the signals most likely to confirm or refute the
validation across suspected scenario, including identities, endpoints, SaaS actions,
key sources cloud activity, and administrative change trails where appropriate.

Determines whether the issue appears isolated, broader than
first suspected, or severe enough to justify escalation into fuller
containment, forensics, or legal-response workflows.

Initial scope and
impact assessment

Uses Al to accelerate the organization and summarization of
candidate evidence sets while ensuring investigators review the
underlying support for every material conclusion.

Al-teammate
assisted correlation

Delivers a leadership-ready answer on whether compromise
is currently substantiated, the likely next-step path, and the
rationale supporting that recommendation.

Decision-support
reporting

Benefits

» Faster go/ no-go decisions: Helps leadership decide whether a situation requires
full incident activation, preservation measures, stakeholder notification, or targeted
follow-up.

« Reduced overreaction and underreaction risk: Grounds early-stage decisions in
evidence so teams avoid both false complacency and unnecessary escalation.

» Better early scope control: Provides a more disciplined view of where the issue likely
begins and ends before broader response costs accumulate.

» Stronger executive and legal confidence: Creates a defensible narrative that can
support counsel, risk leadership, and executive decision-makers during a compressed
uncertainty window.

» Lower downstream response cost: Prevents organizations from spending incident-
response dollars on the wrong question and helps ensure broader response is
launched only when justified.
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Distinct service offerings

Tiers

Alert-
triggered
validation

Executive
| counsel-
sensitive

validation

Third-party /
notification-
driven
validation

Focus / scope

A fast-turn
engagement for
suspicious security
events, notable alerts,
or threat-notification
scenarios that require
immediate evidence
review.

A validation track
for high-visibility
incidents, executive-
user scenarios,

or matters that

may require legal
preservation or
discreet handling.

Used when the
trigger comes

from a customer,
insurer, partner, law
enforcement contact,
or external security
notice rather than
internal detection.

Core activities

Scenario scoping
- targeted data
review - anomaly
validation -
escalation
recommendation

Defensible
workflow

- focused
evidence review

- stakeholder
coordination -
reporting support

Notification
analysis -
corroborating
review -

initial impact
assessment -
communication
support

Key
deliverables

Validation
memo - initial
scope view

- next-step
actions -
leadership
summary

Counsel-ready
summary -
evidence basis
- escalation
path - decision
support

Response
validation brief
- initial findings
package -
action matrix -
follow-up plan

Target
audience

CISOs -

SOC and

IR leaders

- incident
commanders

General
Counsel -
executives
- security
leadership

Risk teams

- privacy
teams -
client-facing
security
leaders
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Competitors

Competitor

CrowdStrike
Services

Mandiant
| Google
Cloud

LevelBlue /
MDR-led IR
providers

Kroll

Internal SOC
|/ SIEM teams

Market focus / strengths

Strong compromise
assessment and incident-
response capabilities
with rapid Falcon-based
visibility in mature
deployments.

Frontline IR credibility,
excellent threat
intelligence, and a

deep bench for serious
incidents and compromise
assessments.

Strong managed
response and
operational investigation
support across hybrid
environments.

Strong cyber response
and legal sensitivity in
high-scrutiny matters.

Fastest access to
telemetry and environment
context.

Limitations / Differentiation opportunity for
Gruve

Excellent for broad incident services, but
many clients first need a narrowly scoped
validation answer rather than a larger
platform-driven response motion. Gruve
differentiates by centering the leadership
decision itself.

Often the right choice for larger events, but
broader response programs can be heavier
than what is needed at the first moment of
ambiguity. Gruve is differentiated in targeted
validation where speed, defensibility, and
scoped decision support matter most.

Well-suited to ongoing detection and
managed response, but not always
positioned for a bespoke, evidence-backed
validation engagement tied to executive,
legal, or reputational decision-making.

A credible option when matters are already
clearly serious. Gruve offers a more agile
path for organizations that still need to
determine whether the triggering concern is
substantiated and how broadly to escalate.

Internal teams often know the tools but still
need an independent, decision-oriented
validation process that can support
leadership, counsel, and potential escalation
without circular reasoning from the same
alerting systems.
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Gruve differentiators

Purpose-built for the ambiguity window between suspicion and full incident
declaration.

Designed around a leadership decision, not just around technology review or
alert handling.

2

ﬁ: Al-teammate acceleration shortens time to facts, while investigators own all
findings and conclusions.
< Works naturally alongside later preservation, investigation, legal-support, or

broader IR engagements if escalation is warranted.

H' Produces a concise executive answer and a defensible technical basis in the
same motion.
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Case study

A public-company technology client received a credible notification suggesting that an
administrative identity may have been abused to access a sensitive internal application.
The SOC had conflicting signals: some logs suggested benign administrative activity,
while other data points implied that the behavior could represent unauthorized access.
Leadership needed to know quickly whether compromise was real, what the likely scope
was, and whether the matter had to be escalated into broader incident and disclosure
workflows.
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Key results

« Confirmed that the triggering concern was not benign noise and identified evidence
consistent with unauthorized use of an administrative workflow.

» Narrowed the likely scope quickly enough for the client to make targeted containment
decisions rather than broad, disruptive shutdowns.

» Delivered an executive and counsel-ready validation brief during the clients initial
decision window.

o Created a cleaner handoff into the clients follow-on response and remediation actions.

About the client

Public technology company with a mature SOC, multiple SaaS administrative surfaces,
and a strong need for defensible incident decision-making under compressed timelines.

Challenges

The hardest part of the matter was that the client already had data, but not clarity. Internal
teams could see fragments of the story across identity, application, and administrative
logs, yet the evidence did not line up cleanly enough for leadership to determine whether
a real compromise had occurred. The business risk of waiting was significant; so was the
risk of overreacting and treating a still-ambiguous situation as a fully declared material
event.

The executive stakes were high because the client was public, regulated, and used the
affected systems for sensitive internal workflows. Any decision about containment,
preservation, or disclosure had to be supported by more than technical instinct.
Leadership needed a defensible answer fast enough to act, but disciplined enough to
withstand scrutiny later.

Solutions

» Focused validation scoping: Gruve aligned the engagement around the specific
administrative identity, affected workflow, and narrowest set of corroborating data
sources most likely to answer the validation question quickly.

» Cross-source corroboration: Investigators examined the relationship between
authentication events, administrative changes, application activity, and surrounding
context to distinguish routine use from unauthorized behavior.

» Al-assisted signal organization: Gruve used Al teammates to help sort and
summarize high-volume event patterns, but all meaningful indicators were reviewed
against source evidence before they were included in the validation narrative.

« Decision-oriented reporting: The deliverable was structured around the clients next-
step choices, clarifying what was confirmed, what remained unconfirmed, and what
actions the evidence supported immediately.
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Results and benefits

» Enabled targeted containment instead of broader and more disruptive emergency
measures.

» Improved confidence in early executive and legal decision-making.

e Reduced the time between suspicion and a defensible operating conclusion.

» Provided a clean basis for escalation into subsequent response work without re-
litigating the original trigger question.

When suspicion is real, speed matters. When it is not, discipline
matters just as much.

See how Gruve's Compromise Validation engagement helps your team determine whether
a concern is substantiated, how broad it likely is, and what should happen next.

PN

% Website: https://www.gruve.ai/

N Email: contact@gruve.ai




