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SOLUTION BRIEF

Continuous incident response program
validation

Turn annual rehearsals into a measurable readiness operating rhythm
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Business problem

Annual tabletop exercises don't prove readiness. They satisfy a checkbox. Plans change,
leaders rotate, third-party dependencies shift, and threat patterns evolve faster than
most organizations rehearse. The result: teams complete one exercise and drift back into
assumptions—mistaking a completed event for a tested capability.

The gap is not the plan itself. It is the distance between what the plan says and what
people actually do when someone must declare an incident, escalate to counsel, notify
the insurer, and coordinate communications—simultaneously. When those decisions
happen for the first time during a live event, the result is delay, confusion, and exposure.

Readiness is cumulative. NIST's test, training, and exercise guidance was written for
programs, not isolated events. CISA pairs scenarios with after-action and improvement-
planning artifacts because the value of an exercise depends on what gets reinforced
and improved afterward. A single session can surface issues; it cannot prove they were
closed, that new leaders understand their role, or that the response process reflects
current business reality.

Boards, insurers, and auditors have moved past asking “Did you run a tabletop?” They
want evidence that the organization tracks remediation, shows progress, and maintains
readiness as a program—especially where renewal cycles, regulated operations, and
leadership turnover make point-in-time validation insufficient.
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Why now

The threat environment is changing too fast for annual validation to remain credible.
IBM's 2026 X-Force reporting and Google's 2026 threat forecasts confirm that Al is
compressing the attack lifecycle. Ransomware with data exfiltration, identity-centric
compromise, and third-party supply chain disruption create multi-front incidents that
overwhelm plans written for simpler scenarios. Organizations that rehearse once a year
are almost guaranteed to rehearse against yesterday's problem set.

Regulatory expectations reinforce this. NYDFS requires covered entities to train IR staff
and test plans with critical personnel. HHS cybersecurity performance goals call for
organizations to maintain, drill, and update IR plans against relevant threat scenarios. SEC
cyber disclosure rules compress the timeline for public companies to establish facts and
align stakeholders. These are program expectations, not workshop expectations.

Recurring validation also solves an internal leadership problem. New executives,
reorganized teams, new outsourcing models, and evolving Al governance all change how
a cyber event will actually be managed. A subscription-style program gives organizations
a structured rhythm for rotating scenarios, onboarding new participants, tracking
improvement, and producing year-over-year evidence that readiness is maturing.
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Solution overview

Gruve's Continuous Incident Response Program Validation provides a recurring readiness
program built around regular tabletop exercises, action tracking, trend analysis, and
leadership reporting. Instead of treating exercises as isolated workshops, Gruve treats
them as a managed resilience rhythm that measures whether readiness is improving over
time.

The program includes cross-functional tabletop sessions, executive simulations, scenario
rotation, and closure reviews of previously identified gaps—validating not only whether

a plan exists, but whether it is being internalized, whether prior findings were addressed,
and whether new conditions require the response model to evolve.

Each exercise is powered by a structured facilitation platform that generates scenarios
from client-specific data, IR plan structure, and scenario modules—ensuring consistency
and repeatability. Facilitators focus on pressing decision quality and observing team
behavior, not building slides or improvising narratives.

Al teammates accelerate scenario variation, trend summarization, action-item
consolidation, and report drafting across the program, but facilitators and DFIR leaders
remain accountable for every readiness conclusion and improvement recommendation.
The value is disciplined, human-led readiness management supported by Al efficiency—
not automated grading.
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How the engagement works

Each engagement follows a repeatable four-phase model designed to produce evidence-

backed findings and actionable remediation guidance.

Phase Activities Outputs W“° S
involved
Define objectives, threat context, and Scopin
regulatory drivers. Review current ping CISO, IR
1. Pre- - . document,
. IR plan. Map decision authority: who . .. |lead, Legal,
session - . decision authority
. owns declaration, escalation, legal . engagement
intake L map, scenario
engagement, communications, and lead
- e parameters
executive notification.
Platform generates scenario using Configured
. client data, IR plan structure, and scenario, inject Engagement
2. Scenario . .
. . scenario modules. Injects mapped to | sequence, lead,
configuration e . o o . -
specific cross-functional decisions decision-point facilitator
the organization must make. map
Facilitator-led, time-compressed
exercise. Injects delivered in Decision log, Al
3. Live sequence, each requiring a real behavioral C
. o it - participating
session decision. Facilitators observe and log | observations, raw :
. .. . . functions
behavior, decisions, and gaps in real | findings
time.
Structured After Action Report (AAR)
. . . AAR, gap
with evidence-based gap analysis. analvsis Engagement
4. Post- Every finding tied to a specific inject, ysIS, lead, CISO,
. . . remediation .
session observed behavior, and decision executive
. . roadmap,
outcome. Leadership readout with sponsor

prioritized remediation.

executive readout

Every inject forces a real decision—not a discussion or deferral. Decisions must have a
named owner, a defined timeframe, and a clear communication path. Where the team

cannot meet that standard, the gap is documented as a finding. This ensures the exercise
produces measurable, defensible outputs grounded in observed behavior.
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Solution items
Capability

Recurring exercise
cadence

Scenario rotation
and modernization

Cross-functional
decision validation

Action tracking and
closure review

Al-assisted trend
analysis

Readiness reporting

Description

Quarterly or semiannual readiness sessions that establish testing
and updating response behavior as an operating rhythm, not an
annual event.

Scenarios refreshed to reflect current business realities,
leadership priorities, third-party dependencies, and threat
patterns. Generated through a structured platform for
consistency and repeatability.

Tests how Security, IT, Legal, HR, Communications, and
leadership make decisions, hand off information, and escalate.
Validates the connective tissue between functions, not just
individual team performance.

Tracks previously identified issues, validates remediation,
and retests gaps. Findings tied to named owners and re-test
checkpoints.

Al teammates accelerate consolidation of recurring observations,
action themes, and reporting artifacts. Conclusions and
readiness judgments remain human-led.

Year-over-year view of readiness progress, risk movement,
and remaining gaps for leadership, audit, and governance
stakeholders. Structured to support insurer, audit, and board
conversations with evidence-based findings.
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Benefits

Benefit

Continuous proof
of readiness

Measurable
maturity
improvement

Clear decision
ownership

Faster onboarding
for new
stakeholders

Audit-, insurer-,
and board-ready
reporting

Resilience against
change

Description

Replaces one-time exercise evidence with an ongoing body of
proof—grounded in observed behavior and logged decisions, not
subjective commentary.

Shows leadership whether prior gaps were closed and whether
readiness is trending in the right direction. Evidence-backed gaps
tied to specific exercises and remediation actions.

Named owners for incident declaration, escalation, and notification.
Defined thresholds for engaging legal counsel, insurers,
communications, and executive leadership.

Brings new executives, legal leaders, and operational owners into
a practiced response model without waiting for a live incident to
teach them their role.

Defensible record of recurring validation, remediation follow-
through, and resilience improvement—structured for governance,
insurance renewals, and regulatory reporting.

Keeps the response model aligned to new threats, technology,
vendors, and governance expectations instead of letting plans drift.
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Service tiers

Tier

Quarterly
readiness
validation

Biannual cross-
functional +
executive cycle

Enterprise
resilience
validation
program

Focus / scope

Recurring quarterly
cadence focused on
cross-functional incident-
response readiness.

Operational tabletop
sessions combined with
executive or board-facing
readiness exercises.

Ongoing subscription

for governance-grade
evidence of year-over-year
readiness improvement.

Key deliverables

Quarterly reports,
action tracker,
readiness trend
summary, decision
logs

Biannual program
summary, executive
brief, improvement
roadmap, remediation
ownership matrix

Annual resilience
report, trend analysis,
board/audit support
package, AARs

Target audience

CISOs, risk
leaders, IR
owners

Security
leadership,
General Counsel,
Communications,
executives

Reqgulated
enterprises,
boards, audit
and insurance
stakeholders
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Competitive landscape

Competitor Strengths Gruve differentiation

. .. Platform simulations lack live facilitator
Continuous crisis- . : . .
. . ; coaching, evidence-based decision scoring,
. simulation with . - -
Immersive Labs . and tailored remediation ownership. Gruve
repeatable digital e
: . adds managed facilitation and governance-
exercise delivery. . .
focused interpretation.

Enterprise Recurring consulting programs are
Mandiant / Google consgltlng bench, expensive and heavy to operationalize. .
frontline threat Gruve delivers a structured, platform-driven
Cloud . . - : . e
intelligence, realistic model with cross-functional facilitation and
tabletop experience. evidence-based scoring.
Often delivered through heavier crisis-
Deep cyber and ) . :
o consulting packaging. Gruve combines
legal credibility, S .
Kroll legal and crisis alignment with a repeatable
broad program .
. - platform, structured scoring, and faster
maturity experience. ;
delivery.
Gruve tests decision quality across Legal,
Strond responder HR, Communications, and governance—
CrowdStrike gresp not primarily the responder team. Better

. mindset and brand . : . .
Services suited for long-horizon readiness spanning

familiarity. .. .
y governance, remediation tracking, and
executive validation.

Typically lack managed program structure,
decision-forcing rigor, action closure
tracking, and trend reporting that boards
and auditors increasingly require.

SecurityScorecard | Targeted tabletops
and similar with tailored
providers scenario discussion.
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Gruve differentiators

®
A
b

P,

Ll

Program, not project. Exercises become a managed resilience program with
repeatable cadence and evidence of improvement—not a one-time project.

Decision-driven, not discussion-based. Every inject forces a real decision
with a named owner, timeframe, and communication path. No decision means a
documented finding.

Cross-functional by design. Tests Legal, HR, Communications, and executive
leadership alongside Security and IT—because real incidents require all of them.

Evidence-based findings. Every AAR finding is tied to a specific inject, an
observed behavior, and a logged decision—defensible for audit, insurance, and
board conversations.

Platform-powered repeatability. Scenarios generated through a structured
platform ensuring consistency, speed, and facilitator focus on decision quality.

Al-augmented, human-led. Al improves scenario variation, reporting speed, and
trend consolidation. Readiness judgments stay human-led.

Closed-loop remediation. Findings link directly to remediation ownership and re-
testing—so organizations show progress, not just observations.

Governance-ready output. Concise, audit- and insurer-ready documentation
reflecting recurring validation, not one-time activity.
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Case study

A multinational manufacturer needed more than an annual tabletop. The board wanted
evidence that readiness was improving over time, and cyber-insurance renewal
discussions required documented validation. Prior exercises were episodic—findings
aged out, new leaders joined between sessions untested, and the response model drifted
as vendors, cloud usage, and communications workflows changed.

What Gruve delivered

Gruve implemented a recurring validation program with quarterly scenario rotation
across ransomware, third-party disruption, and executive decision-making. Findings
were translated into named improvement actions tracked and retested across sessions.
The facilitation platform ensured scenario consistency while Al teammates accelerated
reporting and trend aggregation. Facilitators validated all analysis and authored
conclusions.

Results

o Established a quarterly readiness cadence aligned to audit and insurance
milestones.

o Linked findings to named owners with defined timeframes and re-test checkpoints—
replacing static action-item lists.

* Onboarded new leaders into a practiced response model before a live incident
forced it.

* Produced year-over-year evidence of readiness progress with evidence-based
findings for executives, auditors, and insurers.




Move beyond one-off exercises and build a durable readiness
rhythm.
See how Gruve's Continuous Incident Response Program Validation helps your

organization measure improvement, prove readiness, and keep incident-response
capability aligned to change.

@&  Website: https://www.gruve.ai/

N Email: contact@gruve.ai
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