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AI strategy for boards and the C suite
Funding enterprise AI with measurable value and accountable control
Anwesh Rath, Founder and CTO, AI Standards Inc.

Conceptual investment review. Funding, business value and delegated authority are assessed together.

Executive summary
An AI investment should name the business outcome, the accountable owner and the authority the 
system may exercise. Approve a bounded workflow with a credible baseline, a funding limit and a 
decision date. Expand when observed value and control evidence justify the next commitment.
This paper gives CEOs and boards a practical process for selecting AI investments and governing them 
through ongoing operation. It connects value to total cost, delegated authority and supplier 
dependence. The ninety-day sequence is illustrative; the evidence required for a decision should 
determine the pace.

The problem and why it matters now
A demonstration shows what a model can produce under selected conditions. An enterprise business 
case must explain what happens when records are incomplete, customers disagree, the service is 
unavailable or an answer requires correction. Integration, review and exception handling can determine 
whether a useful model produces a useful operating result.
Moving AI from drafting advice to sending messages, updating records or initiating transactions 
delegates business authority. Exposure can grow before financial reporting captures it. A pilot may 
report hours saved while supervisors absorb additional checking, or a department may automate work 
without owning the resulting errors.
Use a consistent decision process across the portfolio. Compare outcomes and residual risk at the 
workflow level. State when an experiment has earned permission to operate and what evidence would 
justify expansion, redesign or closure.

Regulatory and standards context
The voluntary NIST AI RMF assigns executive leadership responsibility for AI risk decisions [1]. OECD’s 
AI Principles, revised in May 2024, address accountability and safe intervention [2]. They are 
governance references, not company certifications. The EU AI Act takes a risk-based approach, with 
duties shaped by use and actor role [3]. Record counsel’s assessment of each material use alongside 
sector and data-protection requirements.

Select a workflow with a testable business case
Start with the process and its constraint. Name the owner, affected users, service level and cost of 
failure. Compare AI with a simpler process change or conventional automation. Select representative 
work and a credible baseline. The investment objective should be an operating improvement that the 
business can verify.
Rank candidates on value, readiness and controllability. Readiness requires usable records, an owner 
who can change the process and people who can judge the result. Controllability requires visible errors, 
a workable fallback and appropriate limits on consequences. Defer a high-value use if harmful 
outcomes cannot be detected reliably, and record what must change before reconsidering it.
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Make control part of the investment decision
Separate assistance, human-approved action and bounded autonomous action. For each stage, state 
what the system may do, which decisions remain with people and who can stop it. A drafting assistant 
and a payment initiator should not inherit the same permission model. Management owns 
implementation and staffing; the board oversees material exposure, risk appetite and the funding 
boundary.
Include integration, infrastructure, review, exceptions, monitoring and maintenance in the cost model. 
Define an accepted outcome and its quality threshold before the pilot; include failed and corrected work 
in total cost. Report released capacity and avoided spending separately. Support forecast savings with 
an operating plan; report realized cash savings only after spending falls. Test representative work, 
consistent with NIST’s warning about narrow assessments [4].
Assess control over data and dependencies. Ask where prompts, retrieved records, outputs and logs 
travel, who holds administrative access and keys, and whether contracts permit data reuse. Check 
portability, export and fallback options. On-premises, private and hosted architectures should be 
assessed against these requirements. Location alone cannot establish sovereignty, resilience or an 
acceptable allocation of responsibility.

Control mapping
These proposed management requirements connect investment decisions to inspectable evidence. The 
source anchors are selected alignment points, not legal equivalence.

Requirement and source Management control Evidence for the decision

Accountability [1] GOVERN 
2.1 and 2.3

Name the sponsor, process 
owner and exception authority.

Signed decision record; owner of each 
unresolved issue.

Demonstrable value Set a baseline and measure 
cost per accepted outcome.

Comparable cohort; review effort; finance-
checked costs.

Human oversight [1] GOVERN 
3.2

Reserve consequential 
decisions and resource 
reviewers.

Approval samples; override records; 
reviewer workload.

Safe intervention [2] 1.4 Assign stop authority and 
maintain a usable fallback.

Recovery exercise; dependency and restart 
records.

Applicable obligations [3] Assess each use and supplier 
arrangement.

Role and jurisdiction analysis; contracts; 
dated review.

Use staged funding and explicit decisions
At each review, management should recommend stop, revise or expand. Present the observed benefit 
beside failure rates, operating effort and unresolved exposure. State the next permission or scope 
change, the evidence supporting it and the resources required. A successful drafting pilot does not 
justify autonomous external communication without a separate assessment.
Separate fixed setup costs from usage costs. A small pilot may miss capacity and support costs 
triggered by expansion. Show cost per accepted outcome at expected volume and where more 
infrastructure or staff will be needed. Ask finance how the case changes with demand, correction rates 
and supplier pricing. Identify the point at which the investment ceases to be attractive.
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Implementation roadmap
Days 1 to 30: the CEO appoints a sponsor and business owners. Inventory material AI uses, including 
embedded vendor functions. Finance establishes baselines; legal and security examine data flows and 
supplier terms. Select a small portfolio with different but measurable business outcomes, and record 
release criteria before the pilots begin.
Days 31 to 60: owners run bounded pilots with representative work and qualified reviewers. Report 
accepted outputs, corrections, review time, service quality and fully loaded cost. Define every 
denominator and comparison period. Include difficult cases and the employees who handle exceptions. 
Operations demonstrates fallback, and security checks the proposed access boundary.
Days 61 to 90: management submits a decision record for each pilot. Explain what improved, what 
failed and what remains uncertain. Recommend the next scope, budget and authority level. The board 
or its delegated committee reviews material exposure and funding. Assign periodic review and specify 
which changes require reapproval, including a new model, sensitive data source or consequential tool.
Keep the continuing board report focused on decisions. Each record should state the outcome and 
baseline, owner, authority level, fully loaded cost, observed benefit, material exceptions, stop conditions 
and next review date. Explain remediation dates and responsibilities. Include the staffing and cost of 
maintenance, review and recovery in every expansion request.

Illustrative board decision
This is an invented example, not a customer case study. A company considers an assistant for supplier 
questionnaires. It retrieves from approved documents, cites sources and requires a qualified reviewer 
before any answer leaves the company. The baseline covers completed questionnaires, elapsed time, 
staff effort and corrections.
The decision paper compares accepted responses with similar work in the baseline period. It includes 
reviewers’ time, document maintenance and administration. It separately records unsupported claims 
and confidentiality exceptions. If faster drafting is offset by more checking, management should revise 
the scope or stop. If benefits persist, it may expand approved document coverage while retaining the 
external-send approval.
Allowing the assistant to send responses itself changes the consequence of a mistake. Management 
must demonstrate destination controls, approval rules, correction procedures and incident ownership. 
The board should see exactly what authority is changing and why the evidence supports it. The 
example assumes no performance result.

Risks and limitations
Short pilots may miss rare failures, seasonal demand and uneven effects across users. Reviewers need 
time and authority, and supplier statements need validation. Include affected customers and employees 
in evaluation where appropriate. Define how consequential errors can be challenged or corrected, and 
maintain a fallback the business can operate.

Conclusion and next action
Ask management for one decision record that connects value, cost and authority to observed evidence. 
Use it to decide whether to stop, revise or expand the workflow. Apply the same discipline across the 
portfolio, with oversight proportionate to the consequences of failure.
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Illustrative review sequence. Evidence determines whether to stop, revise or expand.

AI Standards research and engineering approach
At AI Standards, we connect AI strategy to the controls and evidence needed throughout a workflow’s 
lifecycle. Our documented engineering work addresses scoped access, governed inference and audit 
lineage [5]. Related research is described in filed provisional patent applications concerning lifecycle 
governance, cost attribution and governance evidence [6]. These are provisional applications, not 
granted patents.
The management question is whether the organization can connect a business outcome to the 
resources it consumed, the authority exercised and the record of what happened. That connection 
helps a board examine an investment beyond a model demonstration. It also gives management a 
concrete basis for assigning responsibility and evaluating a proposed increase in autonomy.
For a proposed AIS deployment, ask which permissions the service enforces, which actions require 
approval and which records support incident reconstruction. Agree who operates each control and what 
evidence must be available before expanding access. Our August 2026 documentation provides a 
design reference; readiness and economics must be demonstrated for the current deployment. 
Customer control should be explicit in data access, administration, stop authority and the operating 
agreement.
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