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Executive summary

Compliance automation platforms have created real value. They reduce the manual burden of evidence
collection, continuously test selected configurations, map common controls across frameworks,
organize audit workflows, and shorten the path to an attestation. For organizations whose immediate
objective is a first SOC 2, ISO 27001, HIPAA, PCI DSS, or similar milestone, that value can be decisive.

But audit readiness and cybersecurity performance are not the same outcome. A platform can show
that evidence exists for a requirement without telling leadership whether the organization’s most
consequential risks are declining, whether control performance is improving across people, process,
and technology, which initiatives should be funded next, or whether the security program is moving
toward a business-approved target state.

The central conclusion: Compliance automation is an important capability. Cybersecurity
performance management is the more durable operating model because it treats compliance
evidence as one input into a broader management cycle: measure, contextualize risk, prioritize,
fund, assign, improve, and report.

NIST CSF 2.0 reinforces this broader model. It calls for Current and Target Profiles, gap analysis,
prioritized action plans, implementation, and repeated updates, not simply the production of audit
evidence. NIST’s Tiers help organizations characterize the rigor of cybersecurity risk governance and
management and monitor improvement over time.[1][2] For public companies, the SEC’s disclosure
framework likewise centers on processes for managing material cybersecurity risks, management’s
role, and Board oversight, not just on certification status alone.[3]

The strategic choice is an operating model, not a feature checklist

The market is converging. Many compliance automation vendors now add risk registers, lightweight
assessments, policy workflows, or dashboards. Traditional GRC platforms increasingly add automated
evidence collection and continuous monitoring. Therefore, buyers should avoid treating vendor
categories as permanent labels. The more useful question is: what does the product’s data model and
workflow make easiest to manage every week?

e Anevidence-centric platform organizes work around requirements, tests, evidence, exceptions, and
audit deadlines.

e Aperformance-centric platform organizes work around business objectives, risk, controls, maturity
targets, accountable improvement plans, resources, outcomes, and leadership decisions.

Both models may contain many of the same surface features. Their center of gravity determines
whether the platform remains valuable after the audit is complete.

Where compliance automation delivers strong value

Compliance automation should not be dismissed as “checkbox compliance.” The best products
replace fragmented spreadsheets and screenshots with repeatable integrations, continuous tests,
shared control mapping, policy workflows, and structured auditor collaboration. Vanta describes
automated evidence gathering and continuous monitoring as the foundation of staying audit-ready.[4]
Drata similarly emphasizes automated evidence collection, continuous control monitoring, and
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framework readiness.[5] Secureframe and Sprinto document comparable evidence collection and drift-
detection capabilities.[6][7]

e Fasttime to first certification or attestation, particularly for cloud-native organizations.
e Reduced audit preparation effort and fewer recurring evidence requests.

e Consistent control mapping across multiple frameworks.

e Continuous visibility into the pass/fail state of supported technical tests.

e Astructured workspace for policies, evidence, owners, auditors, and remediation tasks.

Best-fit use case: Choose an evidence-centric platform when the urgent business goal is to achieve
and maintain a defined certification with a relatively standardized control environment, and when
broader risk, maturity, planning, and Board reporting needs are limited or handled elsewhere.

The ceiling of compliance-only management

The limitation is not automation; it is the objective being automated. Compliance asks whether defined
obligations are satisfied. Cybersecurity management must also determine whether the organization is
reducing the right risks, building repeatable capabilities, allocating resources effectively, and adapting
as the business and threat environment change.

A pass/fail result compresses too much context

Atechnical test may pass while a process remains inconsistently governed, poorly owned, manually
dependent, or unable to scale. Conversely, a failed test may be isolated, compensated for, or lower
priority than another exposure. Mature management requires the evidence, the operating context, the
risk consequence, and the decision record.

Framework coverage does not equal strategic prioritization

Cross-mapping controls can reduce duplicate work, but it does not inherently determine the target
maturity needed for a critical business service, compare investment alternatives, estimate remediation
cost, or sequence a multi-year roadmap. Those are management decisions, not mapping exercises.

Audit dashboards are not Board narratives

Executives and directors need trend, exposure, accountability, investment, and forward-looking
decisions. Areport that says “92% compliant” may obscure material differences in scope, evidence
quality, asset criticality, control effectiveness, and accepted risk. Board reporting should explain where
the program stands, what changed, why it matters, what is being done, what it will cost, and what
decision is required.
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Feature comparison: two solution centers of gravity

The table below describes typical category emphasis. Individual products vary, and advanced editions
or add-on modules may close some gaps. Buyers should validate capabilities through scenario-based

demonstrations using their own data and reporting requirements.

Capability

Compliance automation
emphasis

Cyber performance
emphasis

Why it matters

Primary management
outcome

Core unit of
management

Automated evidence
collection

Continuous technical
testing

Multi-framework
mapping

Enterprise risk context

Asset and business-
service context

Maturity
measurement

Improvement
roadmap

Cost and resource
forecasting

Investment
prioritization

Accountability

Trend and outcome
measurement

Prove adherence and
remain audit-ready

Requirement, test,
evidence item, audit task

Core strength; broad cloud
and SaaS integrations

Commonly pass/fail against
supported configurations

Core strength; reuse
evidence across obligations

Often lightweight or
compliance-derived

Usually integration scope or
evidence source

May infer readiness from
completion or test status

Remediation tasks focused
on failed
requirements/tests

Limited; typically task
ownership and due dates

Which gaps block readiness
or certification

Evidence, test, policy, and
remediation owners

Readiness score, test
status, evidence freshness,
exceptions

Reduce risk and improve
program performance while
preserving audit readiness

Business objective, risk, control,
capability, target state, initiative,
investment

Important input; may be native
or ingested from compliance
and security tools

Uses test results plus other
operational and qualitative
evidence to inform control

performance

Maps common controls while
maintaining an enterprise
control and performance view

Risk register, inherent/residual
risk, appetite, scenarios,
business impact, treatment

Connects assets, owners,
criticality, data classification,
services, findings, and controls

Explicit Current and Target
maturity across people,
process, and technology

Prioritized multi-period
initiatives tied to risk, maturity
gaps, dependencies, and
owners

One-time/ongoing cost, labor
assumptions, budget scenarios,
and capacity planning

Which investments produce the
strongest risk reduction and
performance improvement

Risk, control, business, asset,
initiative, and executive owners
with approval workflows

Risk movement, control
performance, maturity
progression, remediation

The primary outcome shapes the
platform’s workflows and reports.

A broader data model supports
decisions beyond the next audit.

Automation eliminates repetitive
evidence work in either model.

Technical telemetry is valuable, but
does not capture every
people/process control.

The durable model should avoid
recreating a separate program per
framework.

Leadership decisions require

consequence and business context.

The same finding can carry very
different risk in different contexts.

Maturity shows whether a capability

is repeatable, governed, and
improving.

Adurable plan outlives a single audit

cycle.

Priorities become executable when
resources and timing are visible.

The CISO must defend tradeoffs, not

only identify missing evidence.

Shared ownership moves cyber risk
beyond the security team.

Leaders need to know whether
intervention is working.

Page 4



TrustMAPP

CYBERSECURITY PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

Compliance automation Cyber performance

Capability Why it matters

emphasis emphasis

efficacy, spend, and target
attainment

Business-aligned posture, top
Audit readiness, control risks, performance trends, Executive reporting should support
status, compliance gaps investment needs, decisions, action, not only status.
accountability

Executive reporting

Purpose-built narrative linking
risk, strategy, progress,
investment, and oversight

Often summarized from
compliance dashboards

The Board’s role is risk oversight and

Board reporting
governance.

Continuous management of
security performance, risk,
resilience, and improvement

Value after Ongoing monitoring and
certification next-framework efficiency

Durability is revealed after the audit
deadline disappears.

Why the performance model is more durable

Durability means the platform continues to answer important questions as the organization adds
frameworks, changes infrastructure, acquires businesses, adopts Al, restructures teams, faces new
threats, and prepares for executive and Board scrutiny. Five characteristics create that durability.

1. A stable management spine

A common control and capability model can absorb evidence from assessments, audits, vulnerability
tools, cloud security, identity systems, CMDBs, and human review. Frameworks become views of the
program rather than separate programs.

2. Risk-based context

Evidence becomes decision-useful when itis connected to critical assets, business services, data,
threats, ownership, and potential impact. This prevents teams from treating every failed test as equally
important.

3. Current-to-target maturity

Maturity separates a control's existence from the reliability of the capability that runs it. Current and
Target states make improvement measurable and give leadership a defensible definition of “better.”
4. Planning and investment discipline

A finding without a funded, owned, time-bound response is only an observation. Roadmaps, costs,
dependencies, scenarios, and approval workflows convert insight into an executable plan.

5. Repeatable leadership reporting

A durable system preserves history and makes the same measures available each reporting period. This
lets leaders explain movement, exceptions, decisions, and return on improvement without rebuilding
the narrative manually.
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A useful test: Ask the vendor to show how one piece of evidence changes a control-performance
measure, updates a risk, affects a maturity gap, reprioritizes an initiative, changes the forecast, and
appears in an executive report. If these remain separate demonstrations, the platform may be
integrated in name but not in operating logic.

A practical evaluation model

Score platforms on the outcome you need to sustain for the next three to five years. A suggested
weighting for organizations that already have meaningful regulatory obligations and Board visibility is
shown below.

Evaluation dimension Weight Demonstration evidence

Risk and business context 20% Risks, appetite, impact, assets/services, business ownership, treatment

Maturity and control 18% Current/target maturity, multi-source evidence, trends, confidence and
() A
performance exceptions

Improvement planning and

. 18% Prioritization, roadmap, cost, capacity, dependencies, scenarios, benefits
investment

Audience-specific reporting, narrative, trends, decisions, export and

i i 15%
Executive and Board reporting 5% I

Compliance and assurance

) 14% Frameworks, mapping, tests, evidence, policies, audit workflows
automation

Data integration and operating 15% APls, telemetry, lineage, asset context, evidence quality, adoption,
0 n a .. .
fit configuration, and administration

Organizations pursuing a first audit may temporarily increase the compliance and assurance weighting.
The mistake is allowing that near-term milestone to define the permanent operating architecture.

Solutions aligned to the durable model

The following platforms publicly position beyond evidence collection and compliance reporting. They
differ substantially in scope, complexity, ideal customer, and depth. Inclusion is not a blanket
endorsement; it identifies products that merit evaluation when the desired end state includes risk,
performance, improvement, and leadership reporting.

TrustMAPP

Cybersecurity performance management for organizations that want an explicit connection among risk,
control performance, maturity, roadmaps, remediation cost, investment forecasting, accountability,
and executive/Board reporting. TrustMAPP publicly describes measuring risk reduction, control
maturity, compliance progress, remediation effectiveness, resource use, and business impact, along
with budgetary guidance and Board-room reporting.[8]

Buyer lens: Best fit: mid-market and enterprise security leaders seeking a purpose-built cyber management
layer without deploying a broad enterprise GRC suite. Validate: depth and availability of required
integrations, framework content, implementation services, and any environment-specific reporting needs.
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CyberSaint CyberStrong

Cyber risk management centered on assessing, measuring, remediating, and communicating cyber
risk, with framework and control maturity, risk quantification, executive dashboards, and operational
data integrations.[9]

Buyer lens: Best fit: enterprises prioritizing cyber risk quantification and a NIST-aligned risk operating model.
Validate: roadmap budgeting depth, non-financial maturity workflows, reporting flexibility, and
implementation effort.

Vanta

An expanding trust-management platform with strong automated compliance, continuous monitoring,
multi-framework control mapping, risk management, third-party risk, customer assurance, and trust-
center capabilities. Vanta increasingly supports continuous GRC, but its most visible operating center
remains evidence automation, audit readiness, and trust assurance.[4]

Buyer lens: Best fit: fast-growing, cloud-oriented organizations that want excellent compliance automation
and a broader trust-management platform that can expand with them. Validate: explicit Current and Target
maturity modeling, multi-year costed roadmaps, investment scenario planning, Board-ready performance
narratives, and the native linkage among those functions.

Drata

An expanding trust-management platform built on automated evidence collection, continuous control
testing, multi-framework compliance, risk workflows, guided remediation, and audit collaboration.
Drata is moving beyond compliance automation toward continuously operated governance, risk,
compliance, and assurance.[5]

Buyer lens: Best fit: organizations that want strong compliance automation with growing GRC and risk-
management depth in a unified environment. Validate: cybersecurity capability maturity, business-
contextual risk linkage, cost and capacity forecasting, investment prioritization, and repeatable Board
reporting from the same underlying performance model.

ServiceNow Integrated Risk Management

Broad enterprise IRM with risk, policy and compliance, third-party risk, operational resilience,
performance analytics, and cybersecurity executive dashboards. ServiceNow documents executive
views of inherent and residual risk and consolidated risk/compliance reporting.[10]

Buyer lens: Best fit: large organizations already standardized on ServiceNow and willing to configure a
comprehensive platform. Validate: total implementation cost, specialist administration, cybersecurity
maturity methodology, and ease of producing concise Board materials.

MetricStream IT & Cyber Risk Management

Enterprise-scale cyber and IT risk management with centralized taxonomies, assessments,
quantification, control management, remediation, role-based executive dashboards, heat maps, and
data aggregation across threats and vulnerabilities.[11]
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Buyer lens: Best fit: regulated global enterprises requiring deep GRC process coverage. Validate:
implementation complexity, user adoption outside risk teams, roadmap/investment planning, and agility for
security-led workflows.

Optro (formerly AuditBoard)

Connected enterprise GRC spanning audit, risk, compliance, IT risk, findings, and executive visibility.
Optro positions real-time insights, autonomous testing, risk scenarios, centralized risk data, and role-
based dashboards.[12]

Buyer lens: Best fit: organizations seeking strong assurance, audit, and enterprise-risk connectivity.
Validate: cybersecurity-specific maturity and investment forecasting, telemetry-to-control logic, and whether
Board reporting supports a performance narrative rather than dashboard assembly.

OneTrust Tech Risk & Compliance

Integrated technology risk and compliance with framework automation, evidence collection, IT risk
assessment, relationship mapping, mitigation, and broader connections to privacy, third-party, data,
and Al governance.[13]

Buyer lens: Best fit: organizations that want technology risk connected to a wider trust, privacy, data, and
third-party ecosystem. Validate: cybersecurity program maturity, costed roadmap planning, Board reporting
depth, module packaging, and operating simplicity.

Important market nuance Vanta and Drata are included as credible hybrid candidates because
both are expanding beyond compliance automation into broader risk and GRC workflows.
Secureframe and Sprinto are moving in the same direction, while enterprise GRC vendors are
expanding automation. Do not select a platform based on category language alone. Require an end-
to-end demonstration of your risk-to-investment-to-Board workflow, then verify that the capabilities
are native, connected, licensed, and operationally usable.

Questions that expose the difference

e Can we establish Current and Target maturity by control or capability and preserve the method over
time?

e Cantechnical telemetry, assessment results, audit findings, and human evidence contribute to control
performance without being reduced to a single opaque score?

e Canwe connect risks and control gaps to critical business services, assets, data classifications, and
accountable owners?

e Canthe platform rank improvements using risk, maturity gap, business priority, cost, capacity,
dependencies, and time horizon?

e Canwe model one-time and ongoing costs and compare budget scenarios before approving a roadmap?

e Can leadership see whether previously funded work changed residual risk, control performance, or
target attainment?

e Canthe same underlying data produce practitioner, CISO, executive, Board, auditor, and regulator views
without manual reconciliation?

e Canthe platform distinguish evidence freshness from evidence quality, scope, confidence, and
operating effectiveness?
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e Can we report exceptions and accepted risks with the decision owner, rationale, expiration, and review
history?
e Whatremains valuable in the platform during the six months after our audit is complete?

Recommended selection approach

1. Define three decision scenarios. Use real examples: a material risk, a failed control test, and a new
funding request. Define the practitioner, executive, Board, and audit outputs required from each.

2. Demonstrate the full data chain. Require vendors to trace source evidence through control
performance, risk, maturity, initiative, cost, approval, and reporting. Do not accept disconnected
screen tours.

3. Separate native capability from roadmap and services. Record which functions are generally
available, separately licensed, configured by partners, custom-built, or planned.

4. Test repeatability. Ask the vendor to roll the scenario forward one quarter. Evaluate whether prior
decisions, baselines, owners, exceptions, targets, and trends remain intact.

5. Price the operating model. Include integrations, content, implementation, data migration,
administration, reporting configuration, external services, and expected internal labor—not only
subscription cost.

Conclusion

Compliance automation solves an important efficiency problem: it makes control evidence easier to
collect, monitor, organize, and present. For organizations facing an immediate certification deadline,
that may be the right first purchase.

The longer-term challenge is different. Cybersecurity leaders must explain risk, set targets, choose
investments, mobilize owners, prove that funded work improved performance, and equip executives
and directors for informed oversight. A platform built around that management cycle can still support
compliance. One built mainly around the audit may require additional systems and manual translation.

The durable choice Select the platform that can make the audit easier—and still be the system your
CISO relies on to run the program, defend the roadmap, and prove improvement after the audit is
over.
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Appendix A: Durable-model evaluation criteria

A durable cybersecurity management platform should be evaluated as an operating system for
decisions, not as a collection of adjacent modules. The criteria below define the capabilities used in
this whitepaper’s analysis. Buyers should test each capability with their own data, workflows, reporting
cadence, and decision scenarios.

Risk and business context

Control performance

Current and Target
maturity

Multi-framework
compliance

Improvement planning

Cost, capacity, and
investment

Accountability and
governance

Executive and Board
reporting

Data integration and
lineage

Longitudinal value

Connect risks, controls, findings, assets, services, data,
threats, impact, appetite, treatment, and accountable
business owners.

Combine technical telemetry, assessments, testing,
audit results, exceptions, and human evidence with
transparent scoring and confidence.

Measure the repeatability and governance of capabilities
across people, process, and technology; preserve
baselines and targets over time.

Map a common control environment to multiple
regulations and standards while reusing evidence and
maintaining traceability.

Convert gaps and risks into prioritized, owned, time-
bound initiatives with dependencies, milestones,
approvals, and status.

Model one-time and ongoing cost, labor capacity, budget
constraints, alternatives, and expected performance or
risk-reduction benefit.

Assign risk, control, asset, business, and initiative
owners; manage approvals, exceptions, acceptance,
escalation, and review cycles.

Produce audience-specific views of material risk,
maturity, performance trends, improvement, investment,
decisions, and oversight.

Ingest operational and assurance data through
integrations and APIs while retaining source, scope,
freshness, quality, and transformation logic.

Preserve history, targets, decisions, investment
assumptions, exceptions, and results across reporting
and audit cycles.

Prevents teams from treating every
control gap as equally important.

Shows whether controls operate
effectively—not merely whether
evidence exists.

Defines the desired future state and
makes improvement measurable.

Preserves audit efficiency without
creating a separate security program
per framework.

Turns findings into an executable
operating plan.

Enables defensible tradeoffs and
makes the roadmap fundable.

Extends cyber-risk ownership beyond
the security team.

Converts technical and compliance
data into decision-ready governance
information.

Makes reporting explainable and
reduces manual reconciliation.

Determines whether the platform
remains valuable after certification is
achieved.
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Top five alignment analysis

The five platforms below show the strongest overall alignment to the complete durable-model criteria
based on publicly documented capabilities reviewed for this paper. They are not presented as a
universal rank order. “Strong” indicates clear documented alignment; “Moderate” indicates useful
capability with depth or connection that should be validated; and “Validate” indicates that the
complete capability chain is not clearly demonstrated in the public materials reviewed.

Risk and Maturity and Planning and | Executive

Platform Analysis

context performance | investment and Board

Purpose-built cyber performance
management; particularly strong where
maturity, a costed roadmap, and leadership
reporting must operate together.

TrustMAPP Strong Strong Strong Strong

Strong cyber-risk quantification and
maturity orientation; validate detailed
budgeting, capacity, and non-financial
roadmap workflows.

CyberSaint

CyberStrong Strong Strong Moderate Strong

Broad enterprise risk and workflow depth;
strongest when ServiceNow is already
strategic and the organization can support
configuration and administration.

ServiceNow IRM  Strong Moderate Moderate Strong

Deep enterprise GRC and cyber-risk
coverage; validate security-team usability,
explicit maturity methodology, and
investment-planning depth.

MetricStream Strong Moderate Moderate Strong

Strong connected assurance, audit, and risk
foundation; validate cyber-specific maturity,
telemetry-to-performance logic, and costed
roadmaps.

Optro Strong Moderate Moderate Strong

Why Vanta and Drata are not in the top-five table Both are credible durable-model candidates
and are profiled in the main report. They were not placed in this five-platform analysis because their
public product narratives still emphasize evidence automation, continuous compliance, audit
readiness, and trust assurance more strongly than explicit capability maturity, costed improvement
roadmaps, investment scenarios, and Board-level performance management. A buyer whose
priorities weight compliance automation more heavily could reasonably place either platform in its
own top five.

Sources and methodology

This whitepaper compares publicly documented capabilities and category emphasis as of September 8,
2026. Offerings change frequently; buyers should confirm current packaging, licensing, integrations,
and generally available functionality. Category statements are analytical conclusions based on
documented positioning and workflows, not claims that every product lacks adjacent features.
[1] NIST Cybersecurity Framework (CSF) 2.0

https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/CSWP/NIST.CSWP.29.pdf

[2] NIST SP 1302: Cybersecurity Framework 2.0 Quick-Start Guide for Using the CSF Tiers
https://csrc.nist.gov/pubs/sp/1302/final
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[3]1 U.S. SEC: Cybersecurity Risk Management, Strategy, Governance, and Incident Disclosure
https://www.sec.gov/rules-regulations/2023/07/s7-09-22

[4] Vanta: Automated Compliance
https://www.vanta.com/products/automated-compliance

[5] Drata: Compliance Automation
https://drata.com/products/compliance-automation

[6] Secureframe: Automated Evidence Collection
https://secureframe.com/features/automated-evidence-collection

[7] Sprinto: Autonomous Evidence Collection
https://sprinto.com/features/autonomous-evidence-collection/

[8] TrustMAPP: Cybersecurity Performance Management
https://trustmapp.com/cybersecurity-performance-management/

[9] CyberSaint: CyberStrong Platform

https://www.cybersaint.io/

[10] ServiceNow: Integrated Risk Management
https://www.servicenow.com/products/integrated-risk-management.html

[11] MetricStream: IT and Cyber Risk Management

https://www.metricstream.com/products/it-and-cyber-risk-management.htm

[12] Optro: Enterprise Risk Management and IT Risk Management
https://optro.ai/product/risk-management

[13] OneTrust: Tech Risk and Compliance
https://www.onetrust.com/solutions/tech-risk-and-compliance/

About TrustMAPP

TrustMAPP helps organizations manage cybersecurity like a business—with clarity, accountability, and
measurable outcomes. Its cybersecurity performance management approach connects risk,
compliance, control performance, maturity, remediation planning, investment forecasting, and
leadership reporting so security teams can know where they stand, fund what matters, and prove
progress.

trustmapp.com
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