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EXECUTIVE GUIDE

From AI Adoption to AI Management:
A Practical ISO/IEC 42001 Alignment
Model for SaaS Companies
A3INFOSEC | GRC Advisory for Confident, Scalable Growth

The core issue

Enterprise buyers, auditors, investors, and regulators are no longer satisfied with a generic AI
acceptable use policy. They want proof that AI is governed across the product, platform, vendors, data
flows, engineering workflows, security controls, and customer-facing features.

For SaaS organizations, ISO/IEC 42001 alignment is not about producing more documents. It is about building
an AI Management System that connects AI inventory, ownership, risk tiering, controls, evidence, vendor
oversight, change management, incident response, and executive reporting into one operating model.

This guide explains how SaaS leaders can move from AI experimentation to responsible, measurable, and
scalable AI governance using a practical ISO/IEC 42001 alignment approach.

What this guide covers

Governance Foundation

✓ AI Management System scope
✓ Leadership and accountability
✓ Policy, objectives, and risk appetite
✓ AI inventory and AIBOM

Operational Execution

✓ AI risk and impact assessment
✓ AI control framework
✓ Vendor and model provider oversight
✓ Secure AI lifecycle and change management

Assurance and Improvement

✓ Evidence and audit readiness
✓ Monitoring and metrics
✓ Management review
✓ Corrective action and continual improvement

90-Day Roadmap

✓ First 30 days: visibility and scope
✓ Days 31-60: governance, risk, and controls
✓ Days 61-90: operationalize and prepare for
alignment review
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THE BUSINESS PROBLEM

The AI Governance Problem Most SaaS Companies Are
Underestimating
Imagine this scenario. Your sales team is deep into an enterprise deal. The buyer likes the product, the security
review is progressing, and procurement is close to issuing the contract. Then the customer asks a direct
question:

Enterprise buyer question

Your platform uses embedded AI. Can you show us how customer data is protected, which model
providers or AI vendors are involved, how AI outputs are reviewed, and how AI-related changes are
controlled before production deployment?

If the answer is a generic AI acceptable use policy, the deal is in trouble. Not because policies are useless.
Policies matter. But a policy alone does not prove that AI is governed.

A policy does not show which AI systems are in use. It does not prove vendors were reviewed. It does not
identify where customer data flows. It does not show whether AI-generated code is tested. It does not tell
leadership which AI risks are increasing. It does not give auditors evidence that controls are operating.

For SaaS companies, this is the new governance reality. AI is no longer limited to experimental tools or internal
productivity use. It is becoming embedded across product features, engineering workflows, customer support,
analytics, security operations, vendor platforms, and business automation.

The hard truth

AI governance cannot be managed with static documents alone. It requires an operating model.

Why ISO/IEC 42001 Matters for SaaS Organizations
ISO/IEC 42001 provides a formal management-system structure for governing artificial intelligence. ISO
describes ISO/IEC 42001 as the first global AI management system standard and explains that it helps
organizations manage AI-related risks and opportunities through a structured approach.

That distinction matters. A management system is not only about whether documents exist. It is about
whether the organization has a repeatable way to define scope, assign accountability, assess risk, operate
controls, monitor performance, correct issues, and improve over time.

Most SaaS organizations already have parts of this model through security, privacy, compliance, third-party
risk, secure SDLC, incident response, and audit readiness programs. The problem is that AI often sits outside
those established governance lanes.

AI may be introduced through product teams before GRC has a review process. AI copilots may be used by
engineering before secure SDLC standards are updated. AI vendors may be approved before vendor
questionnaires ask the right data-use questions. AI agents may be connected to workflows before access
controls are fully understood.

That is where ISO/IEC 42001 alignment becomes valuable for SaaS. It gives leadership a structured way to
move from informal AI use to governed AI operations.
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From AI Policy to AI Management System
A basic AI policy may answer one narrow question: what are employees allowed or not allowed to do with AI?

An AI Management System answers a larger and more operational set of questions:

• Who owns AI governance?
• Which AI systems are in use?
• Which AI systems affect customers?
• Which vendors process customer data through AI?
• Which AI use cases are high risk?
• Which controls apply?
• Who owns those controls?
• What evidence proves the controls are working?
• How are AI changes reviewed?
• How are AI incidents handled?
• How does leadership receive AI risk reporting?
• How is the program improved over time?

That is the transition SaaS organizations need to make. A policy may set expectations. An AI Management
System operationalizes those expectations.
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OPERATING MODEL

1. Define the SaaS AI Management System Scope
The first mistake many organizations make is assuming AI governance only applies to customer-facing product
features. That is too narrow.

In a SaaS environment, AI may exist across customer-facing AI product features, embedded copilots,
AI-assisted analytics, engineering tools used for code generation, customer support tools, security platforms,
sales and marketing automation, HR tools, internal productivity tools, third-party SaaS platforms, AI vendors,
model providers, APIs, plugins, and agents.

The AI Management System scope should define what is included, what is excluded, and why. Scope
determines what the company must govern, what evidence it must collect, and what leadership must
understand.

Key outputs

AIMS scope statement, AI use boundaries, in-scope AI system inventory, out-of-scope rationale,
interested party list, customer AI expectations, and regulatory/compliance applicability summary.

2. Establish AI Governance Leadership and
Accountability
AI governance fails when everyone is involved but no one is accountable. That is common in SaaS
environments because AI decisions cut across product, engineering, security, privacy, legal, compliance,
customer success, procurement, and executive leadership.

A mature AI governance model should define who owns decisions, who approves risk, who operates controls,
who maintains evidence, and who reports issues.

Role Primary Accountability

Executive Sponsor Owns business alignment, risk appetite, funding, and executive visibility.

AI Governance Lead Coordinates AI policy, intake, risk tiering, control mapping, evidence, and reporting.

Product Owner Owns customer-facing AI use cases, intended use, user impact, and feature behavior.

Engineering / Technical Owner Owns model integration, architecture, logging, testing, change management, and technical
controls.

Security Owner Owns prompt injection, access control, data exposure, misuse, monitoring, and incident
response.

Privacy / Legal Owner Owns data use, retention, disclosures, contractual terms, consent, and regulatory exposure.

Vendor Risk Owner Owns AI vendor due diligence, subprocessor review, contract evidence, and ongoing
monitoring.
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Key outputs

AI governance RACI, steering committee charter, policy ownership, risk acceptance authority, control
ownership matrix, escalation paths, and executive reporting cadence.

3. Build AI Policy, Objectives, and Risk Appetite
A SaaS AI policy should not be limited to “do not paste sensitive data into ChatGPT.” That language may be
useful, but it is not enough.

A real AI governance policy should define how the organization governs AI across product, engineering, data,
vendors, and operations. It should address approved and prohibited uses, data restrictions, customer-facing AI
requirements, human review, vendor approval, AI-generated code, output validation, logging, monitoring,
exceptions, incident reporting, and evidence expectations.

The policy should also connect to measurable objectives. Examples include maintaining a current AI inventory,
risk-ranking AI use cases before production deployment, assigning owners to high-risk AI systems, reviewing AI
vendors through TPRM, integrating AI changes into secure SDLC, and reporting AI risk posture to leadership.

Key outputs

AI governance policy, AI acceptable use standard, AI risk appetite statement, AI objectives and KPIs,
risk-tier usage rules, human oversight requirements, and AI exception process.

4. Use AI Inventory and AIBOM as the System-of-Record
Layer
You cannot govern what you cannot identify. For SaaS companies, the AI inventory and AIBOM should become
the system-of-record layer for AI governance.

An AIBOM, or AI Bill of Materials, should not be treated as a standalone compliance artifact. It should support
governance by documenting the facts needed for risk assessment, vendor review, control assignment,
evidence planning, incident response, and executive reporting.

Each AI system or AI-enabled use case should document the system name, business use case, product or
workflow supported, business owner, technical owner, vendor or model provider, model family where known,
capability type, customer-facing or internal use, data sources, data classification, customer data involvement,
regulated data involvement, hosting environment, subprocessors, risk tier, applicable controls, required
evidence, approval status, exception status, change history, monitoring status, and incident history.

SaaS example

A customer support AI assistant should have an AIBOM record showing whether it accesses customer
tickets, whether customer data is retained by the vendor, whether customer data is used for training,
whether outputs are reviewed by humans, which controls apply, where evidence is stored, and who
owns ongoing monitoring.
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RISK, CONTROLS, AND
OPERATIONS

5. Perform AI Risk and Impact Assessments
AI risk assessment should not live outside the normal GRC process. For SaaS companies, AI risk should be
identified, scored, treated, accepted, monitored, and reported just like other enterprise technology risks.

The difference is that AI introduces unique risk factors, including autonomy, model dependency, output
reliability, training data exposure, explainability, human oversight, and third-party model provider risk.

Risk Factor Group 1 Risk Factor Group 2 Risk Factor Group 3

Customer impact Data sensitivity Regulatory exposure

Degree of automation Human oversight External exposure

Business criticality Security impact Vendor/model dependency

Use of agents Regulated decisions Customer communications

Code generation Production workflows Ability to explain/test/override

Risk Tier Meaning

Low Internal productivity use with no sensitive data, no customer impact, and no automated decision-making.

Moderate Internal workflow use involving proprietary data, operational decision support, vendor dependency, or
limited customer impact.

High Customer-facing AI, regulated data, production code generation, security operations, automated actions, or
business-critical workflows.

Critical AI systems that could materially affect customer rights, safety, financial outcomes, regulated services,
legal decisions, medical or employment outcomes, or core SaaS platform integrity.

Key outputs

AI risk methodology, risk scoring worksheet, impact assessment template, risk treatment plan, AI risk
register entries, risk acceptance workflow, and high-risk AI review package.

6. Build a Practical AI Control Framework for SaaS
A control framework should not be theoretical. It should be practical, testable, and evidence-producing.

For SaaS organizations, AI controls should integrate with existing security, privacy, compliance, SDLC, vendor
risk, and incident response processes wherever possible. The goal is not to create a separate AI bureaucracy.
The goal is to extend the GRC operating model to cover AI with discipline.

Control Domain Control Intent

AI Inventory and Classification Maintain a current inventory of AI systems, embedded AI features, AI vendors, models,
owners, data types, and risk tiers.

AI Use Case Intake and Approval Review, risk-rank, approve, and assign owners before production or operational use.
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Control Domain Control Intent

AI Data Protection Protect customer, employee, regulated, confidential, and proprietary data from
unauthorized processing, retention, training, disclosure, or transfer.

AI Vendor Governance Assess vendors and model providers for security, privacy, compliance, data use,
subprocessors, incident notification, and evidence availability.

Secure AI Development and Change
Management

Review and document model changes, prompt changes, agent permissions, data
source changes, RAG changes, API integrations, and vendor model changes.

Human Oversight and Output Review Require human review where outputs affect customers, regulated workflows, security
decisions, financial decisions, or production code.

AI Security Monitoring Monitor for misuse, prompt injection, unauthorized access, data exposure, harmful
outputs, abnormal activity, and operational failure.

AI Incident Response Identify, escalate, investigate, remediate, and document AI incidents, misuse, model
failures, harmful outputs, data exposure, and vendor events.

Key outputs

AI control library, control owner matrix, evidence plan, control testing plan, monitoring plan,
remediation tracker, and mapping to SOC 2, ISO 27001, privacy, and customer assurance needs.



A3INFOSEC | ISO/IEC 42001 SaaS AI Governance Alignment Model GRC Advisory for Confident, Scalable Growth

www.a3infosecllc.site A3INFOSEC Advisory Resource Page 9

7. Integrate AI Governance Into Third-Party Risk
Management
Most SaaS companies are not building every AI capability internally. They rely on AI vendors, model providers,
cloud AI services, APIs, plugins, embedded SaaS AI features, copilots, data processors, and agentic workflow
tools.

That means AI governance must be integrated into TPRM. A vendor that looked low risk two years ago may
become much more significant if it now processes customer data through embedded AI features or introduces
AI-driven workflow automation.

SaaS companies should ask what AI capability is being provided, what data the vendor will process, whether
customer data is used for training, whether customers can opt out of training, where data is stored and
processed, which subprocessors are involved, what security attestations are available, how model changes are
communicated, how incidents are reported, and what contractual protections exist.

Key outputs

AI vendor questionnaire, AI vendor risk tier, contract review checklist, subprocessor review, data
processing review, vendor evidence package, ongoing monitoring plan, and AI vendor exception log.

8. Extend Secure SDLC and Change Management to AI
AI changes can introduce new risk even when traditional application code does not change. A prompt change,
model change, retrieval pipeline update, data source change, or agent permission update can materially
change system behavior.

For SaaS companies, change management should cover model changes, prompt changes, agent permission
changes, data source changes, vector database or embedding changes, RAG pipeline changes, API integration
changes, vendor model provider changes, fine-tuning changes, output handling changes, user-facing
disclosure changes, access permission changes, and monitoring rule changes.

Before approval, the company should verify that the change has a business owner, technical owner, updated AI
system profile, data impact review, security review, vendor impact review, customer impact review, completed
testing, updated monitoring, captured evidence, reassessed risk tier, and approved exceptions if needed.

Key outputs

AI change management procedure, AI change review checklist, AI release approval record, AI testing
evidence, updated AIBOM or system profile, updated risk assessment, and updated control mapping.

9. Build Evidence, Monitoring, and Performance
Reporting
For SaaS companies, ISO/IEC 42001 alignment depends heavily on evidence. The organization must be able to
prove that AI governance is operating.

Useful evidence may include AI inventory exports, AIBOM records, risk assessments, impact assessments, use
case approvals, vendor reviews, data protection reviews, control mappings, testing results, monitoring logs,
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change approval records, incident reports, exception approvals, training records, policy attestations,
dashboard snapshots, governance meeting minutes, internal review results, and corrective action records.

Leadership should track inventory completion, risk-ranking coverage, high-risk ownership, vendor review
completion, AIBOM completion, control mapping coverage, control testing completion, unauthorized AI tools
detected, policy exceptions, incidents or near misses, remediation aging, AI changes reviewed before
deployment, monitoring coverage, and executive reporting cadence.

Why metrics matter

Leadership cannot manage AI risk through anecdotes. They need decision-grade visibility into AI
exposure, control performance, vendor dependency, remediation, and customer assurance readiness.

10. Create a Continual Improvement Model
AI governance will not stay current if it is treated as a one-time readiness project. SaaS products evolve,
vendors change, models are updated, data flows expand, engineering teams adopt new tools, and enterprise
buyers ask harder questions.

The AI Management System should be reviewed when a new AI system is introduced, a high-risk use case is
proposed, a vendor changes AI functionality, a model provider changes, customer data use changes, a
regulatory or contractual requirement changes, an AI incident occurs, a customer raises assurance questions,
a control fails testing, an exception remains open too long, a new product or market is launched, or leadership
changes AI risk appetite.

Key outputs

AI corrective action process, issue register, lessons learned review, quarterly AIMS review, updated
roadmap, updated policy or control requirements, and updated training materials.
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ALIGNMENT MATRIX
EXPLAINED

How to Understand the ISO/IEC 42001 SaaS Alignment
Matrix
The alignment matrix is not meant to be a generic checklist. It is a practical translation tool.

Its purpose is to show how the major components of an AI Management System can be applied inside a real
SaaS business environment. For SaaS companies, AI does not sit in one department. It may touch product
features, engineering workflows, customer support, data processing, vendor platforms, security operations,
analytics, sales enablement, and internal productivity tools.

The practical question

What does ISO/IEC 42001 alignment actually require us to build, operate, and prove inside a SaaS
company?

In simple terms, the matrix connects four things:

• The ISO/IEC 42001 management-system theme - the governance area the organization must address, such
as scope, leadership, risk management, operational control, performance evaluation, or continual
improvement.

• The SaaS interpretation - what that requirement means in the real world for a SaaS company using AI in
products, platforms, vendors, workflows, or engineering.

• The operational activity - what the organization actually needs to do, such as building an AI inventory,
assigning owners, reviewing vendors, testing AI controls, updating change management, or collecting
evidence.

• The expected output or evidence - the artifacts that prove the AI Management System is operating, such as
risk assessments, AIBOM records, vendor reviews, control test results, dashboards, and corrective action
records.

Is the Matrix Comprehensive?
Yes - this matrix is comprehensive enough for a strategic SaaS AI governance readiness model. It covers the
major operating areas a SaaS company needs to address when building an AI Management System.

However, it should not be presented as a full certification checklist by itself. A formal ISO/IEC 42001
certification readiness effort would still require a detailed clause-by-clause gap assessment, documented
applicability decisions, evidence validation, internal audit planning, management review, corrective action
tracking, and review against the organization’s actual AI systems, risk profile, legal obligations, customer
commitments, and operating model.

Honest positioning

The matrix is comprehensive as a practical operating model, but it is not a substitute for a formal
ISO/IEC 42001 audit checklist or certification readiness assessment.
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1. Context and AIMS Scope

Plain English: The organization must define what the AI Management System covers and why.

SaaS interpretation: A SaaS company must determine where AI exists across products, internal tools, vendors,
workflows, and customer-facing features.

What to do: Identify AI-enabled products, embedded AI tools, internal AI use, AI vendors, data flows, business
units, and high-risk AI use cases. Define what is in and out of scope.

Evidence: AIMS scope statement; AI inventory; in-scope AI list; out-of-scope rationale; interested party list;
customer AI expectations.

2. Interested Parties and Business Requirements

Plain English: The organization must understand who cares about AI governance and what they expect.

SaaS interpretation: SaaS companies must account for enterprise customers, auditors, regulators, investors,
procurement teams, security reviewers, privacy teams, and end users.

What to do: Identify customer contract requirements, security questionnaire expectations, privacy commitments,
investor concerns, regulatory drivers, and internal stakeholder needs.

Evidence: Interested party register; customer assurance requirements; contractual AI obligations; security
questionnaire response standards.

3. Leadership and Accountability

Plain English: AI governance needs defined leadership, authority, and accountability.

SaaS interpretation: AI decisions in SaaS involve product, engineering, security, legal, privacy, compliance,
procurement, customer success, and executives.

What to do: Assign executive sponsor, AI governance lead, product owner, technical owner, security owner,
privacy/legal owner, vendor risk owner, evidence owner, and risk acceptance authority.

Evidence: AI governance RACI; steering committee charter; ownership matrix; escalation path; risk acceptance
authority.

4. AI Policy and Risk Appetite

Plain English: The organization must define rules for responsible AI use and establish what level of AI risk is
acceptable.

SaaS interpretation: A SaaS AI policy must cover product AI, engineering AI, vendor AI, data restrictions, human
review, customer disclosures, and high-risk use cases.

What to do: Define approved and prohibited uses, data restrictions, vendor approval requirements, AI-generated
code rules, output validation, exception rules, and incident reporting.

Evidence: AI governance policy; acceptable use standard; risk appetite statement; risk-tier rules; exception
process.
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5. AI Objectives and Program Metrics

Plain English: The organization must define measurable objectives for the AI Management System.

SaaS interpretation: SaaS leaders need metrics showing whether AI governance is working, not just whether
documents exist.

What to do: Define metrics for inventory completion, risk-ranking coverage, vendor review completion, high-risk
control testing, remediation closure, and reporting cadence.

Evidence: AI governance KPIs; AI metrics dashboard; quarterly governance report; leadership briefing.

6. AI Inventory and AIBOM

Plain English: The organization must know what AI systems exist before it can govern them.

SaaS interpretation: AI may exist in product features, APIs, copilots, vendors, support tools, security tools,
analytics tools, and engineering workflows.

What to do: Create and maintain AI inventory and AIBOM records documenting owners, vendors, models, data
types, subprocessors, risk tier, controls, evidence, and change history.

Evidence: AI inventory; AIBOM template; approved AI register; embedded AI feature register; AI vendor
inventory.

7. AI Risk and Impact Assessment

Plain English: The organization must identify, evaluate, treat, and monitor AI-related risks.

SaaS interpretation: SaaS AI risk should be assessed based on customer impact, data sensitivity, regulatory
exposure, automation, security impact, vendor dependency, and criticality.

What to do: Define risk factors, assign risk tiers, complete assessments, document impacts, determine controls,
approve risk treatment, and track accepted risks.

Evidence: AI risk methodology; impact assessment; risk scoring worksheet; AI risk register; risk treatment plan.

8. Operational AI Controls

Plain English: The organization must apply controls that reduce AI risk and produce evidence.

SaaS interpretation: SaaS companies need controls that fit into product development, secure SDLC, vendor risk,
privacy, access, incident response, and audit readiness.

What to do: Build controls for inventory, intake, approval, data protection, vendor review, AI change
management, human oversight, monitoring, incident response, and evidence retention.

Evidence: AI control library; control owner matrix; control testing plan; control mappings; remediation tracker.
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9. AI Vendor and Model Provider Oversight

Plain English: The organization must govern external providers that support AI capabilities.

SaaS interpretation: Most SaaS companies rely on third-party AI APIs, model providers, cloud AI services,
embedded SaaS AI, copilots, and vendors.

What to do: Update TPRM to include AI questions about data use, training, retention, subprocessors, model
changes, incident notification, and contractual protections.

Evidence: AI vendor questionnaire; vendor risk tier; contract checklist; subprocessor review; vendor evidence
package.

10. Secure AI Lifecycle and Change Management

Plain English: The organization must manage AI changes throughout the lifecycle.

SaaS interpretation: AI risk can change when prompts, models, data sources, retrieval pipelines, agent
permissions, APIs, or vendor model providers change.

What to do: Require AI change review for model changes, prompt changes, RAG changes, embeddings,
fine-tuning, data sources, agent permissions, output handling, and monitoring updates.

Evidence: AI change procedure; change checklist; release approval record; testing evidence; updated AIBOM.

11. AI Security Monitoring and Incident Response

Plain English: The organization must detect, respond to, and learn from AI-related events.

SaaS interpretation: SaaS companies need to monitor for prompt injection, unauthorized access, data exposure,
harmful outputs, misuse, abnormal behavior, model failure, and vendor incidents.

What to do: Update monitoring and incident response procedures to include AI scenarios, escalation paths,
investigation steps, notification triggers, and evidence capture.

Evidence: AI monitoring plan; AI incident response playbook; incident tickets; investigation records; root cause
analysis.

12. Evidence and Audit Readiness

Plain English: The organization must prove that the AI Management System is operating.

SaaS interpretation: Enterprise buyers and auditors will expect records showing reviews, approvals, testing,
monitoring, exceptions, and corrective actions.

What to do: Define required evidence by control, assign evidence owners, collect evidence on cadence, store
evidence centrally, and review quality before audits or customer reviews.

Evidence: Evidence library; collection calendar; risk reviews; vendor reviews; approvals; testing results;
monitoring logs.
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13. Performance Evaluation and Management Review

Plain English: The organization must measure whether the AI Management System is effective.

SaaS interpretation: SaaS executives need visibility into AI risk posture, control performance, unresolved issues,
vendor exposure, and readiness gaps.

What to do: Review AI metrics, control performance, incidents, vendor issues, exceptions, remediation aging,
customer concerns, and changes to AI exposure.

Evidence: Management review report; AI governance dashboard; control testing results; internal review findings;
executive briefing.

14. Internal Review and Corrective Action

Plain English: The organization must identify weaknesses and fix them.

SaaS interpretation: AI governance gaps will emerge as products, vendors, models, customer requirements, and
regulations change.

What to do: Track issues, failed controls, overdue evidence, vendor concerns, policy exceptions, unapproved AI
use, and remediation items. Assign owners and due dates.

Evidence: AI issue register; corrective action tracker; exception log; remediation plan; lessons learned review.

15. Continual Improvement

Plain English: The AI Management System must evolve over time.

SaaS interpretation: SaaS companies change quickly. AI governance must keep pace with product releases,
customer requirements, new vendors, incidents, and business expansion.

What to do: Reassess scope, update risk methodology, refresh controls, improve evidence collection, update
policies, retrain teams, and refine dashboards on cadence.

Evidence: Quarterly AIMS review; updated roadmap; updated AIBOM records; updated control library; revised
policies; training records.
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ROADMAP

30/60/90-Day ISO/IEC 42001 SaaS Alignment Plan
This roadmap is designed to help a SaaS organization move from AI visibility to operational readiness. It is not
a full certification project plan, but it gives leadership a practical starting point for building the management
system foundation.

Phase Actions Deliverables

First 30 Days: Establish
Visibility and Scope

Define preliminary AIMS scope; inventory AI systems,
tools, vendors, and embedded SaaS AI features; identify
owners; identify customer, regulated, and proprietary
data exposure; draft acceptable use rules; create an AI
intake form; create an AIBOM template; identify high-risk
AI use cases; brief leadership.

AIMS scope draft; AI inventory; owner
list; acceptable use draft; initial AIBOM
template; high-risk AI summary.

Days 31-60: Define
Governance, Risk, and
Controls

Approve governance roles; define risk tiering; create AI
intake and approval workflow; update vendor due
diligence; define control domains; map controls to
existing SaaS GRC controls; define evidence
expectations; define exception process; update incident
response.

AI governance RACI; risk scoring model;
intake workflow; AI vendor
questionnaire; AI control library;
evidence plan; exception workflow;
incident response update.

Days 61-90: Operationalize
and Prepare for Review

Integrate AI risks into the enterprise risk register;
complete high-risk AIBOM records; test priority controls;
review AI vendors; create dashboard metrics; hold first
governance review meeting; track remediation; prepare
leadership report; build an ISO/IEC 42001 gap
assessment.

AI risk register entries; high-risk AIBOM
records; control testing evidence;
vendor review evidence; AI metrics
dashboard; meeting minutes;
remediation tracker; alignment gap
assessment.

Practical sequencing

Start with visibility, not certification paperwork. A SaaS company cannot mature AI governance until it
knows which AI systems exist, who owns them, what data they touch, what vendors support them, what
risks they create, and what evidence can prove governance is working.

How a SaaS Leader Should Read the Matrix
A CISO, GRC leader, IT manager, or product executive should not read the matrix as disconnected compliance
tasks. It should be read as an operating model.

The sequence is intentional: define where AI exists, assign ownership, define policy and risk appetite, build the
inventory and AIBOM, assess risk, apply controls, integrate vendors and change management, collect
evidence, report performance, fix gaps, and improve continuously.

That is the management-system logic. For SaaS companies, this matters because AI governance must be
operational enough to answer customer, auditor, regulator, and executive questions with evidence.

What This Looks Like in a Real SaaS Company
Consider a SaaS company that uses AI in three areas: a customer-facing AI assistant inside the product,
AI-assisted code generation in engineering, and a third-party customer support platform with embedded AI.
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A weak governance model treats these as separate issues. Product handles the assistant. Engineering handles
the coding tool. Support handles the vendor platform. Legal writes an acceptable use policy. GRC finds out
later when a customer asks for evidence.

A stronger ISO/IEC 42001-aligned model requires all three AI uses to be captured in the inventory, assigned
owners, risk-ranked, reviewed for data exposure, mapped to controls, reviewed through change or vendor
governance, and supported by evidence.

That does not mean every AI tool receives the same level of governance. Risk tiering matters. A low-risk
internal summarization tool may only require acceptable use rules and basic inventory tracking. A
customer-facing AI assistant that processes customer data may require vendor review, privacy review, security
testing, human oversight, customer disclosure, monitoring, incident response updates, and executive
reporting.
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BOTTOM LINE

Practical Takeaway
For SaaS organizations, ISO/IEC 42001 alignment should not be treated as a documentation exercise. It should
become an operating model for governing AI across the business.

The AI-Enabled GRC Maturity Roadmap provides the practical sequence: build visibility, define ownership,
risk-rank AI use cases, apply controls, collect evidence, integrate vendors and change management, monitor
performance, report to leadership, and improve continuously.

The bottom line

AI governance maturity is not proven by having an AI policy. It is proven by having a working AI
Management System.

ISO/IEC 42001 gives that roadmap a formal management-system structure. AIBOM gives the program the
inventory and evidence layer. GRC gives the organization the operating discipline to make it real.

For SaaS companies, that is the practical path from AI adoption to AI governance maturity.

How A3INFOSEC Can Help
At A3INFOSEC, we help organizations build and scale GRC programs that do more than check boxes. We help
embed governance into the fabric of the business.

Our services are designed to reduce complexity, strengthen accountability, and align security and compliance
with strategic growth.

A3INFOSEC Service Business Value

GRC Program Design & Maturity
Roadmaps

Tailored frameworks that align with business models and scale with operational needs.

Compliance Readiness & Automation SOC 2, ISO 27001, NIST, ISO/IEC 42001, and other framework alignment with streamlined,
audit-ready workflows.

Third-Party Risk Management End-to-end vendor oversight with risk tiering, assessments, SLA tracking, evidence
management, and platform integration.

Policy & Control Frameworks Centralized, framework-aligned policies and controls built for clarity, adoption, and
regulatory defensibility.

GRC Platform Implementation Objective support for evaluating, configuring, and optimizing platforms such as
ServiceNow, RiskConnect, OneTrust, and other GRC platforms.

AI Governance and AIBOM Readiness Practical support for AI inventories, risk-ranking, vendor review, AI control mapping, and
evidence preparation for customer assurance, audit readiness, and executive reporting.
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NEXT STEP

Ready to Operationalize AI Governance?
AI governance is moving from a policy conversation to a proof conversation. SaaS organizations that can show
inventory, ownership, risk review, control operation, vendor oversight, change discipline, and executive
reporting will be in a stronger position with enterprise buyers, auditors, regulators, and leadership teams.

Where A3INFOSEC Adds Value

✓ Translate AI governance expectations into
practical GRC operations
✓ Build an AIMS readiness roadmap that fits SaaS
reality
✓ Create evidence models that support customer
assurance and audit readiness
✓ Align product, engineering, security, privacy,
legal, and vendor risk owners

Best Starting Point

✓ Identify current AI use across product, vendors,
and internal workflows
✓ Risk-rank high-impact AI use cases
✓ Define ownership and evidence expectations
✓ Create a 30/60/90-day roadmap to close
governance gaps

Engage A3INFOSEC

We partner with security, compliance, product, and technology leaders to operationalize trust, drive
continuous assurance, and support growth with confidence.

www.a3infosecllc.site
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REFERENCES

References and Source Standards
This advisory resource is designed as practical guidance and is not a substitute for formal legal advice,
certification readiness assessment, internal audit, or accredited certification review.

ISO/IEC 42001:2023 - Artificial intelligence management systems. ISO describes ISO/IEC 42001 as the first global AI management
system standard and a structured way to manage AI-related risks and opportunities. https://www.iso.org/standard/42001
ISO overview of AI management systems - ISO explains AI management systems as a systematic management-system framework
for AI governance, accountability, transparency, and data privacy.
https://www.iso.org/artificial-intelligence/ai-management-systems
NIST AI Risk Management Framework - NIST AI RMF supports organizations designing, developing, deploying, or using AI systems
in managing AI risks and promoting trustworthy AI. https://www.nist.gov/itl/ai-risk-management-framework
NIST AI RMF Generative AI Profile - NIST-AI-600-1 is a companion resource to the AI RMF focused on generative AI risk
management.
https://www.nist.gov/publications/artificial-intelligence-risk-management-framework-generative-artificial-intelligence
European Commission AI Act overview - The EU AI Act is described by the European Commission as a comprehensive legal
framework for AI built around risk-based governance. https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/regulatory-framework-ai
ISO AI standards portfolio - ISO lists related AI standards including ISO/IEC 23894 for AI risk management and ISO/IEC 42005 for AI
system impact assessment. https://www.iso.org/sectors/it-technologies/ai
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