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Wearein an era of rising physical, digital, and reputational threats, and the security of
executives can no longer be viewed as a discretionary perquisite outside the purview of
boards fiduciary responsibility. In its 2025 World Security Report, security servicesfirm
Allied Universal found that 42 percent of security chiefsreport a significant increasein
violent statements against company executives compar ed to two years earlier.
Furthermore, 97 percent of institutional investors say providing physical protection for
executives of the companiesin which they invest isimportant.

Executive security isnow a material corporaterisk that affects shareholder value and
enter prise continuity. Are boardstreating it with thelevel of rigor applied to other
enterpriserisks, and why should compensation committees care?

Compensation committees should car e because executive security frequently inter sects
with executive pay oversight, perquisites, and proxy disclosurerulesunder US Securities
and Exchange Commission Item 402 of Regulation S-K. When security measuresare
viewed as personal benefitsrather than enterpriserisk mitigation, committees may face
judgment callswith regulatory, reputational, and say-on-pay implications. The concernis
greater if security expenditures are perceived as executive benefitsrather than risk
mitigation.

Onedistinction isworth clarifying up front: Safety and security, whilerelated, are not
inter changeable. Safety programs ar e generally designed to mitigate accidental harm and
ensur e compliance with health, workplace, and environmental standards. Security, by
contrast, addresses protection against intentional acts (including targeted physical, digital,
and reputational harm). Investmentsin thisrealm have ramificationsrelated to perquisite
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disclosur es.

To understand the implications of executive security, it iscritical to first recognize how the
threat landscapeis evolving, and how it currently fitsinto overall board governance
framework and enterprise risk management.

Pear| Meyer surveyed 258 companies acr oss public, private, and not-for-profit sectors. The
results point to a significant gap: Almost two-thirds (65 percent) of organizationslack a
formal CEO security program, and only nine percent have adopted compr ehensive, multi-
layer ed security cover age.

A serious security incident involving senior leader ship can disrupt operations,
affect valuation, and erode investor confidence.

These findings suggest that executive security has not, in many cases, been institutionalized
within risk governance structures. Asthreat profiles evolve, formalizing oversight and
aligning it with the board’s broader risk assessment mandate can strengthen shareholder
protection and enterprise resilience. This mattersfor two reasons:

» Shareholders expect company leader ship to deliver financial performance, but also
expect continuity, stability, and protection of assets.

= Executive compensation should be viewed holistically, factoring in all elements “at
work” (cash, equity, and benefits).

A serious security incident involving senior leader ship can disrupt oper ations, affect
valuation, and erode investor confidence. Regar dless of whether such an incident isa data
security breach or athreat against a key executive, trust in the board’sfiduciary
responsibility to shareholders and investor s may be compromised. However, the data
indicate that executive security istreated asoptional rather than essential from a

boar d/gover nance per spective.

Therisk environment for senior executives has changed in ways that boar ds should not
ignore. Leader ship decisions (including wor kfor ce reductions, facility closures, pricing
actions, environmental strategies, or merger and acquisition activity) increasingly unfold
in highly visible public and digital forums. Even when those decisions ar e strategically
sound and aligned with long-ter m objectives, they can trigger intense public reaction.

In today’s climate, that reaction may not remain confined to commentary or media
coverage. Digital targeting, coordinated harassment, doxxing, and intimidation can extend
into executives personal lives, reaching their homes, families, and private digital accounts.
The boundary between professional exposure and personal vulnerability has become
increasingly porous.

Executives also face exposur e during public appear ances and travel, where widely
accessible information and predictable schedules can increase vulner ability. Private air
travel excluded, 44 percent of companiesrank personal protection (e.g., secure ground
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transport, bodyguards) astheir highest-priority CEO security concern.

Cyber and physical risks are converging, but protections are not. According to the Pear|
Meyer survey, cyber/digital protectionsrank among thetop priorities (37 percent),
reflecting growing attention to identity compromise, online tracking, and coordinated
digital campaigns. By contrast, home security ranks much lower (eight percent),
illustrating the challenge of aligning per sonal safeguards with expanding digital concerns.

Flexible work environments have become common in our more connected world, but
assessment of risk has not kept pace. With evolving threat levelslikely top of mind for
executives asthey consider competitive opportunities, it isincreasingly important for
compensation committees and boardsto take notice. A thoughtful executive security
framework not only servesrisk mitigation, but becomes a recruiting and/or retention
competitive advantage.

Despite the potential consequences, board engagement in executive security
oversight remainslimited. Considering the impact, thisinformality of oversight
Isnotable.

The scope of executive security risks extends beyond the individual executive. For example,
atargeted cyberattack against an executive's personal email or device offersafoothold
into the corporate network. A physical threat or attack against senior leader ship can
disrupt decision-making, operational stability, and succession continuity. Even when no
lasting harm occurs, such events can hurt shareholder value, aswell as generate fear,
distraction, and operational drag acr oss the company, diverting management attention
and affecting the “ steady-state” stability most investor s expect from cor por ations.

Despite these potential consequences, board engagement in executive security over sight
remainslimited. We found 58 percent have no formal rolein security oversight, and only
nine percent review or approve security policy and individual arrangements. Nearly 37
per cent of boards never receiveregular updates on security matters, and 46 percent are
briefed only in response to an incident. Considering the impact that a serious security
incident could produce, therelative informality of executive security oversight isnotable.

While boar dsroutinely establish accountability and reporting protocolsfor financial,
cyber, compensation, and compliance risk, executive security is often seen asan

oper ational matter rather than a governance priority. Thislack of oversight results, in
large part, from the view that executive security is a perquisite bestowed on a small
segment of the cor porate population, rather than a true exposur e mitigation strategy. This
notion isbased in current SEC guidelines, and widely held acr oss boar drooms and among
the C-suite.

One of the mor e notable findings from our survey isthe extent to which executive security
decisions are guided by informal judgment (73 percent) rather than formal, structured
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assessments (only 10 percent).

In other risk domains (e.g., financial reporting, regulatory compliance), boardstypically
rely on structured evaluation, data inputs, and defined gover nance controls. Executive
security, by contrast, is often assessed without the same analytical rigor, despiteits
potential consequences. Threats on executives are not perceived to have enter prise-level
impact.

However, thereality isthat effective enterpriserisk mitigation requires protecting your
cor e assets. For many companies, people are the asset, and the way to protect that asset is
multi-faceted: training and development, compensation, structured succession planning,
and security.

Clarifying board-level oversight and integrating executive security into
established risk frameworks helps ensure alignment with broader gover nance
mandates.

Without disciplined assessment, it isdifficult to calibrate the scale, timing, or potential
impact of threats facing executives, and the associated impact on enterprise and
shareholder value. A mor e disciplined approach may include periodic independent safety
analyses and monitoring of emerging geopolitical and sociopalitical trends. It should also
incor porate intelligence on digital exposure threats, such as doxxing and social
engineering; evaluate sector-specific issues, and gauge the visibility and vulner ability of
executivesin public, political, and social contexts.

How Companies Approach CEO Security

Which of the Following Best Describes Your Company’s Current Approach?

9.30%

13.18%

12.40%
65.12%

m No formal program in place
® Formal but modest program (e.g., basic home; cyber/digital)
® Limited/situational measures (e.g., event or travel only)

Comprehensive program (e.g., physical+ home + cyber/digital + family coverage)
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Governance framewor ks need to evolve to keep up with escalating vulner abilities. This
includes having the audit committee incor por ate security reviews as part of risk
assessment, and the compensation committee assess whether recommended security
protections are a perquisite or an enterprise-level expense. Clarifying boar d-level
oversight and integrating executive security into established risk frameworks can help
ensur e alignment with broader gover nance mandates.

Strengthening over sight does not require boar ds to manage security operations. Rather, it
involves defining accountability, incor porating security into periodic risk assessments,
reviewing policies and protocols, and engaging subject-matter expertsas part of ongoing
gover nance dialog.

Given the breadth of potential concer ns, effective executive security programs should be
wide-ranging. Yet our study indicatesthat only nine percent of companies have adopted
comprehensive, multi-layered CEO security programs. These include physical protection,
home security, cyber/digital defense, and family coverage. Another quarter take a limited
approach, split between formal programsthat only include basic home and cyber/digital
protections (12 per cent) and situational measuresfor specific eventsor travel (13 percent).

Thedata further highlight a lack of layered protection needed to address the full threat
spectrum. Cyber/digital protection isthe most frequently provided security measure (70
per cent), reflecting the rapid rise of such risksfacing executives and their families.
Physical home security (54 percent), private air travel (53 percent), and per sonal
protection services (46 percent) arein place, but trail cyber protection measures. Notably,
private air travel appearsin over half of programs, reinforcing its growing position as
both a safety and efficiency tool rather than a discretionary perquisite. Only 11 per cent of
firms extend personal protection coverage to family members. While thisindicates a
logical focus on the executive, it potentially under states the vulnerability that a
compromised family member can introduce.

Although morethan half of companies provide physical home security cover age, this may
not fully reflect the evolving exposur e concernsin residential environments, which are
increasingly viewed as less controlled than secured cor por ate facilities. Recent high-profile
home invasions and security incidentsinvolving prominent people have heightened

awar eness of residential vulnerability.

Mar ket data reinfor ce this shift. Accordingto a Christie’ sInternational Real Estate
survey, 67 percent of USreal estate agentsreport that security concernsarerising among
affluent buyers (a group which includes cor por ate executives). Similarly, Coldwell Banker
reportsthat about 45 percent of luxury homes sold in 2025 explicitly referenced privacy or
security, up from 38 percent in 2024.

One constraint on executive security programs appear sto be a gover nance
dilemma—whether security should betreated as a business expense, or a
perquisite.
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When security programs do not account for escalated safety concer ns, companies
encounter heightened disruption, increased crisis response demands, and reputational
strain in the event of an incident. All of these can affect enterprise value. A coordinated
approach that considers cyber safeguards, residential security, travel protocols, and family
protectionsreducesthelikelihood that isolated weaknesses become company-level events.

From a gover nance standpoint, integrating executive security into broader risk discussions
can help ensureoversight reflectsthe full spectrum of exposure. Otherwise, security
measur es may not be consistently calibrated to the depth and breadth of evolving threats.

One constraint on executive security programs appearsto be a gover nance
dilemma—whether executive security should betreated as a business expense required for
cor poraterisk management, or a perquisite that benefits member s of the executive team.
Thisdistinction carries meaningful implicationsfor SEC disclosur e requirements, proxy
statement language, tax treatment, and investor perceptions.

Pear| Meyer reviewed the proxy statementsfor the S& P 500 and found that 34 percent
disclosed some sort of security perquisite, 78 percent of which involved aircraft usage. Of
the remaining disclosur es categorized astraditional security measures, thetop two cited
wer e personal protection (13 percent) and home security (10 per cent).

The survey indicates that 42 percent of respondents classify most executive security
expenses as business-related, consistent with the position that such measuresare a
company-driven necessity rather than an executive benefit. Nearly one-fifth (19 percent)
disclose executive security as a perk, suggesting that some firms continue to take a
conservative (or scrutiny-driven) interpretation of disclosure requirements.

Notably, 22 per cent of respondentsreport uncertainty about classification, highlighting
potential knowledge gaps between security operations, HR, and compensation gover nance.

This classification question carries practical significance asregulators, investors, and
proxy advisors areincreasingly scrutinizing executive security expenditures. Furthermore,
SEC executive security disclosure practices are also receiving renewed attention. Under
current SEC rules, security-related costsarereported as“All Other Compensation”
pursuant to Item 402 of Regulation SK.

During the SEC’ s June 2025 public roundtable on executive comp disclosure
requirements, several industry participants noted that existing rules may not fully
distinguish between discretionary perquisites and essential security measures. Some
argued that treating essential security-related expenditures within the same category as
personal benefits may create inter pretive challenges and warrants reconsider ation.

Despite the ongoing regulatory discussion, nearly 40 percent of respondentsto our survey
report no significant challenges in disclosing executive security costsin the proxy
statement, and for the 24 percent that are not publicly traded, thisis a nonissue.
Approximately one-third indicate some level of complexity in disclosing executive security
costs. The most common issue is distinguishing between business-driven security
expenditures and personal benefit (14 percent), an area wher e evolving investor
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expectations and regulatory requirements may complicate judgment.

On SEC disclosurerequirements, boar ds may benefit from clarifying their
gover nance appr oach to executive security.

Other challengesinclude balancing disclosur e detail and transpar ency with executive
security concer ns (eight percent), navigating taxation issues under IRSrulesparticularly
on aircraft use (six percent), and providing sufficient rationale or context for investorsand
proxy advisors (three percent).

Although no timeline has been established for any revisionsto SEC disclosure
requirements, boar ds may benefit from clarifying their gover nance approach to executive
security. Thisincludes defining oversight responsibility, integrating security into
enterpriserisk assessments, and ensuring coordination among legal, HR, security, and
compensation functions. Boar ds should also undertake compr ehensive assessment of
executive security needs, encompassing physical protection, cyber and digital exposure,
residential security, and other relevant risks.

Compensation committees have a direct role because executive security expenditures
frequently inter sect with executive pay disclosure, perquisites, and proxy oversight under
Item 402 of Regulation S-K. Committees can enhance their gover nance by requiring a
documented, threat-informed rationale for recommended security protocols. Establish
clear criteriafor distinguishing corporate protections from personal benefits, and ensure
proxy disclosure explainsthe businessrationale for security measuresin a manner
investor s can evaluate.

Given thelimited scope of many programs and the current SEC disclosurerules, it isnot
surprising that reported investment levels are modest. Two-thirds (66 per cent) of
respondentsindicate annual executive security spending (including personnel, equipment,
cyber/digital, and travel) of lessthan $10,000. Only 10 per cent spend $200,000 or more, a
level more typically associated with integrated, multi-layered programs.

These lower spending levels are a function of the disclosure rules. The $10,000 threshold
for disclosing executive perks, including executive security expenses, has been in force
since the mid-2000s. It also suggests that many companies still view security asan
occasional or transactional cost, rather than a sustained, year-round investment. Higher
spending is not inherently indicative of effectiveness, but the distribution of investments
suggests companies may be aligning expenses with disclosurerather than the breadth and
complexity of the current threat landscape.

Thisisadditionally notable given that only 39 percent of companieslimit security coverage
to the CEO. Among companies that extend cover age mor e broadly, protections may apply
to select senior executives (32 percent), the full executive leader ship team (22 per cent),
nonemployee director s (2 percent), or other groups (12 percent). Some report coverage
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across multiple categories.

As companies expand executive security programs, shareholdersarelikely to
seek clear articulation of rationale, scope, and cost.

The mix of protections companies provide also reflects thistension. Cyber and digital
safeguards are the most widely adopted (70 percent), likely because they align with existing
IT infrastructure and enterpriserisk frameworks. Traditional physical protection, home
security, and family coverage are less prevalent, provided by 54 percent, 46 percent, and
11 per cent of companies, respectively, and other unspecified protections account for 12

per cent.

Thisdistribution may reflect differencesin how organizations categorize and justify
expenditures. Cyber investments are morereadily integrated into enterprise risk budgets,
wher eas per sonal physical protections may be evaluated through a pay or perk lens.

As companies expand executive security programs, shareholdersarelikely to seek clear
articulation of rationale, scope, and cost, particularly where expendituresincrease
materially. Boards may also face increased pressureto clearly justify whether security
measur es are appropriately characterized asrisk management expenses or compensation.
Boards, and compensation committeesin particular, will need to balance meaningful
transpar ency with legitimate security consider ations, providing sufficient context to
support informed investor evaluation and satisfy gover nance expectations.

If security costs ar e disclosed as executive pay, they may influence investor assessment or
proxy advisor analysis, particularly in sensitive pay environments. Because the
compensation committeeisresponsible for over seeing executive pay disclosure, decisions
about the classification, justification, and presentation of executive security expenditures
fall squarely within its gover nance mandate.

For multinational companies, expanded programs can also introduce additional cross-
border tax and reporting consider ationsthat further heighten the need for structured
oversight and planning. The survey findings suggest that executive security is evolving
from an operational consideration into a gover nance discipline.

Asthat evolution unfolds, compensation committees are uniquely positioned at the

inter section of risk, compensation, and disclosur e transpar ency. Wher e security measur es
are necessary to protect leader ship continuity and company value, committees must ensure
that therationale is documented, the classification is defensible, and the disclosureis clear
and contextualized.

Executive security isnot about optics or executive privilege. It isabout preserving

leader ship capacity in a period when digital visibility, public scrutiny, and physical
exposur e increasingly intersect. For boards, the responsibility isto ensure that executive
security isappropriately integrated into risk oversight and leader ship continuity. For
compensation committees, the question is not whether to manage security operations, but
whether governance, classification, and disclosurereflect therisk realities facing senior
leader ship. In today’ sthreat landscape, treating executive security with analytical rigor
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and disclosuredisciplineis not ancillary to board oversight or compensation gover nance.
It isan extension of both.
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