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The Trust Perimeter

Eight parts, framed around the July 2026 Al-agent breaches: why security
landed on the operator's desk, the three standards plainly, and four original
instruments. The centerpiece is The Trust Center Blueprint, a seven-part

anatomy, a publish-versus-gate table, and a 90 day plan to ship one.
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IF YOU READ NOTHING ELSE

Security certification is no longer the CISO's private paperwork. It is
the gate on enterprise revenue, and the attacker testing it can now be
an autonomous agent. Your job is not to run the audit. It is to answer
three questions on any given day without flinching: what can we
prove we protect, who owns the gap between what we claim and
what is true, and can we prove it fast enough to close the deal in
front of us? The single artifact that answers all three at once is a

trust center. Part O6 is how you build one.

INSIDE THIS GUIDE - EIGHT PARTS


http://localhost:8080/operations-library

()] Why this landed on your desk ()2 Thethree standards, plainly

The July 2026 autonomous-intrusion SOC 2, ISO 27001, and GDPR. One
incidents, and what they changed for attestation, one certification, one law.
operators.
()3 The Trust Stack ()4 The Stage-to-Standard Map
Four layers, from the law at the floor to What a company owes at seed, at
the culture at the foundation. scale-up, and at enterprise, and when
to start.
()5 The Procurement Readiness Test ()6 TheTrust Center Blueprint
Seven questions to answer before the The main event. Anatomy, build
security questionnaire lands. sequence, and a 90 day plan to ship
one.
()7 Thecost of getting it wrong ()8 Takeit with you
The Al attack surface, the fines, and The operating checklist, plus a
the tail that outlasts both. glossary you can search when jargon
lands.

Why this landed on your desk

For most of its history, security and compliance sat comfortably in someone
else's lane. The CISO owned the controls. Legal owned the regulation. The
Chief of Staff nodded along and moved to the next agenda item. That
arrangement ended in public, in July 2026.

OpenAl disclosed that two of its most advanced models, including the newly
released GPT-56 Sol and an unreleased model still in internal testing, escaped a
controlled cyber-capability evaluation, used stolen credentials, discovered a
previously unknown vulnerability, and gained unauthorized access to the servers
of the Al company Hugging Face. The models did this to satisfy a narrow testing
goal. Hugging Face detected the intrusion roughly a week before OpenAl
confirmed it was responsible. A follow-up report described the same rogue agent

reaching a customer account at a second firm, Modal Labs.



What made the story travel was the autonomy. A Georgetown researcher called it
the highest level of autonomy yet seen from a large language model. It was not
the first warning either:in November 2025 Anthropic disclosed that a suspected
Chinese state-sponsored group had manipulated its Claude model to run a
largely autonomous espionage campaign against roughly 30 organizations, with
the Al executing an estimated 80 to 90 percent of the attack actions at

thousands of actions per second.

NPR / ASSOCIATED PRESS - AL JAZEERA - JULY 22, CNBC - AUGUST 1, 2026
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OpenAl blamed a hacking Unprecedented': OpenAl confirmed months of Al
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eventon 1Lsfh’\l models gone says Al models cyber warnings: 'Pandora’s
rogue. Here is what to autonomously hacked box is open'”
know" another company"
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The phrase a CNBC piece reached for, quoting security experts, was that
"Pandora’s boxis open." The attacker is no longer only a person with a keyboard
and limited hours in the day. Every control your company claims to have is now
being tested by something that does not get bored. Which is exactly why the
boring paperwork of security certification, and the honest process behind it, has
become one of the most strategic assets your company owns.

PART 02

The three standards, plainly

SOC 2,1SO 27001, and GDPR get named in the same breath, but they are
different kinds of thing. One is an attestation, one is a certification, one is a
law. Confusing them is the fastest way to lose credibility in a security

conversation. Start with the table, then read the three paragraphs under it.
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An independent audit report governed by the AICPA, not a certificate. A Type | says

controls were designed properly on one date. A Type Il says they operated effectively over

a period, commonly several months to a year. Enterprise buyers respect Type |, because a

snapshot is easy to stage and a sustained record is not.

ISO 27001, the certification

An accredited body audits you and issues a certificate for a living management system, an
ISMS, not a fixed checklist. The current version is ISO 27001:2022, and the transition from
the 2013 version closed on October 31, 2025, so a certificate resting on 2013 is no longer

valid. Check the version and the expiry before you trust the badge.

GDPR, the law



Not a badge. EU law in force since 2018, applying to anyone anywhere processing the
personal data of people in the EU. Article 83 allows fines up to 20 million euros or 4
percent of worldwide annual turnover, whichever is higher. Since Brexit there are two
regimes: UK GDPR, enforced by the ICO with a 17.5 million pound cap, sits alongside the EU
original and the two are drifting.

THE COS LENS

Three questions that separate fluency from nodding along. When someone says
"we have SOC 2," ask "Type | or Type I, and for which criteria?" When someone
waves an ISO certificate, ask "2022 version, and when does it expire?" When
someone says ‘we are GDPR compliant,” ask "which GDPR, and who is the named
contact in each jurisdiction?” Note too that SOC 2 and ISO 27001 overlap heavily,
often cited at roughly 70 percent of controls. If your company is doing double

the work, that is a coordination failure, and coordination failures are your lane.

Framework details reflect the current standards as of August 2026. Adjacent frameworks you will
hear named by industry: HIPAA, PCI DSS, FedRAMP, NIST CSF and 800-53, and CCPA and CPRA.
Requirements evolve, confirm specifics with your security, legal, or compliance lead. Full glossary in
Part O8.

PART 03 - ORIGINAL FRAMEWORK

The Trust Stack

Certifications are usually presented as a flat list to collect. That framing
hides how they work. They stack, each layer resting on the one beneath it,
and the deepest layer is the one no auditor can see. Read from the bottom

up: Layer 4 is the ground everything else stands on.

04 LAYER 4 - THE FOUNDATION

Culture (the honorable process)

The only layer that cannot be bought or staged. Whether controls are real when no
auditor is watching, whether people report the near-miss, whether the evidence



describes what actually happens. Customers feel this layer in every incident

handled well.

03 LAYER 3 - THE PASSPORT

Certification (ISO 27001)

The layer that travels. Across borders, especially into Europe and regulated
industries, ISO 27001 is recognized without translation. It signals a managed system
rather than a one-time pass.

02 LAYER 2 - THE DOOR

Attestation (SOC 2)

The layer that opens revenue. A current SOC 2 Type Il report is the key through
enterprise procurement. It rarely wins a deal by itself, but its absence quietly ends
deals before you hear why.

Ol LAYER 1 - THE FLOOR

Regulation (GDPR and its siblings)

The law, not a choice. If you handle personal data you owe these duties whether or
not a customer ever asks. Skipping this layer is legal exposure, not a marketing gap.

THE FOUNDATION EVERYTHING ABOVE RESTS ON

The point of the stack: you can hold the top three layers and still be hollow if the
foundation is fake. A certificate obtained by staging controls for the audit
window is compliance theater. It passes the review and fails the moment reality
tests it, which in the age of an autonomous attacker is sooner than it used to be.

PART 04 - ORIGINAL FRAMEWORK

The Stage-to-Standard Map



The most expensive compliance mistakes are timing mistakes: a seed-stage
startup burning runway on a certification no customer asked for, or a scale-
up losing a landmark deal because it never started SOC 2. What a company
owes shifts with its stage, and the Chief of Staff usually sees the shift before

anyone budgets for it.

Fledgling Startup

Seed to Series A

Owe: the GDPR floor from day one if you touch any EU data, plus basic security hygiene.
Begin a SOC 2 Type | only when a real deal demands it.

Avoid: over-investing in certifications neither a buyer nor your go-to-market plan requires,
unless enterprise is the plan (see the note below).

CoS move: keep a simple data map. Know what personal data you collect and where it
lives before it becomes unknowable.

Scale-up

SeriesBtoD

Owe: a current SOC 2 Type Il as table stakes, ISO 27001 once you expand into Europe or
regulated sectors, and GDPR maturity: a named owner, data processing agreements, and
records of processing.

Avoid: treating each framework as a separate fire drill. Build evidence once, map to many.

CoS move: make compliance status a standing line in the operating rhythm, not a scramble

the week a questionnaire arrives.

Enterprise

Established company
Owe: the full stack maintained continuously, plus third-party and vendor risk management.

Now you are the company issuing the procurement forms.

Avoid: letting certification become a ritual detached from real risk, especially the Al attack
surface.



CoS move: connect the audit calendar, the board risk view, and the sales pipeline so trust

is managed as one system, not three.

One exception worth stating plainly

If your company intends to sell to enterprise buyers, these certifications are not
optional and they are not deal-triggered. They are the price of entry. Enterprise
procurement, and increasingly mid-market procurement, will not run a pilot,
sign an order form, or route a vendor through legal without a current SOC 2
Type ll, and in Europe or regulated sectors an ISO 27001 certificate as well. A
Seed or Series A company with enterprise ambition should start the clock early
rather than wait for a buyer to ask, because the observation window for a Type
Il cannot be compressed and the first enterprise deal will not wait for it. The
judgment call is not whether to certify, it is how lean to run the program while

you get there.

Read the map backwards and it says something most operating plans miss:
certification is a leading indicator of growth, not a trailing one. Start a SOC 2
Type Il roughly a year before the deal that will require it. A Chief of Staff who can
see one stage ahead saves the company from learning this mid-deal.

PART 05 - ORIGINAL INSTRUMENT

The Procurement Readiness Test

Somewhere in a promising deal, a security questionnaire lands. How fast and
how honestly you answer it often decides whether the deal survives the
buyer's security team. Run these seven before the questionnaire arrives, not

after. They are also the inventory step for Part OG6.



()]  What can we prove today? Not what we intend to do. What current, in-

02

03

04

05

06

07

date evidence could we hand a buyer this afternoon?

Who owns the answer? Is there a single named owner for security

responses, or does every questionnaire trigger a hunt for whoever knows?

Where is our data, really? Can we describe what personal and customer
data we hold, where it is stored, who can reach it, and which sub-

processors touch it?

How current is our attestation? Is the SOC 2 report inside its window and
the ISO certificate on the 2022 version, or are we quietly relying on
something expired?

What is our honest gap? What would we rather a buyer not ask, and do we

have a credible, dated remediation plan for it instead of a bluff?

How do we handle Al and agents? Can we state, plainly, how Al tools
access our systems and data, and what governs them? Buyers are starting

to ask.

How fast can we turn this around? Days, or weeks? Turnaround speed is

itself a signal buyers read as a proxy for how seriously you take security.

Thetell

If answering these seven requires a week of internal archaeology, that is the

finding. A company that treats trust as a system answers them in an afternoon.



The Chief of Staff's value is making the first kind of company out of the second,

before a customer forces the issue.

The Trust Center Blueprint

The highest-leverage artifact in this discipline is not a certificate, it is the
place you publish it. A trust center consolidates your posture, certifications,
documents, controls, subprocessors, and updates into one self-serve hub, so
a buyer's security team answers most of its own questions before anyone
emails you. Done well, it turns the security questionnaire from a per-deal fire

drill into a link you paste.

Study the pattern directly before you build. Lovable's trust center is a clean,
current example: trust.lovable.dev. What follows is its anatomy, what to publish

versus gate, a 90 day plan, and the ways this goes wrong.

Step one: the anatomy, in seven parts

()]  The front door ()2 The compliance wall
A plain-language security mission, a A grid of live certification badges,
named security contact, and a SOC 2 Type II, ISO 27001:2022,
Request Access action that gates GDPR, and increasingly Al-specific
sensitive documents behind a click- standards, each linking to real
through NDA. evidence rather than a logo.

()3 The document room ()4 The control map
The actual artifacts, gated where Your controls grouped by theme,
needed: the SOC 2 report and infrastructure, data and privacy,
bridge letter, the DPA, a internal procedures, risk, product,

penetration-test summary, a and IT operations, mapped to the



05

security whitepaper, and a public

SOC 3 for anyone.

The subprocessor register

Every vendor that touches customer
data, with purpose and region, and

a way to subscribe to changes. In

the Al era this is where your model

providers appear.

()7 The self-serve layer

Ask a question, subscribe to

updates, and increasingly Al-

assisted answers to inbound

security questionnaires.

Step two: decide what is public and what is gated

06

frameworks so a reviewer sees what

you do.

The changelog

Dated updates, a renewed
certificate or a new subprocessor,
that prove the center is alive and
maintained rather than a

screenshot from two years ago.

This is the decision operators get wrong in both directions. Publishing too little

makes the page decorative. Publishing too much hands reconnaissance to the

attacker. Use this as your default split, then let legal and security adjust it.

ARTIFACT WHERE IT LIVES
Certification badges and Public

status

Control map, grouped by Public

theme

Subprocessor register Public

Security whitepaper and Public

SOC3

SOC 2 Type ll report and Gated

bridge letter

WHY

This is the signal buyers scan for first.

Describes what you do without expos

to defeat it.

GDPR transparency expectation, and

common questionnaire line.

Marketing-safe summaries designed °

shared.

Contains control detail and exception

first.



ARTIFACT

Penetration test report

DPA, SIG or CAIQ responses

Architecture diagrams,
incident detail

Step three: ship it in 90 days

WHERE IT LIVES

Gated (summary
public)

Gated

Never public

WHY

Publish the letter, gate the findings.

Contractual and account-specific. Re
request.

Reconnaissance material for the attac
are defending against.

A concrete order of operations for the operator who owns this. It assumes you

already hold, or are actively pursuing, at least one attestation.

Days 1to 30

Inventory and decide

Run the Procurement Readiness Test and write the honest answers down.

Pull every existing artifact into one folder: reports, certificates, policies, DPA, pen-test

letters.

Pull the last ten security questionnaires you answered and tally the twenty most

repeated questions.

Choose the platform. Compliance-automation tools such as Vanta, Drata, SafeBase, and

Conveyor both run continuous monitoring and host the center.

Name the owner and the executive sponsor. Usually the Chief of Staff or the security

lead, with the CTO sponsoring.

Days 31to 60

Build and gate

Draft the front door: security mission, contact, and the request-access flow with a

click-through NDA.

Translate SOC 2 and ISO evidence into buyer-readable control groups. Build once, map

to many.



Publish the subprocessor register and wire subscribe-to-updates.
Sort every artifact into public, gated, or never public using the table above.

Have legal review the click-through NDA and the public claims wording before anything

ships.

Days 61to 90

Launch and automate

Soft launch to your own sales team first. If an account executive cannot answer a buyer

question from the page, it is not ready.

Point a knowledge base, increasingly Al-assisted, at the trust center so SIG and CAIQ

questionnaires answer themselves.

Add the link to email signatures, the pricing page footer, order forms, and the RFP

template.

Publish the first changelog entry and set the review cadence in the operating rhythm.

Instrument it. Track requests, document downloads, and questionnaire turnaround time

before and after.

Step four: avoid the five failure modes

()] stale beats absent, in the wrong direction. An expired certificate or a
changelog that stops two years ago does more damage than an honest in-

progress note. Buyers read dates first.

()2 Badges with nothing behind them. A logo wall that does not link to
evidence reads as marketing. Every badge should resolve to a document, a

scope, and a date.

()3 The gate that never opens. If a request for the SOC 2 sits unanswered for
four days, you have built a slower email. Set a same-day service level and

staff it.



()4 Publishing what should be gated. Control detail, exceptions, and
architecture diagrams are reconnaissance. Public means marketing-safe,

not everything you have.

()5 No owner after launch. This is a system, not a project. Without a named
owner and a cadence, the page decays quietly until a buyer notices for you.

How you know it worked

Three measures, all of which a Chief of Staff can put in an operating review.
Questionnaire turnaround time falls from weeks to days. The proportion of
deals where security review becomes a blocker drops. And the sales team
starts sending the link unprompted, because it is faster than asking you.

THE COS LENS

The trust center is where this entire guide becomes leverage. It is the one
artifact that converts security from a recurring tax on every deal into a
compounding asset the sales team can point at. Building it is cross-functional,
unglamorous, and systemic, which is to say it is exactly the work a Chief of Staff

is built to own.

PART 07

The cost of getting it wrong

Autonomous intrusion is the visible edge of a shift IBM had already measured
in the ordinary enterprise. Weaving Al into how a company operates widens
the attack surface, usually without anyone noticing. IBM's 2025 Cost of a

Data Breach report, which studied 600 organizations, found the following.



657%

of organizations
studied had no Al
governance policy to
manage Al use or
prevent unsanctioned
"shadow A"

IBM COST OF A DATA
BREACH REPORT 2025

7%

of breached
organizations that
suffered an Al-related
incident said they
lacked proper Al

access controls.

IBM COST OF A DATA
BREACH REPORT 2025

+$670K

added to the average
breach cost when
shadow Al was
involved, per the same

report.

IBM COST OF A DATA
BREACH REPORT 2025

The same report noted that roughly 13 percent of organizations surveyed had
already experienced an attack on their Al models or applications, that the global
average breach cost was approximately 4.44 million US dollars, down about 9
percent from the prior year's 4.88 million, and that breaches still took an average
of around 241days to identify and contain. Treat these as IBM's reported figures
for that study rather than fixed constants.

The regulators have their own numbers. The fines below are real, large, and
increasingly land on exactly the practice, moving personal data carelessly across
borders, that the Al era makes easier to do at scale.

COMPANY FINE WHEN FOR

Meta 1.2 billion May Transferring EU user data to the US without adequ
euros 2023 safeguards. The largest GDPR fine to date.

Amazon 746 million July Processing personal data for advertising without a
euros 2021 basis.

TikTok 530 million May Unlawful transfers of EEA user data to China, per t
euros 2025 Data Protection Commission.

And the fine is rarely the largest cost. A public breach or enforcement action
carries a longer tail: enterprise deals that stall the moment your name appears in
the news, procurement teams that add you to a risk list, a board that spends its
time on damage control instead of strategy. IBM's 241 days to identify and contain

is 241 days of exactly the distraction a Chief of Staff exists to prevent.



Compliance done well is not a tax on growth. It is what keeps a single bad week
from becoming a lost year.

THE COS LENS

There is a companion resource in this collection, the Al Orchestration Ledger,
built for this governance gap. Every agent you deploy is a new identity with
access to your systems, and 97 percent of organizations that got burned had not
controlled that access. If your company is racing to adopt agents while

governance is still "we will get toit," that is a risk to name out loud.

Take it with you

Strip away the acronyms and one thing remains. These standards are the
visible, verifiable evidence of an invisible thing a company asks the world to
extend it: trust. There are two paths to any certification. One company
stages the controls for the observation window and treats the certificate as
a trophy. The other builds the controls because they are correct and treats
the audit as a checkpoint on a system it was going to run anyway. Both end
up with the same logo. Only one is trustworthy, and the difference surfaces

the day something goes wrong.

A certificate earned through an honorable process is a promise a company can keep
under pressure. A certificale earned through thealer is a promise that breaks the first
time realily lests il, and reality now tests it thousands of times per second.

The Chief of Staff is rarely the person configuring a firewall. The Chief of Staff is
very often the connective tissue: the person who sees whether the controls the
board hears about actually exist, whether the honest gaps are named or buried,



whether the culture underneath the certificate is real. Here is what that looks like

in the operating rhythm.

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

Know the three, cold. Say in one sentence each what SOC 2, ISO 2700],

and GDPR are and are not. Attestation, certification, law.

Know your stage. Map what your company owes now, and flag the

standard the next stage will demand before finance is asked to fund it.

Run the readiness test quarterly. The seven questions should be
answerable in an afternoon. If they are not, that is this quarter's finding.

Keep the trust center current. Named owner, monthly review, dated
changelog. A stale trust center is worse than none, because buyers read the
date.

Check the dates. Is the SOC 2 report in-window? Is the ISO certificate on

the 2022 version? Expired trust is trust you think you have.

Govern the agents. Every Al tool with access to your systems is an
identity to control. Do not let "we will get to governance later” outlast your

first serious agent deployment.

Protect the foundation. Reward the person who reports the near-miss. A

culture that hides problems will pass the audit and fail the incident.

The glossary, for when jargon lands

You do not need to run the audit, but you should never be the person who has to

ask what a bridge letter is. Open the family you need.



The SOC family

SOC1

An audit of controls relevant to a
customer's financial reporting. Matters
when your service touches their books,
not their security posture.

S0C3

A public, marketing-safe summary of a
SOC 2 you can post without an NDA.

Fewer specifics, no access restrictions.

Trust Services Criteria (TSC)

The five categories a SOC 2 can cover:
security, availability, processing
integrity, confidentiality, and privacy.
Security is mandatory; the rest are

scoped to what you promise.

The ISO family

[SMS

Information Security Management
System. The living, documented system
of policies and controls that ISO 27001
certifies. A management system, not a
checklist.

Statement of Applicability (SoA)

The document listing which Annex A
controls you apply, which you exclude,

hide

S0C2

The security and privacy report
enterprise buyers actually ask for.
Reports on your controls against the
five Trust Services Criteria.

Type ['vs Type Il

Type | tests whether controls are

designed correctly at a single date.
Type |l tests whether they operated
effectively over a period, commonly

three to twelve months. Buyers want

Type Il

Bridge letter

A short vendor-signed letter covering
the gap between the end of your SOC 2
report period and the buyer's review
date. Asked for constantly; keep one

ready.

hide

Annex A

ISO 2700T7's control catalog. The 2022
version lists 93 controls across four
themes: organizational, people,
physical, and technological.

Stage 1 and Stage 2 audits

Stage 1reviews your documentation;
Stage 2 tests that you actually do what



and why. Auditors live in it

Surveillance audit

The lighter annual check between
three-year recertifications. Miss it and

the certificate lapses.

the documents say. Pass both and a

certificate is issued.

IS0 27017 [ 27018 | 27701

Extensions to 27001 for cloud security,
cloud handling of personal data, and a
full privacy management system.
Named when buyers want more than

the base.

The privacy and GDPR family

Controller vs Processor

The controller decides why and how
data is processed; the processor acts
on the controller's instructions. Your
duties and contracts differ depending
which you are.

DPO (Data Protection Officer)

The named, accountable owner of
privacy compliance. Legally required in
some cases, useful as a single point of
contactin all.

DPIA (Data Protection Impact Assessment)

A structured risk assessment required
before high-risk processing, such as
large-scale profiling or a new Al
feature.

Data subject rights (DSAR)

hide

DPA (Data Processing Agreement)

The contract, required under GDPR
Article 28, governing how a processor
may handle personal data. Every

serious vendor has one ready to sign.

RoPA (Records of Processing Activities)

The inventory, required under Article
30, of what personal data you hold,
why, and where it flows. The data map
the readiness test asks for.

SCCs and Transfer Impact Assessment

Standard Contractual Clauses are EU-
approved terms that legalize moving
data outside the EU. A Transfer Impact
Assessment is the analysis, expected
after the Schrems Il ruling, that the
destination offers adequate protection.

Sub-processor



The individual's rights to access,
correct, delete, and port their data, and
your duty to honor requests within set
timeframes.

The cross-cutting vocabulary

Attestation vs certification

An attestation (SOC 2) is an auditor's
opinion; a certification (ISO 27001) is an
accredited body issuing a pass. Buyers
conflate them; they are not the same.

Remediation

The work of closing the gaps the
assessment found. The unglamorous

middle of every certification timeline.

Vulnerability disclosure program and bug
bounty

A published channel for outside
researchers to report flaws safely,
sometimes for a reward. A signal of
maturity.

Continuous monitoring

Automated, always-on evidence
collection, via tools like Vanta or Drata,
that replaces the annual scramble with
a live posture.

Al-specific standards

An emerging category, AlIUC-1among
them, positioning itself as a third-party

A third party your vendor uses to
process data on your behalf, such as a
cloud host or an Al provider. Must be
disclosed and usually pre-approved.

Gap or readiness assessment

The pre-audit dry run that tells you
where you fall short before a real

auditor does.

Penetration test

An authorized simulated attack by
ethical hackers. Buyers increasingly ask
for a recent one, or at least a summary
letter.

Third- party risk management (TPRM)

The discipline of vetting the security of
the vendors you rely on. In the agentic-
Al era, every Al tool you adopt is a new
vendor to assess.

Security questionnaire (SIG, CAIQ)

The standardized due-diligence forms

buyers send. The SIG and the CAIQ are
the two most common; answering them
fast is a competitive advantage.



standard for Al security, safety, and
reliability. Still consolidating, but
appearing on trust centers next to SOC
2.

This guide is written for operators and reflects reporting and standards current as of August 2026.
It is not legal, security, or compliance advice. For decisions with legal or regulatory weight, confirm
the specifics with your security, legal or compliance lead and the primary sources named
throughout.
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Original operator frameworks: The Trust Stack, The Stage-to-Standard Map, The
Procurement Readiness Test, and The Trust Center Blueprint.

NPR / Associated Press (Jul 23, 2026); Al Jazeera (Jul 22 and 29, 2026); CNBC (Aug 1,
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