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The Case for a Chief Al Officer . Paul Gibbons

The Strategic Paradox

Here is the state of enterprise Al in mid-2026: 99.1% of major firms call Al
investment a "top organizational priority." Ninety-three point six percent have
active Al capabilities in production. Companies plan to double their Al spending
this year, to roughly 1.7% of total revenues. CEOs are more bullish on Al returns
than at any point in the technology's history (Data & Al Leadership Executive
Survey, 2026; BCG AI Radar, 2026).

And yet.

Sixty percent of companies generate no material value from those investments
(BCG, 2025). Only 39% see any measurable impact on EBIT — and for most of
those, the impact is less than five percent (McKinsey, 2025). Seventy-nine percent
of organizations report significant challenges in adoption, a double-digit increase
year-over-year, and 54% of C-suite executives now admit that "adopting Al is
tearing their company apart" (Writer Enterprise Al Survey, 2026).

Schmitt et al. (2025) named this the Strategic Paradox: "Al has become a
foundational layer of organizational functioning, yet responsibility for Al leadership
remains fragmented and ambiguous." Al is everywhere in the enterprise. Formal
accountability for it is nowhere.

This paradox is not a technology problem. It is a leadership problem. And thirty-
five years of consulting work — at IBM, PwC, and KPMG — has taught me that
leadership problems do not resolve themselves through better technology, larger
budgets, or louder vendor pitches. They resolve themselves through deliberate
organizational design: creating the role, granting the authority, and hiring the
person.

It requires a dedicated leader: a Chief Al Officer.

Most organizations have an Al strategy. Almost none have the leadership
infrastructure to execute it. Governance defaults to legal departments that say no
by instinct. Adoption defaults to training programs nobody attends. Strategy
defaults to whoever shouts loudest — usually a vendor or an overpromising
internal champion. The result is the pattern visible in every dataset cited above:
significant Al investment, minimal Al return.

This paper makes the case across five arguments, draws on fifteen years of
longitudinal survey data from Wavestone/NewVantage Partners, recent research
from BCG, McKinsey, IBM, and the academic literature, and offers a practical
model for how organizations — particularly those in the mid-market — can install
this leadership without the cost or delay of a traditional executive search.

paulgibbonsadvisory.com . Discussion Document — Beta . Page 1



The Case for a Chief Al Officer . Paul Gibbons

I. The Absorption Trap: Why Bolting Al onto Existing C-Suite Roles
Fails

The most common organizational response to the Al imperative is also the laziest:
hand it to someone who already has a full plate. The CTO gets Al because "it's
technology." The CIO gets it because "it's infrastructure." The CDO gets it because
"it's data." Each assignment replicates the precise failure patterns those roles
already suffer from.

The CDO precedent is instructive — and cautionary. The Chief Data Officer
was supposed to be the transformative role that would make organizations data-
driven. After fifteen years, the results are sobering. Only 26% of companies
describe themselves as data-driven, despite cumulative billions in investment
(NewVantage Partners, 2025). The average CDO tenure is 30 months — less than
half the average CEOQO's nearly seven years, and well short of the 4.5 years typical
for a CFO or CIO (MIT Sloan, 2023). More than half serve fewer than three years;
roughly a quarter are gone inside two (Data & AI Leadership Exchange, 2025).
Twenty-nine percent of sitting CDOs told CIO magazine they do not see a future in
the position.

Why? The CDO failed because the role was structurally set up for failure. CDOs
were given responsibility without authority, mandate without budget, and
transformation goals without organizational power. As HBR documented, the
"honeymoon period" lasts roughly eighteen months — then the organization
expects "major transformational change" from a leader who often reports to a
skeptical CIO and lacks a seat at the strategy table (HBR, 2021). A CDO buried
under a skeptical CIO, Harvard's research found, is "the single most common setup
for an early exit."

Now consider the proposal to make the CDO also the CAIO. The 2026 survey data
shows that 30.4% of CAIOs report to CDOs, 33.9% to Technology leadership, and
26.8% to Business leadership (Data & Al Leadership Executive Survey, 2026). This
fragmentation is itself a symptom: organizations cannot decide where Al belongs
because they are trying to fit a cross-functional, strategic imperative into
functional silos.

The CTO's limitations are different but equally fatal. CTOs are, by training
and orientation, technology-first leaders. They are optimized for build-versus-buy
decisions, architecture, and engineering management. They are not optimized —
and are rarely incentivized — for workforce transformation, organizational change
management, ethical governance, or business-model redesign. AI demands all four.
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The CIO faces a variant of the same problem. CIOs are infrastructure leaders.
Their instinct is to treat Al as a platform to be procured, integrated, and secured —
not as a capability that transforms how humans work, decide, and create value.
The CIO's natural frame is "How do we deploy this safely?" when the strategic
question is "How does this reshape our competitive position, our operating model,
and our people?"

The Wavestone/NewVantage data illuminates the depth of this structural failure.
After fifteen years of tracking, the survey's authors note that the confusion about
where responsibility for Al belongs "may be contributing to the widespread
perception among the media and investing communities that Al isn't producing
enough value." The reporting-line fragmentation — technology, data, business,
transformation — is not organizational design. It is organizational avoidance.

The fuel-and-engine metaphor captures the CDO/CAIO distinction precisely: the
CDO manages the data (fuel); the CAIO manages the Al models, their deployment,
their governance, and their organizational integration (the engine). You would not
ask a fuel-logistics manager to also design and operate the engine. Yet this is
precisely what organizations do when they collapse Al leadership into the CDO
role.

The deeper issue is one of cognitive bandwidth and organizational attention. Every
C-suite role operates under severe attention constraints. The CTO is managing
technical debt, platform migrations, security posture, and engineering hiring —
simultaneously. The CIO is navigating cloud economics, infrastructure
modernization, and compliance requirements. The CDO, if still standing after 30
months, is fighting for budget and organizational relevance. Adding Al leadership
to any of these roles does not create a new capability. It creates a new item on an
already overwhelmed priority list — and in the competition for executive attention,
the urgent will always crowd out the important. Al transformation is important.
Server uptime, security incidents, and budget cycles are urgent. The absorption
trap guarantees that Al strategy receives the attention left over after operational
demands are met — which is to say, almost none.

Il. The Change Leadership Deficit

The most striking data point in the fifteen-year history of the Al & Data Leadership
Executive Survey arrived in 2026: 93.2% of Al adoption impediments are
"human issues" — culture, change management, organizational resistance,
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and people readiness (Data & Al Leadership Executive Survey, 2026). This is the
highest figure in the survey's history.

Ninety-three point two percent.

This is not a footnote in a technology story. It is the headline. The bottleneck in
enterprise Al is not algorithmic. It is not computational. It is not architectural. It is
human.

The implications are structural. If the overwhelming majority of adoption failures
are rooted in organizational behavior, culture, and change readiness, then the
leader responsible for AI must be, at minimum, fluent in — and ideally expert in —
organizational change, behavioral science, and human-capital strategy. These are
not competencies typically found in CTOs, CDOs, or CIOs. They are not
competencies that technology vendors deliver. They are not competencies that six-
month consulting engagements can substitute for.

The empirical evidence reinforces this. Writer's 2026 Enterprise Al Adoption
survey found that organizations with "very smooth" Al implementations scored
leadership support at +1.65 on a four-point scale, while struggling organizations
scored -1.50 — a 3.15-point spread (Writer, 2026). The variable that explains
implementation success is not the quality of the model, the sophistication of the
architecture, or the size of the budget. It is the quality of the leadership.

Gallup's February 2026 survey of 23,717 U.S. employees found that while 65%
report Al improved their productivity, the organizational experience of Al adoption
is increasingly characterized by "change fatigue, job insecurity, and eroding
employee confidence" (Gallup, 2026). Al is not merely a tool to be adopted. It is a
rupture in the employment relationship, the task architecture of work, and the
identity structures of professionals. Managing that rupture requires change
leadership, not project management.

de Véricourt and Gurkan's work on epistemic uncertainty in Al-augmented
decision-making underscores a subtler dimension of this challenge. When Al
recommendations diverge from professional judgment — as they inevitably do —
and the model cannot explain why, professionals face a novel form of uncertainty:
they may never know whether the opaque model outperforms their own judgment
(de Véricourt & Gurkan, 2023, Organization Science). This is not a training
problem. It is an existential challenge to professional identity, and it requires
leaders who understand both the epistemology and the psychology.

The Adaptive Adoption™ framework addresses this through what I call the four-
box friction model. Not all organizational resistance to Al is pathological. Some
frictions are load-bearing — they exist to protect the enterprise from reckless
deployment, regulatory exposure, or ethical failure. These should be respected and
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channeled. Other frictions are theatre, ritual, or turf-defending — organizational
habits that obstruct adoption without protecting anything of value. The CAIO's job
is not to bulldoze all resistance. It is to distinguish between frictions that protect
and frictions that merely persist, and to design adoption strategies accordingly.

This is why "Master the Craft" — the idea that Al fluency is closer to carpentry
than calculus, closer to practiced skill than theoretical knowledge — matters as an
adoption philosophy. You do not transform a workforce's relationship to Al through
training programs nobody attends. You do it through embedded practice, coaching,
and cultural reinforcement. That requires a leader whose orientation is toward
people, not platforms.

The leadership-support data makes this concrete. Organizations with strong
executive sponsorship of Al score 3.15 points higher on implementation success
than those without it — on a four-point scale (Writer, 2026). That is not a marginal
effect. It is the difference between success and failure. And the quality of
leadership matters more than the quantity of investment: SHRM's 2026 State of Al
in HR report found that organizations spending modestly on Al but with dedicated
change leadership outperformed organizations spending heavily without it. The
bottleneck is not budget. The bottleneck is leadership — specifically, leadership
that understands organizational change at a depth that technically-trained
executives systematically lack.

lll. The Strategy Gap

The third failure mode is strategic. In most organizations, the Al strategy is a
technology roadmap bolted onto the IT plan. It describes which models to deploy,
which use cases to pilot, and which infrastructure to procure. It does not describe
how Al reshapes competitive positioning, transforms the operating model, or
redesigns the workforce.

This is the wrong unit of analysis. Al strategy must be business-strategy-native.

BCG's 2025 research on "future-built" companies illustrates the gap. The 5% of
companies generating substantial value from AI differ from the other 95% not in
their technology choices but in their organizational approach: they connect Al to
business outcomes, they redesign workflows rather than automating existing ones,
and they invest in capability-building rather than tool-procurement (BCG, 2025).
The widening performance gap — future-built companies expect twice the revenue
increase and 40% greater cost reductions by 2028 than laggards — is an
organizational strategy gap, not a technology gap.
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McKinsey's data reinforces this: 88% of companies use Al in at least one function,
but only 39% see measurable EBIT impact (McKinsey, 2025). The gap between
"using AI" and "creating value from AI" is the strategy gap — the distance between
deploying a technology and transforming an organization.

A CAIO who sits at the strategy table — not reporting through technology or data
silos — bridges this gap. The role's four domains (Al Strategy & Prioritization,
Governance & Risk, Human Capital & Adoption, Culture & Ethics) are designed to
connect Al investments to business outcomes, workforce transformation to
competitive positioning, and governance to genuine risk management rather than
compliance theatre.

The strategy gap also manifests in what organizations fail to consider: operating-
model redesign. Al does not merely automate existing workflows. At its most
consequential, it restructures who does what work, how decisions are made, and
what capabilities the organization needs. A technology roadmap cannot capture
this. A genuine Al strategy asks questions that technology leaders are neither
trained nor positioned to answer: Which roles will be augmented? Which will be
eliminated? Which new roles will emerge? How does our competitive positioning
change when our competitors deploy Al against the same market? What does our
workforce need to look like in three years — not in terms of headcount, but in
terms of capability?

These are questions of business strategy, organizational design, and human-capital
planning. They require a leader who integrates across all three — not a
technologist who happens to have a seat in the strategy meeting.

Without that bridge, Al strategy defaults to whoever shouts loudest — typically a
vendor with a product to sell or an internal champion overpromising returns. The
result is what every enterprise has experienced: significant Al investment, minimal
Al return.

IV. The Consultant Fallacy

There is a seductive alternative to appointing a CAIO: hire McKinsey. Or Deloitte.
Or BCG. Commission a six-month Al strategy engagement, receive a polished deck,
and declare the problem solved.

This fails for four structural reasons, none of which reflect on the quality of
individual consultants.
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First, no institutional memory. Consultants arrive, build context over weeks,
deliver recommendations, and leave. The knowledge walks out with them. Al
transformation is not a project with a beginning, middle, and end. It is a multi-year
capability-building process that requires persistent leadership with deep, evolving
knowledge of the organization's culture, politics, and readiness.

Second, no authority to drive change. Consultants advise; they do not lead.
They cannot make hiring decisions, restructure teams, redirect budgets, or hold
business-unit leaders accountable for adoption targets. The 93.2% human-issues
finding means that Al transformation requires someone who can do all of these
things — not someone who can recommend them and hope the organization
follows through.

Third, misaligned incentives. Consulting firms are optimized for engagement
revenue, not client outcomes. The incentive structure rewards scoping additional
work, not building internal capability that renders the consultant unnecessary.
This is not cynicism; it is the structural economics of professional services.
INSEAD's research noted that Al is increasingly "equalizing analytical and
recommendation capabilities," challenging the very model of consulting as
"privileged intermediaries of knowledge and analysis" (INSEAD Knowledge, 2025).

Fourth, project-shaped thinking applied to a capability-building problem.
Consultants deliver projects: strategies, roadmaps, assessments. Al transformation
is not a project. It is an ongoing organizational capability that must be built,
maintained, and evolved. Treating it as a project guarantees that the organization
returns to its default state within months of the engagement ending.

The market has noticed. McKinsey has cut over 5,000 positions since 2023,
reducing headcount from 45,000 to approximately 40,000 — driven partly by the
recognition that Al itself can perform much of the analytical work that junior
consultants once did (Fast Company, 2025). The irony is palpable: the firms
advising enterprises on Al strategy are themselves being disrupted by the very
technology they claim to master.

Fifth, the knowledge asymmetry has collapsed. The traditional consulting
value proposition rested on information arbitrage: consultants knew more about
best practices, benchmarks, and emerging technologies than their clients. Al has
demolished this advantage. Executives with access to the same large language
models, the same research databases, and the same analytical tools can now
generate the market analyses, competitive benchmarks, and strategic options that
once required a team of analysts billing at $500 per hour. What executives cannot
generate from Al tools is the organizational authority, institutional knowledge, and
sustained leadership required to execute a multi-year transformation. The
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consulting model sells precisely the commodity that AI has commoditized (analysis
and recommendations) while failing to deliver the scarce resource that Al cannot
substitute (persistent organizational leadership).

None of this means that external expertise has no role. It means that external
expertise is a complement to internal Al leadership, not a substitute for it. A
fractional CAIO who builds institutional knowledge, holds organizational authority,
and aligns Al with business strategy will outperform a series of consulting
engagements — at a fraction of the cost.

V. The Vendor Governance Myth

The fifth trap is the most insidious because it masquerades as a solution.
Enterprise Al vendors — Microsoft, Google, AWS, Salesforce, and others —
increasingly position their platforms as comprehensive Al solutions that include
governance, risk management, and strategic guidance "baked in."

This conflates three distinct things: compliance tooling, vendor-serving strategy,
and genuine governance. They are not the same.

Vendor governance is compliance-checkbox governance. It answers the
question "Are we meeting the minimum requirements to avoid regulatory penalty?"
It does not answer "Are we deploying Al in ways that are ethically sound,
strategically aligned, and organizationally sustainable?" The EU AI Act's risk
classification framework, now enforceable, demands the latter — and no vendor
dashboard can substitute for human judgment about which Al applications are
high-risk, how to mitigate bias in context-specific ways, or how to balance
innovation speed against precautionary governance.

Vendor strategy serves the vendor's roadmap, not the enterprise's. When
Microsoft recommends Copilot integrations or AWS recommends Bedrock
deployments, they are optimizing for platform adoption and ecosystem lock-in. This
is rational vendor behavior, but it is not strategic advice. A genuine Al strategy
asks: "Which problems should we solve with AI, which should we solve without it,
and how do we sequence investments to maximize organizational capability?"
These are questions a vendor cannot answer without conflict of interest.

The lock-in data is stark. Eighty-one percent of enterprise leaders express
concern about Al vendor dependency (2026 enterprise surveys). Forty-seven
percent report that at least one key business function would stop working if their
primary Al vendor experienced significant downtime or a major policy change.
Only 6% say they could switch Al vendors without material disruption. This is not a
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governance model. It is a dependency model — and dependencies are the
antithesis of strategic autonomy.

As one Federal News Network analysis put it, enterprises are "slouching toward
vendor lock" — the gradual, unexamined accumulation of vendor dependencies
that eventually constrains strategic options (Federal News Network, 2026). When
agents run on a vendor's proprietary orchestration layer, lock-in compounds at
every layer of the stack. The enterprise loses not just vendor optionality but
strategic optionality.

The agentic Al wave intensifies this risk. As enterprises deploy Al agents that
operate autonomously — executing workflows, making decisions, interacting with
customers — the governance requirements become exponentially more complex.
An Al agent that processes insurance claims, triages customer complaints, or
screens job applicants is not a tool that a human uses. It is an actor that operates
on the organization's behalf, with the organization's liability. Governing these
agents requires judgment about acceptable risk thresholds, error tolerance,
human-in-the-loop requirements, and accountability chains. No vendor dashboard
can substitute for this judgment. It requires organizational leadership with the
authority to say "we will deploy this agent" or "we will not" — and to be
accountable for that decision.

Governance without organizational authority is compliance theatre. A CAIO
provides what no vendor can: an enterprise-accountable leader who evaluates
vendor proposals against business strategy, who ensures governance reflects
genuine ethical reasoning rather than checkbox compliance, and who maintains
the organization's strategic autonomy in an ecosystem designed to erode it.

What a Chief Al Officer Actually Does

The CAIO role spans four integrated domains. No existing C-suite role covers all
four; no consultant or vendor can substitute for the organizational authority
required to execute across them.

Al Strategy & Prioritization. Connecting Al investments to business outcomes,

competitive positioning, and operating-model redesign. Sequencing initiatives for
maximum organizational learning. Killing projects that deliver technology without
value. The CAIO answers: "Of the hundred things we could do with Al, which five

will transform our competitive position — and in what order?"

Governance & Risk. Building governance frameworks that go beyond compliance
checklists to address ethical reasoning, bias mitigation, model transparency, and
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regulatory readiness. Navigating the EU AI Act's risk classification and
anticipating regulatory evolution. The CAIO answers: "How do we deploy Al
responsibly without paralysing innovation?" — a question that demands both
technical fluency and ethical judgment, and that legal departments, by instinct and
training, answer with "no."

Human Capital & Adoption. Designing adoption strategies that address the
93.2% human bottleneck. Workforce transformation planning. Skills development
that moves beyond "training programs nobody attends" to embedded, practiced
fluency. Managing the psychological and identity dimensions of Al-augmented
work. The CAIO answers: "How do we bring our people along — not as passengers,
but as co-creators of the Al-augmented organization?"

Culture & Ethics. Shaping the organizational culture required for responsible,
effective Al adoption. This is not "Al ethics" in the abstract philosophical sense; it
is the practical work of building norms, incentives, and accountability structures
that align AI deployment with organizational values. The CAIO answers: "What
kind of organization do we want to be in an age of artificial intelligence?"

These four domains are interdependent, which is precisely why they must sit under
a single leader. Strategy without governance produces reckless deployment.
Governance without strategy produces paralysis. Adoption without culture change
produces training programs nobody attends. Culture change without strategic
direction produces organizational therapy masquerading as transformation. The
CAIO integrates all four — and that integration is the role's distinctive value
proposition.

The IBM CEO Study data corroborates this integration thesis: companies with a
dedicated CAIO reported a 5% higher return on their Al investments, and the
success rate of moving generative Al prototypes into full production increased
from 36% to 44% (IBM, 2026). The mechanism is not mysterious. A dedicated
leader who connects strategy to governance to adoption to culture eliminates the
coordination failures that fragment AI value in organizations where these
responsibilities are scattered across the C-suite.

The Fractional Model: Strategic Leadership Without the Executive
Search

The IBM CEO Study (May 2026) found that 76% of organizations globally now have
a CAIO in some form, up from 26% a year prior. The demand is clear. The
challenge is supply — particularly for mid-market organizations.
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Full-time CAIO compensation ranges from $250,000 to over $500,000 in base
salary, with total packages at larger firms reaching $1 million or more (KORE]1,
2026). The executive search takes six to nine months. Mid-market companies —
those in the $5 million to $500 million revenue range — typically cannot justify this
investment, and the talent pool for executives who combine technology fluency,
strategic orientation, change leadership expertise, and governance depth is
vanishingly small.

The fractional CAIO model solves this. A fractional engagement — typically two to
four days per month — provides dedicated Al leadership at $5,000 to $25,000
monthly, a fraction of the full-time cost (various industry sources, 2026). The
model has proven effective because the CAIO's value is not in hours worked but in
decisions shaped: which Al initiatives to pursue, how to structure governance, how
to design adoption for maximum organizational uptake, and how to avoid the
vendor and consultant traps described above.

The CAIO role is the fastest-growing C-suite position of 2026, with approximately
70% year-over-year growth. Ninety-one percent of high-maturity Al organizations
have appointed a dedicated Al leader. The question is no longer whether
organizations need this role. It is how quickly they can install it — and at what cost
of delay.

The fractional model also addresses a talent-market reality that full-time hiring
cannot. The ideal CAIO combines four competencies that rarely coexist in a single
executive: technology fluency sufficient to evaluate Al capabilities and vendors
without dependency on technical staff; strategic orientation that connects Al to
business outcomes; deep expertise in organizational change, culture, and human-
capital strategy; and governance judgment that balances innovation with risk. The
intersection of these four competencies describes a vanishingly small population of
potential hires. The fractional model accesses executives who have this profile but
choose portfolio careers — advising multiple organizations rather than committing
to one — and who bring cross-industry pattern recognition that a single-company
executive cannot develop.

For the mid-market specifically, the economics are compelling. A fractional
engagement at $10,000 to $25,000 per month delivers annual costs of $120,000 to
$300,000 — against a full-time cost of $400,000 to $1.2 million when salary,
benefits, equity, and search costs are included. More importantly, the fractional
model can be operational within weeks rather than the six to nine months a typical
executive search requires. In a market where the performance gap between Al
leaders and laggards is compounding quarterly, time-to-leadership is itself a
competitive variable.
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The Cost of Waiting

The data tells a consistent story across every major research source. Al investment
is accelerating — companies plan to double spending in 2026 (BCG AI Radar,
2026). The performance gap between Al leaders and laggards is widening — BCG's
"future-built" companies expect twice the revenue increase and 40% greater cost
reductions by 2028 than laggards, and that gap is compounding at a pace that will
be extremely difficult to reverse. The human dimensions of adoption — culture,
change readiness, workforce transformation — are the binding constraint, not the
technology. And the default organizational responses — absorption into existing
roles, outsourcing to consultants, delegating to vendors — have a documented
track record of failure.

Consider the arithmetic of delay. A mid-market firm investing $2 million annually
in Al without dedicated leadership is, based on the BCG data, likely generating
zero material value from that investment. Twelve months of delay is not merely
twelve months of foregone returns. It is twelve months of organizational habits
calcifying against change, twelve months of vendor dependencies deepening,
twelve months of competitors with dedicated Al leadership pulling further ahead.
The compounding nature of organizational capability means that the gap between
acting now and acting next year is larger than the gap between acting next year
and acting in two years.

Every month without dedicated Al leadership is a month of fragmented strategy,
ungoverned risk, and adoption that stalls at the pilot stage. It is a month in which
governance defaults to legal departments that say no by instinct, adoption defaults
to training programs nobody attends, and strategy defaults to whoever shouts
loudest. It is a month in which the 60% of companies generating no material value
from Al remain in that majority, while the 5% pulling ahead compound their
advantage.

The fifteen-year arc of the Data & Al Leadership Executive Survey tells a story of
accumulating organizational debt. Year after year, the percentage of firms
describing themselves as data-driven has barely moved. Year after year, the
human-issues percentage has climbed — reaching its all-time high of 93.2% in
2026. The pattern is clear: organizations that do not install dedicated leadership
for transformative technologies do not transform. They invest, they pilot, they
announce, and they stall.

Al will not be different unless the leadership is different.
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The Strategic Paradox will not resolve itself. AI will not govern itself. Adoption will
not happen by itself. Strategy will not write itself.

Someone has to be responsible.

Paul Gibbons advises organizations as a fractional Chief Al Officer through Paul Gibbons
Advisory. His Adaptive Adoption™ framework draws on 35 years of consulting experience
at IBM, PwC, and KPMG, and the research behind eight books on leadership and
organizational change. He also leads the Al Chief of Staff Programme on Maven. For
inquiries: [paulgibbonsadvisory.com](https://paulgibbonsadvisory.com)
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