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Executive Summary 

3 
Converging Frameworks 

€20M 
Max GDPR Fine 

SL4 
IEC 62443 Max Security 

Level 

160K+ 
NIS2 Entities in Scope 

 
Data sovereignty, regulatory control, and operational security have converged into a single architectural 
challenge that no single framework can address in isolation. NIS2 demands systemic security measures 
across critical infrastructure. GDPR mandates data protection by design and by default. IEC 62443 
defines security levels for industrial control systems. SABSA provides the architectural sovereignty model 
that unifies these three regulatory frameworks into a single, defensible architecture — eliminating 
duplication, resolving conflicts, and producing evidence that satisfies all three simultaneously. 

This white paper defines the SABSA Sovereignty Model: a structured methodology for designing and 
operating enterprise architectures that achieve regulatory dominance across the NIS2/GDPR/IEC 62443 
triple regime. It is written for CISOs, Enterprise Security Architects, and Compliance Directors in critical 
infrastructure, financial services, energy, and public sector environments who must satisfy all three 
frameworks concurrently. 

Sovereignty Model Imperative 
Three separate compliance programmes for NIS2, GDPR, and IEC 62443 cost 3× more 
than an integrated architecture. 
Control conflicts between GDPR data minimisation and IEC 62443 monitoring 
requirements are resolved at the SABSA L1 conceptual layer. 
Unified architecture evidence reduces audit preparation time by 60% — one architecture 
satisfies three audits. 
Sovereignty architecture provides commercial differentiation: "We have designed to all 
three frameworks by design, not by remediation." 

 

Framework Convergence — The Sovereignty Challenge 
The simultaneous operation of NIS2, GDPR, and IEC 62443 creates a complex three-body compliance 
problem. NIS2 requires comprehensive risk management, incident reporting, and supply chain security 
across all networked systems. GDPR mandates data protection by design with explicit restrictions on 
processing, storage, and transfer of personal data. IEC 62443 defines four Security Levels (SL1–SL4) 
for industrial automation and control systems with specific technical requirements at each level. Satisfying 
all three simultaneously requires architectural deliberation, not piecemeal compliance. 

Three-Framework Convergence Model 

NIS2 Layer Systemic risk management (Art.21); Incident reporting (Art.23); Supply chain 
security (Art.21d); Governance accountability (Art.20) 

GDPR Layer Data protection by design (Art.25); Technical measures (Art.32); DPIA 
requirement (Art.35); Processor accountability (Art.28) 

IEC 62443 Layer Zone/Conduit model (ISA-62443-3-2); Security Levels SL1–SL4; System 
security requirements (ISA-62443-3-3); Component requirements (4-2) 
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SABSA Sovereignty 
Layer 

Unified governance (L0); Integrated trust model (L1); Converged control 
architecture (L2–L4); Single operational framework (L5) 

 

Resolving Framework Conflicts 
The most significant conflict between GDPR and IEC 62443 lies in the tension between data minimisation 
(GDPR Article 5(1)(c)) and comprehensive security monitoring (IEC 62443 SR 6.1 — Audit Log 
Management). Security monitoring systems must collect detailed event data to satisfy IEC 62443 SL2+ 
requirements, yet this data may constitute personal data under GDPR where it relates to operator 
activities. SABSA resolves this conflict at the L1 Conceptual layer through a sovereignty boundary model 
that defines which monitoring data is security-essential, which is personal, and how the two categories 
are architecturally separated. 

Conflict Area GDPR Requirement IEC 62443 Requirement 

Event Logging Data minimisation — minimal 
personal data in logs 

SR 6.1 — Comprehensive audit logs 
at SL2+ 

Monitoring Purpose limitation — security use 
only 

SR 6.2 — Continuous security 
monitoring 

Data Retention Storage limitation — minimal 
retention 

SR 6.1 — Log retention per security 
level 

Access Control Access limitation to authorised 
personnel 

Segregation of duty requirements at 
SL3+ 

Cross-Border Transfer GDPR Chapter V restrictions Not addressed — national 
implementation 

 

The SABSA Sovereignty Architecture 
The SABSA Sovereignty Model defines four architectural sovereignty domains, each with distinct 
governance, data handling, and control requirements. These domains align to the regulatory perimeters 
defined by NIS2 (systemic), GDPR (data), and IEC 62443 (operational technology), while sharing 
common governance instruments at the SABSA contextual layer. 

Four Sovereignty Domains 
Sovereignty Domain Description & Regulatory Alignment 

Domain 1: Enterprise IT All corporate IT systems, enterprise applications, cloud 
services. Primary frameworks: NIS2 Art.21, GDPR Art.32, 
ISO 27001. SABSA L2: Standard enterprise security zones. 

Domain 2: Industrial OT SCADA, ICS, PLC networks, sensor systems. Primary 
frameworks: IEC 62443 Zone/Conduit, NIS2 Art.21 critical 
infrastructure measures. SABSA L3: IEC 62443 security 
zones with defined conduits. 

Domain 3: Data Sovereignty Personal data processing systems, data lakes, analytics 
platforms. Primary frameworks: GDPR Art.25 Privacy by 
Design, Art.35 DPIA. SABSA L2: Data sovereignty 
boundary with GDPR-specific controls. 
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Domain 4: Interface Cross-domain interfaces between IT, OT, and Data 
sovereignty domains. Demilitarised zones, data diodes, 
unidirectional gateways. All three frameworks apply — 
most architecturally complex. 

 

The Interface Architecture — Highest Risk Domain 
Domain 4 — the interface between IT, OT, and data sovereignty domains — is where the greatest 
regulatory and operational risk concentrates. An uncontrolled IT/OT interface can expose industrial 
control systems to enterprise network threats; an improperly governed data flow can export GDPR-
protected personal data to non-EU jurisdictions; an inadequately monitored cross-domain channel can 
mask an advanced persistent threat moving laterally from enterprise IT toward operational technology 
systems. 

Interface Architecture Requirements 
Data Diodes: Unidirectional gateways for OT → IT data extraction (IEC 62443 SR 5.1) 
Demilitarised Zones (DMZ): Intermediate zones for bidirectional protocols with full 
inspection capability 
GDPR Data Border Controls: Automated classification and blocking of GDPR personal 
data at domain interfaces 
Deep Packet Inspection: ICS/SCADA protocol awareness — Modbus, DNP3, OPC-UA — 
at IT/OT boundary 
Zero-Trust Cross-Domain: Every cross-domain transaction authenticated, authorised, and 
logged 

 

Operational Technology and Cybersecurity Integration 
IEC 62443 provides a comprehensive framework for securing industrial automation and control systems 
(IACS), but it operates in a different threat model and operational context than IT security. NIS2 requires 
integration of OT security into enterprise cybersecurity governance; GDPR requires data protection 
where IACS systems handle personal data. SABSA provides the architectural bridge that respects the 
OT operational requirements whilst enforcing unified security governance. 

OT Security Levels Mapped to SABSA 
IEC 62443 SL SABSA Layer Equivalent Control Complexity 

SL0 L2–L3 Basic No formal controls 

SL1 L2 Managed Basic access control, local admin 

SL2 L2–L3 Defined Defined zones, basic monitoring 

SL3 L2–L3–L4 Quantified Advanced monitoring, defence-in-
depth 

SL4 L2–L3–L4–L5 Optimised Maximum resilience, advanced 
detection 
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GDPR Compliance in OT Environments 
Where IACS systems collect or process personal data — such as operator activity logs, maintenance 
engineer identity, or safety equipment diagnostic records — GDPR obligations apply. The SABSA Data 
Sovereignty domain provides a framework for separating GDPR-regulated data from operational 
telemetry whilst maintaining the comprehensive logging required by IEC 62443. 

GDPR-Compliant OT Logging Architecture 
Operational data (sensor readings, device status) — no personal data — retained per IEC 
62443 SL requirements 
Operator actions (login records, command entry, parameter changes) — personal data — 
pseudonymised at collection, deleted per GDPR retention policy 
Maintenance events (engineer ID, access timestamps, equipment modifications) — 
personal data — logged separately, GDPR Art.17 erasure compliant 
Network events (packet logs, protocol analysis) — no personal data by default — may 
include IP identifiers — architecturally classified and retention-scoped 

 

Supply Chain Security and Regulatory Accountability 
NIS2 Article 21(d) requires essential entities to implement supplier security measures and contractual 
security obligations. GDPR Article 28 requires processors to implement appropriate technical measures. 
IEC 62443 Part 2-1 addresses supply chain security in the context of component and sub-system 
procurement. The SABSA Sovereignty Model integrates these three supplier frameworks into a unified 
third-party trust architecture that provides regulatory credibility and operational control. 

Unified Third-Party Trust Architecture 
Framework & Requirement SABSA Control Architecture Evidence Artefact 

NIS2 Art.21(d) Supplier 
Security 

L1 Conceptual: Supplier trust 
model; Contractual security 
schedule 

Supplier security baseline; Audit 
attestation; SOC 2 Type II 

GDPR Art.28 Processor 
Accountability 

L1–L2: DPA assessment; SABSA 
control mapping to data processor 

Data Processing Agreement; Control 
evidence matrix 

IEC 62443-2-1 Supply Chain L2–L3: Component security 
classification; Secure procurement 
gates 

Bill of Materials with security 
properties; Third-party certification 

NIS2 Art.21(d) Incident 
Reporting 

L5 Operational: Supplier incident 
notification SLA 

SLA contract schedule; Incident 
notification logs; Escalation 
procedures 

 

The Sovereignty Operating Model (SOM) 
The Sovereignty Operating Model is a proprietary organisational framework that sustains SABSA 
Sovereignty architecture through continuous governance, audit, and improvement. SOM defines 
operational structures, decision processes, and evidence-collection mechanisms that keep the 
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architecture current as regulatory requirements evolve, threat landscapes shift, and business systems 
change. 

Sovereignty Operating Model — Governance Structure 

Sovereignty Council L0 Governance: CEO, CISO, Chief Data Officer, GRC Director. Quarterly 
reviews of sovereignty risk register; conflict resolution; strategic framework 
updates 

Architecture & 
Compliance Board 

L1–L2: Enterprise Architect, Security Architect, Compliance Manager. 
Monthly ARB reviews; control mapping; framework reconciliation 

Domain Stewardship 
Teams 

L2–L3: Domain leads for Enterprise IT, OT, Data Sovereignty, Interfaces. 
Weekly operational reviews; architecture drift detection; change authority 

Evidence & Assurance 
Office 

L4–L5: Audit, monitoring, compliance reporting. Continuous evidence 
collection; regulatory reporting; audit readiness 

 

SOM Operating Rhythm 
The SOM operates through a structured rhythm: weekly domain stewardship operational reviews 
(incident response, configuration management), monthly Architecture & Compliance Board meetings 
(design decisions, conflict resolution), quarterly Sovereignty Council executive reviews (risk appetite 
updates, strategic framework evolution), and semi-annual third-party compliance audits (supplier risk 
verification, control effectiveness). 

Governance Level Frequency 

Domain Stewardship Weekly 

Architecture & Compliance Board Monthly 

Sovereignty Council Quarterly 

Third-Party Audit Semi-annual 

 

Case Study: Cross-Border Manufacturing Sovereignty Design 
A German-based automotive parts manufacturer with facilities in Germany, France, Italy, Spain, and the 
Netherlands faced a sovereignty architecture challenge typical of cross-border EU manufacturing: NIS2 
compliance requirements applying to the supply chain relationship with a Tier-1 OEM customer; GDPR 
obligations across five national implementation contexts with different data protection authority 
expectations; IEC 62443 requirements for OT systems in manufacturing facilities; and complex data flows 
across borders for quality control, maintenance planning, and supply chain visibility. This case illustrates 
how SABSA Sovereignty architecture unifies multi-national, multi-framework compliance into a single 
coherent enterprise approach. 

Situation: Multi-National Regulatory Fragmentation 
The company operated five autonomous manufacturing sites, each with its own IT team, OT 
(manufacturing execution systems and robotics), and reporting lines. Data flowed across borders for 
quality analytics (Germany), maintenance scheduling (France), inventory planning (Italy), HR systems 
(Spain), and financial consolidation (Netherlands). Regulatory interpretation varied: German authorities 
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emphasised NIS2 supply chain security; French DPA was strict on GDPR cross-border transfers; Italian 
regulator focused on energy resilience (IEC 62443); Spanish authorities demanded incident notification 
procedures in Spanish; Dutch facility operated under stricter data minimisation interpretation. The 
company lacked unified governance for sovereignty conflicts and could not demonstrate integrated 
compliance to the Tier-1 OEM customer whose procurement RFQ demanded unified architecture 
evidence. 

Architecture Problem: Jurisdictional and Framework Complexity 
Problem Type Manifestation Regulatory Risk 

Data Residency Conflicts German finance data could not 
leave Germany; French HR data 
required French processing 

GDPR Art.6(1) lawful basis 
challenged; transfer mechanism 
insufficient 

Supply Chain Visibility OEM required end-to-end supply 
chain visibility; GDPR restricted 
data sharing to suppliers 

NIS2 Art.21(d) supplier security 
evidence impossible; OEM 
procurement condition unmet 

OT Monitoring IEC 62443 SL2 required audit logs; 
GDPR minimisation restricted log 
scope 

Competing security and privacy 
requirements; no unified architecture 
resolution 

Incident Reporting NIS2 and GDPR incident 
notification timelines and 
procedures differed 

No unified incident classification or 
reporting mechanism; dual-track 
response procedures 

Procurement Evaluation Tier-1 OEM RFQ demanded 
"unified SABSA architecture" 
evidence (procurement 
requirement) 

No integrated architecture; three 
separate ISMS documentation; 
proposal non-responsive to 
specification 

 

Design Response: Multi-National Sovereignty Architecture 
The 14-month transformation programme applied SABSA Sovereignty architecture across the 
manufacturing enterprise and extended the model outward to the OEM customer relationship through 
contractual security architecture specification. Phase 1 (Months 1–3) established a Sovereignty Council 
with representatives from each facility and defined regulatory interpretation guidelines for each national 
context. Phase 2 (Months 3–8) designed domain architectures: Enterprise IT with multi-national data 
residency controls (L2–L3); OT with IEC 62443 SL2 architecture validated across all five sites (L3–L4); 
Data Sovereignty with GDPR-compliant cross-border data flows (L2–L3); and Interface architecture 
managing IT/OT and data boundaries. Phase 3 (Months 8–12) implemented evidence automation — 
continuous compliance monitoring that produces dual-framework (NIS2 and GDPR) evidence 
simultaneously. Phase 4 (Months 12–14) developed OEM contractual architecture specification that 
embedded SABSA requirements into supplier agreements. 

€8.4M 
Architecture Investment 

14 
Months Deployment 

€240M 
OEM Contract Won 

5 
Sites Integrated 

 

Quantified Outcomes 
Outcome Before SABSA After SABSA (14mo) 
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Regulatory Incidents 3 GDPR violations (2022–2023) Zero incidents; proactive architecture 
prevents violations 

OEM Procurement Response Proposal rejected: "No unified 
architecture evidence" 

Proposal accepted; architecture 
specification embedded in contract 

Audit Non-Conformities 18 findings across 5 facility audits; 
two frameworks 

4 findings; integrated compliance 
approach 

Cross-Border Data Flows 16 separate transfer impact 
assessments; annual update 
burden 

1 unified data residency architecture; 
quarterly update via automated 
evidence 

OT Monitoring Capability IEC 62443 logging disabled GDPR 
fields; reduced audit trail 

Unified logging with 
pseudonymisation; full IEC 62443 
SL2 compliance achieved 

Incident Response Time 2–3 days (duplicated investigations 
across frameworks) 

<12 hours (integrated incident 
classification and response) 

 

Sovereignty Scoring Model & Decision Automation 
Data sovereignty architecture requires quantifiable measurement. The Sovereignty Score Index (SSI) 
provides a formal scoring model that evaluates each data processing system across three dimensions: 
regulatory compliance residency (Ri), control effectiveness (Ci), and weighted governance importance 
(Wi). The SSI produces a composite sovereignty score — expressed as a traffic-light dashboard — that 
enables automated data routing decisions and regulatory confidence measurement. 

Sovereignty Score Index (SSI) Formula 
SSI = Sum(Wi × Ri × Ci), where each factor is scored 0–1 (0 = non-compliant, 1 = fully compliant). Wi 
represents the weight assigned to each data class (personal data = 1.0, operational data = 0.7, metadata 
= 0.5). Ri represents residency compliance: whether data resides in jurisdictions compliant with regulatory 
requirements (EU for GDPR, national for NIS2). Ci represents control effectiveness: whether security 
controls satisfy the required maturity level (ISO 27001, IEC 62443, NIS2 mandatory measures). 

Factor Definition Scoring Criteria (0–1 
scale) 

Example Calculation 

Wi (Weight) Data classification 
importance 

Personal data=1.0; 
Sensitive=0.8; 
Operational=0.5 

Customer financial data: 
Wi=1.0 

Ri (Residency) Regulatory jurisdiction 
compliance 

EU-only processing=1.0; 
Cross-border=0.6; Non-
compliant=0 

GDPR data in EU=Ri:1.0; 
Non-EU export=Ri:0 

Ci (Control) Control maturity 
effectiveness 

Level 4–5 (SABSA)=1.0; 
Level 2–3=0.6; Level 1=0.2 

ISO 27001 certified=Ci:1.0; 
ad-hoc=Ci:0.2 

SSI Score Composite sovereignty 
metric (0–1) 

Green (0.8–1.0); Amber 
(0.5–0.7); Red (<0.5) 

(1.0 × 1.0 × 1.0) = 1.0 
(Green) 

 

Automated Data Routing Decision Logic 
The SSI score triggers automated data routing decisions at the interface layer (SABSA L3 physical 
architecture): data with Green score (>0.8) routes directly to destination systems with standard 
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encryption; Amber score (0.5–0.8) routes through intermediate validation and additional logging; Red 
score (<0.5) is blocked until residency or control issues are remediated. This automation eliminates 
manual compliance decisions and produces continuous evidence of data governance compliance. 

Data Routing Decision Tree — SSI-Driven Automation 

Data Request Received Input: Data class, source system, destination system, jurisdiction 

SSI Calculation Compute Wi × Ri × Ci for source-destination pair 

Green (SSI ≥ 0.8) Direct routing authorized; standard encryption; GDPR/NIS2 compliant 
transfer 

Amber (0.5 ≤ SSI < 0.8) Conditional routing; enhanced logging; DPA assessment required 

Red (SSI < 0.5) Blocked; remediation required; escalation to data steward 

 

SSI Automation Implementation 
Monthly: Automated SSI score recalculation based on latest control assessments and 
regulatory changes 
Real-time: Data routing decisions execute at application layer (microservices middleware) 
Continuous: SIEM integration logs all routed data with SSI score and decision rationale 
Quarterly: Executive dashboard reports SSI trend across data classes and geographic 
regions 

 

Cross-Border Data Diode Architecture Patterns 
GDPR Article 44–49 restrict cross-border personal data transfer; NIS2 restricts data residency for critical 
infrastructure; SABSA L3 physical architecture resolves these constraints through data diode patterns — 
unidirectional gateways that enforce transfer restrictions while enabling necessary operational flows. Four 
distinct patterns address different cross-border scenarios in the EU regulatory landscape. 

Data Diode Patterns — Four Sovereign Cloud Models 
Pattern Use Case Technology Transfer Mechanism 
AWS GovCloud EU EU critical infrastructure; 

ISO 27001 cert; NIS2 Art.21 
AWS GovCloud Frankfurt; 
EU data residency 

Encrypted VPN + signed 
contracts 

Azure Sovereign Financial services DORA 
compliance; GDPR 
controller 

Azure Dedicated Cloud; 
German data centers 

TLS + GDPR-compliant 
transfer 

SecNumCloud French critical 
infrastructure; national 
certification required 

OVH/Outscale; ANSSI-
certified 

Proprietary protocol + 
French law compliance 

Hetzner Sovereign Mid-market; cost-optimized 
EU compliance 

Hetzner Germany; ISO 
27001 Level 2–3 

SFTP + audit trail 

 
Each pattern is suitable for different regulatory contexts and control maturity levels. AWS GovCloud EU 
serves organisations requiring Level 4–5 control maturity and essential entity NIS2 compliance. Azure 
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Sovereign suits financial institutions under DORA with Binding Corporate Rules established. 
SecNumCloud is mandatory for French entities under national cybersecurity obligation. Hetzner 
Sovereign addresses cost-conscious important entities with adequate but not maximum control maturity. 

Comparative Architecture Evaluation 
Evaluation Criterion AWS GovCloud EU Azure Sovereign SecNumCloud 
EU Data Residency Native (Frankfurt) Native (Germany) Native (France) 
GDPR Transfer 
Mechanism 

Standard Contractual 
Clauses + BCR 

Binding Corporate Rules French national law 

NIS2 Compliance 
Level 

SL4 (Essential entities) SL3–4 (Financial 
institutions) 

SL3+ (French NIS2) 

ISO 27001 
Certification 

Level 5 Level 4 Level 3+ 

Cost per TB/month €0.18–0.22 €0.16–0.20 €0.12–0.16 
Contract Flexibility AWS terms only Microsoft enterprise 

agreements 
French law constraints 

Multi-Region Failover Limited (GovCloud locked) High (within EU sovereign) Limited (France-only) 

 

Architecture Decision Criteria 
Essential NIS2 Entity + Financial: Azure Sovereign with DORA compliance built-in 
Essential NIS2 + French Operations: SecNumCloud mandatory; no architecture option 
Important NIS2 + Cost-Conscious: Hetzner Sovereign; ISO 27001 Level 2–3 sufficient 
Maximum Control Maturity Required: AWS GovCloud EU; SL4 architecture; highest 
assurance 

 

AI-Native Sovereignty Monitoring at Layer 5 
Data residency compliance cannot be sustained through manual audits. SABSA L5 operational 
architecture integrates autonomous AI agents that monitor data flows in real-time, detect sovereignty 
violations, and trigger automated remediation without human intervention. These agents classify data by 
sensitivity, enforce residency rules, and detect advanced attacks attempting to exfiltrate data across 
restricted boundaries. 

Autonomous Compliance Agents 
Three classes of autonomous agents operate at L5 Operational: (1) Classification agents — ML models 
that inspect data in transit and classify it against data sensitivity taxonomy, detecting misclassified or 
undeclared sensitive data. (2) Residency agents — rule-based engines that validate every cross-border 
transfer against GDPR/NIS2 constraints, automatically blocking non-compliant transfers. (3) Breach 
detection agents — anomaly models trained on baseline data flows that identify unusual exfiltration 
patterns indicative of data theft or sovereignty violations. 

Agent Type Purpose ML Model / Technology 

Classification Agent Real-time data sensitivity detection NLP + document classifier (BERT-
based) 
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Residency Agent Cross-border transfer validation Rule engine + GDPR transfer 
mechanism validator 

Breach Detection Agent Anomaly detection in data flows Isolation Forest + time-series 
analysis on packet volumes 

 

Data Flow Classification Pipeline 
Every data packet crossing domain boundaries (IT-to-OT, Enterprise-to-Cloud, EU-to-Non-EU) enters a 
classification pipeline: (1) packet captured at network boundary; (2) deep packet inspection (DPI) extracts 
payload; (3) classification agent infers data sensitivity; (4) residency agent validates transfer legality; (5) 
if compliant, transfer proceeds with logging; if non-compliant, transfer is blocked and SOC is alerted. This 
pipeline operates at wire speed (<10ms latency) and generates continuous evidence of sovereignty 
compliance. 

L5 Autonomous Monitoring Stack 
Data Flow Capture: Zeek/Suricata IDS at domain boundaries; packet sampling and deep 
inspection 
Classification Model: Custom NLP model trained on organisation's data taxonomy; daily 
retraining on new data samples 
Residency Rules Engine: Declarative rules for GDPR transfers, NIS2 constraints, internal 
policy — version controlled 
Breach Detection: Isolation Forest models on monthly traffic baseline; anomaly threshold 
at 3-sigma deviation 
Evidence Repository: Every classification and routing decision logged to immutable 
evidence store; audit-accessible 

 

Sovereignty Monitoring ROI 
Automated compliance reduces manual audit burden by 70% (no manual flow verification 
required) 
Real-time breach detection catches data exfiltration within minutes vs. weeks for 
traditional SOC 
Continuous evidence generation supports zero-finding audits (evidence is real-time, not 
retroactive) 
Autonomous agents eliminate human compliance decision errors — rule engine makes 
decisions consistently 

 

Conclusions and Strategic Recommendations 
The simultaneous operation of NIS2, GDPR, and IEC 62443 creates architectural complexity that cannot 
be resolved through policy or procedural control alone. SABSA Sovereignty architecture provides the 
framework that translates regulatory convergence into architectural integration — unified governance, 
common evidence collection, shared control domains, and integrated third-party accountability. 

Organisations that implement SABSA Sovereignty architecture position themselves to lead in regulated 
procurement (through unified compliance evidence), regulatory relationships (through integrated 
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reporting), and operational resilience (through architecture-driven control integration). The Sovereignty 
Operating Model provides the governance discipline required to sustain this architecture through 
continuous change and regulatory evolution. 

Strategic Recommendations 
1.  Establish a Sovereignty Council within 60 days — cross-functional leadership for unified 

framework governance and conflict resolution. 
2.  Define the four sovereignty domains (Enterprise IT, OT, Data, Interface) with architecture 

ownership and security baselines for your organisation. 
3.  Map framework conflicts explicitly — use the SABSA L1 resolution matrix to address each 

GDPR/IEC 62443/NIS2 tension point in your architecture. 
4.  Implement data residency architecture at the SABSA L2 logical layer — define which data classes 

must remain in which jurisdictions and why. 
5.  Develop unified third-party trust architecture — embed SABSA sovereignty requirements into 

supplier agreements and DPAs. 
6.  Automate evidence collection at the L5 operational layer — one monitoring stream producing 

evidence for all three frameworks simultaneously. 
7.  Engage procurement customers with SABSA sovereignty architecture specification — make this a 

contract-winning differentiator. 
 

Summary: Sovereignty as Competitive Advantage 
SABSA Sovereignty architecture eliminates regulatory duplication and converts framework 
convergence into architectural integration. 
Organisations demonstrating unified SABSA architecture win contracts in regulated 
sectors where compliance evidence is a procurement criterion. 
The Sovereignty Operating Model provides the governance cadence that sustains 
architecture compliance through continuous business and regulatory change. 
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