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Version 1.4, 6 September 2026. This revision withdraws one sentence of the v1.2 ver-
sion note, narrows one clause in Section 3, names one sentence in Section 6 for what it
is, and adds two facts to Section 3: the release of the Protective Security Policy Frame-
work under which the Direction now operates, and a notice the framework’s pages carry.
No findingmoves. Versions 1.0 to 1.3 remain published at their own addresses with their
own hashes. It is also the first version whose sources are pinned by hash: the twenty-
two artefacts it rests on are listed on the verification record with their SHA-256s, where
the earlier versions listed addresses and viewing dates. What changed and why is set
out at the end of this document under Corrections.

Version 1.3 note, carried verbatim. Version 1.3, 24 August 2026. This revision adds
to Section 6 and Section 7. Nothing in the earlier versions is withdrawn, corrected or
qualified, and no finding moves. Versions 1.0 and 1.1, both of 6 July 2026, remain pub-
lished at their own addresses with their own hashes. What changed and why is set out at
the end of this document under Corrections, including a correction to this document’s
own version label.

v1.3 corrects one statement, 24 August 2026. v1.2 said the Deed of Certification is not
public. The standard form is published - a 20-page Deed of Certification (Template)
on the Hosting Certification Framework’s own website, linked from no page on it, pub-
lished since November 2021 and held by the Internet Archive since 7 March 2022. The
statementwaswrongwhenwritten, not overtaken. What remains not public is what any
named provider executed, any variation to the standard form, and any condition imposed
under its clause 13.2. This assessment’s boundary rests on those and is unchanged;
no finding moves.

1. Scope
This assessment examines two Australian Government instruments, the Foreign Owner-
ship, Control or Influence Risk Assessment Guidance and the Hosting Certification Frame-
work, and puts one question to each. Does the instrument, as published, test whether a
certified or cleared provider can be lawfully compelled by a foreign government to dis-
close the data it holds. Amazon Web Services appears throughout as a worked example,
because it is a provider that Home Affairs certifies at the Framework’s highest tier and
would also route out of the FOCI assessment at its first question. It is an exhibit of how
the instruments treat a class of provider. It is not the subject.

The assessment rests on the public record alone. The instruments’ own published text,
the providers’ own published statements, the government’s own certification registers,
and primary corporate filings. Every claim can be checked against a source a reader can
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open, and where a step is inference rather than record it is marked as inference. The
finding that follows is deliberately narrow. It does not say Australian Government data is
being taken. It says the two instruments relied on to guard against that possibility do not
ask the question that would catch it.

(The full statement of what this assessment does not claim is held at Section 7, Bounds.)

2. Finding
The Australian Government relies on two instruments to assure the sovereignty of the
cloud providers it procures, the Foreign Ownership, Control or Influence Risk Assess-
ment Guidance and the Hosting Certification Framework. Both are administered by the
Department of Home Affairs. Neither tests whether a certified provider can be lawfully
compelled by a foreign government to disclose or hand over the data it holds. A United
States owned provider is routed out of the FOCI assessment at its first question, be-
cause its owner sits inside the Five Eyes, before the compulsion question in Section 2 is
reached. That same provider can hold the Framework’s highest tier, Strategic, the level
the Framework presents as its strongest assurance of sovereignty.

The gap is not that these instruments overlook foreign compulsion. The FOCI guidance
acknowledges that allied governments can lawfully compel vendors, and it offers criteria
for judging whether that compulsion is lawful. But it weighs the lawfulness of the foreign
demand, not the exposure that demand creates for the Australian customer, and it routes
a Five Eyes owned provider out of the assessment before even that weighing is applied.
The Hosting Certification Framework, for its part, certifies ownership and control without
testing compellability at all.

The consequence is narrow and it is documented on the government’s own record. A
provider reachable under the United States CLOUD Act can clear both instruments and
stand certified as sovereign. Not because either instrument tested foreign compulsion
and cleared it, but because a lawful demand and an unlawful one end the same way, with
the customer’s data in a foreign government’s hands, and neither instrument measures
that.

3. The two instruments and their one owner
The first is the Foreign Ownership, Control or Influence Risk Assessment Guidance, pub-
lished by the Department of Home Affairs. It gives organisations a repeatable method
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to identify whether a technology vendor is subject to foreign ownership, control, or influ-
ence, and to weigh the security risk that follows. It does not sit in isolation. Under the
Protective Security Policy Framework, PSPF Direction 001-2024, issued by the Secretary
of the Department of Home Affairs, requires the Commonwealth entities the Framework
binds to identify and manage FOCI risk in technology procurement. The Direction sets
the obligation but does not prescribe how it is met, and Home Affairs publishes this guid-
ance as its own method for meeting it. So the requirement to assess FOCI is mandatory,
the tool the department offers to satisfy it is this one, and neither the Direction nor the
guidance requires an entity to reach past it for a method that asks more. The Direction is
dated July 2024 and its page, as pinned on 5 September 2026, is unchanged since 5 July
2024. It now operates under the framework’s Release 2026, dated July 2026, whose list
of requirements states that the accountable authority “complies with all Protective Secu-
rity Directions”. The Direction’s own text sends entities to PSPF Policy 3, PSPF Policy 5
and PSPF Policy 6, the framework’s numbering before that release; Release 2026 is or-
ganised as numbered requirements, among them Requirement 46, under RISK 06 Third
Party Risk Management, mandatory and scored, on foreign ownership, control or influ-
ence; it also carries a recommended-approach section headed “Monitor and Review FOCI
Risks”, numbered 6.1.3.5, applicable to all entities. No document this assessment holds
maps the one numbering to the other, and nothing here says the Direction is defective
for that; the two facts are stated because a reader following the Direction’s references
into the current framework will not find them under those names.

The second is the Hosting Certification Framework, also administered by the Depart-
ment of Home Affairs. It certifies hosting and cloud providers against enhanced pri-
vacy, sovereignty, and security requirements, so that government customers can identify
providers cleared to hold their data. It has three levels. Strategic is the highest, described
by the Framework as its highest level of assurance and available only to providers that
let the government specify ownership and control conditions. Assured sits beneath it.
Uncertified is the floor. What sets Strategic apart from the tiers below is precisely that
ownership and control condition, which is the sovereignty dimension of the Framework
itself. Both of the Framework’s pages this assessment reads carried, as pinned on 5
September 2026, a notice that the Framework is “currently undergoing reform”; what
that reform is or will be is not a subject of this assessment.

Both are administered by the same department. One decides whether a vendor is safe
to engage on the ground of foreign ownership. The other certifies whether a provider
is cleared to host government data. For the specific question of which foreign owned
providers may be trusted with that data, these two are the Commonwealth’s targeted
instruments. The finding that follows concerns what that method, held in a single set of
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hands, never asks.

4. The FOCI exit
Section 1 of the guidance opens the vendor review with a single question about owner-
ship, and the answer to that one question decides whether the assessment goes on or
stops. It asks:

“Is the beneficial owner of the vendor from a Five Eyes country (Australia,
Canada, New Zealand, UK, and United States)?”

Home Affairs, Foreign Ownership, Control or Influence Risk Assessment Guid-
ance, Section 1 (Intent). Reproduced under CC BY 4.0.

The routing off that one question is the whole of it:

“If YES, consider cyber security hygiene risks posed by the vendor (see the
ASD’s Australian Cyber Security Centre guidance on”Identifying Cyber Supply
Chain Risks”). If NO, go to Section 2.”

Home Affairs, Foreign Ownership, Control or Influence Risk Assessment Guid-
ance, Section 1 (Intent). Reproduced under CC BY 4.0.

Section 2 is where the compulsion question actually sits:

“There is a risk of a foreign government compelling the vendor to provide ac-
cess to its private data to the government or its national security agencies
(indicated by policies, legal frameworks, or public reports)?”

Home Affairs, Foreign Ownership, Control or Influence Risk Assessment Guid-
ance, Section 2 (Vendor jurisdiction hazard), first question. Reproduced under
CC BY 4.0.

Directly beneath the ownership branch, the instrument carries a note of its own making:

“Note – there are many non-Five Eyes countries whose interests, values and
systems of government align with Australia’s. Organisations may wish to ex-
pand the list of countries in this section for future assessments, informed by
previous responses to Section 2.”

Home Affairs, Foreign Ownership, Control or Influence Risk Assessment Guid-
ance, Section 1 (Intent). Reproduced under CC BY 4.0.

The drafters havewritten into the guidance itself that the ownership gate is drawn coarsely.
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The consequence is structural, not incidental. A United States owned provider answers
yes at the first question. It is routed to cyber hygiene and the assessment closes before
Section 2 is reached, so the compulsion question, which the instrument does contain, is
never put to that provider. The provider does not pass the compulsion test. It is routed
past it, by the nationality of its owner. A CLOUD Act exposure falls outside the FOCI as-
sessment not because the assessment weighed it and cleared it, but because ownership
ends the assessment one question before it would be asked.

5. The contradiction
Take the provider FOCI has just routed past the compulsion question and put it to the
second instrument. Amazon Web Services holds certification under the Hosting Certifi-
cation Framework at the Strategic level, the Framework’s highest, and AWS states this it-
self. Strategic is the tier Home Affairs reserves for providers cleared under the strongest
ownership and control conditions the Framework sets, the tier that carries its highest
assurance of sovereignty.

Now read who that provider is, on the record. The entity that contracts with Australian
customers, Amazon Web Services Australia Pty Ltd (ACN 605 345 891), is on AWS’s own
legal record an affiliate of Amazon Web Services, Inc., and since November 2021 the re-
seller of AWS cloud services to Australian accounts. It is a local storefront. Amazon’s own
filing with the United States Securities and Exchange Commission lists Amazon Web Ser-
vices, Inc. as a Delaware company, wholly owned by Amazon.com, Inc. So the service the
local entity resells, the infrastructure that runs it, and the corporate parent that controls
it are American. Amazon Web Services, Inc. is a United States company, and a United
States company is reachable under the CLOUD Act, which lets United States authorities
compel a provider to produce data in its possession, custody, or control regardless of
the country the data sits in. Local incorporation and an Australian region do not shift that
reach, because the reach follows the parent, not the postcode.

Both facts stand on the government’s own record, for one named provider. The first in-
strument routed it past the compulsion question because its owner is American. The
second certified it Strategic, its highest assurance of sovereignty, with that same Amer-
ican ownership in plain view. The provider that could not be asked whether a foreign
government can compel it is the provider the Framework holds out as most sovereign.

And it is not one provider, or two. The Hosting Certification Framework’s own published
register of certified service providers lists, at the Strategic tier in its cloud services, Ama-
zon Web Services, Google Australia, Microsoft Azure, Oracle Australia, and IBM Australia.
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Each the Australian presence of a United States-incorporated parent: Amazon.com, Al-
phabet, Microsoft, Oracle, and IBM. Each certified against the same foreign law the tier
exists to assure against, and each listed by its Australian Regions, the residency stamp
earning the sovereignty grade the incorporation cannot support. Five of the majors at the
highest tier is not the shape of a slip in a single certification. It is the shape of a design
applied evenly to a whole class.

The two instruments do not cover each other. One would expect the certification to
catch what the intake screen missed, one layer answering for the other. It does not.
FOCI declines to reach the compulsion question, and the Framework awards its highest
tier without asking it either. The check that should have caught the gap repeats it instead,
on the same providers, from the same hand.

6. The geometry
Two instruments assure the provider a Commonwealth entity wants to trust with its data,
and a third program is the last place a careful reader looks for the question they miss.
Each asks something real, and each asks the right thing for the threat it was built to
face. FOCI, the intake screen, asks whether the owner is hostile. The Hosting Certifi-
cation Framework, the certification, asks whether the ownership can shift beneath the
government after it has committed. CI Fortify, the resilience program released by the
Australian Signals Directorate, asks whether the entity can keep delivering its services
if the provider is lost. Three genuine risks, three instruments doing the work they were
designed to do.

Now set one provider against all three. A United States owned hyperscaler. FOCI asks
whether the owner is hostile, finds a Five Eyes ally, and routes it out at the first ques-
tion before Section 2 can test compulsion. The Framework asks whether the ownership
can shift, takes the condition that lets government hold the owner in place, and awards
Strategic, its highest tier. CI Fortify asks whether the service can be survived if lost, and
offers isolation and rebuild for the day it goes dark. Every instrument returns a clean
answer. Not hostile, ownership held, loss survivable. On the government’s own record
the provider stands sovereign, assured three times over.

And the question that actually governs reach is put by none of them. Not whether the
owner is hostile, not whether ownership shifts, not whether the service can be lost, but
whether the owner, allied and accepted and still delivering, can be lawfully ordered by
its own government to hand the data over. FOCI carves that question out by ownership
before Section 2 can raise it. The Framework certifies the ownership and never raises it.
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CI Fortify prepares for the service being taken away and has no answer for the service
being turned while it stays. The question does not slip through one instrument. It falls
through the seam where all three meet, because each faces a different direction, and
lawful compulsion of an allied provider stands in the one direction none of them watches.

A fourth instrument, and the provision that switches it off

Added at v1.2. Nothing above this heading is withdrawn or qualified.

This assessment examined two instruments and one program. There is a fourth place
the question is asked, and this assessment did not examine it. The Security of Critical
Infrastructure (Critical infrastructure risk management program) Rules require a respon-
sible entity’s system or process to identify, for each existing or proposed major supplier,
“in relation to FOCI risks—legislative or other legal requirements to which the supplier is
subject to”. That is the compellability question, asked as a must, in a binding legislative
instrument.

It is asked of nine classes of asset. Section 10A(4) of those Rules imposes it only on “a
responsible entity for a CI asset specified in subsection 4A(1)”, and section 4A(1) specifies
critical broadcasting, domain name system, electricity, energy market operator, freight
infrastructure, freight services, gas, liquid fuel and water assets. A critical data storage
or processing asset is not among them. That class sits instead in section 4(1)(c), which
carries the baseline requirements.

So the question this assessment found missing is asked by a fourth instrument, and
that instrument does not reach the class of asset defined by reference to services
provided to government either.

And section 30AB(4) of the Act removes even the baseline programme. Where an en-
tity holds a certificate of hosting certification (strategic level), and a critical infrastructure
asset “or a part of” one is used “in connection with” the provision of any certified service,
and the entity is the responsible entity, “this Part does not apply to the asset”. Part 2AA
substitutes an annual report, due within 90 days of the end of the financial year, which
must set out “the reason why those assets are covered by” the exemption.

Two limits, stated before the point is pressed. The explanatory memorandum records
the measure’s purpose — to “minimise the regulatory overlap between the critical infras-
tructure risk management program obligation and the HCF” — and states at paragraph
143 that the exemption “will not apply to all facilities held by a responsible entity”. And the
class at section 12F is not “assets holding Commonwealth data”: it is assets the provider
knows are used wholly or primarily to provide a data storage or processing service, re-
lating to business critical data, to a Commonwealth, State or Territory end-user. This
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assessmentdoesnot establish that anyparticularCommonwealth cloudarrangement
falls within that class, and asserts no such mapping.

What this adds, and what it does not. It does not withdraw anything above. The three
instruments this assessment examines do not ask the compellability question, and that
remains true. What the fourth instrument shows is that the question is asked in Aus-
tralian law, as an obligation rather than as guidance — and that it is asked of the asset
classes that keep the lights on and the water running, and not of the class that holds the
government’s records.

The analysis of section 30AB(4) is not repeated here. It is set out in the companion
assessment AOS-HCE-2026-001, The Hosting Certification Exemption, published 11 Au-
gust 2026 at australiaos.com.au/verify/AOS-HCE-2026-001, which carries the provision,
the rules, the explanatory and committee record, the declaration route and the stated lim-
its in full. This section records the fact and refers the reader there, rather than restating
an argument that would then have two places to drift.

Picture a walled city with three defences it is proud of. A gate that checks every trav-
eller’s colours against the enemy’s standard. A treasury sealed with the city’s finest lock,
certified proof against any thief. A siege store deep enough to outlast the supply road
being cut for a season. Each defence is real and each is well made. Then the conqueror
comes. He wears the colours of an ally, so the gate waves him through by its own rule.
He never touches the lock, because the city’s own certified locksmith opens the treasury
for him, the locksmith answering to the ally’s crown. He never cuts the road, he keeps
the grain moving the whole time, and folded into the manifest is a lawful order from his
own king to carry a copy of everything back out. The city was never undefended. It was
defended in three directions and open in the fourth, and the fourth was the only one he
needed. The gate checked for the wrong flag. The lock guarded the wrong hand. The
siege store answered the wrong loss.

That is the finding drawn whole. A provider reachable under the CLOUD Act is not certi-
fied sovereign despite this gap. It is certified sovereign because the instruments that de-
fine sovereignty in Commonwealth cloud assurance each face a real and different threat,
and lawful compulsion by an allied government stands in the blind quarter where none of
them look.
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7. Bounds
This assessment examines the design of two Commonwealth instruments and one pro-
gram. It does not assess the conduct of any provider or any government entity, and it
alleges no wrongdoing by either.

It makes no allegation against Amazon Web Services, Google, or any provider named.
That a provider holds Strategic certification, and that a United States company is reach-
able under United States law, are ordinary and lawful facts. No provider is said to have
breached an obligation, acted improperly, or done anything beyond holding a certifica-
tion it was awarded and standing subject to the laws of its jurisdiction, as every company
does.

It makes no claim that any particular Australian Government dataset or system is held
with any particular provider, at any tier, or in any location. Those placements are not on
the public record and none is asserted here. The named providers appear as worked
examples of how the instruments treat a class of provider, not as evidence of where any
data sits.

It does not allege that the CLOUD Act has been invoked, or that any Australian Govern-
ment data has been compelled, disclosed, or accessed. The subject is legal reachability,
a standing property of jurisdiction, not any event. Reachability is a blocked fire exit. This
assessment reports the blocked exit. It does not report a fire, and it does not claim one
has occurred.

It alleges no illegality and no dereliction by any party, including the Department of Home
Affairs. FOCI routing a Five Eyes owner to cyber hygiene, and the Framework awarding
Strategic certification, are each the instrument operating exactly as written. The subject
is the design, not a failure to follow it.

Two boundaries are held throughout. The ownership and control conditions of the Strate-
gic tier are named in public, but their operative terms sit in a Deed of Certification whose
standard form is published and whose executed terms are not, so this assessment
states only what the Framework and that standard form publish and characterises noth-
ing behind them. And the FOCI guidance is the method Home Affairs offers for meeting
its Direction, not the method the Direction compels, so the finding concerns what results
when the department’s own offered instrument is used as designed, not any claim that
an entity is forced into that result.

Added at v1.2. The fourth instrument recorded in Section 6 is named, not assessed.
This assessment does not examine the critical infrastructure risk management regime,
does not claim any Commonwealth entity relied on it for cloud assurance, and does not
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claim that any particular Commonwealth cloud arrangement is a critical data storage
or processing asset within section 12F of the Act. It does not claim that any provider
holds, or does not hold, an exemption under section 30AB(4); no provider is named in
connection with that provision.

The finding, held to its narrowest, is this. It does not say Australian Government data is
being taken. It says the instruments relied upon to guard against that possibility do not
test the one question that would surface it. The gap named here is a gap in the assurance.
It is not, and is not claimed to be, a gap in any outcome.
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https://www.cyber.gov.au/business-government/secure-design/operational-technology-environments/ci-fortify
https://www.cyber.gov.au/business-government/secure-design/operational-technology-environments/ci-fortify
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2024-title18/html/USCODE-2024-title18-partI-chap121-sec2713.htm
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Department of Home Affairs n.d., Foreign Ownership, Control or Influence Risk Assess-
ment Guidance, Australian Government, viewed 6 July 2026, https://www.homeaffairs.
gov.au/nat-security/files/foci-risk-assessment-guidance-without-appendices.pdf.

Department of Home Affairs 2024, PSPF Direction 001-2024: Managing Foreign Owner-
ship, Control or Influence Risks in Technology Assets, Protective Security Policy Frame-
work, Australian Government, viewed 6 July 2026, https://www.protectivesecurity.gov
.au/publications-library/direction-001-2024-managing-foreign-ownership-control-or-i
nfluence-risks-technology-assets.

Department of Home Affairs n.d., Hosting Certification Framework: Certified Service
Providers, Australian Government, viewed 6 July 2026, https://www.hostingcertifica
tion.gov.au/certified-service-providers.

Department of Home Affairs n.d., Hosting Certification Framework: Framework, Aus-
tralian Government, viewed 6 July 2026, https://www.hostingcertification.gov.au/fr
amework.

Google Cloud n.d., HCF Australia Compliance, Google, viewed 6 July 2026, https://clou
d.google.com/security/compliance/hcf-australia.

International Business Machines Corporation 2026, Form 10-K for the fiscal year ended
31 December 2025 (cover page, state or other jurisdiction of incorporation: New York),
US Securities and Exchange Commission, viewed 6 July 2026, https://www.sec.gov/Ar
chives/edgar/data/51143/000005114326000010/ibm-20251231.htm.

Microsoft Corporation 2025, Form 10-K for the fiscal year ended 30 June 2025 (cover
page, state or other jurisdiction of incorporation: Washington), US Securities and Ex-
change Commission, viewed 6 July 2026, https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/78
9019/000095017025100235/msft-20250630.htm.

Oracle Corporation 2026, Form 10-K for the fiscal year ended 31 May 2026 (cover page,
state or other jurisdiction of incorporation: Delaware), US Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, viewed 6 July 2026, https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1341439/0001
19312526277521/orcl-20260531.htm.

The five Strategic-tier cloud majors named in Section 5, Amazon (Amazon Web Services,
Inc.), Alphabet, Microsoft, Oracle, and IBM, are each traced to a primary SEC filing for
their state of incorporation rather than carried by the certifier’s register alone.

Every source listed above was retrieved again on 5 September 2026 and pinned by SHA-
256 on the verification record, together with the Act, the Rules, the explanatory memo-
randum, the Direction’s own text, the Release 2026 list of requirements and the Deed
template, which are held under the companion cases that first retrieved them and re-
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verified against their recorded hashes. The viewing dates above are those of the first
reading.

Corrections
v1.4, 6 September 2026— the v1.2 version note, one sentencewithdrawn. Withdrawn:
“Nothing in the earlier versions was inaccurate. Every absolute in that text is scoped to
the instruments it names, and each remains true.” Why: two absolutes in the earlier
text are not scoped to the instruments they name. Section 3 said that nothing requires
an entity to reach past the guidance for a method that asks more, which ranged over
Commonwealth requirements and rested on two instruments. Section 6 closes on “the
instruments that define sovereignty in Commonwealth cloud assurance”, which ranges
over a class and rests on the three instruments this assessment reads. The same note
said the second sentence reads differently once section 30AB(4) is known, and then
asserted that every absolute was scoped. What this version does with each, and why
the acts differ: the Section 3 clause is narrowed on its face to the two instruments it rests
on, because a factual clause about named instruments can be narrowed where it sits and
checked against their texts, and it has been. The Section 6 sentence is left as written,
because it is the parable’s close, a rhetorical sentence rather than a claim that a text can
be checked against; it is wider than the reading, the finding at Section 2 is scoped to two
instruments and one program, and the fourth-instrument subsection sits beneath it. It is
named here for what it is. No finding moves.

v1.4, 6September2026—Section3. Narrowed: “and nothing requires an entity to reach
past it for a method that asks more” becomes “and neither the Direction nor the guidance
requires an entity to reach past it for a method that asks more”. Added: that the Direction
operates under PSPF Release 2026, that its own text references PSPF Policies 3, 5 and 6,
that Release 2026 is organised as numbered requirements, among them Requirement 46
on foreign ownership, control or influence under RISK 06 Third Party Risk Management,
and carries a recommended-approach section headed Monitor and Review FOCI Risks,
and that no document held maps the one to the other; and that the Framework’s pages
carry a reform notice. Why: Section 3 described the Direction under the framework as
it stood on 6 July 2026, and the framework was re-released in July 2026 without the
Direction’s page changing.

v1.4, 6 September 2026— the sources. Versions 1.0 to 1.3 rested on fifteen addresses
with viewing dates and no hashes. Every one was retrieved again on 5 September 2026
and pinned by SHA-256, with seven artefacts the later sections rely on inherited from
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the companion cases that hold them. Every quotation of a source in this document was
then tested against the pinned copy and found. Two addresses were made resolvable:
the ABN Lookup record at its own address, and 18 USC 2713 as served by govinfo.gov.

How thewithdrawn sentencewas found. By a sweep of every universal in the practice’s
first editions on 5 September 2026, by this practice, before any external party raised it.
The full account and its reach are in the practice’s corrections register.

v1.2, 12 August 2026 — Section 6. Added a subsection recording a fourth Common-
wealth instrument that asks the compellability question, the nine asset classes it reaches,
that the class defined by reference to services provided to government is not among
them, and that section 30AB(4) of the Security of Critical Infrastructure Act 2018 removes
the whole of Part 2A from an asset connected to a strategic-level certified service, with
Part 2AA substituting an annual report. Why: v1.0 examined two instruments and one pro-
gram and said so. It did not examine the critical infrastructure risk management regime.
A reader of an assessment titled The Compellability Gap in Commonwealth Cloud Assur-
ance is entitled to know that the question is asked in Australian law, and where it does
and does not reach.

v1.2, 12 August 2026 — Section 7, Bounds. Added the limits attaching to that addi-
tion: the fourth instrument is named and not assessed; no reliance on it by any entity
is claimed; no mapping between any Commonwealth cloud arrangement and the section
12F class is asserted; and no provider is named in connection with section 30AB(4). Why:
the addition reaches a statutory class, and that class is defined by a knowledge condition
the public record cannot resolve for any particular arrangement.

v1.2, 12 August 2026 — head of document. Added the version note. Why: so a reader
knows at the first line that this is an addition and not a correction.

v1.2, 12 August 2026—a correction to this document’s own version label, recorded in
full.

A revision of this assessment was published on 12 August 2026 at 13:29 AEST labelled
v1.1. It is v1.2. Version 1.1 already existed: it was published on 6 July 2026 and carried
editorial and typographic corrections to v1.0.

Three things followed from that mislabelling, and each is stated here rather than quietly
repaired.

A file was preserved at the v1.0 address containing v1.1’s bytes. The document served
asAOS-CMP-2026-001-v1.0.pdf between 13:29 and this correction hashed to fd31859858a2ad1e…,
which is v1.1. The true v1.0 hashes to 186f3cebb2786c63….

The version table published in that window carried a false row. It stated “v1.0 · 6 July
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2026 · fd31859858a2ad1e…”. That row was not true.

The false state was captured by the Internet Archive at 03:31:54 UTC on 12 August
2026 and remains retrievable at that capture. This practice cannot withdraw it. A
reader who finds that capture will see a version table this document now says was wrong,
and this entry is the only thing that will tell them so.

How it arose. The practice read the case’s current state — a build script set to 1.1, a page
whose ref strip said v1.1 — and inferred that a v1.1 had been announced but never built.
It had been built, and served, and the record said so. The history was inferred from the
artefact rather than read from the record. One command against the repository would
have shown it. That failure is now convention 23.

No finding moved. The error was in version labelling and in case records. No claim in
this assessment was affected, and nothing in Sections 1 to 7 changed because of it.

Nothing in the earlier versions was inaccurate. Every absolute in that text is scoped to
the instruments it names, and each remains true. Two sentences in §6 read differently
once section 30AB(4) is known— “a third program is the last place a careful reader looks”,
and “the instruments that define sovereignty in Commonwealth cloud assurance” — and
the v1.2 addition sits beneath both so that a reader meets the fourth instrument in the
same section. Neither sentence was altered.

The determination that this is an addition rather than a correction, and the evidence for
it, is at V1.2-SCOPE.md in the case record.

End of document.
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