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Document Status and Classification
This Framework forms part of the DD&SA corpus: A Civic Architecture for the British Isles. It must be
read in conjunction with the NBI Constitution, the Civic Justice Architecture (DD–SA–CJA–001), the
Civic Security Architecture (DD–SA–CSA–001), the International Civic Compact, and the
Constitutional Grammar Document.

EXECUTIVE SYNTHESIS

The Civic Commonwealth of the British Isles (NBI) is architecturally premised on a single foundational
axiom: all decisions that shape the lives of residents must be made within recorded and accountable
civic processes. Secret organisations — whether ancient ritual fraternities, closed-door think tanks,
Chatham House Rule forums, private lobbying networks, or elite transnational coordination bodies —
are structurally incompatible with this axiom. They do not merely coexist awkwardly alongside civic
democracy; they are its structural antithesis.

This Framework — the Civic Transparency and Institutional Integrity Architecture (DD&SA-CTIA-001)
— operates across two interlocking domains. Part I establishes the Civic Transparency Enforcement
Framework (CTEF): a comprehensive prohibition, detection, dismantling, and monitoring architecture
targeting all forms of organised covert influence. Part II establishes the Civic National Security
Deliberation Framework (CNSDF): a constitutionally protected yet fully recorded subsystem within the
National Sortition Assembly architecture, covering military, nuclear, energy, and food and water
supply chain security — designed to be operationally protected without being institutionally secretive.

The CTEF operates on a non-punitive logic: membership of a prohibited organisation is treated as a
symptom of a civic architecture failure, not a moral failing of the individual. Consequences are
restorative and structural. The CNSDF operates on an accountability-first logic: protected deliberation
is permissible only because everything is recorded, archived permanently on the National Information
Network (NIN), and accessible to the National Sortition Assembly for investigative oversight. The
protection is against real-time adversarial interception — not against civic accountability.

Together, these two frameworks represent the complete civic architecture of transparency: nothing
hidden that should be visible; nothing unprotected that must be protected; nothing unaccountable that
affects the welfare of residents.

PART I — CIVIC TRANSPARENCY ENFORCEMENT FRAMEWORK (CTEF)

Section 1: Constitutional Foundation and Harm Doctrine

1.1 The Structural Incompatibility of Secret Organisations
The NBI constitutional architecture rests on three interlocking foundations: resident-sourced
legitimacy through sortition, procedural transparency across all deliberative processes, and
adversarial auditability of all decisions. Secret organisations violate all three foundations
simultaneously. They are not merely politically undesirable — they are architecturally corrosive.

A secret organisation, for the purposes of this Framework, is defined as any group, network,
association, or body that meets any one of the following criteria:

• Conducts meetings, deliberations, or communications that are systematically withheld from public
record
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• Operates under any form of confidentiality convention that prevents participants from disclosing
the source, content, or nature of discussions to civic bodies

• Maintains membership criteria or rituals that are not publicly available and verifiable

• Shapes, lobbies for, or pre-forms civic decisions through channels that do not pass through the
sortition deliberative process

• Operates with selective access structures that exclude residents on grounds other than civic
standing

• Maintains financial arrangements, property holdings, or operational structures that are not fully
transparent on the National Information Network

1.2 The Civic Relevance Test
The CTEF does not apply to private life. Its scope is precisely bounded. To prevent over-reach and to
make the Framework’s application justiciable, the following general test applies to every category of
conduct and every category of organisation covered by this Framework.

A private association, meeting, or group falls within the scope of the CTEF only if both of the following
conditions are met:

• Condition A: At least one participant holds, has held within the preceding 5 years, or is actively
seeking a civic role within the NBI architecture; and

• Condition B: The content, purpose, or likely outcome of the association has a reasonably
foreseeable bearing on civic deliberation, civic resource allocation, or civic institutional design.

Purely social, artistic, religious, recreational, or familial associations that do not meet both conditions
are outside CTEF scope, regardless of whether they are closed, selective, or secret. A private dinner
party, a members’ club without civic-influence function, a religious congregation, and a sports
association are not subject to this Framework. A private dinner party attended by three Assembly
members where civic framework options are discussed is subject to this Framework from the moment
Condition B is met.

1.3 The Harm Model: Six Structural Pathways
The harm caused by secret organisations to the welfare of NBI residents operates through six distinct
structural pathways, each of which must be addressed independently within the enforcement
architecture:

Pathway 1: Democratic Bypass

Secret organisations create parallel decision-making channels that operate prior to, adjacent to, or in
substitution for the Sortition Assembly process. When a closed think tank produces a framework
document that is subsequently adopted wholesale by an Assembly without independent deliberation,
the democratic process has been bypassed — not violated through corruption, but made redundant
through pre-formation. The Assembly becomes a ratification mechanism rather than a deliberative
one. Residents, who are the source of all legitimate civic authority, have been displaced.

Test: if an Assembly adopts a framework, analysis, or proposal whose origin, commissioning, or
funding cannot be fully traced through NIN records, democratic bypass is present.
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Pathway 2: Accountability Evasion

All civic decisions must be attributable, auditable, and reversible. Secret organisations produce
decisions, frameworks, and influence flows that have no audit trail. There is no record of who said
what, whose interests prevailed, or what information was withheld. This does not merely
inconvenience accountability mechanisms — it structurally prevents them from operating. An
accountability architecture can only function if there is something to audit.

Test: if a civic decision cannot be traced back to identifiable, NIN-published deliberation,
accountability evasion is present.

Pathway 3: Epistemic Corruption

Sortition Assemblies derive their legitimacy not only from random selection but from the quality of the
deliberative process. When the information environment presented to an Assembly has been
pre-curated by a closed network — through selective expert briefing, suppressed evidence, or
agenda-formation through think-tank framing — the deliberative process is epistemically corrupted.
Residents make decisions based on information that has been filtered through interests they cannot
see.

Test: if an Assembly cannot see who selected, framed, or funded the evidence it receives, epistemic
corruption is present.

Pathway 4: Structural Inequality of Influence

The NBI architecture is predicated on equal civic standing for all residents. Secret organisations
generate a stratified influence structure: those with access to closed networks possess
disproportionate capacity to shape civic outcomes, regardless of their civic standing. This advantage
is invisible, unaudited, and self-perpetuating. It constitutes a structural breach of the NBI equality
architecture.

Test: if two residents with equal civic standing possess materially unequal effective access to civic
deliberation due to associational membership rather than publicly visible expertise, structural
inequality of influence is present.

Pathway 5: Conflict-of-Interest Normalisation

Closed networks systematically normalise undisclosed conflicts of interest. Participants in secret
organisations routinely sit on civic bodies while maintaining undisclosed membership of organisations
with direct interests in the outcomes of those bodies. This is not incidental corruption; it is structural.
The closed network architecture makes disclosure impossible, since the network’s effectiveness
depends on members not acknowledging their participation.

Test: if a civic role-holder’s associational or financial interests cannot be fully read from their
published Civic Transparency Declaration, conflict-of-interest normalisation is present.

Pathway 6: Foreign Interference Vectors

Closed networks are the primary structural mechanism through which foreign state and corporate
interests penetrate domestic civic processes. Think tanks with foreign funding, fraternal organisations
with transnational membership, and private advisory bodies with undisclosed international
sponsorship all provide foreign interests with structural access to NBI deliberations that bypasses all
civic transparency requirements. The CTEF treats this pathway as of the highest structural priority.



CIVIC TRANSPARENCY & INSTITUTIONAL INTEGRITY ARCHITECTURE DDSA-CTIA-001

Page 9 of 31

Test: if the funding, membership, or operational direction of an organisation cannot be traced
exclusively to NBI-resident sources and fully disclosed interests, foreign interference vector risk is
present.

Section 2: Taxonomy of Prohibited Organisations

2.1 Classification Framework Overview
The CTEF identifies eight categories of prohibited organisation. These categories are not mutually
exclusive — many real-world organisations span multiple categories — but they are architecturally
distinct in their operational mechanisms and harm profiles. Each category requires a tailored
detection and dismantling protocol.

For each category, a Necessary and Sufficient Test (NST) is specified. The NST converts the
descriptive category into a justiciable determination. If all necessary conditions are met, classification
follows automatically regardless of the organisation’s legal form, stated purpose, or self-description.

2.2 Category A: Ritual Secret Societies
Ritual secret societies are organisations characterised by: hierarchical internal structures with
ascending levels of access; initiation rites and oaths of confidentiality; stratified membership
knowledge; and organisational continuity that transcends the civic responsibilities of members.

Historical examples operating within or with significant presence in the British Isles include: the United
Grand Lodge of England and its subordinate lodges; the Order of the Eastern Star; the Ancient Order
of Druids; various derivations of the Rosicrucian tradition; and related orders including the Odd
Fellows, the Orange Order, and numerous smaller affiliated bodies.

The specific civic harm of Category A organisations derives not from their ritual content but from their
structural properties: they generate loyalty architectures and information asymmetries that operate
parallel to, and in competition with, civic loyalty and civic transparency. A resident who has sworn an
oath to protect the interests of lodge members above all others has created a private loyalty structure
directly incompatible with their civic standing.

The CTEF does not prohibit private belief, private association, or ceremonial activity. It prohibits the
maintenance of structured loyalty and information systems that operate covertly and that may
influence civic processes.

2.3 Category B: Chatham House Rule Forums
The Chatham House Rule — under which participants may use the information received, but the
identity or affiliation of speakers may not be revealed — is frequently presented as a mechanism for
enabling candid discussion. This Framework identifies it as a structural mechanism for enabling
deniable influence. The Rule’s specific function is to permit participants to operationalise privately
formed consensus in public forums without that consensus being attributable or auditable.

The operational logic is as follows: in a Chatham House forum, a set of powerful actors form a shared
position on a civic matter. Each participant then advocates for that position in public forums, including
Assembly briefings, expert testimony, and media appearances. Because the source of the consensus
cannot be attributed, the appearance is of independent expert convergence rather than coordinated
private lobbying. The Assembly is deceived not through falsehood but through structural opacity.
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Prohibited Category B activities include:

• Any meeting, conference, or forum that operates under Chatham House Rule or any equivalent
confidentiality convention

• Any meeting where participants are permitted to use information without disclosing its source to
civic bodies

• Any forum that systematically excludes public or Assembly observer participation

• Any meeting between two or more individuals with civic roles where no contemporaneous record
is made available on the NIN within 72 hours

2.4 Category C: Closed Think Tanks and Policy Institutes
Think tanks and policy institutes occupy a uniquely damaging position in civic architectures because
they are publicly presented as sources of independent expert analysis while operating as privately
funded agenda-formation bodies. Their outputs — briefing papers, framework proposals, legislative
templates, and media commentary — enter the public deliberative space with the authority of
expertise but without the accountability of civic process.

The NBI does not prohibit independent research, academic analysis, or civic commentary. It prohibits
the specific organisational form of the think tank: privately funded, selectively staffed, systematically
producing framework-ready outputs for decision-makers, with undisclosed funding and no resident
mandate.

The distinguishing structural features of a prohibited Category C organisation are:

• Private or selectively disclosed funding with potential conflicts of interest

• Output explicitly or implicitly directed at shaping Assembly deliberation or civic frameworks

• No resident mandate, no sortition-selection, and no civic accountability mechanism

• Closed research processes with selective publication (suppression of findings that conflict with
funder interests)

• Systematic engagement with civic bodies without full financial and associational disclosure

Organisations formerly operating as think tanks may apply for registration as Civic Research Bodies
(CRBs) under the Civic Research and Evidence Architecture (to be established by separate
Framework). No closed analogue is permitted to remain in operation.

2.5 Category D: Private Lobbying and Influence Networks
Lobbying — the organised application of private interest to civic decision-making processes — is one
of the most structurally sophisticated mechanisms of democratic capture. In the NBI architecture,
where sortition removes the personal accessibility that lobbying depends upon, lobbying must operate
through covert pre-formation: shaping the information environment, the expert advice pool, and the
deliberative framing before residents enter the Assembly chamber.

The CTEF prohibits:

• All professional lobbying activity — the paid or otherwise compensated attempt to influence civic
Assembly deliberations on behalf of a third party

• All coordinated contact campaigns directed at Assembly members, Magisters, or Technical
Briefers on behalf of undisclosed interests
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• All undisclosed financial relationships between external interests and individuals who participate in
or advise civic processes

• All private meetings between commercial entities and civic role-holders without contemporaneous
NIN disclosure

• All revolving-door arrangements — employment transitions from civic roles to commercial entities
with interests in civic outcomes, within a 10-year exclusion period

2.6 Category E: Elite Transnational Coordination Bodies
The Bilderberg Group, the World Economic Forum (in its closed session format), the Trilateral
Commission, and numerous equivalents represent a specific category of threat: closed transnational
networks that coordinate the positions of national elites across borders, prior to and independent of
national civic processes. Their significance is not conspiratorial; it is structural. They create a
cross-border consensus architecture among the economically and politically powerful that then
descends into national civic processes as apparent independent convergence.

The specific NBI threat posed by Category E organisations is twofold: they provide foreign state and
corporate interests with systematic access to NBI residents in civic roles through a channel that
bypasses all domestic transparency requirements; and they create a transnational loyalty and
coordination structure that may compete with residents’ civic obligations.

NBI residents are prohibited from attending, participating in, or holding membership of any Category
E group. Attendance at any such group prior to the NBI Transition must be fully disclosed.
Undisclosed prior attendance constitutes a ground for disqualification from civic roles.

2.7 Category F: Closed Professional Guilds and Orders
Certain professional bodies — the Inns of Court in their historically closed functions, certain medical
royal colleges in their regulatory capacity, certain financial industry bodies — have operated with
characteristics of closed guilds: controlling entry to professions, maintaining internal disciplinary
systems outside civic oversight, and representing their membership’s interests in interactions with
civic bodies.

The NBI architecture replaces professional self-regulation with civic accountability: all professional
standards are set through the relevant Civic Professional Standards Assembly and enforced through
the Magister system. Closed professional bodies that maintain internal disciplinary powers, selective
membership criteria, or covert governance structures are prohibited. Open professional associations
— with full public membership rolls and governance records — are permitted.

2.8 Category G: Private Intelligence and Surveillance Networks
The privatisation of intelligence-gathering — through corporate intelligence firms, political research
organisations, private investigation companies, and data-brokerage networks — has created a
parallel surveillance architecture entirely outside civic oversight. These organisations gather, analyse,
and sell intelligence on civic actors, residents, and institutions to private clients whose identities and
interests are undisclosed.

The CTEF prohibits all private intelligence operations directed at:

• NBI residents or their associational behaviour

• Civic Assembly members, Magisters, or civic role-holders
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• Civic institutions, infrastructure, or operational processes

• Any individual or institution that may be a subject of, or participant in, civic processes

Private security operations are subject to separate licensing under the Civic Security Architecture
(DD&SA-CSA-001) and are not prohibited by this Framework.

2.9 Category H: Covert Corporate-Political Interface Bodies
This category captures organisations that present themselves as public-interest bodies — charities,
foundations, advisory councils, public-private partnerships — while operating as covert interface
mechanisms between commercial interests and civic processes. These bodies exploit charitable or
advisory status to gain access to Assembly processes while concealing their effective accountability
to commercial funders.

Section 3: Civic Transparency Investigation Unit (CTIU)

3.1 Constitutional Basis and Mandate
The Civic Transparency Investigation Unit (CTIU) is a permanent civic group established under this
Framework with the mandate to: identify prohibited organisations operating within or with significant
nexus to the NBI; investigate their structure, membership, and civic impact; and refer findings to the
appropriate Restorative Pathway or Civic Consequence mechanism. The CTIU is constitutionally
independent from all other civic bodies and reports only to the National Sortition Assembly.

3.2 Composition and Terms

3.3 Investigation Triggers
A CTIU investigation may be initiated by any of the following mechanisms:

• Resident referral: any NBI resident may submit a referral via the NIN Civic Alert system

• Assembly referral: any Sortition Assembly may refer a matter to the CTIU by formal vote

• NIN anomaly detection: algorithmic pattern-matching on financial and associational data may
generate automatic referrals

• International civic compact notification: equivalent bodies in partner nations may refer
cross-border intelligence

• Whistleblower disclosure: any resident, including members of a suspected prohibited organisation,
may make a sealed disclosure

• CTIU self-initiation: the CTIU may initiate an investigation by two-thirds majority vote of its
members

3.4 Investigation Powers
The CTIU holds the following powers, exercisable only through formal recorded resolution with NIN
publication within 24 hours (subject to the pre-notification window in Section 3.5):

• Financial disclosure orders: requiring full financial transparency from any organisation under
investigation

• Membership disclosure orders: requiring full membership lists, attendance records, and
correspondence

• Property and asset registry cross-referencing: automatic access to all NBI civic registries
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• Communications access requests: requiring disclosure of non-encrypted communications with
civic role-holders

• Interview under Civic Examination: requiring attendance and testimony from any NBI resident

• Asset freeze requests: submitted to the relevant Magister for authorisation on a 48-hour timeline

• Cross-border information requests: submitted through the International Civic Compact mechanism

3.5 Pre-Notification Window — Bounded Tactical Delay
The CTEF’s general principle is that all investigative actions are published on the NIN within 24 hours
of authorisation. This principle is non-negotiable for all completed investigations, all findings, and all
consequence referrals. One narrowly bounded exception applies in the investigative stage only.

Where the CTIU has specific, documented grounds to believe that immediate NIN publication of a
particular investigative action will result in the destruction or concealment of evidence, the CTIU may,
by two-thirds majority vote with Magister Observer concurrence, delay NIN publication of that specific
action for a maximum of 72 hours.

This pre-notification window operates under the following absolute constraints:

• It applies only to publication of the specific investigative action — not to the investigation itself,
which is fully recorded internally from the moment it commences

• The decision to invoke the window, the documented grounds, and the identity of all members
voting for and against are logged in a sealed internal record from the moment of the vote

• Upon expiry of the 72-hour window, the sealed record and the original investigative action are
published on the NIN simultaneously without further delay

• All pre-notification window invocations are published in a quarterly batch review by a
sortition-selected oversight panel, with commentary on whether each invocation met the
documented-grounds threshold

• Any invocation found by the quarterly review to lack adequate grounds is referred to the Civic
Consequence pathway; the CTIU members who voted for that invocation are named in the referral

3.6 Investigation Process: Stage-by-Stage Protocol

3.7 Resident Due-Process Safeguards
The CTEF’s non-punitive logic must be operationally embedded in the investigation architecture, not
merely stated as principle. The following four safeguards apply to every resident subject to any CTIU
investigative action. They are non-waivable.

Safeguard 1 — Right to Notice

Any resident who is the subject of a CTIU investigative action receives a formal written Notice of
Investigation Action, published on the NIN and delivered to the resident directly. The Notice specifies:
the legal basis for the action under this Framework; the precise scope of information sought; the
duration of the action; and the identity of the CTIU lead member for the case. Where an active
pre-notification window (Section 3.5) covers the specific action, the Notice is delivered to the resident
directly on a sealed basis, explaining that NIN publication will follow within 72 hours.
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Safeguard 2 — Right to Civic Advocate

From the moment a Notice is issued, the resident is automatically assigned a Civic Advocate. The
Civic Advocate has full access to the case record, attends all interviews with the resident, and may
challenge the scope and conduct of the investigation on the resident’s behalf. The Civic Advocate is
sortition-selected from the Civic Advocate pool for this purpose and has no prior involvement with the
CTIU case. The resident may also nominate their own Civic Advocate, subject to absence of conflict
of interest.

Safeguard 3 — Right to Contest Scope

Any resident subject to a CTIU investigative action may challenge the scope of that action before an
independent Magister within 7 days of receiving the Notice. The grounds for challenge are: that the
action exceeds the CTIU’s powers under this Framework; that it fails the Civic Relevance Test
(Section 1.2); or that it is disproportionate to its stated investigative purpose. The Magister must rule
within 5 days of receiving the challenge. The ruling and full reasoning are published on the NIN. The
Magister may confirm the action, narrow its scope, or annul it. All three outcomes are final and
binding on the CTIU.

Safeguard 4 — Proportionality Test

Every CTIU investigative action must pass a formal proportionality assessment before it is authorised.
The assessment requires the CTIU to document: the specific investigative purpose the action serves;
why less intrusive means cannot achieve the same purpose; and what scope limitation prevents
collection of information beyond the stated purpose. The proportionality assessment is published on
the NIN as part of the action record. An action without a published proportionality assessment is
procedurally invalid.

3.8 CTIU Decision Review
The CTEF’s dismantling architecture operates with structural irreversibility: once an organisation is
dissolved, the dissolution cannot be undone. However, this irreversibility does not eliminate the
possibility of procedural error. The following review mechanism addresses false positives through
procedural justice — not by reopening questions of fact, but by examining whether the CTIU process
was correctly followed.

Grounds for Review

Any organisation subject to an FPO may request a procedural review within 60 days of the FPO being
issued. Review may be sought only on the following grounds:

• Failure by the CTIU to follow the prescribed investigation process set out in Section 3.6

• Material factual error demonstrable solely from the NIN-published investigation record (not from
new evidence)

• Breach of a resident due-process safeguard under Section 3.7 that materially affected the
investigation outcome

Review Panel

A review request triggers the selection of a Review Panel of 7 members drawn by further sortition
from the National Sortition Assembly membership. No member of the original CTIU panel may sit.
The Review Panel accesses the full NIN investigation record but does not hear new evidence,
conduct new interviews, or re-evaluate substantive facts. Its sole function is procedural.



CIVIC TRANSPARENCY & INSTITUTIONAL INTEGRITY ARCHITECTURE DDSA-CTIA-001

Page 15 of 31

Review Outcomes

FPO Annulment does not preclude a fresh CTIU investigation under correct process. All review
requests and outcomes are published on the NIN with full reasoning within 7 days of the Review
Panel’s determination.

Section 4: Civic Dismantling Protocol

4.1 Formal Prohibition Order
Upon a final CTIU determination that an organisation is a prohibited Category A–H group, a Formal
Prohibition Order (FPO) is issued by the National Sortition Assembly. The FPO has immediate
constitutional effect. The prohibited organisation ceases to have any legal standing within the NBI
from the date of issue. The FPO is registered on the NIN and the International Civic Compact
notification system simultaneously.

4.2 Dismantling Phases

Phase 1: Asset Sequestration (Days 1–14 post-FPO)

All assets of the prohibited organisation — financial accounts, property, intellectual property, archives,
databases, and communication infrastructure — are immediately transferred to the Civic Asset
Management Pool under the administration of the relevant Regional Sortition Assembly. No assets
may be transferred, disposed of, or encumbered after CTIU investigation initiation.

Phase 2: Archive Seizure and Publication (Days 1–30)

All organisational records — meeting minutes, correspondence, membership lists, financial
transactions, and research outputs — are seized and transferred to the NIN Civic Archive. Following a
30-day security review (to identify any records touching on legitimate national security matters, which
are transferred to the CNSDF archive), all records are published on the NIN in full. There is no
mechanism under this Framework to suppress organisational records from publication.

Phase 3: Member Identification and Disclosure (Days 14–60)

All members of the prohibited organisation are publicly identified on the NIN Civic Register.
Identification is factual, not judgemental: it records membership, role, and duration. Identified
members must complete a Civic Disclosure Statement within 30 days, setting out the nature and
extent of their involvement and any civic roles held during their membership.

Phase 4: Civic Role Review (Days 60–120)

All identified members who hold or have held civic roles during their membership period are subject to
Civic Role Review. Where membership influence on civic decisions is identified, the relevant
decisions are flagged on the NIN and referred to the affected Sortition Assembly for review and,
where necessary, re-deliberation.

Phase 5: Dissolution Confirmation (Day 120)

A formal Dissolution Confirmation is published on the NIN, confirming that the prohibited organisation
has been dismantled, all assets sequestered, all records published, and all members identified. The
Dissolution Confirmation is permanent and irrevocable. The 60-day Review window under Section 3.8
does not suspend the dissolution process — it may only restore assets and remove the prohibition
registration if an Annulment is granted.
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Phase 6: Permanent Monitoring Protocol (Ongoing)

Following dissolution, a Permanent Monitoring Protocol (PMP) is activated. The PMP deploys
ongoing financial network analysis, communication pattern monitoring, and resident referral review to
detect any attempt to reconstitute the prohibited organisation under a different form, name, or
structure. Reconstitution is treated as a new Category-level offence with escalated Consequence
pathways.

Section 5: Civic Consequences Framework

5.1 Non-Punitive Structural Logic
In alignment with the DD&SA non-punitive architecture, the CTEF does not treat membership of a
prohibited organisation as a moral failure warranting retributive consequence. Individuals who joined
a Freemasonic lodge, attended a Chatham House forum, or participated in a closed think tank did so
within a pre-NBI system in which such activities were normalised and frequently rewarded. The NBI’s
assessment is structural: the system that made these organisations acceptable was itself the failure.
The consequences that follow are restorative and structural, designed to rebuild civic integrity, not to
punish individuals.

5.2 Consequence Tiering
The Civic Integrity Pathway is a structured restorative process, not imprisonment or criminalisation. It
involves: civic education engagement; structured reflection on the harm caused; active contribution to
the transparency architecture; and monitored reintegration into civic participation. Completion results
in full restoration of civic standing.

5.3 Transition Amnesty Window
For a period of 3 years following formal NBI Transition, a Transition Amnesty Window applies. The
purpose of the amnesty is to acknowledge that residents entering the NBI from the prior system carry
associational histories formed under a framework in which the organisations prohibited by this
Framework were normalised, legally permitted, and sometimes structurally rewarded. The amnesty is
not a moral exoneration; it is a structural acknowledgement.

During the Transition Amnesty Window:

• Any resident who voluntarily self-discloses prior membership of a Category A–H organisation
receives a Civic Disclosure Statement as their sole consequence, with no Civic Integrity Pathway
requirement

• Non-disclosure during the Window is treated more leniently than post-Transition concealment, but
is still recorded permanently on the NIN Civic Register

• Where prior membership is identified by CTIU investigation rather than self-disclosure during the
Window, the standard Consequence tiering applies at one tier below normal, in recognition of the
transitional context

• The Window does not apply to active participation in prohibited organisations after the NBI
Transition date; only to historical pre-Transition membership

The amnesty window closure date is published on the NIN 12 months in advance to allow residents
maximum opportunity to self-disclose. After closure, standard Consequence tiering applies in full.
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Section 6: Structural Prevention Architecture

6.1 Mandatory Civic Transparency Declarations
All residents entering any civic role — as Assembly members, Magisters, Technical Briefers, Expert
Pool members, or CTIU members — must complete a Civic Transparency Declaration (CTD) prior to
assuming that role. The CTD must disclose:

• All current and past memberships of organisations matching any Category A–H description

• All financial interests — direct and indirect — in commercial entities that may be affected by civic
decisions within the role’s scope

• All associational relationships with individuals or entities that may constitute a conflict of interest

• All international associations, memberships, or financial relationships

• All prior professional roles in lobbying, intelligence, political advisory, or closed professional
contexts

CTDs are published in full on the NIN on the date of role assumption and updated annually. False or
incomplete CTDs constitute a Tier 1 civic integrity failure.

6.2 NIN-Integrated Algorithmic Monitoring
The National Information Network hosts an integrated algorithmic monitoring system — the Civic
Integrity Monitor (CIM) — that performs continuous analysis across the following data domains:

• Financial registry: detecting unexplained financial flows involving civic role-holders

• Corporate registry: detecting new organisational formations with structural characteristics
matching prohibited categories

• Association network analysis: mapping known prohibited-category relationships and detecting
their extension or reformation

• Communication pattern analysis: identifying coordination patterns consistent with closed-network
operation (content analysis requires CTIU authorisation; pattern analysis is automated)

• Property registry: detecting asset transfers consistent with dissolution evasion

CIM outputs are published weekly on the NIN as anonymised pattern reports. Where a CIM output
meets the threshold for CTIU referral, it is automatically submitted as a Stage 1 intake. All CIM
algorithms are open-source, published on the NIN, and subject to quarterly review by a
sortition-selected technical panel.

6.3 International Architecture: The Civic Compact Transparency Protocol
Many of the organisations targeted by this Framework operate transnationally. The CTEF’s domestic
reach is necessarily limited to NBI territory and NBI-resident participation. The international dimension
is addressed through the Civic Compact Transparency Protocol (CCTP), a bilateral and multilateral
agreement framework under the International Civic Compact architecture.

The CCTP establishes: mutual recognition of Formal Prohibition Orders; information-sharing on
transnational prohibited organisation activities; joint investigation protocols for cross-border
operations; and coordinated asset-freeze mechanisms. NBI residents participating in prohibited
organisations through foreign-registered entities are subject to the full domestic CTEF regardless of
the registered jurisdiction of the organisation.
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6.4 Civic Transparency Formation — Education and Cultural Transition
The CTEF’s prohibitions and enforcement mechanisms are structurally sufficient. They are not
culturally sufficient on their own. Residents who have lived their adult lives in a system where
Freemasonry was socially normal, think-tank briefings were considered legitimate expertise, and
Chatham House Rule was regarded as a professional courtesy do not transform their understanding
through legal prohibition alone. The cultural transition is a civic infrastructure task as serious as the
enforcement architecture.

Resident Transparency Curriculum

The Civic Education Framework (DD&SA-CEF-002) incorporates a mandatory module — the Civic
Transparency and Institutional Integrity Module (CTIIM) — available to all residents and mandatory
for all residents entering civic roles. The CTIIM covers:

• The history of secret organisations in the British Isles: how they formed, how they operated, and
the demonstrable impact on public life of their covert influence

• The mechanics of democratic capture: how think tanks, lobbying, Chatham House forums, and
transnational elite networks operate in practice

• The architectural logic of the CTEF and CNSDF: how the Framework works, what it protects, and
why transparency is the foundational condition of legitimate civic life

• Resident rights and duties under this Framework: what residents can do, what they are required to
do, and how the due-process safeguards protect them

• Case studies in transparency failure: anonymised accounts of the civic harm caused by secret
organisations, drawn from the Transparency Transition Archive

Transparency Transition Archive

The NIN hosts a permanent Transparency Transition Archive (TTA): a public record of why the
changes made by this Framework were necessary. The TTA includes: a historical analysis of covert
influence on NBI governance prior to Transition; anonymised case studies of specific harm caused by
prohibited-category organisations; the CTIU investigation record (published post-FPO); and a
narrative account of the transition process, updated annually. The TTA is a civic memory instrument,
not an accusatory document. Its purpose is to ensure that subsequent generations understand what
the NBI rejected and why, and to make the return of prohibited-category conduct harder to normalise.

Transition Amnesty Public Communication

The existence, scope, and closure date of the Transition Amnesty Window (Section 5.3) are
communicated through a sustained NBI-wide public information programme beginning at the date of
NBI Transition. The programme explains in plain language: what the prohibited organisations are;
why they are prohibited; what self-disclosure requires; and what the consequences of non-disclosure
are after the window closes. The programme is not punitive in tone — it is an invitation to participate
in the transparent civic architecture, with an honest account of the structural failings of the prior
system.

PART II — CIVIC NATIONAL SECURITY DELIBERATION FRAMEWORK (CNSDF)
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Section 7: The Protected Deliberation Doctrine — Reconciling
Transparency with Security

7.1 The Apparent Paradox
Part I of this Framework prohibits secret organisations and closed deliberation with categorical force.
Part II creates a protected deliberation space within the National Sortition Assembly architecture.
These two provisions do not contradict each other. The distinction is architecturally precise and
constitutionally essential.

A secret organisation operates to prevent accountability — its concealment is permanent, structural,
and serves the interests of its members. A protected civic deliberation space operates to prevent
adversarial real-time interception — its protection is temporary, procedural, and serves the interests
of all NBI residents. The former is incompatible with the NBI constitutional order; the latter is required
by it.

The Civic National Security Deliberation Framework (CNSDF) is defined by the following principle:
nothing is hidden; everything is protected. Every session is recorded in full. Every recording is
archived permanently on the National Information Network. Every recording is accessible to the
National Sortition Assembly for investigative purposes. The protection operates exclusively against
real-time external adversarial access, not against civic accountability.

7.2 Constitutional Basis for Protected Deliberation
The NBI Constitution recognises that certain categories of civic deliberation — specifically those
involving active military operations, nuclear safety protocols, critical national infrastructure
vulnerabilities, and food and water supply chain integrity — cannot be conducted in real-time public
broadcast without creating an exploitable asymmetry: adversarial actors gain operational intelligence
from the deliberation itself, while residents gain no corresponding benefit from that real-time access
(they will in any case have full access retrospectively through the NIN archive).

Protected deliberation is therefore a narrowly defined exception to the general principle of real-time
public access to Assembly sessions. It is not an exception to the principle of full accountability. Every
CNSDF session that is protected from real-time broadcast is simultaneously fully recorded and
permanently archived. The protection window closes; the accountability window never does.

Section 8: CNSDF Scope and Subject-Matter Jurisdiction

8.1 Defined Security Domains
The CNSDF has jurisdiction over six defined Security Domains. Deliberation under the CNSDF may
only occur when the subject matter falls squarely and demonstrably within one or more of these
Domains. Domain scope creep — the gradual expansion of national security classification to cover
politically inconvenient but non-security-relevant matters — is explicitly prohibited and constitutes a
Tier 1 civic harm.

8.2 Explicit Scope Exclusions
The following subject matters are explicitly excluded from CNSDF jurisdiction regardless of how they
are framed:
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• Economic and trade framework negotiations — conducted under standard Assembly transparency
protocols

• Immigration and border management frameworks — subject to standard Assembly process

• Law enforcement operational planning — subject to the Civic Policing Framework
(DD&SA-CPF-001)

• Intelligence gathering on domestic residents — absolutely prohibited without individual Magister
warrant under standard civic process

• Civic framework development and legislative drafting — always conducted under full public
transparency

• Any matter that could be classified as sensitive primarily because it is politically contentious rather
than operationally hazardous

Section 9: National Security Sortition Panel — Composition and
Governance

9.1 Panel Structure
The National Security Sortition Panel (NSSP) is the deliberative group that convenes under the
CNSDF. It is a standing panel, convened on a rolling 12-month term, with sessions called as required
by the threshold criteria set out in Section 10. The NSSP is not a permanent committee in the
conventional sense: between sessions, its members return to ordinary resident life. There is no
permanent NSSP secretariat, no permanent NSSP staff, and no permanent NSSP premises.

9.2 Eligibility Criteria
NSSP eligibility is defined by positive requirements and absolute bars. Both must be met.

Positive Requirements

• Full NBI civic standing at date of selection

• Completion of Civic Transparency Declaration with no outstanding disclosure concerns

• Minimum 2 years of NBI residency

• Cognitive and health capacity to participate in complex technical deliberation (self-declared and
supported)

Absolute Eligibility Bars

• Current or prior membership of any Category A–H prohibited organisation — absolute bar, no
exception

• Prior employment in any intelligence service, domestic or foreign — absolute bar, no exception

• Prior employment in any defence contracting entity with current NBI contracts — 10-year bar

• Any undisclosed conflict of interest in any of the six Security Domains — bar pending disclosure

• Non-NBI nationality without full NBI resident status — absolute bar

• Current service in any other Sortition Assembly or civic role — absolute bar (no dual-role
accumulation)

• Prior NSSP service — absolute bar (non-renewable)
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9.3 Session Chair Protocol
The NSSP session chair is selected by random draw from among the 45 members at the
commencement of each session. The chair role is rotated with each new session. The chair holds no
casting vote and no procedural power beyond managing time allocation and ensuring all members
have opportunity to speak. The chair is a facilitation function, not a leadership role. No member may
chair more than two sessions during their 12-month term.

9.4 Quorum and Decision Thresholds

Section 10: Session Protocol — From Convening to Archive

10.1 Session Convening Threshold
NSSP sessions are convened when a defined threshold event occurs within one of the six Security
Domains. Specific threshold values are set out in Technical Schedule B (Section 15). Threshold
events are classified as follows:

• Tier 1 (Emergency Convening): Active military incursion; nuclear facility emergency; critical
infrastructure attack; NIN integrity compromise above the degradation threshold specified in
Technical Schedule B. Convening window: as specified in Technical Schedule A.

• Tier 2 (Urgent Convening): Credible imminent threat assessment; significant supply chain
disruption; major energy or water infrastructure failure. Convening window: as specified in
Technical Schedule A.

• Tier 3 (Scheduled Convening): Routine strategic review within any Domain; treaty obligation
assessment; annual Domain resilience audit. Convening window: as specified in Technical
Schedule A.

Tier 1 convening is automatic upon verified threshold event. Tier 2 and Tier 3 convening requires a
formal convening request submitted to the National Sortition Assembly and published on the NIN prior
to session commencement.

10.2 Pre-Session Security Protocol
The following pre-session protocol is mandatory for every CNSDF session without exception:

Location and Facility Preparation

• Session location is drawn randomly from a pre-approved list of facilities meeting the security
specifications in Technical Schedule C

• Location selection occurs within the window specified in Technical Schedule A for the relevant
Tier

• Facility undergoes full electromagnetic sweep for listening devices and transmission equipment
prior to session commencement

• Facility communications infrastructure is verified as air-gapped from external networks for the
duration of the session

• All external access points are secured by Civic Security Officers (not military or intelligence
service personnel)



CIVIC TRANSPARENCY & INSTITUTIONAL INTEGRITY ARCHITECTUREDDSA-CTIA-001

Page 22 of 31

Participant Verification

• All NSSP members biometrically verified at entry, with entry time stamped and published on NIN
entry log within 1 hour of session commencement

• All electronic devices — phones, computers, wearables — deposited in Faraday-shielded storage
at entry point

• Any participant arriving with prohibited recording equipment is refused entry and the incident is
published on the NIN within 24 hours

• Technical Briefers are verified against their pre-published credentials; any deviation from
pre-published credentials bars entry

Recording System Activation

• Dual-redundant recording system activated and verified by NIN Archive Officers prior to any
deliberative content commencing

• Both recording channels are encrypted in real time using rotating cryptographic keys held by
independent NIN Archive nodes (node count per Technical Schedule C)

• If recording system fails or is disrupted, session is suspended immediately and cannot
recommence until recording is restored and verified

• Attempted tampering with recording systems triggers automatic CTIU alert and permanent
session suspension

10.3 In-Session Protocol
The following rules apply throughout every CNSDF session:

• All statements are attributed on the record — no anonymous contributions, no informal off-record
exchanges

• Technical Briefers present only verified factual information; opinion, advocacy, and
recommendation are explicitly prohibited in the briefing function

• All votes are recorded by name with verbal rationale stated before the vote is cast

• Any member may raise a procedural challenge at any point; challenges are recorded and resolved
before deliberation continues

• The Magister Observer may intervene only on constitutional compliance grounds; the intervention
and its basis are recorded immediately

• All briefing materials are displayed on session screens only and are transferred to the NIN archive
simultaneously; no documents leave the facility in any form
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10.4 Post-Session Archive Protocol

Section 11: National Information Network Secure Archive
Architecture

11.1 Storage Architecture Overview
The CNSDF Secure Archive is a designated partition within the National Information Network (NIN),
operating under enhanced security protocols. It is architecturally separated from the general NIN
public domain but remains an integral component of the NBI’s national information infrastructure. It is
not a classified system in the conventional sense; it is a restricted-access public system — all data
exists, all existence is acknowledged, access is structurally gated.

11.2 Physical and Logical Architecture
• Triple-redundant distributed storage across geographically separate NIN nodes within NBI territory

(exact node count and specifications per Technical Schedule C, reviewed annually by
sortition-selected Cryptographic Review Panel)

• No single node contains the full archive — a minimum number of nodes (specified in Technical
Schedule C) must be simultaneously operational and mutually authenticated to reconstitute any
record

• Write-once architecture: data written to the Secure Archive cannot be modified, overwritten, or
deleted by any single actor or combination of actors below full National SA constitutional
amendment threshold

• All data is encrypted at rest using current best-practice asymmetric cryptography; encryption
parameters are reviewed quarterly by a sortition-selected Cryptographic Review Panel

• All node infrastructure is owned and operated by the NBI Civic Infrastructure Authority; no private
contractor involvement in Secure Archive node operation

• All node locations are publicly disclosed on the NIN and subject to regular civic inspection

11.3 Access Tiering

11.4 Tier 2 Access Protocol
Access to Tier 2 (Investigative Domain) content is the most structurally sensitive operation in the
CNSDF architecture. The following protocol is mandatory and admits no exceptions:

Preconditions for Tier 2 Access

• A formal investigative mandate must be passed by the National Sortition Assembly by two-thirds
majority vote

• The mandate must specify: the sessions to be reviewed, the investigative question to be
addressed, and the identity of the NSIP members conducting the review

• The mandate and the identity of all review panel members must be published on the NIN Tier 1
portal before any Tier 2 access commences

National SA Investigative Panel (NSIP) Composition

• 9 National SA members selected by further sortition specifically for the investigative mandate
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• No NSIP member may be a current or former NSSP member — absolute separation between
deliberative and investigative functions

• Access is conducted at designated NIN access terminals only — no remote access, no off-site
viewing

• All NSIP access sessions are themselves recorded and published on the Tier 1 portal within 24
hours

Access Window and Post-Access Protocol

• Maximum 30-day access window per investigative mandate; extension requires fresh National SA
vote

• All findings must be published on the NIN Tier 1 portal within 14 days of access window closure

• Any NSIP member who discloses Tier 2 content outside the published findings report is subject to
the full Civic Consequence pathway

Section 12: Anti-Interference Architecture — Making the CNSDF
Watertight

12.1 Structural Interference Vectors and Countermeasures
The CNSDF must be resistant to interference from four principal threat categories: internal capture
(NSSP members being suborned); institutional capture (other civic bodies or the executive
encroaching on NSSP independence); external state interference; and technological compromise of
the archive. Each threat category has a dedicated countermeasure architecture.

Internal Capture Countermeasures

• Sortition selection makes targeting the NSSP in advance structurally near-impossible — NSSP
members are unknown until selection

• Non-renewable terms eliminate the value of long-term relationship investment by hostile actors

• Full biometric entry logging means presence is always verifiable and auditable

• CTIU Liaison Observer monitors all sessions specifically for prohibited-category conduct

• Post-session welfare protocol: NSSP members who believe they have been approached or
pressured report to the CTIU through a dedicated sealed channel; all such reports are
investigated and published

Institutional Capture Countermeasures

• The NSSP has no reporting relationship to any executive group, minister-equivalent, or civic
leadership role

• No individual outside the NSSP, Technical Briefers, and designated observers may attend a
CNSDF session

• Any attempt by any civic group to direct NSSP deliberation constitutes a Category D prohibited
activity under the CTEF and is automatically referred to the CTIU

• NSSP decisions are final within their Security Domain scope; they cannot be overridden by any
executive group without a full National SA vote on record

External State Interference Countermeasures

• Session location randomisation prevents advance physical preparation by hostile actors
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• Absolute prohibition on foreign nationals in any NSSP, observer, or support role

• All Technical Briefers undergo residency and association audit prior to invitation

• International Civic Compact intelligence-sharing on known interference operations against NBI
civic infrastructure

• Full CTEF architecture applies to the NSSP — any NSSP member identified as a Category A–H
member is immediately removed and the session record flagged for NSIP review

Technological Compromise Countermeasures

• Air-gapped session recording infrastructure — not connected to any external network during
sessions

• Distributed multi-node archive (specifications per Technical Schedule C) — no single point of
compromise can corrupt the full archive

• Write-once architecture — even complete node compromise cannot delete or modify existing
records

• Cryptographic verification — all records have published checksums; any tampering is
automatically detected

• Quarterly penetration testing of NIN Secure Archive by sortition-selected technical panel; all
findings published

12.2 The Whistleblower Architecture
The CNSDF whistleblower architecture is the final and most important anti-interference mechanism.
Any individual with knowledge of CNSDF compromise — whether NSSP member, Technical Briefer,
Civic Advocate, support staff, or NIN Archive Officer — has an unconditional right and civic duty to
report. The reporting mechanism operates as follows:

• Sealed civic complaint submitted to CTIU through encrypted NIN channel — accessible to no
other group

• Whistleblower identity protected by constitutional provision — disclosure of whistleblower identity
by any civic actor is a Tier 1 civic harm

• CTIU must acknowledge receipt within 24 hours and initiate assessment within 7 days

• Whistleblower is supported through a dedicated Civic Advocate throughout any resulting
investigation

• Retaliation against a CNSDF whistleblower activates the highest-tier Civic Consequence pathway
available under this Framework

12.3 The Recording Non-Suspension Rule
The single most important anti-interference provision in the CNSDF architecture is the Recording
Non-Suspension Rule: the session recording infrastructure cannot be suspended, paused, disabled,
or impaired under any circumstances, by any actor, for any reason. There is no emergency override,
no national security exemption, no technical fault protocol that permits deliberation to continue without
recording.

If the recording infrastructure fails, the session stops. This is not a desirable outcome but it is the
designed outcome. The principle that all CNSDF deliberation must be permanently recorded is more
important than any individual session’s content. A session that proceeds without recording has no
constitutional legitimacy; its decisions have no civic standing; its outputs are void.
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Section 13: Failure Mode Analysis — Adversarial Stress-Testing

13.1 CTEF Failure Modes

Failure Mode 1: Underground Reconstitution

Description: A prohibited organisation formally dissolves under CTEF pressure but reconstitutes
informally under a different name, form, or structure, with continuity of membership and purpose.

Likelihood assessment: High. This is the historically observed response to prohibition across multiple
jurisdictions.

Countermeasures: The Permanent Monitoring Protocol specifically targets reconstitution patterns.
Financial network continuity monitoring (same financial flows, different legal entity) is the most reliable
detection mechanism. The CTEF prohibits the continuation of prohibited-category conduct regardless
of organisational form — the test is behavioural and structural, not legal-entity-based. A newly formed
group with former prohibited-organisation members, meeting in closed format with agenda
pre-formation characteristics, is immediately subject to CTIU investigation without requiring proof of
formal continuity with the predecessor.

Failure Mode 2: Capture of the CTIU

Description: The CTIU itself is gradually captured by interests aligned with prohibited organisations —
through selective non-investigation, delayed action, or biased findings.

Likelihood assessment: Moderate. Institutional capture of oversight bodies is a documented
phenomenon across regulatory history.

Countermeasures: Sortition selection minimises systematic targeting. Short, non-renewable terms
eliminate the utility of long-term relationship investment. All CTIU decisions are published on the NIN
in real time, making selective non-investigation visible. The National SA retains the right to request a
formal CTIU audit conducted by a separate sortition-selected panel at any time. Any CTIU member
identified as a member of a prohibited organisation is immediately referred to the full Consequence
pathway.

Failure Mode 3: Jurisdictional Evasion Through Foreign Entities

Description: Prohibited organisations restructure as foreign-registered entities operating in
jurisdictions outside CTEF reach, with NBI-resident participants technically engaging with a foreign
organisation rather than a domestic one.

Likelihood assessment: High for Category E (transnational bodies); moderate for Categories C and D.

Countermeasures: The CTEF’s jurisdictional hook is the NBI resident’s civic standing, not the
organisation’s registered domicile. Participating in a Chatham House Rule forum held in Geneva is as
prohibited as participating in one held in London. The International Civic Compact provides the
mechanism for cross-border investigation and mutual asset-freeze. Tier 2 of the Compact specifically
addresses the use of foreign-registered vehicles by domestic actors to evade domestic civic
transparency requirements.

Failure Mode 4: Elite Technical Capture Through Expert Pool

Description: The Expert Pool is systematically populated by individuals with undisclosed connections
to prohibited organisations, effectively reconstructing the closed-network influence pathway through
the formal civic architecture.
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Likelihood assessment: High. This is the most sophisticated and most likely vector for long-term civic
capture.

Countermeasures: Expert Pool membership requires full CTD disclosure. The CIM actively monitors
Expert Pool member associations. The Adversarial Briefing Protocol (Addendum D of the DD&SA
master corpus) requires that no domain is briefed by a single expert perspective — all briefings are
contested by at least one adversarial expert. Expert Pool rotation prevents structural embedding.
CTIU has standing authority to investigate any Expert Pool member without requiring Assembly
referral.

13.2 CNSDF Failure Modes

Failure Mode 5: Operational Detail Leakage from Tier 1 Summaries

Description: Tier 1 public summaries inadvertently contain sufficient operational detail to provide
actionable intelligence to adversarial actors.

Likelihood assessment: Moderate. Summary writers may not always correctly assess what
constitutes operational detail.

Countermeasures: All Tier 1 summaries must be reviewed by a three-member independent civic
panel before publication. The panel applies a structured operational security assessment framework
(Technical Schedule D). Any panel member may single-handedly delay publication for further review.
The review decision — including what was flagged and why — is published alongside the summary.
There is no permanent redaction: all flagged detail becomes fully visible in the Tier 2 archive,
accessible to the National SA Investigative Panel.

Failure Mode 6: NSSP Social Engineering

Description: Adversarial actors, having failed to predict sortition outcomes, target NSSP members
after selection through social engineering, bribery, or coercion.

Likelihood assessment: Low but non-negligible, particularly for Tier 1 emergency sessions where
pre-knowledge of selection may be available.

Countermeasures: NSSP members are instructed to report any approach immediately through the
sealed whistleblower channel. The post-selection period before session commencement is
deliberately minimised for Tier 1 sessions. NSSP members are supported by dedicated Civic
Advocates throughout their term. Any NSSP member who suspects they are being targeted receives
immediate civic security support without their identity being disclosed.

Failure Mode 7: NIN Archive Compromise

Description: The NIN Secure Archive is compromised by a state-level cyber actor, resulting in access
to, modification of, or deletion of CNSDF records.

Likelihood assessment: Low at record deletion level (write-once architecture); moderate at
unauthorised access level for a sophisticated state actor.

Countermeasures: Write-once architecture renders deletion structurally impossible below
constitutional amendment threshold. Multi-node distribution means a single-node compromise does
not expose the full archive. Cryptographic verification means any access is immediately detectable.
Quarterly penetration testing specifically targets state-level attack vectors. Archive integrity is the
responsibility of the Civic Infrastructure Authority, not of any military or intelligence service group —
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this prevents a surveillance state from having operational access to the architecture it notionally
protects.

Failure Mode 8: Executive Pressure on NSSP

Description: The NBI executive architecture applies institutional pressure on NSSP members to reach
particular decisions, particularly in Domain 1 (Military) and Domain 2 (Nuclear).

Likelihood assessment: Moderate. Executive bodies have inherent institutional interests in security
decisions.

Countermeasures: The NSSP’s constitutional independence is absolute — no reporting relationship
to executive bodies exists. Any communication from an executive-level group to an NSSP member
regarding an active session is required to be disclosed immediately and published on the NIN. The
Magister Observer’s specific mandate includes monitoring for executive interference. NSSP decisions
are final; executive bodies may submit evidence to the Technical Briefer process but cannot direct
deliberative outcomes.

Failure Mode 9: Domain Scope Creep

Description: CNSDF protection is gradually extended to cover an expanding range of subject matters
beyond the six defined Security Domains — initially economic security, then supply chain security
broadly, then eventually any politically sensitive deliberation.

Likelihood assessment: High. Scope creep in security classification is historically the most reliable
failure mode of security architectures.

Countermeasures: The automatic CTIU referral trigger (Section 8.2) for any scope expansion
argument is the primary mechanical countermeasure. The six Domain definitions are encoded in the
NBI Constitution — they cannot be amended without a National SA supermajority vote with full public
deliberation, minimum 6-month notice, and 60-day public comment period. Technical Schedule B
parameters can be revised through the lighter-weight Technical Schedule review process (Section
15.1) — but Domain scope itself cannot. Any individual who successfully argues for CNSDF scope
expansion gains nothing from it personally; the mechanism specifically removes personal benefit from
classification advocacy.

Section 14: Integration with the Broader DD&SA Constitutional
Architecture

14.1 Relationship to the Civic Justice Architecture
The Civic Justice Architecture (CJA, DD&SA-CJA-001) governs the Consequence pathways for all
civic harms including those arising under the CTEF. The CTEF defines the prohibited categories and
the detection and dismantling mechanisms; the CJA governs what happens to identified individuals.
The Civic Integrity Pathway described in Section 5 of this Framework is administered under CJA
protocols. The CTEF and CJA must be read together for complete consequence specification.
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14.2 Relationship to the Constitutional Grammar Document
The Constitutional Grammar Document establishes the vocabulary, hierarchy, and interpretive rules
applicable to all DD&SA constitutional instruments. This Framework complies with all Grammar
Document provisions, including the prohibition on the word "Policy" (replaced throughout with
"Framework"), the requirement for DD&SA proprietary vocabulary, and the seven-layer constitutional
hierarchy under which this Framework operates at Layer 4 (Operational Framework).

14.3 Relationship to the Leadership Black Volume (LBV)
The Leadership Black Volume (LBV) governs civilisational-level crisis override protocols. The CNSDF
is explicitly not an LBV mechanism. The CNSDF governs ongoing national security deliberation under
normal civic conditions, however urgent. LBV activation supersedes all ordinary civic process
including the CNSDF. Any attempt to invoke LBV protocols to bypass CNSDF recording requirements
— rather than genuinely suspend civic processes during civilisational-level emergencies —
constitutes a Tier 1 constitutional violation and is treated as an attempted coup under the NBI
Constitution.

14.4 Civic–Criminal Interface Rule
The CTEF operates on a non-punitive, restorative logic and does not constitute a criminal code. It is
not a shadow criminal architecture. However, some conduct that falls within the CTEF’s scope will
simultaneously constitute a criminal offence under the NBI criminal architecture — most notably:
foreign-directed covert interference with civic processes, wilful concealment of evidence during a
CTIU investigation, and active reconstitution of a prohibited organisation with intent to deceive.

Where conduct under this Framework also constitutes a criminal offence, the following interface rule
applies:

• Civic and criminal processes run in parallel — neither waits for the other to conclude

• The CTEF handles civic standing, transparency obligations, asset reallocation, and civic role
exclusion

• The NBI criminal architecture handles any question of personal liberty, restitution to directly
harmed individuals, and criminal record

• Neither process may suppress, seal, or withhold records relevant to the other — full disclosure in
both directions is mandatory

• A civic determination (FPO, CTIU finding, Consequence determination) does not constitute a
criminal conviction and may not be cited as such in criminal proceedings

• A criminal acquittal does not annul a CTIU finding or FPO — the civic and criminal tests are
distinct; civic consequences flow from civic determinations

This rule prevents two specific failure modes: first, the argument that because CTEF consequences
are severe, they constitute de facto criminalisation and therefore require criminal procedure
guarantees (they do not — they are civic consequences with their own due-process architecture
under Section 3.7); second, the argument that a criminal acquittal on technical grounds eliminates
civic accountability for the same conduct (it does not).

14.5 Crosswalk to Related Instruments
TECHNICAL SCHEDULES
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The following Technical Schedules contain parameterised operational specifications for the CNSDF.
Technical Schedules are Layer 4 documents under the Constitutional Grammar Document hierarchy
but are explicitly designated as parameterised: their specific numerical values and technical
specifications may be revised through the lighter-weight Technical Schedule Review Process
(Section 15.1) without requiring constitutional amendment. Domain scope (Section 8.1) and all
constitutional principles (Sections 7, 12, and 14) may not be altered through the Technical Schedule
process.

Section 15: Technical Schedules

15.1 Technical Schedule Review Process
The Technical Schedules are reviewed on an annual cycle by a sortition-selected Technical Review
Panel of 12 residents with declared relevant skills (cybersecurity, infrastructure, logistics, defence
policy). The Panel’s recommended revisions are published on the NIN for a 30-day public comment
period before adoption. Revisions take effect upon National Sortition Assembly notation — not vote
— unless a revision would alter a constitutional principle, in which case the standard supermajority
amendment process applies.

The purpose of separating Technical Schedules from the main Framework text is specifically to
prevent two failure modes: technical obsolescence (where hard-coded specifications become
unworkable as infrastructure evolves) and constitutional surgery (where technical updates require the
same procedural threshold as fundamental constitutional change). The separation preserves the spirit
of the Framework while allowing technical evolution.

Technical Schedule A: Convening Windows and Timelines

Technical Schedule B: Threshold Values for Domain Classification

Technical Schedule C: Archive and Facility Specifications

Technical Schedule D: Tier 1 Summary Operational Security Assessment
Framework
All Tier 1 post-session summaries are assessed against the following criteria before NIN publication.
If any criterion is triggered, the summary is held pending review panel assessment (maximum
24-hour hold):

Section 16: Authorial Statement

16.1 Relationship to the DD&SA Corpus
This Framework forms part of the DD&SA corpus: A Civic Architecture for the British Isles. It must be
read in conjunction with the NBI Constitution, the Civic Justice Architecture (DD–SA–CJA–001), the
Civic Security Architecture (DD–SA–CSA–001), the International Civic Compact, and the
Constitutional Grammar Document. It is complete as a standalone operational instrument but gains its
full constitutional force only in the context of the wider architecture of which it is a part.

This Framework is the product of a single architectural intelligence applied consistently across the
entire DD&SA corpus. There is no committee, no consensus, no institutional compromise. Every
provision is the result of deliberate architectural choice. Where the Framework is strict, the strictness
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is intentional. Where it builds in safeguards and review mechanisms, those are not hedges against
the Framework’s own logic — they are the expression of that logic. A civic architecture that does not
protect residents from its own overreach is not a civic architecture; it is a new form of the problem it
was built to solve.

“We do not turn back time; we move forward with the wisdom its patterns reveal.”

Ian R. Graham BA (Hons)

Sole Architect, Direct Democracy & Sortition Assemblies (DD&SA)

Civic Transparency & Institutional Integrity Architecture (DD&SA-CTIA-001)
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