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TECHNOLOGICAL SOLUTIONS FOR THE APPLICATION OF THE REGULATORY

FRAMEWORK FOR TECHNICAL INFORMATION PROTECTION

Abstract. In modern conditions of rapid digitalization of management processes and data processing, the
issue of ensuring reliable information protection in automated systems becomes critically important for
state and private institutions of Ukraine. The regulatory framework of Technical Protection of Information
(TPI), formed in the late 90s, lays down fundamental security principles; however, its practical
implementation in the context of modern architectural solutions and dynamic threats often causes
difficulties for specialists. The relevance of the study is driven by the necessity to harmonize the classic
requirements of regulatory documents with modern technological approaches to building information
systems, as well as the need to develop clear algorithms for implementing Complex Information Protection
Systems (CIPS). The article is devoted to solving the problem of adapting theoretical legislative provisions
to practical cases of deploying security systems. A comprehensive analysis of legal and regulatory acts in
the field of TPI, particularly the classic requirements of regulatory documents 1.1-003-99, 2.5-004-99, and
2.5-005-99, was conducted. Based on this analysis, a complex of technological solutions and a practical
method for implementing protection measures have been developed and presented. A step-by-step
algorithm is proposed, covering all stages of CIPS creation: from information categorization based on
confidentiality, integrity, and availability properties to the selection and configuration of functional
protection profiles. Special attention is paid to the methodology for determining the class of an automated
system depending on its architecture (local, distributed) and data processing mode. The process of
integrating security requirements into the Software Development Life Cycle (SDLC) is investigated,
allowing a transition from «superimposedy security to a «Security by Designy model. Recommendations
regarding the implementation of administrative and discretionary confidentiality, integrity, and
observability services are developed. A method for evaluating the effectiveness of implemented measures,
based on a combination of documentation analysis, personnel interviewing, and instrumental testing of
protection mechanisms, is also proposed. The results of the study confirm that the universality of the classic
regulatory framework allows for its effective application in protecting modern systems, provided adapted
approaches are used. The proposed approach enables organizations of various ownership forms and scales
(from small enterprises to large distributed corporations) to build an economically justified and reliable
protection system. The practical application of the developed technological solutions contributes to
minimizing information security risks, ensuring compliance with legislative requirements, and increasing
the general level of cyber resilience of the state’s information infrastructure.

Keywords: Technical Protection of Information; Complex Information Protection System; protection
profile; categorization of processed information; System Development Life Cycle

information becomes the most valuable asset. In parallel
with the growth of data processing volumes, the level of
cyber threats is growing exponentially, making

Problem Statement

Global trends in the development of the information
society are unequivocally directed towards the total
digitalization of management processes, economy, and
social interaction. The implementation of e-government,
the transition of business to digital ecosystems, and the
use of cloud technologies create an environment where

information security a critical factor for the survival of
any organization.

In this context, the construction of reliable
protection systems in Ukraine relies on the regulatory
framework of Technical Protection of Information (TPI),
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the foundation of which was laid by the classic
requirements of regulatory documents. These documents
contain universal principles that remain relevant.
However, in practice, a significant contradiction arises:
modern information system architectures (distributed,
microservice, virtualized) require flexible approaches,
while regulatory requirements are often perceived by
specialists as static and dogmatic.

Today’s realities require cybersecurity specialists
not just to formally comply with regulator prescriptions,
but to have a deep understanding of how to transform
requirements for confidentiality, integrity, and
availability into specific technical settings of modern
hardware and software. Most organizations face a
«competence gap» problem: lawyers and managers
operate with categories of regulatory acts, while technical
specialists deal with configuration parameters. The
absence of a clear algorithm for translating regulatory
requirements into the language of engineering solutions
leads to protection systems being either imitated («paper
security») or redundant and economically unjustified.

Tasks that need to be solved in the process of
creating a Complex Information Protection System
(CIPS) include: correct categorization of processed
information; adequate selection of a protection profile
corresponding to real threats; integration of security
mechanisms without disrupting business processes;
ensuring real, not declarative, compliance with standards.

Based on this, the urgent task is to create applied
technological solutions that would step-by-step describe
the process of implementing the TPI regulatory
framework in modern conditions. The paper proposes to
consider a practical approach to applying the classic
requirements of regulatory documents, which allows
systematizing the process of building secure systems
from the design stage to commissioning.

Aim of the Study

The aim of the work is to develop practical
technological solutions for applying the classic
requirements of regulatory documents on technical
protection of information through a detailed description
of system categorization procedures, justified selection
and configuration of protection profiles, as well as the
integration of security measures into the system
development life cycle to ensure effective information
protection in organizations of various types.

Analysis of Key Studies
and Publications

The normative foundation of Technical Protection
of Information (TPI) in Ukraine is based on a complex of
regulatory documents developed in the late 1990s, which
still remain valid for state information resources.
Fundamental principles and the conceptual apparatus in
this areca are defined in the classic requirements of

regulatory documents 1.1-003-99, which establishes
unified terminology for all subjects of the protection
system [1]. The security assessment methodology, based
on the criteria of confidentiality, integrity, availability,
and observability, is detailed in the classic requirements
of regulatory documents 2.5-004-99 [2]. The
classification of automated systems (AS) depending on
the data processing mode and architecture is enshrined in
the classic requirements of regulatory documents 2.5-
005-99 [3]. These documents have formed a classic
protection paradigm based on strictly defined profiles
and trust levels.

The current state of state policy in the field of TPI
and the challenges associated with the need for its
transformation are explored in the works of domestic
scientists. In particular, Sadkovyi V. P., Klochko A. M.,
et al. consider the regulatory and legal aspects of
regulating cybersecurity in the context of public
administration, emphasizing the need to harmonize
national legislation with European standards [4].
Dosenko S. D. in his research focuses on technical
problems of information protection, analyzing the
shortcomings of outdated approaches in the context of
modern cyber threats [5].

An important area of research is the integration of
security measures directly into system creation
processes. In this context, the work of Shirtz D. et al.,
dedicated to the concept of «Security by Design» (SbD),
deserves attention [6]. The authors propose a holistic
methodology for increasing the resilience of critical
infrastructure, which goes beyond purely technical
solutions and covers «soft» factors such as security
culture and personnel awareness. The key idea of the
study is that SbD is a continuous discipline that begins at
the requirements definition stage and lasts throughout the
entire System Development Life Cycle (SDLC),
allowing vulnerabilities to be detected at early stages [6].

Developing the theme of proactive protection,
Soundararajan B. emphasizes the cost-effectiveness of
implementing security principles (such as «least
privilege» and «defense in depth») in the early stages of
software development. The author argues that investing
in secure coding and automated testing (Static/Dynamic
Analysis) during design costs significantly less than
fixing vulnerabilities after system deployment [7].

A comprehensive approach to security is impossible
without considering the operational stage. In his work,
Gao Y. expands the protection methodology, covering
both development and Operations. The author details
technical measures to counter modern threats (SQL
injection, XSS, CSRF) and emphasizes the critical
importance of continuous monitoring using SIEM
systems, IDS/IPS, and vulnerability analysis tools. The
study confirms the need to combine secure environment
configuration (Environment Security Configuration)
with regular audits and disaster recovery plans, which is
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a practical implementation of availability and
observability requirements in modern conditions [8].

Particular attention in the context of modern
distributed systems is paid to issues of cryptographic
protection and cloud environment security. Shashank S.
and Venkata G. M. in their study analyze the integration
of encryption protocols (TLS 1.3, AES-256) into CI/CD
processes and containerization (Kubernetes) [9]. The
authors emphasize that for compliance with NIST and
ISO 27001 standards, the transition to «crypto-agility» —
the ability of systems to quickly adapt to new algorithms,
in particular Post-Quantum Cryptography (PQC), is
critical, which is a new challenge for long-term
information protection planning.

Furthermore, modern  protection  strategies
increasingly rely on intelligent data analysis
technologies. Dolhopolov S. et al. investigate the use of
neural network systems for threat detection to prevent
data breaches [10]. This confirms the trend of shifting
from signature-based methods to heuristic analysis using
Machine Learning, which is a necessary component of
the «Observability» subsystem in high-class systems to
detect anomalies that cannot be identified by standard
means.

A separate challenge for modern protection
methodology is the rapid implementation of Generative
Artificial Intelligence (GenAl) tools. Kenchi P. V.,
Kondhalkar P., and Kharat S. in their study analyze the
dual nature of Al assistants (GitHub Copilot, ChatGPT)
in development [11]. The authors point out that although
GenAl significantly increases productivity and
automates testing, it creates new risks: «hallucinationsy,
generation of insecure code, and intellectual property
issues, which requires the mandatory implementation of
human oversight mechanisms and ethical checks in
secure development processes.

However, technical means cannot guarantee
security without a proper organizational component. In a
comprehensive review of the theory and practice of
secure development, Odera D., Otieno M., and Ounza J.
E. emphasize that software security is a socio-technical
problem. The authors identify «human factor» and
«Security Culture» as critical elements that are often
ignored [12]. The study highlights the importance of
Security Governance — managing security through
compliance with standards (ISO 27001, NIST) and
regular staff training, without which even the most
advanced protection algorithms become vulnerable due
to configuration errors or social engineering.

A critically important element of modern
methodology is the automation of auditing and ensuring
data privacy (Privacy by Design). Baldassarre M. T.,
Barletta V. S., et al. in their study propose specialized
tools for improving privacy in software development
[13]. The authors demonstrate how automated tools can
help developers comply with regulatory requirements

(such as GDPR) directly during the coding process,
which is a modern alternative to traditional paper
compliance checks. At the same time, Hu W. and Wang
Z. in their study raise the critical issue of the performance
of security audit tools [14]. The authors developed a
methodology for load testing (performance testing) for
audit products, proving that without checking the speed
of data collection and event logging under load, it is
impossible to guarantee the completeness of audit logs,
which is a direct requirement of the classic requirements
of regulatory documents regarding observability.
Analysis of current sources indicates a gap between
the theoretical requirements of the TPI regulatory
framework and technological realities. While foreign
researchers [6—14] offer advanced mechanisms
(DevSecOps, Al-coding, Performance Auditing), and
domestic authors [4-5] point to the need for reforms,
there is no single applied methodology. It is necessary to
develop an algorithm that would allow Ukrainian
organizations to meet the strict requirements of the
classic requirements of regulatory documents [1-3],
integrating modern technical solutions and verification
methodologies into a single CIPS construction process.

Main Research

The first and fundamental step in building a
Complex Information Protection System is to determine
the criticality category of the processed information and,
based on it, the class of the automated system (AS).
Instead of intuitively selecting protection means, it is
proposed to use the procedure of inventory and
qualitative assessment of assets.

The categorization process begins with forming a
complete list of information types circulating in the
system (e.g., employee personal data, technological
information, financial reporting, etc.). Requirements for
ensuring three basic security properties are defined for
each type of information: Confidentiality (C) — the need
to prevent unauthorized access; Integrity (I) — the need to
protect against unauthorized modification or destruction;
Availability (A) — the need to ensure access to
information at the required time for authorized users.

The criticality level for each property is assessed on
a graduated scale of possible consequences resulting
from a security breach. This assessment considers
various impact factors, ranging from no significant
consequences to critical losses that could entail
catastrophic outcomes for the organization, such as
bankruptcy, severe legal penalties, or threats to national
security.

Determining the general category of the
information system is carried out according to the
«principle of maximum requirements» (often referred to
as the high-water mark principle). Accordingly, the
system categories for confidentiality, integrity, and
availability properties are set equal to the highest values
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assigned among all types of processed information. Such
a conservative strategy guarantees that the entire system
will receive the level of protection necessary for the most
valuable and critical asset, effectively leveling the risk of
underestimating potential threats and ensuring that the
security perimeter is as strong as its most sensitive
component requires.

The subsequent stage involves determining the
specific class of the AS, which depends not only on the
established information category but also on the
technological and architectural features of the system’s
construction. This classification takes into account
factors such as the presence of connections to external
global networks (Internet), the number of users, the
geographical distribution of components, and the mode
of data processing. Generalized characteristics of classes,
strictly adhering to the classic requirements of regulatory
documents (specifically ND TZI 2.5-005-99) and adapted
to modern network realities [3], are presented in Table 1.

Table 1 — Matrix for Determining the Class

of an Automated System
Characte AS-1 AS-2 AS-3
ristic
Local Distributed
Area network
. Single-machine, | Network
Architec- | . ’ WAN
TEEE™ 1 isolated (Stand- | (LAN) ( )
ture . presence of
alone) within a
remote
controlled
branches
zone
Multi- Multi-user,
One user at a
. . user, access from
Users time (Single-
shared external
user)
access networks
Physically Use of
or
Communi- organizati unprotected
. Absent or local & channels
cation . onally
interfaces (Internet,
Channels protected .
o Public
within the
. Network)
facility
High
Low (threats I\./[e(.hum (external
Threat . (insiders, attacks,
mainly of
Level hysical access) local traffic
PRy attacks) interception,
DDoS)
Workstation for Corporate Cloud
rocessin office system, web
Typical processing network, St
classified . portal,
Example | . . . internal .
information (air- ERP interdepartm
d tal syst
gapped) server ental system

After determining the class of the system, it is
necessary to select a Standard Functional Protection
Profile (SFPP). However, standard profiles are often
redundant or insufficient for specific conditions.
Therefore, an algorithm for adaptive profiling is

proposed (Figure 1), which allows modifying the basic
set of security services.

Stage 1. Selection of the Basic Profile. For the
most common Class 2 systems (Local Area Networks), a
profile is selected depending on the information
classification level. For example, profile 2.C.1 (original
«2.K.1») provides minimal protection (basic
authentication), while 2.C.6 (original «2.K.6») provides
maximum protection (mandatory access control,
protection against covert channels).

Stage 2. Risk and Threat Analysis. H At this
stage, the basic profile is checked for compliance with
real threats. Using threat analysis methodologies (e.g.,
STRIDE), the need to strengthen specific protection
functions not covered by the standard set is determined.

Category and Class of AS
e.g. 'Class 2, Category II'

Selection of the Basic
Profile
Regulatory Documents

I

Risk Analysis
Threat Modeling

!

Are basic measures
sufficient?

A !
. Adding compensating |
: measures : Yes
1 e.g. +Memory Clearing '
. '

Parameter Configuration
Password length, audit
frequency

{

Transformation into

technical solutions

e.g. DAC-2 -> Active
Directory RBAC

(Target Security Profile)

Figure 1 — Algorithm for Adaptive Selection
and Configuration of the Protection Profile
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Stage 3. Customization (Configuration). The
process of adding or excluding security services. For
example, if the system processes personal data, it is
advisable to add the RAM clearing service (Object
Reuse) to profile 2.C.3 (original «2.K.3»), even if it is not
mandatory for this level, in order to minimize data
leakage risks.

Stage 4. Technical Implementation. Abstract
requirements of regulatory documents (e.g., service
codes AC-2 (original «kKA-2»), CC-1 (original «HK-1%»)
are transformed into specific technical solutions. The
connection between regulatory requirements and modern
technologies is presented in Table 2.

The proposed Table 2 demonstrates the practical
value of the methodology: it serves as a «translation
dictionary» for engineers, allowing the implementation
of outdated terminological requirements through modern
industrial standards.

Effective implementation of the selected protection
profile is impossible without integrating security
requirements directly into development and operation
processes (Security by Design). The traditional approach,

where a protection system is «superimposed» on an
already finished infrastructure, is economically
inefficient and leaves architectural vulnerabilities.

Considering the specified system challenges, a
model for synchronizing the stages of creating a Complex
Information Protection System with the stages of the
Software Development Life Cycle (SDLC) is proposed.
The correspondence of stages and necessary measures is
presented in Table 3.

The visualization of the model for synchronizing
CIPS stages with SDLC stages is presented in Figure 2.
Such an approach allows identifying discrepancies with
regulatory requirements at the design and coding stages,
reducing the cost of error correction.

The final stage of the methodology is evaluating the
effectiveness of the implemented measures. Unlike the
classic approach, which is often limited to checking the
availability of documentation, we propose a three-level
verification model that combines organizational and
technical methods. The iterative nature of this process,
which ensures a closed cycle of security improvement, is
schematically shown in Figure 3.

Table 2 — Transformation of Security Services from Regulatory Documents into Modern Technical Solutions

tori -
Criteria Serv1.ce.C0de Requirement Essence Modern Technical Implementation
Group (Original)
. MFA (Multi-Factor Authentication),
IA (HH) User authentication Kerberos, X.509 certificates, biometrics
Confidentiality DAC (KII) Discretionary access ACL (Access Control Lists), RBAC (Role-
© control Based Access Control) in Active Directory
Data protection during TLS 1.3 protocols, IPsec, SSH, VPN
CE (KB) . .
transmission tunneling
. . Electronic signatures (Digital Signature),
DI (1Y) Protection against hash functions (SHA-256), Blockchain
. modification o
Integrity (I) registries
e Snapshots (Veeam, VMware), transactional
RB (L1IO) Ability to roll back to state DB logs, Git versioning
Observability REG (HP) Event registration (audit) Centralized SIEM systems (Splunk, ELK
Stack), Syslog servers
S Clustering (Kubernetes), Load Balancers,
Availability FT (J1C) Fault tolerance RAID arrays, geo-redundancy
Table 3 — Matrix of Integrating TPI Measures into DevSecOps Processes
SDLC Stage Security Task (TPI) Practical Implementation and Tools
Plan Determination of category and class Threat Modeling, determining the budget for protection
of AS. Formation of Security Policy. means.
. Development of CIPS architecture. Designing network segmentation, selection of
Design . . . . ..
Selection of protection profile. cryptographic protocols, design of authentication scheme.
. Implementation of functional security | SAST (Static Application Security Testing) — automatic
Build . . . . .\ .
services (authentication, logging). code analysis at the writing stage (Secure Coding).
Test Preliminary testing of CIPS. DAST (Dynamic Application Security Testing), functional
Verification of settings. testing of protection mechanisms, load testing of audit.
Deplo Pilot operation. Fixing checksums of | Automated configuration deployment (Infrastructure as
ploy software. Code), configuration of perimeter protection means.
Overate Administration of protection means, Continuous monitoring (SIEM), Vulnerability
P log analysis, incident response. Management, regular updating (Patching).
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CODE
© Secure Coding
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© SIEM /
Monitoring

DEPLOY
© configuration
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Figure 2 — Model of Integrating TPI Measures into
the Life Cycle (DevSecOps)

1. Documentary Audit
Checking policies

I ™

2, Instrumental Scanning
Searching for CVE
vulnerabilities

Re-audit

3. Load Testing
Checking log recording
speed

N/

4. Analysis of Non-
Conformities
and Fixing

Figure 3 — Iterative Process of Assessment
and Verification of CIPS

Level 1. Expert-Documentary Analysis. This
initial stage involves a meticulous review of the
organizational and administrative foundation of the
security system. Experts assess the availability,
relevance, and quality of regulatory documentation,
including the Security Policy, Protection Plan,
administrator instructions, and user guidelines. Beyond
merely checking for the existence of these documents,
the analysis evaluates their alignment with current
business processes and regulatory requirements.
Furthermore, personnel interviewing is conducted to
verify the real awareness of employees regarding security

rules and their adherence to established protocols. This
«human-centric» verification is crucial for minimizing
the risks of «paper security», where formal compliance
exists only in documentation but not in actual practice.

Level 2. Instrumental Vulnerability Analysis.
At this technical stage, the system undergoes a
comprehensive examination using specialized software.
Automated scanning tools, such as OpenVAS, Nessus, or
similar enterprise-grade solutions, are deployed to scan
the entire infrastructure for known Common
Vulnerabilities and Exposures (CVE). The scan covers
operating systems, application software, network
services, and configurations. It identifies critical issues
such as incorrect port configurations, usage of weak or
default passwords, unpatched software versions, and
insecure encryption settings. The outcome of this phase
is a detailed technical report that provides an objective
assessment of the system’s current state and its
compliance with the technical requirements of the
selected protection profile.

Level 3. Load Testing of Security Functions
(Stress Testing). This is a critically important, yet often
overlooked, stage of verification. It goes beyond standard
functionality testing to check the resilience of security
subsystems under extreme conditions. Specifically, it
involves testing the ability of the audit and event logging
subsystem to operate correctly under peak loads, such as
during a massive DDoS attack or a high-intensity brute-
force attempt. The goal is to ensure that the system does
not drop audit logs or fail to register security events when
the flow of data exceeds standard operational parameters,
thereby guaranteeing the «observability» requirement is
met even during critical incidents. The universality of the
proposed methodology allows for adapting protection
strategies to the unique specifics and scale of any
organization.

Organizations operating medium-class local area
networks require a more comprehensive strategy focused
on centralized access control and detailed auditing.
Essential technical measures include implementing
directory services (like Active Directory) for unified
authentication, logical network segmentation (VLANS)
to isolate critical assets, and automated log collection
systems. Given that the human factor remains the
primary attack vector in this segment, establishing
regular staff training programs to counter social
engineering and phishing attacks becomes a critical
component of the defense strategy.

Large third-class systems with distributed
architectures require complex, high-end technical
solutions. This includes mandatory cryptographic
protection of traffic (VPN tunnels) for inter-branch
communication, deployment of Intrusion
Detection/Prevention Systems (IDS/IPS), and centralized
Security Information and Event Management (SIEM) or
Security Operations Centers (SOC) for real-time incident
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response. Industry specifics are also deeply integrated:
the banking sector prioritizes transaction integrity and
non-repudiation; medical institutions focus on strict data
confidentiality through mandatory access controls; and
manufacturing enterprises prioritize the high availability

and fault tolerance of technological processes
(OT/SCADA security).
Conclusions

The study developed and substantiated practical
technological solutions for applying the regulatory
framework of technical protection of information, which
allows adapting the fundamental requirements of state
standards to the operating conditions of modern
information and telecommunication systems. The
proposed approach solves the urgent problem of the gap
between static regulatory prescriptions and the dynamics
of technological development, offering tools for building
flexible and effective protection systems. The
systematization of asset categorization and system
classification procedures made it possible to move away
from subjective assessments, ensuring an objective
determination of the required security level based on the
analysis of real consequences of a violation of
confidentiality, integrity, or availability of information.

A key scientific and practical result of the work is
the creation of an adaptive algorithm for selecting and
configuring protection profiles. This mechanism allows
transforming abstract requirements of regulatory
documents into specific technical solutions, such as
multi-factor authentication, cryptographic protection of

communication channels, and centralized event auditing.
Implementing such an approach ensures the construction
of an economically justified protection system that not
only formally complies with legislation but is also
capable of countering current cyber threats without
excessive spending of resources on redundant security
measures.

An important achievement of the study is the
development of a model for integrating technical
protection requirements into the software development
life cycle. Synchronizing the stages of creating a
comprehensive protection system with DevSecOps
processes allows implementing the principle of proactive
security, identifying and eliminating vulnerabilities at the
design and coding stages, which significantly reduces the
cost of fixing errors compared to the traditional approach
of imposing protection measures on already finished
infrastructure.

The final element of the proposed methodology was
a comprehensive effectiveness assessment model that
combines organizational checks with instrumental
analysis and load testing. This approach guarantees the
transition from declarative security to confirmed
functional stability of the system, ensuring reliable
logging of security events even under peak loads. The
practical application of the developed recommendations
will allow state and commercial organizations to increase
the level of cyber resilience of their information systems,
while ensuring full compliance with the requirements of
current Ukrainian legislation in the field of information
protection.
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HAOIIHO20 3axucmy iHghopmayii 6 a8MoOMaAmMu308anux cucmemax Haby8ae KPUMUYHO20 SHAYEHH OIS OePHCABHUX MA NPUBAMHUX
yemanog Yxpainu. Hopmamuena 6asza mexuiunozo saxucmy ingopmayii (T31), cghopmosana nanpuxinyi 90-x poxis, 3axnadae
@ynoamenmanvui npunyunu Oesnexu, npome il NPAKMUYHA IMIIEMEHMAYIA 6 YMOBAX CYYACHUX APXIMEKMYPHUX piuieHb ma
OUHAMIYHUX 3A2PO3 YACMO GUKIUKAE MPYyOHOWi y paxieyie. Akmyanbricms 00CIONCEHHS 3YMOBNEHA HEOOXIOHICIIO 2apMOHI3ayil
KAACUYHUX 8UMO2 Hopmamuehux Oooxymenmie (H/) i3 cywacnumu mexnono2iunumu nioxooamu 00 nobyooeu ingopmayitinux
cucmem, a maxKodic NompeooIo y po3pooyi YimKux aneopummis npoeadIceH s KOMNAEKCHUX cucmem 3axucmy ingopmayii (KC3I).
Cmamms npucesuena eupiwiennio npobiemu aoanmayii meopemuyuHux Nnoa0dceHb 3aKOHOO0AGCMEA 00 NPAKMUYHUX Kelucie
poszeopmanns cucmem beznexu. [Iposedeno KoMnIeKCHUL anaiz HopmamugHo-npasosux akmie y cpepi 131, soxkpema HI T3I 1.1-
003-99, 2.5-004-99 ma 2.5-005-99. Ha ocnosi yvboco ananizy po3pobneno ma npedcmagieHo KOMNIeKe mexHoN02IYHUX piuieHb ma
NPAKMUYHULTL MemoO 6npoBaoddHCeHHsl 3axo0i@ 3axucmy. 3anponoHO8aHO NOKPOKOBUU ANOPUMM, AKUU OXONMIOE 8Ci cmaolii
cmeopenns KC3I: 6i0 kamezopusayii ingpopmayii 3a éracmusocmamu Kougioenyitinocmi, yinicnocmi ma 00cmynHocmi 0o 6ubopy
ma HanawmyeanHs @OYHKYyioHaneHux npo@inie 3axuwenocmi. Ocobaugy ysazy npuoiileHo Memoouyi 6USHAYEHHA KiaAcy
aA8MoMamu308aHoi cucmemu 3anedlcHo 6io it apximekmypu (10KanbHa, posnodinena) ma pexcumy obpodku danux. Jocriodiceno
npoyec inmezpayii 6umoe 6e3nexu 8 HCummesuil Yuki po3pooxu npoepamuozo 3abesneuenns (SDLC), wo 0ozeonac nepevimu 6io
«Haxraadenoiy besnexu 0o moodeni «besnexa yepes ousaiiny (security by design). Pospobneno pexomenoayii ujo0o peanizayii nociyz
aominicmpamusnoi ma 008ipuoi koupioenyitinocmi, yinichocmi ma cnocmepedicenocmi. Taxodc 3anponoHo8aHo Memoo
OYIHIOBAHHSA eDeKMUBHOCII BNPOBAONCEHUX 3AX00i8, AKUL OA3VEMbCA HA KOMOIHayii ananizy Ookymenmayii, inmepe 108aHHsA
nepconany ma iHCMPYMEHMAIbHO20 MeCmy8anHs Mexanizmie 3axucmy. Pezynbmamu Oocniodcenus niomeepodicyoms, wjo
VHIBEPCANLHICMb KIACUYHOT HOPMAMUBHOT 6a3U 0ac 3MO2y ehEeKMUBHO 3aCMOCcO8y8amu it 0118 3aXUCHY CYYACHUX CUCTEM 3d YMOBU
BUKOPUCTNAKHS A0anmMoBanux nioxodis. IIpaxmuutne 3acmocy8anHs po3podIeHUX MEXHOA0IUHUX PilueHb cnpusmume MiHIMizayii
pusuxie ingopmayitinoi besnexu, 3abesneuennto iONOGIOHOCMI 3AKOHOOAGUUM GUMOSAM MA NIOBUWEHHIO 3A2ANIbHO20 DiBHS
Kibepcmitikocmi inghopmayitinoi inghpacmpyxkmypu depoicasu.

Knrwuogi cnosa: mexniunuii 3axucm ingpopmauyii; Komnaekcna cucmema saxucmy ingopmauii; npogpine 3axuwienocmi;
Kamezopu3sayia 00poonioeanoi inghopmauii; scummesuii yuk po3pooku cucmemu; H/J T31
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