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Abstract

This report looks into the information security challenges that NatureGreen (NG), a global
company focused on health products, is facing as it increasingly depends on cloud services,
wireless networks, and employee demands for Bring Your Own Device (BYOD) access. By
examining well-established security frameworks like ITIL 4, ISO 27001, NIST Cybersecurity
Framework (CSF) 2.0, and COBIT, I've developed a tailored security strategy that meets NG's
specific requirements in governance, compliance, and risk management. This approach combines
the strongest elements from these frameworks to build a flexible yet robust security system.The
report also discusses why it's critical to regularly update policies, standards, and regulations to
keep pace with new and evolving cyber threats, rapid technological changes, and shifting
regulatory requirements. Some key assumptions are that NG operates across multiple countries
and relies on major cloud service providers. Overall, the analysis shows how this customized
strategy aligns with industry best practices, strengthening security while still supporting the
company's broader business goals.

Introduction



The widespread shift to cloud services, wireless networks in the workplace, and employees using
their own personal devices for work has completely changed the cyber threat landscape.
According to Cybersecurity Ventures (2024), global cybercrime costs are expected to hit US$10.5
trillion annually by the end of 2025, a number bigger than the combined GDP of Germany and
Japan, making it the fastest-growing type of economic crime ever. IBM’s 2024 Cost of a Data
Breach Report also shows that the average cost of a data breach for an organization has climbed
to USS$4.88 million, with healthcare and pharmaceutical companies facing the steepest bills at
USS$10.93 million on average the highest of any industry for the 14th year in a row.

NatureGreen (NG), a multinational health and wellness company headquartered in Europe with
significant operations in North America, Asia-Pacific, and Latin America, is right in the middle of
these growing risks. Valued at over USS$S22 billion (Forbes Global 2000, 2025 ranking), NG’s edge
comes from its proprietary botanical formulas, clinical research data, and precision
manufacturing processes trade secrets worth billions of dollars. The company serves more than
120 million registered customers worldwide and employs around 7,500 staff and contractors, with
78% working remotely or on the move.

NG’s current tech setup is a classic example of high risk paired with low security maturity:

e 95% wireless corporate network, mostly running on Wi-Fi 6/6E, but with modern WPA3-
Enterprise security in only 30% of locations

e Almost complete reliance on the cloud—core systems like ERP, product lifecycle
management (PLM), CRM, e-commerce, and R&D collaboration are hosted on AWS,
Microsoft Azure, and Salesforce

e Heavy digital interaction with customers—mobile apps, web portals, and social media
channels handling sensitive personal and health data every day

e Strong push for BYOD—senior leaders and customer-facing teams are actively requesting
unrestricted access from personal devices to boost agility and closer customer
relationships

e No formal information security governance—an internal audit from Q3 2024 openly
admits: “Information security is a stated priority, but everything remains in disarray. There
is no enterprise-wide policy framework, no appointed CISO, and no defined risk
management process.”

This mix creates a hugely vulnerable and sprawling attack surface while exposing NG to a complex
overlap of tough regulatory requirements, including:

e EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and the NIS2 Directive (2024)

e U.S. Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) Security Rule and HITECH
breach-notification rules



e California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA/CPRA) and other emerging U.S. state privacy laws
e Brazil’s Lei Geral de Protecdo de Dados (LGPD)
e China’s Personal Information Protection Law (PIPL) and Cybersecurity Law

¢ Upcoming Digital Operational Resilience Act (DORA) requirements for EU financial and
supply-chain partners starting January 2025.
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Figure 1: NatureGreen’s Expanded Attack Surface vs. Traditional Perimeter (Author’s own, 2025)

Risk Scenario Estimated Annualised Loss Expectancy (US$ million)
Major ransomware with IP theft 850 -1,400

Regulatory fines (GDPR/HIPAA class) 120 — 450

Customer Pll breach (50 m records) 180 - 320

Loss of market share / brand damage 300-800

Total plausible exposure 1.5 - 3.0 billion

Table 1 — Projected Financial Exposure for NatureGreen (Author’s own risk model, 2025)

Recent peer-reviewed research really drives home the need for immediate action. For instance,
studies show that organizations lacking a certified Information Security Management System (like
ISO 27001) face significantly higher breach risks compared to those that have it. Verizon’s latest
Data Breach Investigations Report (DBIR) highlights that a large portion of breaches tied to third



parties or partners stem from cloud misconfigurations or stolen credentials —issues that hit close
to home for companies like NG with heavy cloud reliance. On top of that, regulations like the EU
NIS2 Directive (now in effect after transposition in late 2024) and U.S. SEC rules have raised the
stakes: executives and boards can now face personal liability for major governance shortcomings.

In this context, this Level 7 report tackles NatureGreen’s vulnerable position head-on, meeting
the ACCA7028 module requirements via three interconnected objectives:

1. Athorough, academic review of leading information security and governance frameworks
(ISO/IEC 27001:2022, NIST CSF 2.0, COBIT 2019, and ITIL 4), complete with custom
diagrams, comparison tables, and in-depth analysis of recent 2023—-2025 research from
sources like IEEE, ACM, Elsevier, Springer, and official standards bodies (Section 2).

2. The creation of a custom hybrid framework—NG-Secure—that blends COBIT’s strong
governance focus, 1ISO 27001’s certifiable structure, NIST CSF 2.0’s flexible operations, and
ITIL 4’s service management strengths, all customized for NG’s cloud-heavy, wireless-
dependent, and BYOD-friendly setup. It features detailed architecture diagrams, risk heat
maps, control matrices, and a practical 30-month rollout plan (Section 3).

3. A balanced critical discussion, backed by real-world data, on why security standards and
regulations need to keep evolving to handle new tech like Al, quantum computing, and
zero-trust models, plus the specific impacts on NatureGreen (Section 4).

By implementing the NG-Secure model, NatureGreen can shift from its current high-risk exposure
to proven resilience, full regulatory compliance, and a real competitive edge in a tough digital
landscape.

All assumptions are clearly stated for full transparency.
2. Research into Security Frameworks and Models
2.1 Qverview

Information security frameworks and models provide structured ways to spot, handle, and reduce
risks in today’s complicated digital setups. As of 2025, with threats advancing quickly (think Al-
powered attacks and potential quantum risks), these frameworks stress flexibility, integration
with new tech, and alignment with global rules like GDPR and NIS2. This section dives into the
main ones—ITIL 4, the ISO 27000 series, NIST CSF 2.0, and COBIT 2019 —while also touching on
other popular options like CIS Controls and SOC 2, which consistently rank high in recent industry
surveys for 2025. I've added visuals like diagrams and charts to show their structures and
differences, pulling from trusted sources.



Research from journals like IEEE, ACM, and Elsevier suggests that combining elements from
multiple frameworks can cut breach rates noticeably, especially in cloud- and wireless-intensive
environments like NG’s. Updates in 2025 are increasingly centered on Al governance, supply-chain
security, and zero-trust approaches.

2.2 ITIL 4 Framework

ITIL 4, which has been evolving since 2019 with growing ties to Al and DevSecOps practices, shifts
IT service management toward a model focused on co-creating value. Its Information Security
Management practice weaves security into everyday services, making it useful for handling risks
in wireless networks and BYOD policies. Critical take: It excels at promoting agility and integration
but isn’t as strong on deep, standalone risk assessment as something like ISO 27001.
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Figure 2 : Service value chain
itsm.tools
Service Value System: The ITIL 4 Service Value System Explained

2.31S0O 27000 Family

The 1SO 27000 family is led by ISO 27001:2022, which provides a solid foundation for an
Information Security Management System (ISMS) built around the Plan-Do-Check-Act (PDCA)
cycle. The latest version includes 93 controls in Annex A, with a stronger focus on cloud security,
threat intelligence, and modern risks. Recent data from 2025 shows that about 41% of
organizations have adopted it, and those that have see a clear drop in security risks. My take: It’s
highly certifiable and covers pretty much everything you need, but it can be quite resource-
heavy—especially for a large, multinational company like NG.


https://itsm.tools/the-itil-4-service-value-system-explained/

Clause 10: Improvement

Focuses on continual improvement,
Organizations must take corrective actions
when nonconformities arefound and improve
theISMS based on audit findings,
performance reviews. and evolving risks. It
ensures the system is adaptive, resilient, and
continuously improving to address new
challenges.

Clause 9: Performance Evaluation
Requires monitoring, measuring, and
evaluating the ISMS’s performance. This
includes conducting regular intemal audits
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me ets information security objectives. The
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goals.
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Focuses on implementing and managing the
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1SO 27001 Plan, Do, Check, Act:
An Overview of the Certification Process
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Clause 5: Leadership
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driving the ISMS. Leadership must ensure the
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system's effectiveness. This ensures strang
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organization's leadership.

Clause 6: Planning
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establishing measurable objectives for
ongoing improvement
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Figure 3 : ISO 27001 Certification: A Guide

mhmcpa.ca
Achieving ISO 27001 Certification: A Guide to the Plan, Do, Check ...

2.4 NIST Cybersecurity Framework 2.0

NIST CSF 2.0, released in 2024, introduced a new "Govern" function alongside the original five
(Identify, Protect, Detect, Respond, Recover), making it a six-function model. In recent 2025
industry surveys, it’'s come out as the most highly regarded framework, with around 68% of
respondents naming it their top choice. It’s really flexible and works well across different
industries, and it includes helpful mappings to things like the NIST Al Risk Management
Framework. My view: It’s great because it focuses on outcomes and practical results, and being
voluntary makes it easier to adopt, but it doesn’t have the same level of built-in audit rigor and
depth that you get with ISO 27001.


https://www.mhmcpa.ca/blog/iso
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Figure 4 : NIST CSF Framework 2.0
mnemonic.io
What's new in the NIST CSF Framework 2.0

2.5 COBIT 2019

COBIT 2019 is all about aligning IT goals with overall business objectives, using a set of 40
governance and management objectives to make that happen. It’s particularly strong in the
governance space, which makes it a great fit for navigating the complex regulatory environment
we’re seeing in 2025. My take: It shines when it comes to high-level strategic planning and
oversight, but it’s a bit lighter on the day-to-day operational details compared to some of the
other frameworks.


https://www.mnemonic.io/resources/blog/whats-new-in-the-nist-csf-framework-2.0/
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Figure 5 : COBIT 2019: A Framework for Effective Governance
linkedin.com
Introduction to COBIT 2019: A Framework for Effective Governance ...

2.6 CIS Controls

CIS Controls version 8 (with its 2025 updates) lays out 18 prioritized safeguards that focus on the
most effective actions organizations can take to protect themselves. They’re especially practical
for industries like manufacturing, critical infrastructure, and other operations-heavy
environments. My take: They’re straightforward, actionable, and relatively cost-effective to
implement, but they don’t go as deep into governance and strategic oversight as something like
COBIT or ISO 27001.

cisecurity.org


https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/introduction-cobit-2019-framework-effective-governance-n4oce
https://www.cisecurity.org/controls/cis-controls-list

The 18 CIS Critical Security Controls
2.750C2

SOC 2 is all about the Trust Services Criteria—things like security, availability, processing integrity,
confidentiality, and privacy—and it’s become pretty much essential for service organizations,
especially cloud providers, in 2025. It’s the go-to standard when customers (or regulators) want
assurance that a vendor is handling data responsibly. My take: It’s very strong for compliance
purposes and building trust with partners or clients, but it tends to be narrower in scope
compared to broader frameworks like 1SO 27001 or NIST—it’s really focused on service
organizations rather than covering the full enterprise security picture.

* Network/application firewalls
* Two-factor authentication

e Access control
* Two-factor authentication

® Encryption ® Intrusion detection

SOC 2

» Performance monitoring
* Disaster recovery
® Security incident handling

e Encryption
® Access controls
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Figure 6 : SOC 2 Trust Services Criteria (TSC)
dashsdk.com
SOC 2 Trust Services Criteria (TSC) - Required Security Controls ...

2.8 Comparative Analysis

Framework |Focus Certifiable (2025 Adoption||Strengths
ITIL 4 Service Mgmt||No High Agility, integration
ISO 27001 ISMS Yes 41% Compliance, risk depth

NIST CSF 2.0(|Cyber Risk |[No 68% Flexibility, Al alignment



https://www.dashsdk.com/resource/soc-2-trust-services-criteria-tsc/

Framework |Focus Certifiable (2025 Adoption||Strengths

COBIT 2019 ||Governance |[No Medium Business-IT sync

CIS Controls |Safeguards |[No High Practical implementation
SOC2 Trust Services| Yes (Report)|[High Vendor assurance

Table 2: Comparative Analysis of different Framework

IT Security Frameworks: Strengths Radar (2025)

ITIL 4

) 1SO 27001

Figure 7 : Radar Chart - Framework Strengths Comparison

3. Designed Approach: NG-Secure Hybrid Framework for NatureGreen'’s Information System
Security, Governance, and Compliance

3.1 Explicit Assumptions

The proposed approach is based on the following clearly stated assumptions, drawn from the
case details and up-to-date industry benchmarks (as of December 2025):

1. NatureGreen operates across several highly regulated regions (EU, USA, Brazil, China),
which means it must comply with GDPR, NIS2 Directive, HIPAA, CCPA/CPRA, LGPD, and
PIPL.



The main cloud providers are AWS and Microsoft Azure, running under the usual shared
responsibility model.

The company allocates 5—8% of its total IT spend to security each year (roughly US$15-25
million), which is enough to support a phased rollout.

Current security maturity sits at NIST CSF Tier 1 (Partial) and pre-Stage 1 for ISO 27001 —
no formal ISMS in place yet.

Workforce includes over 7,500 employees and contractors, with 78% working remotely or
mobile; the customer base is more than 120 million, and many of them access services
via personal devices.

Key threats include ransomware aimed at stealing IP, phishing and social engineering
attacks, cloud misconfigurations, wireless eavesdropping, and supply-chain compromises.

Intellectual property—mainly proprietary formulations and R&D data—worth over USS5
billion, mostly stored in cloud repositories.

These assumptions keep the design practical, scalable, and suited to NG’s global operations.

3.2 Overview of the NG-Secure Hybrid Model

NG-Secure is a custom-built hybrid framework that pulls together the best parts of the

frameworks we’ve looked at to tackle NatureGreen'’s specific pain points: heavy reliance on cloud

services, a 95% wireless network, growing BYOD use, and the complete lack of formal policies.

Core Integration Principles:

Governance Layer: Drawing from COBIT 2019 (especially the EDM and APO domains) to
ensure strong board-level oversight and clear performance metrics.

Management System: Built around the ISO/IEC 27001:2022 Plan-Do-Check-Act (PDCA)
cycle for ongoing improvement and the ability to achieve certification.

Operational Functions: Using NIST CSF 2.0’s six core functions (Govern, Identify, Protect,
Detect, Respond, Recover) to keep everything focused on managing risk effectively.

Service Delivery: Incorporating ITIL 4 practices (like Information Security Management and
Incident Management) to support smooth, agile operations in cloud and wireless
environments.
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Figure 8 : ISO 27001:2022 PDCA Cycle

gccertification.com

Figure 10 represents ISO 27001:2022 PDCA Cycle (Adapted from Global Compliance
Certification, 2023). The foundational cycle driving continual improvement in NG-Secure.
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https://gccertification.com/iso-27001-and-the-pdca-cycle-a-roadmap-to-information-security/
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Figure 9 : NIST CSF 2.0 Core Functions

What's new in the NIST CSF Framework 2.0
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Microsoft Cybersecurity Reference Architectures (MCRA) | Microsoft ...

Figure 11 — Hybrid Architecture Inspiration (Microsoft Cybersecurity Reference Architectures,

2025). NG-Secure adopts a similar layered, multi-framework approach tailored to cloud/BYOD
environments.


https://www.mnemonic.io/resources/blog/whats-new-in-the-nist-csf-framework-2.0/
https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/security/adoption/mcra
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Figure 11 : Information Security Governance Structure

researchgate.net

2: PROPOSED FRAMEWORK OF INFORMATION SECURITY GOVERNANCE ...

Figure 12 — Information Security Governance Structure (ResearchGate, 2022). Model for NG’s
proposed Security Governance Committee.

3.3 Governance and Strategic Planning for Security

Set up a dedicated Information Security Governance Committee (ISGC) that reports straight to
the Board and is chaired by a newly appointed Chief Information Security Officer (CISO) at the
executive level (drawing from COBIT EDM01-03). The ISGC will make sure security goals line up
with the overall business strategy, define the company’s risk appetite, and meet the board
accountability rules under NIS2.

Key deliverables:

¢ Anannual Security Strategy Roadmap that ties directly into enterprise objectives.


https://www.researchgate.net/figure/PROPOSED-FRAMEWORK-OF-INFORMATION-SECURITY-GOVERNANCE_fig2_220630626

o Quarterly risk dashboards for the executives to review.

e Security metrics built into the company’s balanced scorecards.
3.4 Security Policies
Create a full set of risk-based policies (based on ISO 27001 Clause 5.2):

e BYOD Policy: Require Mobile Device Management (e.g., Microsoft Intune),
containerisation to separate work and personal data, and endpoint detection and
response (EDR) tools.

e Cloud Security Policy: Mandate the use of a Cloud Access Security Broker (CASB) and
automated scans for configuration issues.

e Acceptable Use and Data Classification Policies: Include mandatory employee training
and encryption requirements for all sensitive data.

3.5 Risk Management
Use the ISO 27005 risk management approach inside NIST’s Identify function:

e Conduct a full enterprise-wide risk assessment every year, covering third-party vendors
and supply-chain risks.

e Carry out specific threat modelling for BYOD scenarios (using the STRIDE model).

Magnitude Range Low End Range High End

Moderate (M) $10,000 $99,999

Low (L) $1,000 $9,999




Figure 12 : NG-Specific Cybersecurity Risk Heat Map
safe.security
4 Steps to a Smarter Risk Heat Map - Safe Security

Figure 13 — NG-Specific Cybersecurity Risk Heat Map (Adapted from Safe Security, 2024).
Visualising top risks post-mitigation.

Table 3.1 — Top 12 Risks and Mitigations (Author’s own assessment, 2025)

Residual |[Primary Controls

Rank|Risk Description Likelihood|Impact Risk (Framework Source)
MDM Conditional
1 Unauthorised access via BYOD |High Critical |[Medium Acces; (NI SOTnPll{ToAnCa)
Cloud data CSPM tools, CASB
2 High High |L .
exfiltration/misconfiguration ‘& ‘& oW (ISO A.5.23)

Zero-Trust, Backups

3 Ransomware targeting IP Medium  ||Critical |Low (NIST Recover)

Al-based filtering,

4 Phishing/social engineering Very High |High |Medium Training (ISO A.7.2.2)

WPA3-Enterprise,

5 Wirel i High Medium||L
ireless eavesdropping ig edium|Low NAC (NIST PR.PT)
. . . . SBOM, Vend dit
6 Supply-chain compromise Medium |High |Low (NIST ID.;IEJ)OI audts
UEBA, DLP (ISO
7 Insider threat Medium |High |Medium ’ (
A.8.2)
. . . Compliance mapping
Non- 1 fi M High |L
8 on-compliance fines edium ig oW (COBIT APOO1)
Remote wipe,
9 Physical loss of devices High Medium|Low Encryption (ISO
A.8.3)
WAF, CDN (ITIL
10 ||DDoS on customer portals Medium |Medium|Low ’ (

Availability Mgmt)



https://safe.security/resources/blog/risk-heat-map-cyber-risk-quantification/
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Figure 13 : Zero Trust Architecture

brickworkindia.com

What is Zero Trust Architecture and How to Build One?

Figure 14 — Zero-Trust Architecture for NG (Adapted from Brickwork India, 2025). Core
protection mechanism for BYOD and wireless access.

3.6 Security Management Models and Practices / Protection Mechanisms

e Roll out a zero-trust architecture across all cloud and wireless environments (based on
NIST PR.AC-5).


https://www.brickworkindia.com/blog/zero-trust-architecture-and-how-to-build-one

e Bring in Al-powered threat detection tools (like Microsoft Sentinel) and tie them directly
into the ITIL Incident Management practice for faster response.

e Make multi-factor authentication (MFA) and privileged access management (PAM)
mandatory for every type of access—no exceptions.

3.7 Contingency Planning

e Develop solid Business Continuity and Disaster Recovery (BCP/DR) plans that align with
NIST’s Recover function and ISO 27031 guidelines.

e Aim for Recovery Time Objectives (RTO) under 4 hours for critical systems, with geo-
redundant backups tested twice a year.

o Create detailed incident response playbooks and ensure 24/7 coverage through a Security
Operations Center (SOC).

3.8 Service Level Agreements

o Establish clear internal Operational Level Agreements (OLAs) and external Service Level
Agreements (SLAs) with cloud providers that include specific security metrics—for
example, 99.99% uptime and breach notifications within 24 hours—all in line with ITIL 4
best practices.

¢ 3.9 Phased Implementation Roadmap
o Table 3.2 — 30-Month Roadmap

R ibl
Phase||Timeline |Key Activities Target Outcomes esponsible
Party
1 Months 0-||Gap analysis, appoint CISO, develop|[Policies  approved,||Executive
6 policies, baseline risk assessment ISGC established Sponsor
Months 6—|Deploy MDM/zero-trust, SOC build-|NIST Tier 3, basic
2 .. . . CISO & IT
18 out, staff training, ISO Stage 1 audit ||controls in place
3 Months Full certification audit, advanced|ISO 27001 certified, ISGC
18-30 threat hunting, BCP testing NIST Tier 4
4 Ongoing Annual reviews, continual Sustaifled maturity, All
improvement compliance

3.10 Critical Evaluation



The NG-Secure hybrid model stands out because of how it thoughtfully combines the frameworks
with clear priorities: ISO 27001 gives it the certifiability that regulators and partners really trust,
NIST CSF 2.0 brings the flexibility needed to handle fast-changing threats, COBIT strengthens
governance to protect the board from personal liability, and ITIL 4 ensures resilient day-to-day
services. Real-world evidence backs up hybrid approaches—companies that use multiple
frameworks see breach costs drop by around 32% on average (IBM, 2024). Of course, there are
downsides, like the upfront effort and resources required, but the phased rollout helps manage
that. All in all, this model takes NatureGreen from its current chaotic state to a mature, fully
compliant, and genuinely resilient security posture.

4. Critical Analysis: The Necessity of Continuous Evolution in Regulations and Standards
4.1 Drivers of Change in the Threat and Technology Landscape

Cybersecurity never stands still, so regulations and standards have to keep evolving to stay ahead
of new threats, rapid tech advances, and changing public expectations. As of December 2025, the
biggest drivers are the explosion of Al-powered attacks, growing quantum computing risks, and
more sophisticated supply-chain vulnerabilities. For example, Al-related threats like data
poisoning and adversarial machine learning have jumped 150% since 2023, pushing frameworks
like NIST’s Al Risk Management Framework to add new controls around model integrity. Quantum
risks are also forcing action—NIST’s guidance (IR 8545, 2024) is urging organizations to start
planning post-quantum cryptography migrations now to defend against “harvest-now-decrypt-
later” attacks.

On the tech side, the massive rollout of loT devices in wireless networks (very relevant for NG’s
almost entirely wireless setup) is making issues like DDoS attacks and eavesdropping much worse,
which is why updates like 1ISO 27001:2022 added fresh Annex A controls for ICT readiness.
Regulatory differences across countries create another push for change—the patchwork of rules
like the EU’s NIS2 Directive (2024), U.S. SEC requirements (2023), and ongoing updates to China’s
PIPL can lead to compliance headaches if standards don’t help bridge the gaps. High-profile
incidents, such as the 2025 CrowdStrike-related outages, have also heightened public worry
about data privacy and system reliability, putting more pressure on governments to raise the
bar—as highlighted in the World Economic Forum’s Global Cybersecurity Outlook 2025.

Figure 15 shows a Timeline of Key Cybersecurity Regulation Updates (2024-2025) (Adapted from
Ardalyst, 2024).
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4.2 Empirical Evidence and Scholarly Perspectives

Real-world data really highlights why these standards and regulations have to keep evolving. For
example, IBM’s 2024 Cost of a Data Breach Report shows that companies sticking with outdated
frameworks end up paying about 28% more when a breach hits, whereas those using more current
ones like organizations that have adopted NIST CSF 2.0 cut their recovery time by around 35%.
Academic studies back this up too: a paper in Computers & Security (2023) points out that fixed,
unchanging regulations just don’t hold up against advanced persistent threats (APTs) or insider
risks, especially with cloud-related incidents jumping 40% since 2022. Another systematic review
in Information Systems Frontiers (2024) makes the case that regularly updated standards build real
resilience, showing a 19% better alignment across organizations after they adopt the latest
versions.

Looking at it theoretically, institutional theory suggests that regulations need to adapt to stay
relevant and legitimate as digital transformation accelerate this idea is explored in depth in a 2023
article from the Journal of Information Technology. That said, opinions aren’t unanimous: some
researchers caution that too much regulation can hold back innovation, especially for smaller
businesses, as highlighted in a 2024 ACM survey.
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Table 4.1 — Empirical Impact of Standard Updates (Compiled from IBM 2024, Verizon DBIR
2024)

Metric Pre-Update (2023|[Post-Update (2025 Improvement
Baseline) Adopters) (%)
Average Breach Cost  |[US$4.45 million US$3.20 million -28
Incident Response Time |[277 days 180 days -35
Regul Fi
ceu atory ESINyA 62% reduction +62
Avoided
I t t i
nvestment. "o 6% of IT budget 12.5% of IT budget +30
Cybersecurity

4.3 Benefits, Challenges, and Balanced Critique

The benefits of keeping regulations and standards constantly updated are pretty wide-ranging.
For starters, stronger baseline security requirements build real trust with customers and
stakeholders, and they encourage companies to invest more in cybersecurity—according to a
2025 U.S. GAO report, this kind of evolution has driven behavioral shifts that lead to 25-30%
higher spending on security. Regular updates also help cut down risks, save time and money in
the long run, and can even boost profitability by as much as 15%, based on an MDPI analysis from
2022. Interestingly, weaving Al guidance into standards has made security teams much happier,
with job satisfaction jumping around 70%.

On the flip side, there are real challenges. Frequent changes can lead to compliance fatigue—take
ISO 27001:2022, where even the reduction in controls still forces organizations to go through re-
audits. Costs add up too, often rising 15—20% with each major update cycle. More critically, while
ongoing evolution is vital for tackling advanced persistent threats and Al-driven risks, it can spark
a kind of “regulatory arms race” that puts smaller companies at a disadvantage and widens the
overall gap in cyber resilience.

A balanced perspective: approaches like NIST’s iterative, modular updates help ease the
downsides while still delivering the flexibility and protection that organizations need most.



Figure 16 represents — Benefits vs. Challenges of Evolving Standards (Adapted from World
Economic Forum, 2024)
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4.4 Implications for NatureGreen

For NatureGreen, keeping up with the constant evolution of standards and regulations means
building annual reviews right into the NG-Secure framework, setting aside around US$2-3 million
each year for compliance updates, and making the most of hybrid models to handle the different
global rules (for example, using 1ISO 27001’s built-in mappings to GDPR). If the company doesn’t
stay on top of these changes, it could face massive fines—potentially over USS500 million based
on the tougher HIPAA proposals floating around in 2025. On the flip side, staying proactive will
strengthen protection for its valuable intellectual property and build greater trust with customers
and markets. My recommendation: Create a small Regulatory Horizon Scanning team inside the
Information Security Governance Committee to keep an eye on what’s coming next.

Conclusion

This report has taken a close, structured look at the serious information security challenges
NatureGreen (NG) is facing in 2025: a heavily cloud-based and wireless IT setup, no real security
policies in place, strong internal push for widespread BYOD access, and the resulting risks to high-
value intellectual property and sensitive personal/health data amid rising cyber threats. After
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digging into the leading frameworks—ITIL 4, ISO/IEC 27001:2022, NIST Cybersecurity Framework
2.0, COBIT 2019, CIS Controls, and SOC 2—it’s clear that no single one perfectly fits NG’s
complicated, multinational, and fast-changing environment. The evidence from peer-reviewed
studies (like Barlette & Jaouen, 2023, and IBM’s 2024 report) consistently shows that hybrid
approaches deliver better results, cutting both the chances of a breach and the costs when one
happens.

The custom NG-Secure framework brings together the best of each: COBIT’s strong governance,
ISO 27001’s certifiable structure, NIST CSF 2.0’s flexible and risk-focused operations, and ITIL 4’s
agile service management. It's tailored specifically to NG’s situation, including zero-trust
architecture, solid BYOD controls, robust cloud protections, and a practical 30-month rollout plan.
The design covers everything needed: full compliance with global regulations, proper strategic
governance, clear policies, thorough risk management, effective protection measures,
contingency planning, and well-defined service level agreements.

On top of that, the critical analysis makes it clear that standards and regulations have to keep
evolving—it’s not just nice to have, it’s essential. New threats from Al, quantum computing risks,
supply-chain weaknesses, and the patchwork of global rules all demand regular updates. The data
backs this up: organizations that stay current see breach costs drop 28—35% and recover much
faster. Yes, there are downsides like compliance fatigue and extra costs, but smarter approaches—
like NIST’s modular, iterative updates—strike a good balance and keep the benefits coming.
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