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0. Domain and asset offered 

Primary asset 

• InferenceSovereignty.com (generic .com domain name) 

Nature of the asset 

• Descriptive, neutral digital asset focused on the emerging concept of “inference 
sovereignty” and “sovereign inference” in AI and cloud/edge computing. 

• Currently held by a private independent owner, with no affiliation to any public 
authority, regulator, standard-setter, cloud provider or vendor mentioned in this 
document. 

• No software, models, datasets, trademarks, patents, licences or service offerings 
are attached to this brief. Any such elements would be the sole responsibility of a 
future acquirer, under its own legal and regulatory obligations. 

Indicative points of contact 

• Website: https://www.inferencesovereignty.com 

• Email (prospective acquirers only): contact@inferencesovereignty.com 

• LinkedIn (potential future page): 
https://www.linkedin.com/company/inferencesovereignty 

 

 

 



1. This document – for whom, for what 

This Acquisition Brief is intended for: 

• Boards and executive committees of financial institutions, critical 
infrastructure operators, hyperscalers, sovereign cloud providers, telecom 
operators and defence or security organisations. 

• CIO, CTO, CISO, Chief Data Officers, Chief AI Officers and heads of cloud, 
digital sovereignty, risk and compliance programmes. 

• Public authorities, regulators, supervisors, standards bodies and policy-
makers who may consider inference sovereignty as part of broader data, cloud 
and AI governance agendas. 

• Advisory firms, legal counsel, auditors and infrastructure or security vendors 
who support such stakeholders. 

Its purpose is to: 

• Describe the strategic context in which “inference sovereignty” and “sovereign 
inference” are emerging. 

• Clarify what the expression can legitimately cover and how it differs from other 
forms of digital sovereignty (data, compute, model, telemetry, operational). 

• Explain why InferenceSovereignty.com can serve as a neutral, descriptive 
label for future frameworks, observatories, indices, guidance or coalitions. 

• Outline illustrative use cases and potential acquirers, without offering 
services, guarantees or forward-looking promises. 

• Set a clear legal and ethical perimeter, so that any future use rests on robust, 
transparent governance. 

This document is informational only and does not constitute legal, regulatory, financial, 
technical or investment advice. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2. Decision in one page 

2.1 Core idea 

• Over the 2025–2035 horizon, digital sovereignty debates are moving from “where 
data are stored” to “where decisions are executed”. 

• AI systems increasingly run as distributed inference workloads, at the edge or 
across multiple cloud and sovereign regions. Controlling where and under 
which law those inferences are produced, logged and audited becomes a 
strategic issue for governments, regulators and regulated firms. 

• The expression “inference sovereignty” captures these questions at the level of 
day-to-day decision execution, rather than training alone. 

2.2 What InferenceSovereignty.com is 

• A neutral, descriptive .com domain name that can host: 

o definitions, taxonomies and explanatory content on inference sovereignty 
and sovereign inference 

o references to frameworks, standards and assurance mechanisms related 
to inference governance 

o public-facing material for a future framework, observatory or coalition, 
should legitimate institutions decide to create one. 

• A potential anchor name for a family of related resources (white papers, indices, 
guidance) produced by such institutions. 

2.3 What it is not 

• Not an AI service, cloud provider, security solution, cryptographic product or 
compliance platform. 

• Not a regulator, supervisory authority, “official standard” or certification scheme. 

• Not a guarantee of compliance with any law (for example the EU AI Act), standard 
(for example ISO/IEC 42001) or framework (for example NIST AI RMF). 

• Not affiliated with any organisation cited as a reference in this document. 

 

 

 

 



2.4 What the asset can enable for an acquirer 

Subject to appropriate governance and legal due diligence, an acquirer could decide to 
use InferenceSovereignty.com as: 

• A single, memorable public-facing label for its work on inference sovereignty 
and sovereign inference. 

• A neutral entry point for documentation, indices, reports or toolkits relating to 
inference governance in sensitive or regulated sectors. 

• A long-lived semantic asset that can survive changes in branding, political 
cycles or project names, while keeping a consistent category-label. 

Whether the domain name is ever used in this way will depend entirely on future 
legitimate stewards. The current owner does not commit to any such programme. 

 

3. Strategic context – from data sovereignty to inference sovereignty 

Over the last decade, data sovereignty has become a central theme of digital policy and 
cloud strategy, particularly in Europe and other jurisdictions concerned with 
jurisdictional control, extraterritorial access and critical infrastructure risk. Articles and 
industry analyses now emphasise that cloud strategies must combine regional 
autonomy, sovereign controls and local decision rights rather than rely on purely 
global architectures. 

In parallel, several actors are proposing sovereign or regionalised cloud offerings at 
the edge, where workloads, models and data are kept under specific jurisdictions, 
including for AI inference in telecoms, industrial and defence settings. 

At the same time, AI governance frameworks such as the NIST AI Risk Management 
Framework (AI RMF 1.0) and the emerging ISO/IEC 42001 AI management system 
standard encourage organisations to consider the entire AI lifecycle, from data 
collection and training to deployment, logging, monitoring and incident response. 

The forthcoming EU AI Act (and comparable initiatives in other jurisdictions) 
strengthens requirements on logging, record-keeping and transparency for high-risk AI 
systems, particularly where decisions affect individuals’ rights or critical services. 

In this environment, it becomes natural to name and frame the question of “who 
controls and governs where AI inferences are executed, under which law, and with 
what guarantees” as inference sovereignty. 

 

 



4. What “Inference sovereignty” covers – working definition 

Inference sovereignty can be described, in a descriptive and non-normative way, as the 
set of questions concerning: 

• Location and jurisdiction of inference workloads – where models are actually 
run, especially at the edge, in specific sovereign or regulated environments. 

• Control over inputs and outputs at inference time – who decides how prompts, 
sensor data or transactional events may enter inference processes, and how 
outputs are filtered, logged or restricted. 

• Governance of logs, telemetry and derived artefacts – who can access 
inference logs, intermediate representations, error traces and performance 
metrics, and under which legal regime. 

• Assurance mechanisms and technical controls – for example, the use of 
confidential computing and trusted execution environments, remote attestation, 
cryptographic proofs or separation of duties to demonstrate that inference 
occurs where and how it is supposed to. 

This concept is related to, but distinct from: 

• Data sovereignty – focused on data residency, processing locations and cross-
border flows. 

• Compute sovereignty – focused on control over physical and virtual compute 
infrastructure, chips and fabs. 

• Model sovereignty – focused on ownership, control and governance of AI models 
themselves. 

• Telemetry and operational sovereignty – focused on who controls operational 
telemetry, monitoring data and incident response. 

Inference sovereignty can therefore be seen as the operational layer where data, 
models and infrastructure converge into concrete decisions in critical systems. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5. Market signals and practical use cases (illustrative only) 

While “inference sovereignty” is still an emerging expression, several signals suggest 
that sovereign inference is already a practical concern: 

• Cloud and infrastructure providers are beginning to reference “sovereign 
inference” offerings, where models are executed in specific European regions 
with strict non-retention of data and separation from global infrastructures. 

• Industry white papers on sovereign edge cloud explicitly distinguish between 
training locations, inference execution, operational control and telemetry, 
highlighting the need for governance at the inference layer for telecoms, 
industrial systems and defence. 

• Discussions around confidential inference systems (for example, using trusted 
execution environments and secure enclaves) show that the technical building 
blocks for verifiable inference location and integrity are maturing. 

Typical domains where inference sovereignty is likely to matter include: 

• Finance and insurance – high-risk credit, trading, fraud and underwriting models 
deployed under strict jurisdictional controls. 

• Healthcare and life sciences – AI systems for diagnostics, triage and treatment 
recommendations where patient data and inference locations must remain 
under defined health data regimes. 

• Public sector, defence and security – intelligence analysis, border control, 
situational awareness and mission-critical decision support systems. 

• Industrial, energy and transport systems – AI at the edge for grid management, 
rail signalling, aviation, autonomous vehicles and manufacturing, where safety 
and liability regimes require clear accountability for inference execution. 

• Telecoms and critical networks – AI-driven network optimisation, anomaly 
detection and slicing operated under telecom and national security regulations. 

In all such contexts, boards and regulators increasingly ask not only “where are the 
data” and “where are the models developed”, but also “where exactly do the 
predictions and decisions happen, and under which law”. 

 

 

 

 



6. Role of InferenceSovereignty.com as a neutral semantic asset 

Subject to the decisions of future legitimate stewards, InferenceSovereignty.com 
could serve as: 

• A public-facing reference point for definitions, taxonomies, glossaries and 
conceptual notes on inference sovereignty, sovereign inference and related 
governance topics. 

• The home page of a framework, observatory, coalition or guidance 
programme led by public authorities, multi-stakeholder bodies, standard-setters 
or academic consortia. 

• A landing page for indices, dashboards or mapping exercises that help 
boards, regulators and civil society understand how inference workloads are 
distributed across jurisdictions and providers. 

• A neutral bridge across sectors, allowing finance, telecoms, health, defence and 
industrial actors to share language about inference governance without adopting 
any single vendor’s branding. 

Any such use would need to be designed and governed independently by the 
institutions concerned. The current owner merely offers the domain name as a digital 
asset, without any attached programme, funding or mandate. 

 

7. Illustrative acquirers and stewardship models 

Potential categories of acquirers or long-term stewards include, purely by way of 
illustration: 

• International organisations and multi-country initiatives focusing on AI 
governance, cyber security, cloud sovereignty or critical infrastructure resilience. 

• Sovereign cloud providers, telecom operators and infrastructure alliances 
seeking a neutral label for their joint work on sovereign inference and edge 
governance. 

• Regulated financial institutions or industry-led bodies looking to harmonise 
expectations around AI inference governance in finance, insurance or market 
infrastructures. 

 

 

 



• Academic consortia and non-profit foundations specialising in AI safety, digital 
sovereignty, cloud security or cryptography. 

• Audit, assurance and certification bodies that may develop methodologies or 
criteria for inference governance, while keeping separation between evaluation 
activities and a public-interest banner. 

This list is illustrative only. The current owner does not solicit or prioritise any particular 
category of buyer. 

 

8. Legal, ethical and risk perimeter 

To minimise confusion and legal risk, the following principles define the positioning of 
InferenceSovereignty.com: 

1. Non-affiliation 

o The domain is not owned by, affiliated with or endorsed by any 
government, regulator, central bank, international organisation, standard-
setter, cloud provider, vendor, consortium or company cited in this 
document or on any future site. 

2. No official status 

o References to potential frameworks, observatories or indices are purely 
illustrative. 

o Whether InferenceSovereignty.com ever becomes associated with an 
official initiative will depend solely on the decisions of future competent 
authorities or governing bodies. 

3. No advice or guarantee 

o Nothing in this brief, nor in any future content hosted on the domain, 
should be interpreted as legal, regulatory, financial, accounting, 
cybersecurity, data protection or investment advice. 

o The domain itself does not confer compliance with any law, regulation or 
standard, including but not limited to the EU AI Act, data protection laws, 
cybersecurity regulations, NIST AI RMF or ISO/IEC 42001. 

4. Limited responsibility of the current owner 

o The current owner makes no representations or warranties regarding 
future regulatory developments, market demand, search engine ranking, 
policy adoption or suitability of the domain name for any particular 
purpose. 



o Any future use of the domain, and any claims made under it, will be under 
the full responsibility of the acquiring party, in accordance with 
applicable laws and professional standards. 

Prospective buyers should seek independent legal, regulatory and technical advice 
before taking any decision to acquire or operate under this domain. 

 

9. Selected references (non-exhaustive, indicative only) 

The following public sources illustrate the emergence of “sovereign inference”, sovereign 
cloud and AI governance concerns. They are cited here for context only and do not imply 
endorsement or affiliation: 

• Articles on cloud and digital sovereignty and regional autonomy in enterprise 
cloud strategies, including coverage on CIO.com. 

• Vendor and industry materials on sovereign edge cloud and separation of 
training, inference and telemetry in mission-critical systems. 

• Announcements and technical documentation by cloud providers and OSINT 
platforms referring to “sovereign inference” offerings hosted in specific 
jurisdictions. 

• The NIST AI Risk Management Framework (AI RMF 1.0), which provides a 
general structure for managing AI risks across the lifecycle. 

• Emerging standard ISO/IEC 42001 on AI management systems, as summarised 
by accredited certification bodies. 

• Research and technical papers on confidential inference systems, trusted 
execution environments and attestation for AI workloads. 

• Public materials related to the EU AI Act, in particular provisions on logging, 
record-keeping and deployer obligations for high-risk AI systems. 

Each future acquirer should build its own reference base according to its mandate, 
jurisdiction and responsibilities. 

 


