Analytical Dossier 05/2026

ISSN 2704-B413

DATA PROTECTION IN LEGAL PRACTICE: REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS,
COMPLIANCE OBLIGATIONS, AND EMERGING CHALLENGES

Sanjar Ubaydullaev
PhD Researcher, Department of Cyber Law
Tashkent State University of Law, Tashkent, Uzbekistan

G

VAR

T

International Institute for Global Analyses



Vision & Global Trends. International Institute for Global Analyses
Piazza dei Navigatori 22, 00147 — Rome (Italy)

The views and opinions expressed in this publication are those of the authors and do not represent the views of the
Vision & Global Trends. International Institute for Global Analyses unless explicitly stated otherwise.

© 2026 Vision & Global Trends - International Institute for Global Analyses
© 2026 Sanjar Ubaydullaev

First Edition: January 2026
Analytical Dossier 05/2026 - ISSN 2704-6419

wWww.vision-gt.eu
info@vision-gt.eu



http://www.vision-gt.eu/
mailto:info@vision-gt.eu

Analytical Dossier 05/2026

ISSN 2704-B413

DATA PROTECTION IN LEGAL PRACTICE: REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS,
COMPLIANCE OBLIGATIONS, AND EMERGING CHALLENGES

Sanjar Ubaydullaev

PhD Researcher, Department of Cyber Law
Tashkent State University of Law, Tashkent, Uzbekistan

G

VAR

T

Vision & Global Trends - International Institute for Global Analyses



DATA PROTECTION IN LEGAL PRACTICE: REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS,
COMPLIANCE OBLIGATIONS, AND EMERGING CHALLENGES

Sanjar Ubaydullaev
PhD Researcher, Department of Cyber Law
Tashkent State University of Law, Tashkent, Uzbekistan
e-mail: sanjar1987uzbekistan@gmail.com

Abstract - The regulatory framework governing data protection in legal practice has become increasingly
complex and central to professional responsibility in the digital age. Law firms and legal departments act as
custodians of highly sensitive personal and confidential information, placing them under heightened
regulatory, ethical, and compliance obligations. This article examines the core data protection regimes
affecting legal practice, with particular emphasis on the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), the
California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), and sector-specific regulatory instruments. The analysis
addresses key principles of lawful data processing, cross-border data transfers, accountability mechanisms,
documentation duties, enforcement risks, and emerging regulatory trends. The article argues that data
protection compliance in legal practice must be understood not merely as a regulatory obligation, but as a
foundational element of legal ethics, professional integrity, and client trust.
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INTRODUCTION

The digitalization of legal services has fundamentally transformed the way law firms
collect, store, process, and transfer personal data. Legal professionals routinely handle
extensive volumes of sensitive client information, including personal identifiers, financial
data, healthrecords, and litigation materials. As a result, compliance with data protection
regulations has become a critical dimension of modern legal practice.

Global regulatory instrumentssuch as the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), the
California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), and comparable national frameworks have
reshaped data governance obligations for law firms worldwide. These regimes impose
stringent requirements concerning lawfulness, transparency, accountability, and security
of data processing, often with extraterritorial reach. Failure to comply exposes legal
practitioners not only to administrative sanctions and civil liability, but also to reputational
harm and ethical violations.

This article analyzes the regulatory framework for data protection in legal practice,
focusing on core legal obligations, sector-specific challenges, cross-border data transfers,
compliance strategies, enforcement mechanisms, and emerging regulatory trends.

The regulatory framework for data protection in legal practice has become an
increasingly complex and critical aspect of modern law. As custodians of sensitive client
information, legal professionals must navigate a labyrinth of data protection regulations
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to ensure compliance, maintain client trust, and uphold professional integrity. This section
examines the key data protection regulations affecting legal practice, their requirements,
and implications for law firms and legal departments. Understanding these regulations is
not merely a legal obligation but a fundamental component of ethical practicein the digital
age. Legal professionals must be well-versed in these regulations to effectively protect
sensitive client information and mitigate the risks associated with data breaches and non-
compliance.

The evolution of data protection regulations has significantly impacted the legal
sector, with global laws such as the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), California
Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), and Personal Information Protection and Electronic
Documents Act (PIPEDA) reshaping data handling practices!. These regulations share
common principles, including lawfulness, fairness, and transparency in data processing,
as outlined in Article 5 of the GDPR?2. The concept of "personal data" in legal contexts
encompasses any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person,
including client names, contact details, and case-related information3. The extraterritorial
scope of modern data protection laws, exemplified by Article 3 of the GDPR, means that
law firms must consider compliance even when operating outside the jurisdiction of the
regulation's origin*. Data protection authorities, such as the European Data Protection
Board (EDPB), play a crucial role in enforcing these regulations and providing guidance?.
Privacy Impact Assessments (PIAs) have become essential tools for law firms to evaluate
and mitigate data protection risks, as mandated by Article 35 of the GDPR®. The principle
of "privacy by design," codified in Article 25 of the GDPR, requires legal technology
solutions to incorporate data protection measures from the outset”.

The GDPR's impact on legal practice extends beyond the European Union, affecting
any firm handling EU residents' data. Key principles applicable to legal data processing
include lawfulness, fairness, and transparency (Article 5(1)(a)), purpose limitation ( Article
5(1)(b)), and data minimization (Article 5(1)(c))8. Law firms typically process various types
of personal data, including client contact information, case details, and employee data.
Under the GDPR, law firms often act as both data controllers and processors, with

! European Union. (2016). General DataProtection Regulation (GDPR). Official Journal of the European Union.
2 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 5. Official Journal of the
European Union.

3 Information Commissioner's Office (ICO). (2018). Guide to the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR).
1CO.

4 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 3. Official Journal of the
European Union.

5 European Data Protection Board (EDPB). (2023). Guidelines on Data Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA).
EDPB.

¢ European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 35. Official Journal of the
European Union.

7 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 25. Official Journal of the
European Union.

8 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 5. Official Journal of the
European Union.
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responsibilities outlined in Articles 24 and 28 respectively®. Lawful bases for processing
legal data under Article 6 may include consent, contract performance, or legitimate
interests!0. Special categories of data, such as health information or criminal records,
require additional safeguards under Article 911. Data subject rights, including the right to
access (Article 15) and the right to erasure (Article 17), pose unique challenges in legal
contexts, particularly concerning attorney-client privilege!?. Many law firms are required
to appoint Data Protection Officers (DPOs) under Article 37, given the large-scale
processing of special categories of data’3. Data Protection Impact Assessments (DPIAs) are
mandatory for high-risk processing activities, as per Article 35'4. The 72-hour breach
notification requirement under Article 33 necessitates robust incident response protocols®.

The CCPA, effective since January 1, 2020, has significant implications for law firms
serving California residents. It applies to businesses that meet specific thresholds,
including annual gross revenues exceeding $25 million or handling personal information
of 50,000 or more consumers'®. Key rights granted to consumers include the right to know
(§ 1798.100), the right to delete (§ 1798.105), and the right to opt-out of the sale of personal
information (§ 1798.120)7. The broad definition of "selling" under § 1798.140(t)
encompasses various data-sharing practices common in legal settings’8. While the CCPA
provides exemptions for information subject to attorney-client privilege (§ 1798.145(f)),
law firms must still comply with its provisions for non-privileged datal®. Privacy notices
under the CCPA must be comprehensive, detailing the categories of personal information
collected and the purposes for whichitis used (§ 1798.130)20. Managing consumer requests
presents unique challenges in legal settings, particularly when balancing data subject

 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Articles 24 and 28. Official Journal of
the European Union.

10 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 6. Official Journal of the
European Union.

11 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 9. Official Journal of the
European Union.

12 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Articles 15 and 17. Official Journal of
the European Union.

13 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 37. Official Journal of the
European Union.

14 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 35. Official Journal of the
European Union.

15 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 33. Official Journal of the
European Union.

16 California State Legislature. (2018). California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA). California Civil Code §
1798.100 - 1798.199.

17 California State Legislature. (2018). California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), Sections 1798.100, 1798.105,
and 1798.120. California Civil Code.

18 California State Legislature. (2018). California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), Section 1798.140(t). California
Civil Code.

19 California State Legislature. (2018). California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), Section 1798.145(f). California
Civil Code.

20 California State Legislature. (2018). California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), Section 1798.130. California
Civil Code.
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rights with legal obligations?!. Data mapping exercises are crucial for CCPA compliance,
enabling firms to track the flow of personal information?2. Penalties for non-compliance
canreach $7,500 per intentional violation (§ 1798.155), with enforcement primarily through
the California Attorney General's office?3.

Legal practices must navigate a complex landscape of sector-specific regulations that
intersect with data protection requirements. The Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act (HIPAA) impacts law firms handling healthcare-related matters,
mandating stringent safeguards for protected health information (PHI)?*. The Gramm-
Leach-Bliley Act (GLBA) affects legal practices involved in financial services, requiring
privacy notices and opt-out rights for consumers?. The Children's Online Privacy
Protection Act (COPPA) imposes additional obligations on law firms processing data
related to minors under 132¢. For education-related legal matters, the Family Educational
Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) governs the handling of student records?’. Industry-
specific standards like the Payment Card Industry Data Security Standard (PCI DSS) may
apply to law firms processing payment card data?®. The challenge of complying with
multiple sector-specific regulations is compounded by potential conflicts between
requirements. For instance, the preservation obligations under the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure may conflict with data minimization principles in privacy laws?°.

Cross-border data transfers present significant challenges for international law firms,
particularly in light of evolving regulations. The invalidation of the EU-US Privacy Shield
by the Court of Justice of the European Union in the Schrems II decision has necessitated
a reevaluation of data transfer mechanisms30. Standard Contractual Clauses (SCCs),
updated by the European Commissionin 2021, remain a primary tool for lawful transfers,
though they require case-by-case assessments of the recipient country's data protection
regime3!. The concept of "adequate level of protection"is central to international transfers,
with only a limited number of countries receiving adequacy decisions from the European

2l International Association of Privacy Professionals (IAPP). (2019). CCPA Compliance Framework. IAPP.
22 OneTrust. (2020). The CCPA Compliance Toolkit. OneTrust.

23 California State Legislature. (2018). California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), Section 1798.155. California
Civil Code.

24 U.S. Department of Health & Human Services. (1996). Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act
(HIPAA). U.S. Congress.

25 Federal Trade Commission. (1999). Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act. U.S. Congress.

26 Federal Trade Commission. (1998). Children's Online Privacy Protection Act (COPPA). U.S. Congress.
27U.S. Department of Education. (1974). Family Educational Rightsand Privacy Act (FERPA). U.S. Congress.
28 PCI Security Standards Council. (2022). Payment Card Industry Data Security Standard (PCI DSS) v4.0. PCI
Security Standards Council.

29 Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. (2015). Rule 37(e): Failure to Preserve Electronically Stored Information.
U.S. Supreme Court.

30 Court of Justice of the European Union. (2020). Data Protection Commissioner v Facebook Ireland Limited,
Maximillian Schrems (Schrems II). Case C-311/18.

31 European Commission. (2021). Standard Contractual Clauses (SCCs) for data transfers between EU and non-
EU countries. European Commission.
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Commission under Article 45 of the GDPR32. Binding Corporate Rules (BCRs), as outlined
in Article 47 of the GDPR, offer asolution for intra-group transfers within global law firms,
though the approval process is lengthy and complex33. Data localization requirements in
various jurisdictions, such as Russia's Federal Law No. 242-FZ, add another layer of
complexity for international firms34. The impact of Brexit on UK-EU data transfers has
introduced new considerations, with the UK seeking adequacy decisions and
implementing its own international transfer mechanisms3>. Transfer impact assessments,
as mandated by the European Data Protection Board following Schrems II, require firms
to evaluate the risks associated with each international transfer3.

Implementing effective regulatory compliance strategies is crucial for law firms
navigating the complex data protection landscape. A comprehensive data protection
compliance program should be rooted in a thorough understanding of applicable
regulations and tailored to the firm's specificrisk profile3’. Regular data protection audits,
as recommended by the Information Commissioner's Office (ICO), help identify gaps and
areas for improvement in compliance efforts38. Developing robust data protection policies
and procedures is essential, covering areas such as data subject rights, breach notification,
and retention schedules®®. Employee training plays a critical role in compliance, with the
GDPR explicitly mentioning staff awareness in Article 39(1)(b) as a responsibility of the
Data Protection Officer4?. Vendor management is increasingly important, with Article 28
of the GDPR mandating specific contractual clauses for data processors#!. Incident
response plans must be developed and regularly tested to meet the strict breach
notification requirements of various regulations*2. Maintaining up-to-date records of
processing activities, as required by Article 30 of the GDPR, is crucial for demonstrating

32 European Commission. (2023). Adequacy decisions: How the EU determines if a non-EU country has an
adequate level of data protection. European Commission.

33 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 47. Official Journal of the
European Union.

34Russian Federation. (2014). Federal Law No. 242-FZ on Amendments to Certain Legislative Acts of the Russian
Federation in as Much as It Concerns Updating the Procedure for Personal Data Processing in Information-
Telecommunication Networks. State Duma.

35 Information Commissioner's Office (ICO). (2021). International transfers after the UK exit from the EU
Implementation Period. ICO.

36 European Data Protection Board (EDPB). (2020). Recommendations 01/2020 on measures that supplement
transfer tools to ensure compliance with the EU level of protection of personal data. EDPB.

37 Intemational Organization for Standardization (ISO). (2013). ISO/TEC 27001:2013 Information technology -
Security techniques - Information security management systems - Requirements. ISO.

38 Information Commissioner's Office (ICO). (2020). Guide to Data Protection Audits. ICO.

39 National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). (2020). Special Publication 800-53 Rev. 5: Security
and Privacy Controls for Information Systems and Organizations. NIST.

40 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 39. Official Journal of the
European Union.

41 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 28. Official Journal of the
European Union.

42 National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). (2012). Special Publication 800-61 Rev. 2: Computer
Security Incident Handling Guide. NIST.
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compliance*3. The concept of "demonstrable compliance" or accountability, enshrined in
Article 5(2) of the GDPR, requires firms to not only comply with data protection principles
but also to demonstrate this compliance through documentation and practices*4. Selecting
appropriate compliance management tools can streamline efforts, with solutions ranging
from data mapping software to consent management platforms#5.

Data retention and destruction practices in legal settings must balance regulatory
requirements, client needs, and data minimization principles. The GDPR's storage
limitation principle, articulated in Article 5(1)(e), mandates that personal data be kept for
no longer than necessary for the purposes for which it is processed*¢. Developing
comprehensive retention schedules for different types of legal data is crucial, considering
both regulatory requirements and business needs*’. Conflicting retention requirements,
such as those imposed by tax laws, anti-money laundering regulations, and professional
conduct rules, necessitate a nuanced approachs. Secure data destruction methods must
comply with standards like NIST Special Publication 800-88, ensuring that data is
irretrievably deleted*. Regulations governing electronic discovery, such as the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure in the US, impact data preservation practices and may conflict
with data minimization principles?’. Legal holds, which suspend normal retention and
destruction policies, must be carefully managed to avoid over-retention®!. The concept of
"retention trigger events" in legal contexts, such as the conclusion of a case or the expiration
of appeal periods, should inform retention policies®2. Cloud storage for long-term data
retention introduces additional regulatory considerations, particularly regarding data
location and access controls.

Regulatory reporting and documentation are critical components of data protection
compliance for law firms. The GDPR's accountability principle, enshrined in Article 5(2),

43 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 30. Official Journal of the
European Union.

4 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 5. Official Journal of the
European Union.

45 OneTrust. (2023). Data Mapping Automation. OneTrust.

46 National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). (2020). Special Publication 800-175B Rev. 1: Guideline
for Using Cryptographic Standards in the Federal Government: Cryptographic Mechanisms. NIST.

47 Ponemon Institute. (2021). Cost of a Data Breach Report 2021. IBM Security.

48 European Union Agency for Network and Information Security (ENISA). (2019). Data Pseudonymisation:
Advanced Techniques and Use Cases. ENISA.

49 National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). (2014). Special Publication 800-88 Rev. 1: Guidelines
for Media Sanitization. NIST.

30 Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. (2015). Rule 26(b)(2)(B): Specific Limitations on Electronically Stored
Information. U.S. Supreme Court.

51 The Sedona Conference. (2019). Commentary on Legal Holds, Second Edition: The Trigger & The Process.
The Sedona Conference Journal.

52 International Organization for Standardization (ISO). (2012). ISO 14721:2012 Space data and information
transfer systems - Open archival information system (OAIS) - Reference model. ISO.

33 California State Legislature. (2018). California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), Section 1798.150. California
Civil Code.
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requires organizations to demonstrate compliance through appropriate documentation.
Records of processing activities, mandated by Article 30 of the GDPR, must detail the
purposes of processing, categories of data subjects and personal data, recipients of data,
and envisaged time limits for erasure®. Data Protection Impact Assessments (DPIAs),
required under Article 35 for high-risk processing activities, must be documented and
regularly reviewed>. Incident response documentation is crucial, with Article 33(5) of the
GDPR requiring a register of personal data breaches®”. Internal audits and assessments
should be systematically documented to demonstrate ongoing compliance efforts58. The
challenge of managing documentation across multiple regulations necessitates a
centralized approach to compliance record-keeping®. Creating and maintaining a
compliance evidence portfolio, as recommended by data protection authorities, helps
demonstrate accountability to regulators®®. Technology solutions for compliance
management can streamline documentation processes, providing automated audit trails
and reporting capabilities®!. Data Protection Officers play a key role in managing
regulatory documentation, with responsibilities outlined in Article 39 of the GDPR®2.

The enforcement mechanisms and potential penalties under data protection
regulations underscore the importance of compliance for law firms. The GDPR empowers
supervisory authorities with extensive investigative and corrective powers under Article
58, including the ability to impose substantial fines®. Administrative fines under the
GDPR can reach up to €20 million or 4% of global annual turnover, whichever is higher,
for the most severe infringements®. The California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA)
provides for civil penalties of up to $7,500 per intentional violation, with enforcement
primarily through the California Attorney General's office®. Factors considered by
regulators in determining penalties include the nature, gravity, and duration of the
infringement, as outlined in Article 83 of the GDPR®. The concept of "joint and several
liability" in data protection enforcement, established in cases like Wirtschaftsakademie
Schleswig-Holstein (C-210/16), extends responsibility to multiple parties involved in data

34 American Bar Association (ABA). (2019). Cybersecurity Handbook: A Resource for Attorneys, Law Firms,
and Business Professionals, Second Edition. ABA.

35 National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). (2020). Special Publication 800-77 Rev. 1: Guide to
IPsec VPNs. NIST.

36 Tnternet Engineering Task Force (IETF). (2006). RFC 4251: The Secure Shell (SSH) Protocol Architecture.
IETF.

57 Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF). (2005). RFC 4217: Securing FTP with TLS. TETF.

38 National Center for State Courts. (2020). Guiding Principles for Post-pandemic Court Technology. NCSC.
3 Open Whisper Systems. (2016). The Signal Protocol. Signal.org.

0 National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). (2019). Special Publication 800-52Rev. 2: Guidelines
for the Selection, Configuration, and Use of Transport Layer Security (TLS) Implementations. NIST.

61 Open Web Application Security Project (OWASP). (2018). OWASP Top 10 Proactive Controls. OWASP.
62 Cloud Security Alliance (CSA). (2021). Security Guidance for Critical Areas of Focus in Cloud Computing
v4.0. CSA.

63 Microsoft. (2023). Office 365 Message Encryption. Microsoft.

64 National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). (2019). Special Publication 800-177 Rev. I:
Trustworthy Email. NIST.

% Virtru. (2023). End-to-End Encryption for Email. Virtru.

66 National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). (2020). Cryptographic Key Management Project. NIST.
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processing®’. Data protection authorities have broad investigative powers, including the
right to access premises and equipment under Article 58(1) of the GDPR®. The individual
right to compensation, provided by Article 82 of the GDPR, opens the door to civil
litigation for data protection violations®®. Class action lawsuits related to data protection
violations are becoming more common, as seen in cases like Lloyd v Google LLC70 UKSC
50 in the UK"L. Responding to regulatory investigations and audits requires careful
preparation and coordination across legal, IT, and compliance teams”2.

The landscape of data protection regulation continues to evolve, with emerging
trends shaping future compliance requirements for law firms. There is a global trend
towards comprehensive privacy laws, exemplified by Brazil's Lei Geral de Protegdo de
Dados (LGPD) and India's proposed Personal Data Protection Bill73. Children's data
protection is receiving increased regulatory attention, with laws like the UK's Age
Appropriate Design Code setting new standards for digital services likely to be accessed
by minors74. The regulatory approach to artificial intelligence and machine learning is
developing rapidly, with the EU's proposed Al Act potentially setting global benchmarks
for Al governance”’. Data ethics is gaining prominence in regulatory frameworks, as seen
in the European Data Protection Board's guidelines on Al and data protection?¢. Specific
technologies, such as facial recognition and Internet of Things (IoT) devices, are being
addressed in new regulations, including proposed bans on certain uses of facial
recognitionin the EU7’. Stricter consent requirements are emerging, with regulations like
the ePrivacy Directive in the EU setting high standards for valid consent”8. Data portability
rights, introduced by Article 20 of the GDPR, are being expanded in newer regulations,
facilitating greater data mobility for individuals?.

The regulatory framework for data protection in legal practice is a dynamic and
complex landscape that demands ongoing attention and adaptation from legal

67 Symantec. (2021). Internet Security Threat Report: Mobile Threat Landscape. Symantec Corporation.
68 American Bar Association (ABA). (2019). Cybersecurity Handbook: A Resource for Attorneys, Law Firms,
and Business Professionals, Second Edition. ABA.

0 Signal. (2023). Signal Messenger: Privacy Policy. Signal.org.

70 Wickr. (2023). Wickr Security White Paper. Amazon Web Services.

7l American Bar Association (ABA). (2017). Formal Opinion 477R: Securing Communication of Protected Client
Information. ABA Standing Committee on Ethics and Professional Responsibility.

72 Cloud Security Alliance (CSA). (2021). Security Guidance for Critical Areas of Focus in Cloud Computing
v4.0. CSA.

73 NetDocuments. (2023). Security and Compliance. NetDocuments.

74 iManage. (2023). iManage Security. iManage.

75 National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). (2012). Special Publication 800-144: Guidelines on
Security and Privacy in Public Cloud Computing. NIST.

76 National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). (2023). Post-Quantum Cryptography Standardization.
NIST.

77 European Union. (2016). General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Article 32. Official Journal of the
European Union.

78 U.S. Department of Health & Human Services. (2013). HIPAA Security Rule. 45 CFR Part 160 and Subparts
A and C of Part 164.

7 Intemational Organization for Standardization (ISO). (2013). ISO/IEC 27001:2013 Information technology -
Security techniques - Information security management systems - Requirements. ISO.
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professionals. As we have explored, from the comprehensive requirements of the GDPR
to the sector-specific regulations and emerging global trends, data protection compliance
has become an integral part of legal ethics and professional responsibility. The p otential
for severe penalties and reputational damage underscores the critical nature of this
compliance. Legal practitioners must view data protection not as a mere regulatory
burden, but as a fundamental aspect of client service and professional integrity
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