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Abstract
Salesforce environments handling sensitive personal data,
including protected health information, financial account

privacy by design with the specific configuration
capabilities and constraints of the Salesforce platform,

data, and personally identifiable information subject to data
privacy regulation, face a complex set of security
architecture requirements that existing Salesforce security
guidance does not comprehensively address from a privacy-
by-design perspective. Privacy by design, the principle that
privacy protections should be built into systems from the
outset rather than retrofitted as compliance measures,
provides a powerful architectural framework for governing
role-based access control, data encryption, data
minimization, and audit trail design in Salesforce
deployments. This paper proposes a privacy-by-design

producing actionable architectural guidance for Salesforce
security architects, compliance officers, and platform
administrators. The framework addresses five security
architecture dimensions: role and profile design, permission
set governance, field-level encryption architecture, data
classification and retention policy enforcement, and audit
and monitoring infrastructure. Each dimension is elaborated
through design principles, decision criteria, and
implementation patterns grounded in both privacy law and
Salesforce platform capabilities. The framework applies
equally to healthcare, financial services, nonprofit, and

government Salesforce deployments where sensitive
personal data handling is a primary compliance concern.

framework for role-based security architecture in Salesforce
environments handling sensitive personal data. The
framework integrates the seven foundational principles of

Keywords: Privacy by Design, Salesforce Security Architecture, Role-Based Access Control, Field Encryption, Data
Classification, GDPR Compliance, HIPAA Salesforce

1. Introduction

The protection of sensitive personal data has become a central regulatory and reputational concern for organizations across all
industries. The European Union's General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), the United States Health Insurance Portability
and Accountability Act (HIPAA), the California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), and a growing body of state and national data
privacy legislation have created a complex regulatory environment in which organizations must demonstrate systematic
governance of personal data across all systems where such data is stored, processed, or transmitted (Solove, 2013;
Nissenbaum, 2004; Westin, 1967). Salesforce, as the primary constituent relationship management platform for millions of
organizations worldwide, is a central node in the personal data landscapes of organizations across healthcare, financial
services, nonprofit, education, and government sectors.

The Salesforce platform provides extensive native capabilities for data protection, including role hierarchies, profiles,
permission sets, field-level security, sharing rules, field encryption, and event monitoring. However, the correct configuration
of these capabilities to achieve genuine privacy protection is complex, context-dependent, and imperfectly documented in
existing guidance literature. Organizations frequently discover that their Salesforce security configurations provide nominal
compliance with regulatory checklists while exhibiting substantive privacy architecture weaknesses: overly broad access
profiles, unencrypted sensitive fields, inadequate audit trail coverage, and the absence of data minimization controls that limit
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personal data collection to what is genuinely necessary for
operational purposes (Cavoukian, 2009; Pfleeger et al.,
2015; Shostack, 2014).

Privacy by design, as articulated by Ann Cavoukian (2009)
and subsequently adopted as a regulatory principle in
GDPR, holds that privacy protections should be embedded
into system architecture from inception rather than added as
a compliance layer after system design. This principle
provides a powerful framework for Salesforce security
architecture: rather than evaluating whether a Salesforce
configuration meets specific regulatory requirements,
privacy-by-design  architecture = asks = whether  the
configuration embodies the seven foundational principles of
privacy by design across all dimensions of the platform's
data management capabilities. The enterprise security
validation and governance frameworks of Dosunmu and
Ogundele (2019, 2022, 2024a, 2024c) provide the security
engineering foundation upon which this privacy architecture
framework is built (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

2. Privacy by Design Principles in the Salesforce Context
2.1 The Seven Foundational Principles

Privacy by design is organized around seven foundational
principles: proactive not reactive (anticipating and
preventing privacy events rather than responding to them),
privacy as the default setting, privacy embedded into design,
full functionality (achieving privacy objectives without
sacrificing functionality), end-to-end security, visibility and
transparency, and respect for user privacy (Cavoukian,
2009; Solove, 2013; Nissenbaum, 2004). These principles
are not regulatory requirements in themselves but design
standards that, when embedded in system architecture,
produce systems that satisfy regulatory requirements as a
consequence of good design rather than deliberate
compliance effort. In the Salesforce platform context, these
principles translate into specific architectural directives
across the platform's security configuration capabilities.

The principle of privacy as the default setting has
particularly direct implications for Salesforce security
architecture: it requires that baseline Salesforce
configurations grant users the minimum access necessary for
their roles rather than broad access that is then restricted by
explicit sharing rules. This default-minimum principle
represents a fundamental inversion of the configuration
approach commonly observed in Salesforce deployments, in
which broad access is granted at the profile level and
restrictions are applied through exception. The threat-
informed defense engineering frameworks of Dosunmu and
Ogundele (2024d) and the cyber risk quantification models
of Dosunmu and Ogundele (2024b) provide the risk analysis
foundation for understanding why default-minimum access
significantly reduces the risk surface of Salesforce
deployments handling sensitive personal data (Elebe, 2018;
Mbonu et al., 2018).

2.2 Regulatory Alignment

The privacy-by-design framework proposed in this paper is
designed to support compliance with the principal regulatory
frameworks governing personal data in Salesforce
deployment contexts. GDPR requires that personal data
processing be governed by principles including data
minimization, purpose limitation, storage limitation,
integrity and confidentiality, and accountability (European
Parliament and Council, 2016). HIPAA requires
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implementation of administrative, physical, and technical
safeguards for protected health information, including
access controls, audit controls, integrity controls, and
transmission security (Stallings & Brown, 2018; Anderson,
2020). The CCPA establishes consumers\ rights to know
about, delete, and opt out of the sale of their personal
information. The framework addresses the specific
Salesforce configuration requirements arising from each of
these regulatory contexts through its five architectural
dimensions. The cardiovascular and hypertension health
data research of Amadi et al. and Okwah (2022) illustrates
the direct patient welfare implications of inadequate health
data privacy governance, providing clinical context for
understanding the stakes of Salesforce security architecture
in healthcare settings.

Privacy by design, as a regulatory principle, was
incorporated into Article 25 of the European Union's
General Data Protection Regulation, which requires that
data controllers implement appropriate technical and
organizational measures designed to implement data
protection principles in an effective manner and to integrate
the necessary safeguards into the processing operations.
This regulatory articulation of privacy by design elevated
the principle from a voluntary best practice to a legal
obligation for organizations processing personal data of EU
residents, including the EU patient data that many healthcare
CRM systems handle through telemedicine and cross-border
care coordination programs. The regulatory endorsement of
privacy by design has substantially accelerated its adoption
in enterprise information system governance, creating
demand for practical implementation guidance that
translates the principle's seven foundational elements into
actionable technical and organizational controls.

The privacy engineering discipline has developed specific
methodologies for implementing privacy by design in
software system contexts, including threat and privacy
impact modeling approaches that systematically identify
privacy risks in system designs before implementation. The
LINDDUN privacy threat modeling framework, analogous
to the STRIDE security threat model, provides a structured
approach to identifying privacy threats including linkability,
identifiability, non-repudiation, detectability, disclosure of
information, unawareness, and non-compliance risks in
information system designs. Application of LINDDUN to
Salesforce Health Cloud configurations provides a
structured approach to identifying privacy architecture gaps
that generic compliance checklists do not surface, enabling
healthcare organizations to address privacy risks at the
design stage rather than discovering them through
compliance audits or breach incidents (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu
etal., 2018).

2.3 Field-Level Security Architecture and Encryption
Design Patterns

The design of field-level security architecture in Salesforce
environments requires a systematic approach that considers
both the regulatory requirements governing field access
control and the operational requirements of users who need
access to sensitive data to perform their legitimate work
functions. The principle of minimum necessary access,
foundational to both HIPAA privacy standards and GDPR
data minimization requirements, mandates that users have
access to only the personal data required for the specific
work function they are performing at the time of access.
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Implementing this principle in Salesforce field-level security
requires a detailed capability mapping that documents the
specific data elements each user role requires for each
legitimate use case, followed by the design of field-level
security configurations that provide access at exactly this
level of specificity, without the over-provisioning common
when field access is granted at the broad object level rather
than at the field level.

Salesforce Shield Platform Encryption provides the primary
mechanism for protecting sensitive field data at rest,
encrypting field values using AES 256-bit encryption with
key management options ranging from Salesforce-managed
keys to customer-managed keys through the Bring Your
Own Key program. Customer-managed encryption keys
provide the highest level of protection against Salesforce
platform-level access to encrypted data, as they prevent
Salesforce personnel and processes from accessing plaintext
PHI even in the event of a subpoena or platform security
compromise. The BYOK program requires significant
cryptographic key management sophistication, including
hardware security module infrastructure for key storage and
a formal key lifecycle management policy governing key
generation, rotation, escrow, and revocation. Organizations
implementing BYOK should assess their cryptographic
operations capability before committing to this key
management model, as inadequate key management
practices can result in data unavailability scenarios where
encrypted Salesforce data becomes inaccessible due to key
management failures (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

3. The Privacy-by-Design
Framework

3.1 Dimension 1: Role and Profile Architecture

Role and profile architecture establishes the structural access
control framework governing what records are visible to
which users and what operations users can perform. The
framework prescribes a role hierarchy design that mirrors
the organizational reporting structure, ensuring that role-
based record sharing enables managers to access their direct
reports' records while preventing lateral access across
organizational boundaries. Profiles are prescribed as the
mechanism for controlling object-level and field-level
access, while permission sets are the prescribed mechanism
for granting additional access to specific user populations
without creating profile proliferation (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu
etal.,2018).

The principle of least privilege is operationalized in role and
profile architecture through a systematic capability mapping
process that identifies the minimum Salesforce access
required for each user function, designs profiles to match
these minimum requirements, and uses permission sets to
address legitimate access expansions for specific roles or
use cases. This approach contrasts with the common
antipattern of beginning with highly permissive profiles and
applying sharing rules to restrict access, which tends to
create an architecture in which over-privileged access is the
norm and restrictions are the exception. Security audit
frameworks of Dosunmu and Ogundele (2019) and
enterprise-scale security validation models of Dosunmu and
Ogundele (2024c) provide the audit methodology for
periodically verifying that deployed role and profile
configurations remain aligned with the designed minimum-
privilege architecture as the Salesforce org evolves. The
identity and access management frameworks of Dosunmu

Security  Architecture
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and Ogundele (2020, 2021) further inform the design of
access revocation and lifecycle management processes that
sustain least-privilege compliance over time.

3.2 Dimension 2: Permission Set Governance

Permission sets provide a flexible mechanism for granting
additional capabilities to specific users without modifying
base profiles. In a privacy-by-design architecture,
permission sets serve as the controlled exception mechanism
through which legitimate departures from baseline minimum
access are granted on a documented, reviewable, and time-
limited basis. The framework prescribes a permission set
governance process encompassing request, review,
approval, provisioning, and periodic recertification phases.
Each permission set is associated with a business
justification, an approver, and a defined review cycle,
ensuring that permission set grants do not accumulate
indefinitely as organizational roles evolve.

Figure 1. Privacy-by-Design Security Architecture Framework

1 2 3

Role & Permission Field-Level
Profile Set Encryption

Architecture Governance Architecture

Fig 1: Privacy-by-Design Security Architecture Framework. Five
technical governance dimensions implementing the seven
foundational PbD principles in enterprise Salesforce environments

Permission set groups provide a higher-order governance
mechanism for managing collections of related permissions
that are consistently granted together for specific role
profiles. The framework recommends organizing permission
sets into groups aligned with functional role profiles,
enabling consistent provisioning and recertification of
related permission collections rather than managing each
permission set independently. This architectural approach is
supported by the threat intelligence governance frameworks
of Dosunmu and Ogundele (2022, 2023), which emphasize
the importance of structured access governance as a
component of enterprise security posture management. The
cyber defense performance measurement frameworks of
Dosunmu and Ogundele provide the metrics infrastructure
for continuously monitoring permission set configuration
against governance standards (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al.,
2018).

3.3 Dimension 3: Field-Level Encryption Architecture

Salesforce Shield Platform Encryption provides the primary
mechanism for encrypting sensitive field data at rest in
Salesforce. The framework prescribes a data classification
scheme that categorizes all Salesforce fields by sensitivity
level and maps each sensitivity level to an encryption
requirement. Fields containing protected health information,
financial account numbers, government identity numbers,
biometric data, and other highly sensitive personal data
categories must be encrypted using Shield Platform
Encryption with a customer-managed encryption key
configuration that limits Salesforce platform access to
encrypted field values. The key management policy must
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specify key generation, rotation, escrow, and revocation
procedures aligned with organizational security standards
and applicable regulatory requirements (Elebe, 2018;
Mbonu et al., 2018).

Field-level encryption introduces functional trade-offs that
must be carefully managed in the security architecture
design process. Encrypted fields are not searchable using
standard Salesforce search mechanisms, cannot be used in
formula fields or rollup summaries, and cannot be filtered in
SOQL queries in the same manner as unencrypted fields.
These constraints must be accounted for in the design of
search interfaces, duplicate management rules, data quality
reports, and integration queries that reference encrypted
fields. Privacy engineering as articulated by Shostack (2014)
and Pfleeger et al. (2015) provides the design principles for
navigating these functionality-privacy trade-offs in
accordance with the privacy-by-design principle of full
functionality. The population health implications of
inadequate health data encryption are illustrated by the
cardiovascular risk data management challenges described
by Amadi et al. and the health burden research of Amadi et
al. (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

3.4 Dimension 4: Data Classification and Retention
Policy Enforcement

Data classification and retention policy enforcement
addresses the governance of personal data across its
complete lifecycle within the Salesforce platform, from
collection and storage through processing, sharing, and
deletion. The framework prescribes a data inventory process
that catalogs all personal data elements stored in Salesforce,
classifies each element by sensitivity and regulatory
category, maps each element to applicable retention periods,
and documents the processing purpose justifying each data
element's collection. This inventory serves as the
authoritative reference for encryption configuration, access
control design, and retention automation implementation
(Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

Retention policy enforcement in Salesforce is implemented
through a combination of native Data Lifecycle
Management features and custom Apex-based retention
automation processes that identify and delete or anonymize
records whose retention periods have elapsed. The
framework prescribes quarterly retention policy compliance
reviews at which the data inventory is validated against
current platform configuration and regulatory requirements.
Data minimization enforcement is addressed through field-
level controls that prevent the collection of personal data
elements not explicitly documented in the data inventory,
implemented through validation rules and integration data
mapping standards that reject fields not present in the
approved data inventory. The privacy management
frameworks of Cavoukian (2009), Nissenbaum (2004), and
the privacy law scholarship of Solove (2013) provide the
theoretical foundation for data minimization as an
architectural discipline (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

3.5 Dimension S: Audit and Monitoring Infrastructure

Audit and monitoring infrastructure addresses the technical
controls required to create and maintain a comprehensive,
tamper-evident record of all access to and modification of
sensitive personal data within the Salesforce platform. The
framework prescribes activation of Salesforce Event
Monitoring, field history tracking for all sensitive personal
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data fields, and the setup audit trail as the primary audit data
sources. Event monitoring data, including report executions
that access sensitive fields, bulk data exports, and API calls
involving sensitive object types, is exported to an enterprise
data lake or SIEM platform on a daily schedule to ensure
audit data retention beyond the platform-native limits
(Kumar & Reinartz, 2018; Greenberg, 2010).

The security monitoring and incident response infrastructure
is designed in alignment with the security orchestration and
automation frameworks of Dosunmu and Ogundele and the
adversary simulation design frameworks of Dosunmu and
Ogundele. These frameworks inform the design of alert
thresholds, anomaly detection rules, and incident response
workflows that translate Salesforce event data into
actionable security intelligence. The breach and attack
simulation frameworks of Dosunmu and Ogundele (2024a)
and the integrated threat intelligence models of Dosunmu
and Ogundele provide the methodology for periodically
validating the effectiveness of the Salesforce audit and
monitoring infrastructure against simulated data privacy
incident scenarios. The theory of planned behaviour
research of Fehintola ef al. (2024) and the public health
governance frameworks of Omaghomi et al. illustrate how
organizational monitoring and accountability structures
influence behavioral compliance with governance standards,
a principle equally applicable to Salesforce data privacy
governance (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

4. Implementation Considerations

The privacy-by-design security architecture framework is
designed to be implemented in a phased sequence aligned
with organizational risk priorities and regulatory deadlines.
Phase 1 prioritizes role and profile architecture redesign and
permission set governance, as these controls address the
most common and consequential privacy risk in Salesforce
environments: over-privileged access to sensitive personal
data. Phase 2 addresses field-level encryption architecture
for the highest-sensitivity data classifications, ensuring that
the most sensitive personal data receives encryption
protection. Phase 3 establishes data classification and
retention policy enforcement, and Phase 4 completes the
framework by deploying comprehensive audit and
monitoring infrastructure (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).
The framework explicitly acknowledges that privacy
architecture implementation requires organizational change
management alongside technical configuration. User
acceptance of access restrictions, compliance with data
minimization requirements, and consistent application of
sensitivity classification procedures depend on training,
communication, and the establishment of accountability
structures that make privacy governance a shared
organizational responsibility rather than a compliance team
function. The organizational change management
frameworks of Akinlolu et al. (2022, 2023) and the policy
implementation governance models of Fapohunda et al.
provide relevant structural guidance for designing the
organizational change program that must accompany
technical privacy architecture implementation.

5. AI-Enhanced Privacy Governance and Continuous
Compliance Monitoring

Artificial intelligence capabilities increasingly inform the
design and operation of privacy governance programs in
enterprise  Salesforce environments, enabling more
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sophisticated detection of privacy policy violations, more
nuanced risk classification of data processing activities, and
more efficient management of data subject rights requests at
scales that manual processes cannot sustain. The HIPAA-
compliant data architecture and secure analytics frameworks
developed by Aliliele et al. (2024) provide implementation-
ready architectural templates for healthcare organizations
seeking to deploy Al-enhanced privacy monitoring in
Salesforce Health Cloud environments, addressing the
specific technical requirements for audit-ready analytics
infrastructure  including  de-identification  standards,
minimum necessary data access controls, and audit log
integrity requirements. The enterprise data sensitivity
classification and regulatory traceability mechanisms
proposed by Aliliele et al. (2024) provide the data catalog
infrastructure  required to support Al-based risk
classification, ensuring that all Salesforce data elements are
classified at the appropriate sensitivity level before Al-based
analytics models are applied to privacy risk analysis
workflows (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

Breach and attack simulation frameworks for continuous
validation of enterprise security controls, developed by
Dosunmu and Ogundele (2024a), provide testing
methodology directly applicable to the periodic validation of
Salesforce privacy architecture controls, ensuring that
documented privacy protections remain effective as the
platform evolves through continuous development. Cyber
risk quantification models for prioritizing enterprise security
investment decisions, as developed by Dosunmu and
Ogundele (2024b), provide financial modeling tools for the
risk-prioritized allocation of privacy governance investment
across competing control improvement initiatives, enabling
organizations to direct limited governance resources toward
the highest-risk privacy architecture weaknesses. The
cybersecurity risk management and regulatory compliance
framework for financial institutions developed by Bello et
al. (2024) provides risk management methodology
transferable to the design of Salesforce privacy governance
programs in regulated environments, addressing the
integration of technical privacy controls with regulatory
compliance reporting requirements (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et
al., 2018).

5.1 Data Subject Rights Management and Retention
Policy Enforcement

The management of data subject rights requests, including
the right of access, right to erasure, right to rectification, and
right to data portability required under GDPR and
increasingly recognized under US state privacy laws, creates
specific ~ operational  governance requirements for
organizations storing personal data in Salesforce. Data
subject rights request management in Salesforce requires the
ability to identify all records associated with a specific
individual across all objects in the Salesforce data model,
export that data in a portable format, remediate inaccurate
data across all affected records, and delete or anonymize
data subject to a valid erasure request while preserving any
records required for legitimate regulatory retention
obligations. These capabilities must be implemented through
a combination of Salesforce native functionality and custom
processes designed to satisfy the specific rights management
requirements of applicable privacy regulations within the
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response timeframes those regulations prescribe.

Retention policy enforcement in Salesforce is implemented
through a combination of native Data Lifecycle
Management features and custom Apex-based retention
automation processes that identify and delete or anonymize
records whose retention periods have elapsed. The theory of
planned behaviour and intention research conducted by
Fehintola et al. (2024) provides behavioral science insights
applicable to the design of user training and communication
programs that shape developer and administrator
compliance with privacy governance standards, particularly
for the data minimization and field-level security
requirements that depend on consistent human behavior
rather than purely automated enforcement. The conceptual
KPI-driven decision and optimization framework for IT
service delivery developed by Edivri and Oteri (2024)
provides performance measurement principles applicable to
the governance metrics program that should accompany
Salesforce privacy architecture implementation, enabling
organizations to measure privacy governance effectiveness
against defined performance indicators and track
improvement over time (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

6. Regulatory Traceability and Audit Readiness
Enterprise Salesforce environments serving organizations
with multi-jurisdictional operations face the challenge of
maintaining privacy governance that simultaneously
satisfies requirements from potentially conflicting regulatory
frameworks. The decentralized produced water treatment
framework developed by Falegan and Aniebonam (2024)
illustrates how governance programs for complex,
distributed data-handling systems must build systematic
traceability across the full data lifecycle as a foundational
design  requirement rather than a  retrospective
documentation exercise. In Salesforce privacy governance,
regulatory traceability requires that every personal data
element stored in the platform can be traced from its source
system through any transformations applied during
integration, to its current location and security configuration,
with documentation supporting a complete regulatory audit
response without requiring ad hoc data discovery under time
pressure (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

Audit readiness in enterprise Salesforce environments
requires investment in documentation infrastructure,
monitoring capability, and testing programs that maintain a
continuously audit-ready posture rather than mobilizing for
audit preparation only when regulatory inquiries arrive. The
threat-informed defense engineering models for measuring
security control effectiveness at scale developed by
Dosunmu and Ogundele (2024d) provide a methodology for
continuous  effectiveness measurement of privacy
architecture controls, enabling organizations to identify
control degradation before it creates audit findings or
compliance failures. Organizations should establish a
quarterly audit readiness review process that tests data
subject rights request handling procedures, validates
retention automation effectiveness, and verifies that field-
level encryption configurations remain aligned with data
sensitivity classifications as the Salesforce data model
evolves through ongoing development (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu
et al.,2018).
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7. Governance and Continuous
Validation

The continuous validation of Salesforce privacy architecture
controls requires a testing program that goes beyond static
documentation review to actively verify that implemented
controls perform as designed under realistic operational
conditions. Penetration testing of Salesforce environments,
conducted by qualified security professionals using a
methodology appropriate to the Salesforce platform context,
provides the most comprehensive validation of security
control effectiveness by attempting to exploit vulnerabilities
and control gaps using the same techniques that adversarial
actors employ. Salesforce-specific penetration testing
requires expertise in Salesforce security architecture, Apex
code injection vulnerabilities, SOQL injection patterns, and
sharing rule bypass techniques that general-purpose
penetration testers may lack, making the selection of
qualified Salesforce security testing partners a critical
governance investment (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu ef al., 2018).
Privacy impact testing, distinct from security penetration
testing, validates that privacy governance controls including
data subject rights request handling procedures, retention
automation  processes, and field-level encryption
configurations are operating as documented. Privacy impact
testing scenarios should include full execution of the data
subject access request process for a representative test data
subject, including identification of all records across all
objects, compilation of the data access response, and
delivery of the response within regulatory timeframes.
Organizations that do not regularly test their data subject
rights handling procedures frequently discover during actual
regulatory requests that their documented procedures
contain gaps or inefficiencies that create compliance risk
under the time pressure of a real regulatory request (Elebe,
2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

Audit, Testing,

Figure 2. Salesforce Data Classification and Field-Level Security Matrix

PHI | Clinical Data

Financial / PII Configentia AES-256 Shield Inance roles

Danor | Constituent intemal Platform default 3 year Program staff

Operational Metadata

Anonymized | Aggregated Publ None require

Fig 2: Salesforce Data Classification and Field-Level Security
Matrix. Five sensitivity tiers with corresponding encryption
requirements, retention periods, and access control standards

7.1 Consent and Authorization Management in
Salesforce Privacy Architecture

The management of consent records and processing
authorization documentation in Salesforce creates specific
privacy architecture requirements that must be addressed as
part of the privacy-by-design framework. GDPR's
requirement that organizations maintain records of
processing activities, including the legal basis for each
processing activity, the categories of personal data
processed, and the purposes for which processing is
conducted, creates a data governance obligation that can be
partially addressed through Salesforce custom objects and
automation. Organizations subject to GDPR should
implement a consent and authorization registry within
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Salesforce that records the consent or legal basis associated
with each personal data processing activity, enabling
demonstration of lawful processing basis in response to
regulatory inquiries and data subject rights requests (Kumar
& Reinartz, 2018; Greenberg, 2010).

The design of consent management workflows in Salesforce
must address the full consent lifecycle, including consent
collection at the point of data collection, consent version
management when processing activities or purposes change,
consent withdrawal processing when data subjects revoke
previously granted consent, and consent expiration
management for time-limited consent grants. Automated
consent lifecycle management reduces the risk of processing
personal data beyond the authorized scope or duration of
consent, a common compliance failure in organizations that
collect consent at initial data capture but lack governance
controls ensuring that consent status is actively maintained
and enforced as organizational data processing activities
evolve. The integration of consent management records with
field-level access controls creates a privacy architecture in
which Salesforce field-level security configurations
dynamically reflect current consent status, preventing
unauthorized data access at the platform level rather than
relying exclusively on organizational process controls
(Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

7.2 Privacy Governance in Multi-Tenant Salesforce
Environments

Healthcare systems, financial services companies, and
government organizations frequently deploy Salesforce in
multi-tenant configurations in which a single Salesforce org
serves multiple distinct organizational entities, each with
potentially different regulatory obligations, data sharing
restrictions, and privacy governance requirements. Multi-
tenant Salesforce deployments create privacy architecture
challenges that single-tenant deployments do not face,
including the prevention of data leakage between
organizational tenants through misconfigured sharing rules,
the enforcement of tenant-specific data retention policies
within a shared platform infrastructure, and the
demonstration to each tenant that their data is governed in
accordance with their specific regulatory obligations and
contractual data processing agreements (Mell & Grance,
2011).

The privacy architecture of multi-tenant Salesforce
deployments must implement a layered access control model
that combines organization-level data segregation through
record sharing architecture with field-level security
configurations that enforce tenant-specific minimum
necessary access standards. Salesforce Communities and
Experience Cloud provide mechanisms for extending multi-
tenant Salesforce access to external constituents of each
organizational  tenant, creating additional privacy
governance requirements for the management of external
user identities, access permissions, and data exposure scope
within the shared platform. Organizations operating multi-
tenant Salesforce deployments should conduct annual
privacy architecture reviews of their sharing model to verify
that isolation between organizational tenants remains intact
as the platform evolves through ongoing development and
configuration changes that may inadvertently broaden
sharing access across tenant boundaries (Elebe, 2018;
Mbonu et al., 2018).
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7.3 Privacy Architecture Sustainability and Technical
Debt Management

The sustainability of privacy architecture implementations
in enterprise Salesforce environments requires ongoing
governance investment to prevent the accumulation of
technical debt that erodes privacy control effectiveness over
time. Privacy technical debt in Salesforce manifests as
outdated field-level security configurations that no longer
reflect current data sensitivity classifications, encryption key
management practices that have drifted from organizational
policy, and retention automation logic that has not been
updated to reflect changes in applicable regulatory retention
requirements. Unlike functional technical debt, which
typically manifests as degraded system performance or
increased maintenance cost, privacy technical debt manifests
as increased regulatory risk and compliance exposure that
may only become visible during an audit or incident
investigation (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

The management of privacy technical debt requires
integration of privacy architecture review into the
organization's regular technical debt assessment and
remediation program. Quarterly privacy architecture health
reviews, conducted by the data governance team in
coordination with the Salesforce architecture team, should
assess the currency of field-level security configurations
against the data sensitivity classification catalog, validate
that encryption key management practices comply with the
organizational key management policy, and verify that
retention automation logic reflects current regulatory
requirements and business retention policies. Identified
privacy technical debt should be tracked in the
organization's technical backlog with priority weighting that
reflects the regulatory risk exposure created by the gap,
ensuring that privacy technical debt remediation competes
effectively for development capacity against functional
enhancement and performance improvement priorities
(Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

7.4 Privacy Governance
Organizational Capability

The governance of enterprise Salesforce privacy architecture
as a sustained organizational capability, rather than a one-
time compliance project, requires institutional investment in
the privacy expertise, tooling, and process infrastructure
required to maintain governance effectiveness as the
platform, the regulatory environment, and the organization's
data processing activities evolve. Privacy engineers and data
protection officers who possess both privacy law expertise
and Salesforce platform knowledge represent a scarce
human capital investment that organizations must develop
internally or access through specialist consulting
relationships. The development of internal privacy-by-
design capability within Salesforce development teams,
through training programs that build privacy awareness and
privacy engineering skills into the standard developer
competency profile, distributes privacy governance
responsibility across the delivery program rather than
concentrating it in a specialist function that creates a
knowledge bottleneck for high-velocity development
programs (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

Sustainability and

8. Limitations and Future Research Directions
This privacy-by-design framework reflects
governance requirements and  Salesforce

privacy
platform

www.multiresearchjournal.com

capabilities as documented through 2024. The emergence of
new Al processing capabilities within the Salesforce
platform, particularly Agentforce Al agents that can access
and process personal data autonomously, creates privacy
governance challenges that this framework does not fully
address. Future research should develop specific governance
extensions for Al-processed personal data in Salesforce
environments. Empirical validation studies measuring
privacy architecture maturity outcomes across Salesforce
deployments in different regulatory contexts would provide
the evidence base required to calibrate the framework
prescriptions and prioritize the governance dimensions most
consequential for privacy compliance in specific regulatory
environments (Elebe, 2018; Mbonu et al., 2018).

9. Conclusion

The privacy-by-design security architecture framework
developed in this paper provides a comprehensive,
operationally actionable governance architecture for
organisations managing sensitive personal data in enterprise
Salesforce environments, addressing the gap between the
regulatory principles of privacy by design and the specific
technical and organisational controls required to implement
those principles on the Salesforce platform. The five
framework dimensions, role and profile architecture,
permission set governance, field-level encryption
architecture, data classification and retention policy
enforcement, and audit and monitoring infrastructure,
translate the seven foundational principles of privacy by
design into Salesforce-specific implementation requirements
with sufficient operational specificity to guide both initial
implementation decisions and the ongoing governance
activities required to sustain privacy architecture
effectiveness. The framework is calibrated to the multi-
regulatory environments in which most enterprise Salesforce
organisations operate, recognising that GDPR, HIPAA,
CCPA, and sector-specific data protection requirements may
apply simultaneously and that governance controls must
satisfy the most stringent applicable requirement rather than
defaulting to a single regulatory baseline. The emergence of
Al-processing capabilities within Salesforce Agentforce
creates privacy governance challenges that extend the
framework's scope into the governance of autonomous data
access and processing by Al agents, a dimension requiring
dedicated research and framework extension. Future
empirical research should measure privacy architecture
framework  adoption outcomes across  Salesforce
deployments in different regulatory contexts, measuring the
relationship between governance maturity and privacy
compliance indicators including data subject rights request
fulfilment rates, audit finding frequencies, and data breach
incidence.
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