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Executive Summary

Data privacy infrastructure has shifted from a compliance checkbox to a foundational layer of
modern enterprise architecture. As organizations race to deploy Al agents, operate across
multiple jurisdictions, and process sensitive data at unprecedented scale, the question of
whether to build or buy this infrastructure has become one of the most consequential technology
decisions a leadership team can make.

This whitepaper provides a structured, six-dimensional decision framework that helps technical
leaders evaluate the build-versus-buy trade-off across strategic alignment, engineering capacity,
time-to-market pressure, regulatory complexity, Al readiness, and total cost of ownership. It
draws on real-world data points from enterprise deployments, industry benchmarks on cost and
timeline, and the emerging requirements of agentic Al security.

The core finding is straightforward: for the vast majority of organizations, building data privacy
infrastructure in-house introduces disproportionate cost, risk, and delay. Industry data shows
that custom-built privacy systems typically require four or more engineers, take 12 to 24 months
to reach production readiness, and cost $100,000 to $200,000 annually in maintenance alone.
Meanwhile, commercial privacy vault solutions can be deployed in weeks with significantly lower
total cost of ownership.

However, this is not a blanket recommendation. The framework identifies specific conditions
under which building in-house is justified, and introduces a hybrid model for organizations
whose needs fall between the two extremes. The paper concludes with a practical program
execution playbook, including stakeholder alignment strategies, vendor evaluation criteria, and a
phased implementation roadmap designed for program directors and technical program
managers.

Key takeaway: The decision to build or buy data privacy infrastructure should be driven by
a rigorous, multi-dimensional analysis - not by engineering instinct or vendor pressure.
This framework gives you the structure to make that decision with confidence.
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1. The Stakes: Why Data Privacy Infrastructure Is No Longer
Optional

The cost of getting data privacy wrong has never been higher. The average data breach in the
United States now costs $9.36 million, according to IBM’s 2024 Cost of a Data Breach Report.
Globally, the figure stands at $4.88 million. These are not abstract numbers; they represent
regulatory fines, legal fees, customer churn, and the operational disruption of incident response.

But the financial exposure from breaches is only one dimension of the risk. Consumer trust has
become a measurable business metric. Research consistently shows that approximately 70
percent of adults do not trust companies to use Al responsibly, and 75 percent of consumers
say they will not purchase from organizations they do not trust with their data. In an economy
increasingly built on data-driven personalization and Al-powered services, losing that trust is an
existential threat.

1.1 The Regulatory Avalanche

The regulatory landscape has intensified dramatically. Organizations today must navigate a
patchwork of overlapping and sometimes conflicting data protection laws. Over 100 countries
have enacted data localization requirements, and the pace is accelerating.

Regulation Key Requirements Maximum Penalty

GDPR European Consent, data subject rights, 4% of global revenue or
Union DPIAs, breach notification €20M
CCPA/CPRA California, Consumer access, deletion, opt- $7,500 per intentional
USA out, data minimization violation
DPDP Act India Consent-based processing, data Up to X250 crore (~$30M)
localization, breach reporting
PIPL China Data localization, cross-border Up to 5% of annual
transfer restrictions, consent revenue
HIPAA USA PHI safeguards, access controls, $1.5M per violation
(Healthcare) audit trails categoryl/year
EU Al Act European Al risk classification, transparency, = Up to 7% of global
Union data governance revenue or €35M

For a global enterprise operating across even three or four of these jurisdictions, the compliance
surface area is enormous. Each regulation has its own consent model, data subject rights
framework, breach notification timeline, and data residency requirement. Managing this
complexity with ad-hoc solutions or spreadsheet-based processes is no longer viable.

1.2 The Al Acceleration

Perhaps the most significant driver is the rapid adoption of Al, particularly agentic Al. Unlike
traditional applications that process data in predictable, human-directed workflows, Al agents
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operate autonomously - making decisions, accessing tools, and interacting with sensitive data
across multiple systems in real time.

This creates a fundamentally new data security challenge. Al agents need access to personally
identifiable information (PIl), protected health information (PHI), and financial data to function
effectively. A customer service agent cannot resolve a billing dispute without accessing payment
history. A healthcare agent cannot schedule a follow-up without accessing patient records. Yet
every data access point creates potential exposure.

Traditional data loss prevention (DLP) tools approach this problem by blocking or redacting
sensitive data. But in an agentic context, blocking the data prevents the agent from completing
the workflow it was designed to automate. The result is what industry observers call “pilot
purgatory”: organizations build impressive Al prototypes but cannot move them to production
because they have not solved the data governance problem.

The organizations that will lead in the Al era are those that can make sensitive data
simultaneously protected and usable. This is no longer a security problem alone - it is an
infrastructure architecture problem.

The global data privacy software market reflects this urgency. Valued at $5.37 billion in 2025, it
is projected to reach $45.13 billion by 2032. This growth is being driven not by compliance
anxiety alone, but by the recognition that privacy infrastructure is a prerequisite for Al
deployment at scale.

© 2026 Eshan Varma | Page 5



Build vs. Buy for Data Privacy Infrastructure Eshan Varma

2. What Data Privacy Infrastructure Actually Means in 2026

2.1 Beyond Compliance Tools

It is important to distinguish between compliance management tools and data privacy
infrastructure. Compliance tools - such as consent management platforms (CMPs), data subject
access request (DSAR) automation, and cookie management solutions - are valuable but
operate at the policy layer. They help organizations respond to regulatory requirements.

Data privacy infrastructure operates at the architectural layer. It determines how sensitive data
is stored, protected, accessed, and governed at a fundamental level. This includes data privacy
vaults, tokenization engines, polymorphic encryption, field-level access controls, and runtime
data protection gateways.

The distinction matters because many organizations believe they have solved their privacy
problem by deploying a consent management platform, only to discover that their underlying
data architecture still exposes sensitive information across dozens of systems, databases, and
third-party integrations.

2.2 Core Capabilities of Modern Privacy Infrastructure
A production-grade data privacy infrastructure must deliver the following capabilities:

» Data Isolation: Sensitive data (PIl, PHI, PCI) is stored separately from application
databases, reducing the attack surface and simplifying compliance. This is the core
principle of vault architecture.

* Tokenization: Original sensitive values are replaced with non-sensitive tokens
throughout application and analytics systems. The mapping between tokens and real
values exists only within the vault.

e Polymorphic Encryption: Data is encrypted in a way that preserves its usability for
specific operations (matching, analytics, pattern detection) without requiring decryption.

« De-identification with Rehydration: Sensitive data is stripped of identifying information
when flowing through Al models or analytics pipelines, then selectively restored only at
the specific point where the original value is required and authorized.

* Field-Level Access Controls: Granular policies that govern which users, applications,
or agents can access which specific data fields, in which context, and in what form.

e Audit Logging and Compliance Reporting: Every data access event is logged at the
field level, providing the audit trail required by regulators and enabling incident forensics.

2.3 The New Requirement: Al Readiness

The emergence of agentic Al and the Model Context Protocol (MCP) has added an entirely new
layer of requirements. MCP, introduced by Anthropic and now supported by major Al platforms,
standardizes how Al agents connect to external tools and data sources. While this accelerates
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Al development, it also means that every MCP connection becomes a potential pathway for
sensitive data exposure.

Al-ready privacy infrastructure must be able to inspect and protect data in real time as it flows
between agents, models, and tools. This goes far beyond static encryption or access control
lists. It requires runtime, contextual, identity-aware data protection that can make split-second
decisions about what data to reveal, to which agent, in what form, and for what purpose.

2.4 Data Residency as an Infrastructure Problem

With over 100 countries enforcing data localization laws, data residency has become an
infrastructure architecture problem - not merely a policy decision. Organizations operating
globally must ensure that data belonging to EU citizens remains in the EU, that Indian user data
complies with DPDP localization requirements, and that Chinese data adheres to PIPL cross-
border transfer restrictions.

Building this capability in-house typically means deploying and managing separate database
instances per region, implementing custom replication and synchronization logic, and
maintaining region-specific access control policies. The operational complexity scales linearly
with the number of jurisdictions served. Commercial privacy vault solutions handle this as a core
platform capability, abstracting regional complexity behind a unified API.
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3. The Case for Building In-House

Despite the growing sophistication of commercial solutions, there are legitimate scenarios in
which building data privacy infrastructure in-house is the right strategic decision. This section
presents those scenarios honestly, while also establishing the realistic cost and complexity
involved.

3.1 When Building Makes Sense
Building in-house is most justified when one or more of the following conditions are true:

e Privacy infrastructure is your core product. If your company sells security, privacy, or
compliance solutions, your data protection layer is a competitive differentiator, not an
enabling function.

* You have deep cryptographic and compliance engineering expertise on staff. Key
management, encryption protocol design, and security certification are specialized
disciplines.

e Your regulatory requirements are genuinely unique. Some organizations operate
under regulatory frameworks so specific that no commercial vendor fully addresses
them.

* You require absolute control over the data path. In certain contexts, the requirement
for complete transparency and control over every layer of the infrastructure may
outweigh cost and timeline considerations.

3.2 What Building Actually Requires

For organizations considering an in-house build, it is essential to understand the full scope of
what must be engineered, deployed, and maintained:

Engineering Scope Typical Effort

Encryption engine At-rest, in-transit, and in-memory encryption with  3—6 months
key rotation

Key management HSM integration, key lifecycle, emergency 2—4 months

system revocation

Tokenization service Token generation, mapping, format-preserving 2—-3 months
tokens

Access control layer Role-based and attribute-based policies, field- 2-4 months
level granularity

API gateway Rate limiting, authentication, request validation, 1-3 months
logging

Audit and compliance = Field-level logging, tamper-proof audit trail, 2-3 months

report generation

Data residency logic Per-region storage, replication, cross-border 3—6 months
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Engineering Scope Typical Effort

transfer controls

Al/LLM integration De-identification, rehydration, runtime policy 3—-6 months
enforcement

Security certifications  SOC 2 Type Il, PCI DSS Level 1, ISO 27001, 6—12 months
HIPAA

Industry data paints a consistent picture. Research shows that 93 percent of privacy
engineering projects require at least four engineers, and nearly 70 percent take more than three
months. However, these figures reflect the initial build phase only. The total timeline from project
initiation to production-grade, certified infrastructure is typically 12 to 24 months.

One well-documented case illustrates the challenge. A major U.S. healthcare platform initially
attempted an in-house build, dedicating six months and ten engineers to the project. After that
investment, the team estimated that an additional 18 months would be needed just to reach
minimum viable product. The organization ultimately pivoted to a commercial vault solution and
deployed in under three weeks with a 67 percent reduction in total cost of ownership.

3.3 Hidden Costs Technical Leaders Underestimate

The initial build cost is often the smallest part of the total investment. The hidden costs that
compound over time include:

« Ongoing maintenance: Every new system integration, every new data source, and
every new application requires custom code to connect to the vault. As the technology
stack evolves, the maintenance burden grows proportionally.

* Regulatory update burden: Privacy regulations change frequently. Each regulatory
change requires analysis, engineering work, testing, and redeployment. Half of all self-
built privacy systems require $100,000 to $200,000 annually just for maintenance.

e Security patching and incident response: A custom-built system is a custom attack
surface. The organization bears full responsibility for vulnerability discovery, patching,
and incident response.

e Certification upkeep: SOC 2 Type Il, PCI DSS, and ISO 27001 certifications require
annual audits, ongoing evidence collection, and continuous control monitoring. The
mean annual cost of privacy compliance ranges from $622,000 to $1 million.

e Opportunity cost: Every engineer maintaining privacy infrastructure is an engineer not
building product features, not shipping revenue-generating capabilities, and not
accelerating the organization’s Al initiatives.
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4. The Case for Buying

For most organizations, purchasing commercial data privacy infrastructure delivers superior
outcomes across cost, time, risk, and capability.

4.1 Time-to-Value

The most immediate advantage of a commercial solution is deployment speed. While custom
builds typically require 12 to 24 months to reach production, commercial privacy vault platforms
can be deployed in days to weeks. In multiple documented enterprise deployments,
organizations have gone from initial integration to production in under three weeks.

For program leaders managing Al initiatives with aggressive timelines, this difference is not
incremental - it is transformational. A 12-month delay in privacy infrastructure is a 12-month
delay in every downstream Al deployment that depends on governed access to sensitive data.

4.2 Total Cost of Ownership

The TCO advantage of commercial solutions becomes increasingly pronounced over time.
Consider a simplified three-year comparison:

Cost Category Build In-House (3 Years) Buy Commercial (3 Years)

Initial development $800K-$1.5M (4—6 engineers, 12—  $50K—$200K (license + integration)
18 months)

$100K-$200K/year ($300K—-$600K
total)

2 FTEs ongoing (~$600K—$900K
total)

$150K—-$300K/year ($450K-$900K
total)

Annual maintenance Included in subscription

Dedicated maintenance 0 FTEs

staff

Certification costs Inherited from vendor

Regulatory updates

Opportunity cost

3-Year Total (Direct)

$50K-$100K per major regulation
change

4-6 engineers diverted from
product

$2.2M-$4.1M

Included in platform updates

Engineering focused on core
product

$200K-$800K

Note: These estimates are illustrative and will vary based on organization size, regulatory
requirements, and vendor pricing. The key insight is not the specific numbers but the
order-of-magnitude difference between the two approaches.

4.3 Compliance as a Service

Commercial privacy vault vendors maintain their own compliance certifications - including SOC
2 Type Il, PCI DSS Level 1, ISO 27001, HIPAA, and GDPR compliance. When an organization

© 2026 Eshan Varma | Page 10



Build vs. Buy for Data Privacy Infrastructure Eshan Varma

adopts a certified vendor, it inherits a significant portion of the compliance burden rather than
building it from scratch.

This is particularly valuable for organizations entering new regulated verticals. A fintech
company expanding into healthcare, for example, does not need to build HIPAA compliance into
its custom infrastructure from the ground up. The vault vendor already carries that certification.

4.4 The Opportunity Cost Argument

For program directors and technical leaders, the opportunity cost argument is often the most
compelling. The engineers who would spend 12 to 18 months building privacy infrastructure are
the same senior engineers who could be building the Al capabilities, product features, and
integrations that drive revenue and competitive advantage.

Framed as a program velocity metric: every month of engineering capacity diverted to privacy
infrastructure is a month of delayed Al deployment, a month of delayed feature releases, and a
month of competitive ground ceded. When a commercial solution can deliver equivalent
capability in weeks rather than months, the opportunity cost of building becomes very difficult to

justify.
4.5 Multi-Cloud and Partner Ecosystem

Modern enterprises operate across multiple cloud providers, data warehouses, SaaS
applications, and Al platforms. Commercial privacy vault solutions typically offer pre-built
integrations with major platforms - including AWS, Google Cloud, Azure, Snowflake, Databricks,
ServiceNow, HubSpot, and others.

Building these integrations in-house means engineering, testing, and maintaining a separate
connector for each platform. Each connector must handle the platform’s authentication model,
API conventions, rate limits, and data formats. For a program manager scoping this work, each
integration represents weeks to months of engineering effort that a commercial platform
provides out of the box.
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5. The Decision Framework

The preceding sections present the arguments for each approach. This section provides a
structured framework for making the actual decision. The framework evaluates six dimensions,
each scored on a 1-5 scale, producing a weighted total that maps to a clear recommendation.

5.1 Dimension 1: Strategic Alignment

The fundamental question: is data privacy a core differentiator for your product, or an enabling
function?

Cscore pesepion gy

1 Privacy is core to our product offering  You sell security/privacy solutions

2 Privacy is a significant competitive Customers choose you partly for data handling
differentiator

3 Privacy is important but not a Standard enterprise compliance needs
differentiator

4 Privacy is a necessary enabler Need it to operate, not to compete

5 Privacy is a commodity requirement Standard regulatory compliance only

Scoring guidance: A score of 1-2 favors building. A score of 4-5 strongly favors buying. A
score of 3 requires evaluation against other dimensions.

5.2 Dimension 2: Engineering Capacity and Expertise

Evaluate whether your organization has the specialized talent and available capacity required
for an in-house build.

e Score 1 (Strong Build): Dedicated security engineering team with cryptography, key
management, and compliance certification experience. Team has built similar systems
before. Capacity is available without impacting product roadmap.

e Score 3 (Neutral): General security engineering capability exists but no specific vault or
encryption system experience. Build would require some hiring and would partially
impact product timelines.

e Score 5 (Strong Buy): No dedicated security engineering team. Cryptographic and
compliance expertise would need to be hired. Build would significantly delay product
roadmap.

5.3 Dimension 3: Time-to-Market Pressure
How soon does the organization need production-grade privacy infrastructure?

* Score 1 (Build viable): No external deadline pressure. 18+ month runway is
acceptable.
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e Score 3 (Neutral): Moderate urgency. Privacy infrastructure needed within 6—-12 months
to support planned initiatives.

e Score 5 (Must buy): Immediate need. Active Al pilots awaiting production data access.
Regulatory deadlines within 3—6 months.

5.4 Dimension 4: Regulatory Complexity

Score | Regulatory Profile

1 Single jurisdiction, single data type (e.g., Pll only, U.S. only)

2 Single jurisdiction, multiple data types (e.g., Pll + PCI, U.S. only)

3 2-3 jurisdictions with standard regulations (e.g., GDPR + CCPA)

4 4+ jurisdictions with data residency requirements

5 Global operations with PIl + PHI + PCI across 5+ regulatory frameworks

Higher regulatory complexity strongly favors buying. Commercial platforms are purpose-built to
handle multi-jurisdictional requirements and update automatically as regulations evolve.

5.5 Dimension 5: Al and Agentic Readiness

This dimension evaluates whether the organization is deploying or planning to deploy Al
systems that require runtime access to sensitive data.

e Score 1 (Build viable): No AI/ML initiatives planned. Data is used in traditional
application and analytics workflows only.

» Score 3 (Neutral): Exploring LLM integration. Early-stage Al projects that may
eventually need access to sensitive data. Timeline is 12+ months.

e Score 5 (Must buy): Active agentic Al development. Al agents need runtime access to
P1I/PHI/PCI. Using or planning to use MCP for agent-tool connectivity.

Al readiness is the most heavily weighted dimension in this framework because it represents the
fastest-moving requirement and the one most likely to be underestimated.
5.6 Dimension 6: Total Cost of Ownership (3-Year Model)

Rather than scoring this dimension subjectively, calculate the actual projected costs using the
TCO worksheet in Appendix A. Then convert to a 1-5 score:

e Score 1: 3-year build TCO is less than 1.5x the buy TCO
e Score 3: 3-year build TCO is 1.5x-3x the buy TCO
e Score 5: 3-year build TCO exceeds 3x the buy TCO
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5.7 The Scoring Matrix

Weight each dimension and calculate your total score:

Strategic Alignment 15% [ ] [ ]
Engineering Capacity 15% L1 L1
Time-to-Market 20% L1 L1
Regulatory Complexity 15% [ ] [ ]
Al / Agentic Readiness 20% L] L1
TCO (3-Year) 15% L] [ ]
TOTAL 100% ]

Interpreting your score:

e 1.0-2.0 - Build. Your organization has strong strategic reasons, the talent, and the
runway to build in-house.

e 2.1-3.0 - Hybrid. Consider a hybrid approach: buy a commercial vault as your
foundation, then build custom layers for specific differentiating capabilities. See Section
6.

* 3.1-5.0 - Buy. The weight of evidence favors a commercial solution. Your resources are
better allocated to core product and Al development. Proceed to vendor evaluation in
Section 7.
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6. The Hybrid Path: When Both Is the Right Answer

Not every decision resolves neatly into build or buy. Many organizations find that a hybrid
approach - using a commercial vault as foundation while building custom capabilities on top -
delivers the best outcome.

6.1 Vault as Foundation, Custom Logic on Top

In this model, the commercial platform handles the heavy infrastructure: encryption,
tokenization, key management, access controls, compliance certifications, and multi-cloud
deployment. The organization’s engineering team builds the custom layers that differentiate its
product - specialized governance workflows, industry-specific compliance logic, custom
analytics pipelines on tokenized data, or proprietary Al model integrations.

This approach captures the speed and compliance advantages of buying while preserving the
customization advantages of building. It also avoids the most dangerous hidden costs -
specifically the ongoing maintenance of encryption engines, key management systems, and
certification upkeep - while allowing the organization to invest engineering capacity in areas that
directly drive business value.

6.2 Phased Adoption for Program Leaders

For program directors managing the transition, a phased approach reduces risk and builds
organizational confidence:

1. Phase 1 - Quick Compliance Wins (Weeks 1-4): Deploy commercial vault for a single,
high-priority use case. Demonstrate value and build internal support.

2. Phase 2 - Expand Coverage (Months 2-4): Extend vault protection to additional data
types and applications. Begin migrating existing tokenized or encrypted data.

3. Phase 3 - Custom Layer Development (Months 3-6): With the foundation stable,
begin building custom governance workflows and specialized integrations on top of the
vault's APlIs.

4. Phase 4 - Scale and Optimize (Months 6-12): Roll out across all business units and
jurisdictions. Optimize performance and establish ongoing operational procedures.

6.3 Migration Patterns

For organizations with existing in-house encryption or tokenization, migration to a vault
architecture requires careful planning:

* Shadow mode: Deploy the new vault alongside existing systems. Route new data to the
vault while existing data remains in the legacy system. Gradually migrate historical data
in batches.

* Token bridging: If the legacy system uses proprietary tokens, the vault can maintain a
mapping layer that translates between old and new token formats, allowing downstream
systems to continue functioning during migration.
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* Backward compatibility testing: Before migrating any production workload, validate
that all consuming applications produce identical outputs with vault-sourced data as they
do with the legacy system.
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7. Program Execution: Rolling Out the Decision

Making the build-versus-buy decision is only the first step. Executing the chosen path requires
structured program management. This section provides a practical playbook for program
directors and technical program managers.

7.1 Stakeholder Alignment

Data privacy infrastructure decisions affect every major function in the organization. Each
stakeholder group has different concerns and success criteria:

Stakeholder What They Need to See

CTO/VP Engineering capacity, technical TCO model, integration complexity, team

Engineering debt, architecture fit impact

CISO / Security Threat surface, compliance Security architecture, certification plan, audit
gaps, incident response trail

General Counsel / Regulatory compliance, Regulation coverage matrix, breach response

Legal liability, data subject rights SLAs

CFO / Finance Budget, ROI, predictable costs  3-year TCO comparison, cost avoidance from

breaches

Product / Al Speed to market, Al capability  Timeline comparison, Al integration

Leadership unlocks capabilities

Data Science / Data usability, query Privacy-preserving analytics demos, latency

Analytics performance benchmarks

Successful program directors invest significant effort in this alignment phase before any vendor
evaluation or build planning begins. The most common failure mode is to treat this as a security
or engineering decision alone, only to face resistance from legal, finance, or product teams later
in the process.

7.2 Building the Business Case

The business case should present three scenarios, each with projected costs, timelines, risks,
and capability gaps:

1. Scenario A - Build In-House: Full scope as outlined in Section 3. Include realistic
engineering capacity requirements, timeline with milestones, certification costs, and
ongoing maintenance projections.

2. Scenario B - Buy Commercial: Vendor subscription costs, integration engineering
effort, timeline to production, and inherited compliance certifications.

3. Scenario C - Hybrid Approach: Commercial foundation with custom layer
development. Phased timeline, split costs, and the specific capabilities addressed by
each layer.
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Present the TCO comparison alongside the non-financial factors: time-to-market, risk profile,
and strategic alignment. For executive audiences, lead with the opportunity cost argument.

7.3 Vendor Evaluation Playbook

If the decision points toward buying or a hybrid approach, the following evaluation criteria should
guide vendor selection:

Architecture: Does the vendor use a true vault architecture with data isolation, or is it
an overlay on existing databases?

Encryption approach: Does the platform support polymorphic encryption that allows
operations on encrypted data?

Al readiness: Does the platform support runtime de-identification and rehydration for
LLM and agentic Al workflows? Does it offer MCP-layer data protection?

Compliance certifications: Which certifications does the vendor hold? Are these
current? Request the latest audit reports.

Data residency: Can the platform enforce data localization across multiple jurisdictions
from a single API?

Integration ecosystem: Pre-built connectors for your existing cloud providers, data
warehouses, SaaS tools, and Al platforms.

Performance and scale: Request latency benchmarks at your expected data volumes.
Validate with a proof of concept.

Vendor viability: Evaluate the vendor’s financial stability, customer base, and
investment backing.

7.4 Implementation Roadmap

The following phase-gate model provides a structured approach to implementation:

‘Phase | Duration | Key Actiites =

Discovery 2-4 weeks Data mapping, requirements gathering, = Signed-off requirements
stakeholder interviews document

Proof of 2—-4 weeks Vendor PoC or build prototype; validate  PoC results reviewed and

Concept integration and performance approved

Pilot 4-8 weeks Deploy to one business unit; establish Pilot success metrics met
governance policies

Production 4-12 Expand to all use cases; complete Full production deployment

Rollout weeks integration testing; security review signed off

Optimization Ongoing Performance tuning, policy refinement,  Quarterly review cadence
new use case onboarding established
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7.5 Success Metrics

Define these metrics before implementation begins and track them throughout the program:

Time-to-compliance: Elapsed time from program kickoff to first regulatory certification
or attestation.

Data exposure surface reduction: Percentage decrease in systems that store or have
access to raw sensitive data.

Engineering hours recaptured: Hours per month redirected from privacy maintenance
to product development.

Incident response improvement: Reduction in mean time to detect (MTTD) and mean
time to respond (MTTR).

Al deployment unblocked: Number of Al initiatives that moved from pilot to production
with governed data access.

Total cost of ownership vs. projection: Actual costs compared to the 3-year TCO
model.
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8. Case Study Snapshots

8.1 Healthcare: From 24-Month Build to 3-Week Deployment

A leading U.S. healthcare platform with over 30 million users needed to protect patient records
containing both PII and PHI while enabling integration with large language models. The
organization initially pursued an in-house build, committing six months and ten engineers before
realizing that an additional 18 months remained to reach minimum viable product.

The pivot to a commercial vault solution yielded dramatic results: production deployment in
under three weeks, a 67 percent reduction in total cost of ownership, and fine-grained access
controls that enabled secure LLM integration while maintaining full HIPAA compliance.

8.2 Fintech: Replacing In-House with a Single Vault

A European fintech company processing payments across multiple countries estimated that
building PCI-compliant data privacy infrastructure in-house would require three dedicated
engineers working for six to twelve months, with an additional two engineers for ongoing
maintenance.

By adopting a commercial vault, the company eliminated this engineering burden entirely,
redeploying those engineers to product development. The vault's pre-built payment integrations
allowed the company to modernize its payment stack, reduce fraud exposure, and maintain PCI
compliance across all operating jurisdictions.

8.3 Enterprise: Solving Data Residency at Global Scale

A Fortune 500 company operating across six jurisdictions faced the challenge of complying with
GDPR, CCPA, DPDP, and PIPL simultaneously. The initial plan to deploy separate database
instances per region was estimated to take 12 months and require a dedicated team for ongoing
operations.

A vault-based approach with built-in data residency support collapsed this timeline to weeks.
The unified API abstracted regional storage complexity, allowing applications to interact with a
single endpoint while the vault handled jurisdiction-specific storage and access policies
automatically.
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9. Conclusion

The build-versus-buy decision for data privacy infrastructure is not a technology decision. Itis a
strategic allocation of your organization’s most valuable resources: engineering talent, executive
attention, and time-to-market.

The six-dimensional framework presented in this paper provides a rigorous, repeatable process
for making this decision. For most organizations, the analysis will point clearly toward buying or

adopting a hybrid approach. The cost, timeline, and risk advantages of commercial privacy vault
solutions are substantial and well-documented.

For program directors and technical program managers, the execution playbook in Section 7
translates the decision into action. Stakeholder alignment, structured business cases,
disciplined vendor evaluation, and phased implementation are the mechanics that turn a good
decision into a successful outcome.

The organizations that will thrive in the coming years are those that treat data privacy not as a
cost center or compliance burden, but as the enabling infrastructure that makes everything else
possible: Al deployment, global expansion, customer trust, and competitive advantage. The
framework in this paper is designed to help you get there faster, with less risk, and with your
best engineers focused on building what matters most.

The decision framework scoring worksheet and TCO calculation templates referenced in
this paper are included in the appendices that follow.
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Appendix A: TCO Calculation Worksheet

Use this worksheet to project your organization’s 3-year total cost of ownership for both paths.
All figures should reflect fully-loaded costs.

Build Path

Cost Item Year 0 (Build) | Year 1 Year 2-3 3-Year Total
(Operate) (Scale)

Engineering headcount
(FTEs x loaded cost)

Infrastructure (cloud, HSMs, $ $ $ $

databases)

Security certification (SOC $ $ $ $

2, PCI, ISO)

Legal and compliance $ $ $ $

review

Incident response and $ $ $ $

insurance

Opportunity cost (delayed $ $ $ $

product features)

TOTAL BUILD $ $ $ $
Buy Path

Cost Item Year 0 Year 1 Year 2-3 3-Year Total
(Deploy) (Operate) (Scale)

Vendor license / subscription

Integration engineering $ N/A N/A $
(one-time)

Ongoing integration N/A $ $ $
maintenance

Internal governance and $ $ $ $
policy management

Training and change $ $ $ $
management

TOTAL BUY $ $ $ $

Ratio: Build TCO / Buy TCO =
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Use this ratio to score Dimension 6 in the decision framework: less than 1.5x = Score 1, 1.5x—3x
= Score 3, above 3x = Score 5.
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Appendix B: Vendor Evaluation Scorecard

Rate each criterion on a 1-5 scale. Weight according to your organization’s priorities.

Evaluation Criterion Weigh | Vendor A Vendor B
t

Vault architecture (true isolation 15% [ 1] |
vs. overlay)

Encryption (polymorphic, format-  10% L1 L]
preserving)

Al / Agentic readiness (runtime, 15% [ 1] |
MCP)

Compliance certifications held 10% L] [ ] L]
Data residency capabilities 10% L] L] L]
Integration ecosystem breadth 10% L] L1
Performance at scale 10% [ 1] L1
Developer experience (APIs, 5% L] L1
SDKs, docs)

Vendor financial stability 5% L1 L]
Pricing transparency 5% L] L1
Support and SLA quality 5% L1 L]
WEIGHTED TOTAL 100% [ ] L1 L1
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Appendix C: Regulatory Quick Reference

A summary of key requirements from major data protection regulations that impact privacy
infrastructure decisions.

Regulation Data Breach Right to Al Provisions
Residency? Notification Deletion

GDPR (EU)
CCPA/CPRA
(CA)

DPDP (India)
PIPL (China)

HIPAA (USA)

EU Al Act

Yes (adequacy
or SCCs)

No

Yes (notified
countries)

Yes (strict
localization)

No (but access
controls)

Per GDPR

72 hours
Upon
discovery
Without delay
Immediately

60 days

Per GDPR

Yes (Art. 17)
Yes
Yes
Yes
Amendment

right
Per GDPR
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Appendix D: Glossary

Data Privacy Vault: An isolated, purpose-built data store designed specifically for
sensitive data, providing encryption, tokenization, access controls, and audit logging as
core capabilities.

Polymorphic Encryption: An encryption approach that generates multiple protected
representations of the same data, each tailored for a specific use case without requiring
decryption.

Tokenization: The process of replacing sensitive data with non-sensitive placeholders
(tokens) that retain no exploitable value.

De-identification: Removing or obscuring personally identifiable information so that
individuals can no longer be identified.

Rehydration: The governed, selective restoration of original sensitive values from
tokens or de-identified data at a specific authorized workflow point.

Zero-Trust Vault Architecture: A security model in which no system, user, or agent is
implicitly trusted with access to sensitive data.

Model Context Protocol (MCP): An open standard defining how Al agents connect to
external tools and data sources. Introduced by Anthropic, now widely adopted.

Agentic Al: Al systems that operate autonomously, making decisions and taking actions
across multiple tools and data sources.

Runtime Data Protection: Security controls that inspect, protect, and govern sensitive
data in real time as it flows through Al workflows.

Field-Level Access Control: Granular security policies governing access to individual
data fields rather than entire records or databases.

If your organization is navigating the build-versus-buy decision for data privacy infrastructure, or
preparing to deploy Al agents that require governed access to sensitive data, Crestpoint
Strategic can help. We work with CTOs, program directors, and security leaders to evaluate
privacy architecture options, build defensible business cases, and execute phased
implementation programs that deliver measurable results. Contact us to start the conversation.

Crestpoint Strategic
crestpointstrategic.com/contact
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