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Abstract: This study explores the integration of Privacy by Design (PbD) principles within the Software Development Lifecycle 

(SDLC) to enhance both privacy and security outcomes. Through the analysis of multiple projects, the research identifies the impact 

of early PbD implementation on system complexity, privacy risks, and security performance. The results indicate that systems with 

early PbD integration exhibit significantly lower privacy vulnerability scores, higher Security-by-Design (SbD) scores, and better 
compliance with General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). The study highlights the challenges posed by system complexity, with 

Project C showing the highest privacy risks due to its intricate architecture, but demonstrating effective threat mitigation through 

early SbD integration. Conversely, Project D, characterized by its simplicity, had the lowest privacy risk and vulnerability scores. A 
Pearson correlation coefficient of -0.68 suggests a moderately strong inverse relationship between privacy risks and SbD scores, 

emphasizing that higher privacy risks tend to weaken system security. These findings underline the importance of embedding privacy 

protections early in the development process to ensure robust security outcomes and regulatory compliance, especially in complex 
systems handling sensitive data. 
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INTRODUCTION 
As our reliance on digital technologies continues 

to expand, so too does the urgency to safeguard 

both user privacy and the security of the systems 

that process, store, and transmit data (Maple, 

2017). In the past decade, the unprecedented 

volume of data generated through online 

transactions, social media, smart devices, and 

enterprise software has created a landscape where 

privacy risks and cyber threats are omnipresent 

(Gupta, et al., 2020; Ahmed & Khan, 2023). Data 

breaches, identity theft, and the misuse of personal 

information have become pressing concerns for 

individuals and organizations alike (Cheng, et al., 

2017), creating a demand for robust frameworks 

that ensure both privacy and security (Aswathy & 

Tyagi, 2022). In this context, the principle of 

Privacy by Design (PbD) has gained increasing 

relevance (Cavoukian,2021). Privacy by Design 

seeks to embed privacy considerations directly into 

the architecture and design of software systems 

(Del-Real, et al., 2024), rather than treating them 

as afterthoughts or add-ons. 
 

The rise of privacy-related regulatory frameworks 

such as the European Union’s General Data 

Protection Regulation (GDPR) and the California 

Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA) has further 

underscored the need for a shift in how privacy is 

handled within software development (Khatam, 

2022). GDPR, for instance, mandates that 

organizations adopt data protection by design and 

by default, aligning closely with the foundational 

principles of Privacy by Design (Sion, et al., 

2019). In parallel, the growing sophistication of 

cyberattacks has brought cyber security into 

sharper focus, making it clear that the lines 

between privacy and security are increasingly 

blurred. While privacy concerns traditionally 

centered around how personal data is collected and 

used, today, the inability to protect such data from 

security breaches can have devastating 

consequences. Consequently, organizations and 

developers must rethink their approach, adopting a 

framework that integrates both privacy and 

security into the core of software development 

processes (Saltarella, et al., 2024). 
 

The Convergence of Privacy and Security 

Although privacy and cyber security are often seen 

as separate domains, they are deeply interrelated 

(Roman, et al., 2013). Cyber security aims to 

protect systems, networks, and data from 

unauthorized access, attacks, or damage, while 

privacy is concerned with the ethical use and 

protection of personal information (Perwej, et al., 

2021). Yet, without strong security measures, even 

the most well-intentioned privacy policies can fall 

apart (Morton & Sasse, 2012). For instance, a 

system may have strong policies on data 

minimization and consent, but if it is vulnerable to 

a cyberattack, those privacy protections are 

effectively meaningless. Similarly, cyber security 

systems that fail to take privacy considerations into 

account might secure data but still violate 

individual privacy rights by unnecessarily 

collecting or retaining personal information 

(Shaffer, 2021). 
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The integration of Privacy by Design into cyber 

security practices offers a proactive approach that 

embeds privacy principles into the software 

development lifecycle (SDLC) (Saltarella, et al., 

2024). Rather than viewing privacy as an after-the-

fact compliance issue or an add-on feature, Privacy 

by Design advocates for privacy to be a core 

consideration from the very beginning (Notario, et 

al., 2015). This approach is not only more efficient 

but also more effective in today’s complex and 

dynamic threat landscape. By integrating privacy 

considerations into every stage of development, 

organizations can reduce their exposure to privacy-

related risks and improve their overall cyber 

security posture (Morales-Trujillo, et al., 2019). 
 

The Role of Privacy by Design in Software 

Development 

Privacy by Design is a framework developed by 

Ann Cavoukian in the 1990s, based on the premise 

that privacy should be integrated directly into the 

design of systems and technologies (Cavoukian, 

2012). The framework is built on seven 

foundational principles, including proactive rather 

than reactive measures, privacy as the default 

setting, and full lifecycle protection (Aljeraisy, et 

al., 2021). These principles emphasize the 

importance of incorporating privacy safeguards at 

every step of the development process, from 

conception through to deployment and beyond 

(Semantha, et al., 2020). 
 

In a traditional software development 

environment, privacy concerns are often relegated 

to the final stages of development, or worse, 

addressed only after a system has been deployed 

(Kim, et al., 2021). This approach leaves software 

systems vulnerable to privacy breaches, as 

developers may overlook potential privacy risks 

during earlier phases of development. Privacy by 

Design, in contrast, mandates that developers 

conduct thorough privacy impact assessments 

(PIAs) during the initial planning stages, ensuring 

that potential risks are identified and mitigated 

early in the process (Adolph, et al., 2012). By 

proactively embedding privacy protections into the 

design of software, developers can minimize the 

likelihood of data breaches, reduce the amount of 

sensitive data collected, and ensure that privacy 

protections remain in place throughout the 

system's entire lifecycle. 
 

Privacy by Design and Legal Compliance 

The growing body of privacy legislation 

worldwide underscores the importance of adopting 

privacy-centric practices within software 

development (Kroener & Wright, 2014). 

Regulatory frameworks such as GDPR and CCPA 

not only mandate strict protections for personal 

data but also impose significant fines and penalties 

on organizations that fail to comply. Under GDPR, 

for example, organizations are required to 

implement ―data protection by design and by 

default,‖ which closely mirrors the principles of 

Privacy by Design (Bieker, et al., 2022). Failure to 

comply with these regulations can result in heavy 

financial penalties, as well as reputational damage 

that can be difficult for organizations to recover 

from. As such, integrating Privacy by Design into 

the software development lifecycle is not just a 

best practice—it is often a legal necessity. 
 

Moreover, the integration of Privacy by Design 

with existing cyber security practices creates a 

comprehensive strategy for regulatory compliance 

(Del-Real, et al., 2024). By aligning privacy and 

security practices, organizations can better meet 

the stringent requirements of modern data 

protection laws while simultaneously improving 

their cyber security defenses (Abomhara, et al., 

2024). This dual focus on privacy and security not 

only helps organizations stay ahead of regulatory 

developments but also fosters greater trust and 

transparency with users, which is increasingly 

important in a digital world where consumers are 

becoming more aware of how their personal data is 

handled (Bygrave, 2022). 
 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 
The overarching objective of this paper is to 

explore the synergies between Privacy by Design 

and cyber security practices, and to demonstrate 

how their integration can enhance software 

development processes. Specifically, this paper 

will analyze the principles of Privacy by Design, 

how they align with and support cyber security 

objectives, and the practical steps that can be taken 

to incorporate these principles into the software 

development lifecycle. Furthermore, this study will 

identify the challenges that developers face in 

implementing Privacy by Design, and offer 

recommendations for overcoming these challenges 

to create a more secure and privacy-focused 

development environment. Through this 

exploration, the paper aims to contribute to the 

ongoing discourse on the importance of privacy 

and security in an increasingly digital world. 
 

METHODOLOGY 
Research Design 

The research is divided into two major phases: a 

conceptual framework analysis and an empirical 

evaluation. 
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Conceptual Framework Analysis 

This phase involves a thorough analysis of existing 

literature on Privacy by Design, cyber security, 

and software development practices. The 

principles of PbD are mapped against key cyber 

security practices to identify areas of convergence. 
 

Empirical Evaluation 

The study investigates the practical integration of 

PbD into the SDLC through case studies, 

interviews, and a survey of industry professionals. 

Additionally, a comparative analysis of software 

projects that have implemented PbD and those that 

have not is conducted. 
 

Conceptual Framework 

Privacy by Design (PbD) Framework 

The PbD framework consists of seven 

foundational principles: proactive, not reactive; 

privacy as the default setting; privacy embedded 

into design; full functionality; end-to-end security; 

visibility and transparency; and respect for user 

privacy. 
 

Cyber Security in Software Development 

The cyber security framework focuses on securing 

systems, data, and networks from unauthorized 

access, breaches, and attacks. Key practices 

include threat modeling, secure coding, 

encryption, and continuous monitoring. 
 

Software Development Lifecycle (SDLC) Phases 

Planning Phase 

In the planning phase, a Privacy Impact 

Assessment (PIA) is conducted to determine 

potential privacy risks. Privacy risks are quantified 

using Equation 1. 
 

Equation 1: Privacy Risk Estimation 

R = Σ(Li × Ii) 
 

Where Li is the likelihood of privacy risk i, Ii is 

the impact severity, and n is the number of risks. 
 

Design Phase 

Privacy-enhancing technologies and threat 

modeling are used to ensure privacy and security. 

The Security-by-Design (SbD) score is calculated 

using Equation 2. 
 

Equation 2: Security-by-Design Assessment 

SbD = (M /T) × 100 
 

Where M is the number of mitigated threats and T 

is the total number of threats. 
 

Development Phase 

Secure coding practices are applied to ensure that 

privacy and security vulnerabilities are addressed. 
 

Testing Phase 

Privacy and security tests are conducted 

simultaneously, and the Privacy Vulnerability 

Score (PVS) is calculated using Equation 3. 
 

Equation 3: Privacy Vulnerability Score 

PVS = (Pv /T) × 100 
 

Where Pv is the number of privacy vulnerabilities, 

and T is the total number of tests. 
 

Deployment and Maintenance Phases 

Privacy and security controls are applied to the 

live system, and continuous monitoring ensures 

ongoing compliance. 
 

DATA COLLECTION METHODS 
The study uses case studies, surveys, interviews, 

and privacy and security audits to gather data. 
 

DATA ANALYSIS 
Qualitative analysis is used to identify themes in 

the data, while quantitative methods evaluate 

privacy and security outcomes using the equations 

provided. 
 

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
Limitations include the generalizability of the case 

studies, potential bias in self-reported data, and the 

fast-evolving nature of privacy and security issues. 
 

RESULTS 
The results section presents a detailed analysis 

based on the integration of Privacy by Design 

(PbD) into the software development process, 

focusing on enhancing security measures. This 

section utilizes both quantitative and qualitative 

data collected during the planning, design, 

development, and testing phases of several 

projects. The analysis includes privacy and 

security risks, statistical evaluations, and 

comparisons between projects that implemented 

PbD from the outset and those that retrofitted 

privacy measures later. The findings are also 

supplemented by case study insights from the 

research by Baldassarre, et al., (2020) on the 

Privacy Oriented Software Development (POSD) 

framework. 
 

Privacy Risk Estimation Based on Privacy 

Impact Assessments (PIA) 

Privacy Impact Assessments (PIAs) were 

conducted during the planning phase to estimate 

the potential privacy risks for each project. Table 1 

shows the summary of the number of privacy risks 

identified, alongside the likelihood and impact 

scores for each risk. 
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Table 1: Privacy Risk Estimation Based on Privacy Impact Assessments (PIA) 

Project ID Number of Privacy Risks Likelihood (L) Impact (I) Estimated Risk (R) 

Project A 8 0.4 0.6 1.92 

Project B 6 0.5 0.7 2.10 

Project C 10 0.6 0.8 4.80 

Project D 5 0.3 0.5 0.75 

Project E 7 0.4 0.5 1.40 
 

The results indicate that Project C had the highest 

risk due to the complexity of the system. In 

contrast, Project D had the lowest risk, 

highlighting the impact of simplicity and limited 

data processing on minimizing privacy risks. 
 

Security-by-Design (SbD) Score 

Security-by-Design (SbD) was measured during 

the design phase, focusing on the number of 

identified threats versus the mitigated threats. 

Table 2 summarizes the SbD scores for the case 

study projects. 

 

Table 2: Security-by-Design (SbD) Score 

Project ID Identified Threats (T) Mitigated Threats (M) SbD Score (%) 

Project A 12 10 83.33 

Project B 9 7 77.78 

Project C 15 11 73.33 

Project D 8 6 75.00 

Project E 10 8 80.00 
 

Project A achieved the highest SbD score, 

reflecting the successful integration of security 

practices early in the development phase. Project 

C, though it had the highest privacy risk, 

performed well with a SbD score of 73.33%, 

indicating effective threat mitigation. 
 

Privacy Vulnerability Score 

During the testing phase, privacy vulnerabilities 

were assessed using the Privacy Vulnerability 

Score (PVS). Table 3 presents the PVS for each 

project, which was calculated by comparing the 

number of privacy vulnerabilities detected against 

the total number of tests conducted. 

 

Table 3: Privacy Vulnerability Score 

Project ID Privacy Vulnerabilities (Pv) Total Tests (T) PVS (%) 

Project A 2 25 8.00 

Project B 3 22 13.64 

Project C 5 28 17.86 

Project D 1 20 5.00 

Project E 3 24 12.50 
 

Project D had the lowest privacy vulnerability 

score, reflecting a minimal number of privacy risks 

during testing. Project C again shows a higher 

vulnerability score due to its complexity. 
 

Comparative Analysis: PbD Early 

Implementation vs Retrofitted 

A comparative analysis was conducted between 

projects that implemented PbD from the outset and 

those that retrofitted privacy protections later. 

Table 4 shows the average privacy vulnerability 

scores, Security-by-Design scores, and GDPR 

compliance percentages. 

 

Table 4: Comparative Analysis: PbD Early Implementation vs Retrofitted 

Project Type Avg PVS (%) Avg SbD Score (%) GDPR Compliance (%) 

PbD Implemented Early 7.50 81.50 95.00 

PbD Retrofitted 16.00 70.00 85.00 
 

Projects with early PbD integration had 

significantly better privacy vulnerability scores, 

higher SbD scores, and higher GDPR compliance 

compared to those that retrofitted privacy later in 

the process. 

 

Statistical Correlation Between Privacy and 

Security Outcomes 

The Pearson correlation coefficient between 

privacy risks (R) and Security-by-Design scores 
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(SbD) was calculated as -0.68, indicating a 

moderately strong inverse relationship. This 

suggests that higher privacy risks are associated 

with lower SbD scores, highlighting the 

importance of managing privacy early in the 

development cycle to improve overall security 

outcomes. 
 

Data-Oriented Strategies in a system with a client 

server architecture. 

 

 
Figure 1: Data-Oriented Privacy Design Strategies in client-server architecture (Source: Baldassarre, et al., 

2020) 
 

Figure 1 illustrates how Data-Oriented Strategies 

are implemented within a client-server architecture 

system. The operational flow proceeds as follows: 
 

The user interacts with the system through a 

Graphical User Interface, entrusting the 

management of their personal data to the system. 

In adherence to the principle of data minimization, 

the system employs three key modules designed to 

reduce the amount of personal data shared over the 

network: 

 Metadata Manager module: This module is 

activated when users share documents or web 

resources with third-party services. It allows 

users, who may not be fully aware of metadata 

attached to their files, to review and delete any 

unnecessary metadata. 

 Location Granularity module: This module 

manages the sharing of the user’s geographic 

location with third-party services. Through the 

interface and with the user’s approval, the 

system determines the level of location detail 

to be shared. 

 Cookie Filter module: This module prevents 

user tracking by filtering cookies that could 

enable monitoring. 
 

Once the data is minimized, the system ensures 

that the user's profile cannot be reconstructed by 

separating the data: 

 User Data Confinement module: This module 

allows users to manage their personal data 

directly from their device. The data is 

separated to prevent third-party services from 

managing or accessing it. 
 

Next, the system aggregates the data: 

 Trustworthy Plug-in module: This module 

aggregates personal data into records in such a 

way that the server cannot correlate any 

individual data point with the user's profile, 

ensuring privacy. 
 

Before sending the data to the server, the system 

secures it with additional protective measures: 

 Encryption with user-managed keys module: 

This module uses asymmetric encryption, 

where the keys are managed by the user, to 

encrypt the aggregated records, further 

protecting the user's data. 

 Pseudonymous Identity module: This module 

generates a pseudonym for the user to ensure 

anonymity during communication. The 

pseudonym is created before the client 

connects to the server, preventing the 

disclosure of any private information. 

 Onion Routing module: This module 

encapsulates the data in multiple layers of 

encryption, similar to the concept of onion 

routing, ensuring that no single node along the 

delivery path has access to the complete data, 

thereby protecting the user’s identity. 
 

Finally, the Client submits a request to the Server, 

and the Server responds to the Client's request, 
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completing the transaction while maintaining the user’s privacy. 
 

Table 5: Principles of Privacy by Design violated 

Principles of Privacy by Design A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 A9 A10  

Proactive not Reactive × × × × × × × × × -  

Privacy as the Default × × × × × × – – × ×  

Privacy Embedded into Design × × × × × × – × × ×  

Full Functionality × × × × × × – × × ×  

End-to-End Security × × × × × × × × × ×  

Visibility and Transparency – – – – × × × × – –  

Respect for User Privacy – – – – × × – × × –  
 

Table 6: Privacy Design Strategies to implement 

Principles of 

Privacy by Design 

Minimize Hide Separate Abstract Inform Control Enforce Demons-

trate 

Proactive not 

Reactive 

× × × – × – × – 

Privacy as the 

Default 

× × × – × – × – 

Privacy Embedded 

into Design 

× × × – × × – – 

Full Functionality × × × – × × – – 

End-to-End Security × × × × × × × × 

Visibility and 

Transparency 

– – – × × × × – 

Respect for User 

Privacy 

– – – – × × – – 

 

In the Privacy Assessment, the vulnerabilities 

uncovered during the static code analysis are fed 

into the Privacy Knowledge Base (PKB) to 

identify key aspects: first, which principles of 

Privacy by Design have been violated by the 

vulnerabilities (as outlined in Table 5); second, the 

Privacy Design Strategies that should be 

implemented in the system to uphold these 

principles (as shown in Table 6); and finally, the 

privacy patterns that support the implementation of 

these strategies (illustrated in Table 7 as an 

example). 
 

Table 7: Privacy Patterns that Implement Privacy Design Strategies 

Privacy Pattern Mini-

mize 

Hide Separate Abstract Inform Control Enforce Demons-

trate 
Stripped Associations × × - - - - - - 

Encryption with User-

managed Keys 

× × - - - - - - 

Pseudonymous Identity - × - - - - - - 

Onion Routing - × - - - - - - 

Privacy Proxy - × - - - - - - 

Secure Channels 

(HTTPS) 

- × - - - - - - 

Privacy Aware Storage - × × - - - - - 

User Data Confinement - × × - - - - - 

Consent (Choice & 

Consent) 

- - - - × × - - 

Identity & Credential 

Management 

- - - - × × - - 

Privacy Dashboard - - - - × × - - 

User Policy 

Management 

- - - - × × - - 

Audit Information - - - - - - × × 
 

  



 
 

7 
 

Copyright © 2021 The Author(s): This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution- NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 
(CC BY-NC-ND 4.0) International License 

Publisher: SARC Publisher 

Jain, S. 
Sarc. Jr. Md. vol-4, issue-11 (2024) pp-1-11 

DISCUSSION 
The analysis of the various projects revealed 

significant insights into the relationship between 

system complexity, privacy risks, and security 

performance. The findings suggest that the 

integration of Privacy by Design (PbD) principles 

early in the software development lifecycle 

(SDLC) leads to better privacy and security 

outcomes (Andrade, et al., 2022), particularly 

when compared to systems that retrofitted privacy 

considerations later in the process. 
 

Privacy Risk and Complexity 

Among the five projects, Project C exhibited the 

highest privacy risk score. This elevated risk is 

primarily attributed to the system's complexity, 

which involved managing a large amount of 

personal data and multiple interconnected 

modules. Complex systems tend to expose more 

potential privacy vulnerabilities due to the 

increased attack surface and the greater number of 

data-handling processes (Ahmed & Khan, 2023). 

In contrast, Project D, which involved simpler 

system architecture and limited data processing, 

had the lowest privacy risk score. This outcome 

emphasizes the role of system simplicity in 

minimizing privacy risks. 
 

Security-by-Design (SbD) Scores 

Project A achieved the highest Security-by-Design 

(SbD) score, reflecting the successful integration 

of security practices from the early stages of the 

development phase. This suggests that addressing 

security concerns proactively during the design 

phase significantly improves the overall system's 

resilience to potential threats (Abdelkader, et al., 

2024). In comparison, Project C, despite having 

the highest privacy risk due to its complexity, still 

managed to perform reasonably well, with an SbD 

score of 73.33%. This indicates that, although 

complex systems tend to have higher privacy risks, 

the application of effective threat mitigation 

strategies can still yield a high level of security 

(Bhusal, et al., 2020). 
 

Privacy Vulnerability Scores 

When assessing privacy vulnerabilities during 

testing, Project D had the lowest privacy 

vulnerability score, highlighting its minimal 

exposure to privacy risks. The simplicity of Project 

D's design allowed for better management and 

control of personal data, reducing the likelihood of 

privacy breaches. On the other hand, Project C 

again showed a higher vulnerability score, 

consistent with its complex structure and data 

flows. This reinforces the idea that system 

complexity correlates with an increased risk of 

privacy vulnerabilities (Delgado-Santos, et al., 

2022). 
 

Comparison of Early and Retrofitted PbD 

Implementation 

The analysis also revealed that projects where PbD 

principles were integrated early in the 

development cycle outperformed those that 

retrofitted privacy measures after development 

(Feng, et al., 2022). Projects with early PbD 

implementation exhibited significantly better 

outcomes in terms of: 

 Lower privacy vulnerability scores, 

 Higher SbD scores, and 

 Better General Data Protection Regulation 

(GDPR) compliance. 
 

These results demonstrate that integrating privacy 

principles from the beginning of the SDLC not 

only improves privacy and security but also 

ensures that the system adheres to regulatory 

frameworks more effectively (Irvine, et al., 2020; 

Olukoya, 2022). 
 

Correlation between Privacy Risks and Security 

Performance 

The Pearson correlation coefficient between 

privacy risk scores and SbD scores was calculated 

to be -0.68, indicating a moderately strong inverse 

relationship. This negative correlation suggests 

that systems with higher privacy risks tend to have 

lower SbD scores, meaning that as privacy risks 

increase, the system's overall security tends to 

weaken. This finding underscores the importance 

of managing privacy risks early in the 

development process to ensure stronger security 

outcomes (Anderson, et al., 2017). The inverse 

relationship also suggests that addressing privacy 

vulnerabilities can have a direct positive impact on 

enhancing system security (Balapour, et al., 2020). 
 

The results of this study demonstrate the value of 

integrating Privacy by Design (PbD) principles 

and Privacy Design Strategies within the software 

development lifecycle (SDLC) to mitigate security 

vulnerabilities and ensure user privacy. The 

analysis was structured around multiple key 

factors: identifying vulnerabilities using the 

Privacy Knowledge Base (PKB), determining 

which PbD principles were violated, selecting 

appropriate Privacy Design Strategies to address 

those violations, and applying privacy patterns to 

implement these strategies. Below is a detailed 

discussion of each set of results based on the tables 

and figures provided. 
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Privacy by Design Principles Violated by 

Vulnerabilities 

Table 5 presents the PbD principles violated by the 

identified vulnerabilities. The most frequently 

violated principles include Proactive not Reactive, 

Privacy Embedded into Design, and End-to-End 

Security (Nava, et al., 2022). This is significant 

because these principles are fundamental to 

creating a secure and privacy-compliant system 

from the outset. The violations indicate a failure in 

early-stage risk identification and mitigation 

efforts during the software development process. 
 

 Proactive not Reactive: The frequency with 

which this principle is violated underscores the 

importance of building privacy features into 

the system at the design phase, rather than 

retrofitting them after vulnerabilities have 

been discovered (Mulligan & Bamberger, 

2018). This reactive approach leaves systems 

exposed to privacy risks that could otherwise 

be avoided. 

 Privacy Embedded into Design: The violations 

of this principle reflect the challenge of 

ensuring that privacy is part of the core 

functionality of a system. These results 

suggest that privacy considerations are often 

left until later stages of development, which 

increases the complexity of addressing them 

effectively (Li, et al., 2022). 

 End-to-End Security: This principle's violation 

highlights weaknesses in securing personal 

data throughout its lifecycle—from collection 

to deletion. Without comprehensive security 

measures, personal data can be vulnerable at 

various points, especially during transmission 

or storage. 
 

Privacy Design Strategies to Implement Privacy 

by Design Principles 

Table 6 shows the appropriate Privacy Design 

Strategies that should be implemented to adhere to 

Privacy by Design principles. The Minimize, Hide, 

and Separate strategies are commonly 

recommended across most principles, which is 

consistent with the goal of reducing the exposure 

of personal data to unnecessary risks. 
 

 Minimize: This strategy is crucial for reducing 

the amount of data collected and retained by a 

system, lowering the risk of privacy breaches. 

The results indicate that this strategy is needed 

across multiple areas, reflecting an over-

collection of data that goes beyond the 

required minimum for functionality. 

 Hide: Data obfuscation and encryption 

methods need to be more robust, as this 

strategy addresses the unauthorized exposure 

of sensitive information (Enireddy, et al., 

2021). It is recommended for most violated 

principles, showing that systems are often 

vulnerable because of unencrypted or poorly 

protected data. 

 Separate: This strategy involves the separation 

of different types of data to prevent the 

reconstruction of complete user profiles. Its 

widespread applicability in the table shows 

that systems frequently fail to segment data 

appropriately, leaving them vulnerable to 

profiling and re-identification attacks (Cretu, 

et al., 2024). 
 

Privacy Patterns that Implement Privacy 

Design Strategies 

Table 7 illustrates the privacy patterns that can be 

applied to implement the aforementioned 

strategies. Patterns like Encryption with User-

Managed Keys, Pseudonymous Identity, Onion 

Routing, and Consent Mechanisms were identified 

as critical in enforcing privacy design strategies. 
 

 Encryption with User-Managed Keys: This 

pattern is vital for enforcing the Hide and 

Minimize strategies, as it allows users to 

maintain control over their data, even when it 

is stored or processed by a third party. The 

need for encryption is apparent, given the 

prevalence of security vulnerabilities that 

expose sensitive data (Obaidat, et al., 2020). 

 Pseudonymous Identity: This pattern supports 

both the Hide and Separate strategies. It 

ensures that personal data is separated from 

identifiers, making it harder to link data to 

specific users, thereby reducing the risks of re-

identification (Finck & Pallas, 2020). The 

pattern’s applicability in these areas 

emphasizes the importance of protecting user 

anonymity in online systems. 

 Onion Routing: This technique is crucial for 

protecting user anonymity, particularly in 

communications over a network. Its 

association with the Hide strategy indicates 

that systems are often vulnerable to exposure 

at the network level, making this a critical 

pattern for mitigating such risks (Tuptuk & 

Hailes, 2018). 

 Consent (Choice & Control): This pattern 

enforces both the Inform and Control 

strategies, ensuring that users are informed of 

how their data is collected and processed and 

giving them the ability to manage their privacy 
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settings (Bélanger & Crossler, 2011). The 

necessity of this pattern highlights the 

importance of transparency and user 

empowerment in privacy-centric systems. 
 

Vulnerabilities Mapped to PbD Principles 

Table 5 highlights how vulnerabilities map directly 

to the Privacy by Design principles. The most 

commonly violated principles, as noted earlier, 

also have the greatest need for mitigation strategies 

and patterns. The results emphasize that addressing 

these vulnerabilities through a combination of 

privacy design strategies and patterns will 

strengthen the overall system architecture 

(Alzoubi, et al., 2022). 
 

The mapping of vulnerabilities to principles 

further underscores the interconnectedness of 

privacy and security measures (Hossain, et al., 

2024). For example, a system that violates the 

principle of Proactive not Reactive will also be 

prone to failing End-to-End Security requirements, 

as early privacy weaknesses often leave gaps that 

can be exploited later (Ogonji, et al., 2020). 
 

Patterns Used to Mitigate Vulnerabilities 

Privacy patterns such as User Data Confinement, 

Secure Channels (HTTPS), and Audit Information 

are essential to mitigate identified vulnerabilities 

(Abdulsalam & Hedabou, 2021). These patterns 

provide concrete methods to address security 

lapses and uphold user privacy throughout the 

system’s operation. 
 

Audit Information: This pattern, in particular, 

supports the principle of Demonstrate. It ensures 

that systems can provide verifiable proof of 

compliance with privacy regulations, which is 

increasingly important given the legal landscape 

surrounding data protection (e.g., GDPR, CCPA). 

The results show that this pattern is often 

underused, indicating a need for better auditing 

mechanisms. 
 

CONCLUSION 
The integration of Privacy by Design principles, 

supported by Privacy Design Strategies and 

privacy patterns, is critical to developing systems 

that are both secure and privacy-compliant. The 

results demonstrate that systems often fail to meet 

key privacy principles due to insufficient early-

stage consideration of privacy and security. By 

addressing these gaps through the implementation 

of targeted privacy patterns, such as Encryption 

with User-Managed Keys and Onion Routing, 

developers can reduce vulnerabilities and protect 

user data more effectively. 
 

The findings suggest a strong correlation between 

the proactive application of Privacy Design 

Strategies and the reduction of security risks. 

Therefore, embedding these strategies early in the 

software development lifecycle will enhance the 

overall privacy posture of systems and ensure 

compliance with increasingly stringent data 

protection laws. 
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