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Executive Summary

Enterprise transformation initiatives consistently underperform when technology architecture and
business strategy are designed sequentially rather than concurrently. This guide provides a
practitioner-grade playbook for senior executives and strategists to architect alignment across the three
most consequential modern capability domains: Salesforce platforms, enterprise data, and artificial
intelligence.

The fundamental thesis is clear: strategy without implementation architecture creates visionary
paralysis, while architecture without strategic grounding produces technically proficient systems that
solve the wrong problems. The two disciplines must co-evolve — not hand off to each other.

CORE PRINCIPLE

Strategic alignment is not a governance checkpoint — it is a continuous design discipline.

Organizations that embed alignment rituals into every phase of initiative design reduce costly
rework by up to 40% and compress time-to-value by as much as 60% (practitioner benchmark
across enterprise transformation programs).

The frameworks in this guide are designed to be applied concurrently, not sequentially.

Strategic Context: The Alignment Imperative

Why Misalignment Occurs
Technology and business leadership too often operate on separate planning cadences. Strategy teams
define objectives in fiscal planning cycles; architecture teams respond with implementation proposals
months later. By the time system designs are finalized, the strategic context has shifted — and the gap
between intended and delivered outcomes widens.

In Salesforce, Data, and AI initiatives specifically, misalignment manifests across three persistent
failure patterns:

•  Platform Overprovisioning: Salesforce implementations configured for aspirational future-state
processes rather than current operational reality, resulting in adoption failures and shadow
systems.

•  Data Without Direction: Mature data infrastructure with no clear analytical use cases — high-cost
platforms generating reports that do not drive decisions.

•  AI Without Context: Generative and agentic AI deployments that lack the business process
instrumentation needed to measure value, tune behavior, or refine outcomes.
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The Cost of Sequential Design
Failure Mode Root Cause Strategic Impact

Scope Creep Requirements defined before architecture
informs feasibility

30–50% budget overrun; timeline
compression

Low Adoption System design divorced from user workflow
strategy

ROI degradation; parallel workaround
ecosystems

Data Debt Data models built for reporting, not AI or
decisioning

AI readiness score below threshold for
agentic deployment

Integration Drag Platform selection without ecosystem
mapping

Multi-year integration rework; vendor lock-in
risk

Governance Gaps AI deployed without data lineage or model
accountability

Regulatory exposure; loss of executive trust
in AI output
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The Concurrent Alignment Framework (CAF)

The Concurrent Alignment Framework is a structured method for designing technology systems and
business strategy as a unified, iterative discipline. It operates across four interlocking domains that
must be progressed in parallel — not in sequence.

Domain 1 — Strategic Intent Architecture
Before any platform, data, or AI workstream is initiated, strategic intent must be translated into
structured design inputs that constrain and direct technology choices. Without this translation,
architecture teams make platform decisions in a vacuum and business teams accept whatever is built.

Intent Decomposition Model
Strategic intent is decomposed into four layers that serve as binding inputs to all downstream
architecture decisions:

Layer Purpose

Outcome Objectives Measurable business results the initiative must produce (e.g., 15% increase in
pipeline conversion within 18 months)

Capability Requirements The organizational capabilities that must exist or be created to achieve
objectives (e.g., real-time customer health scoring)

Process Constraints Operational boundaries that architecture must respect (e.g., support workflows
must remain Salesforce-native for agent access)

Governance Mandates Compliance, data sovereignty, AI risk, and audit requirements that apply to all
system decisions

EXECUTIVE ACTION: INTENT WORKSHOP

Convene a 2-day Intent Architecture Workshop with business and technology leadership before any
RFP or platform selection activity.

Deliverable: A single-page Strategic Intent Canvas mapping objectives, capabilities, constraints,
and governance mandates — signed by the business sponsor and architecture lead jointly.

This canvas becomes the binding alignment artifact for all subsequent design decisions. Any
decision that cannot be traced to a canvas element requires explicit Alignment Council approval.

Domain 2 — Salesforce Platform Alignment
Salesforce is not a monolithic CRM deployment — it is an enterprise platform ecosystem
encompassing Sales Cloud, Service Cloud, Marketing Cloud, Data Cloud, Agentforce, and a deep ISV
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partner marketplace. Alignment strategy must address platform selection, configuration philosophy, and
integration architecture simultaneously.

The Platform Alignment Spectrum
Organizations consistently make one of two errors in Salesforce strategy: configuring for maximum
flexibility (creating complexity debt) or locking down configuration to minimize variance (creating rigidity
that blocks evolution). The correct posture is principled flexibility — standardizing core process flows
while preserving configuration surface for capabilities that genuinely differentiate the business.

Alignment Dimension Strategic Consideration Misalignment Risk

Cloud Selection Which Salesforce clouds map to current
and 3-year capability requirements?

Redundant licensing; capability gaps
requiring parallel platforms

Data Model Design Is the object model designed for AI and
Data Cloud readiness, not just process
support?

Data Cloud profile unification failure;
Einstein feature ineligibility

Agentforce Readiness Are grounded data sources, Topics,
Actions, and escalation flows designed
into initial architecture?

Post-deployment rework to enable
agentic automation; ungrounded agent
responses

Integration
Architecture

Is Salesforce the system of record,
system of engagement, or both — defined
per domain?

API sprawl; conflicting data ownership
between Salesforce and external systems

Release Governance Is a metadata-driven DevOps pipeline
(SFDX / Salesforce CLI) in place to
manage change at scale?

Configuration drift; sandbox-to-production
parity failures; untracked customizations

Agentforce Strategic Design Principles
Salesforce Agentforce is a declarative agentic platform built on the Atlas Reasoning Engine, which
orchestrates multi-step reasoning loops using natural language instructions (Topics and Actions)
grounded in Salesforce data. It is distinct from RPA or workflow automation — agents reason about
intent and select tools dynamically rather than executing a fixed script. Designing for Agentforce
readiness requires deliberate decisions at the data and process layer before any agent configuration
begins.

•  Design Salesforce object models for semantic clarity — field labels, descriptions, and help text are
consumed directly by the Atlas Reasoning Engine when grounding agent context.

•  Define agent Topics (areas of responsibility) and Actions (executable tools) as business design
artifacts, not platform configuration tasks — they encode the agent's scope of authority.

•  Instrument customer lifecycle stages and outcome signals before deploying agent actions that
affect next-best-action recommendations or automated outreach.
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•  Establish human-in-the-loop escalation protocols for all agent actions with financial, legal, or
reputational consequence. Define escalation as an Action, not as an exception path.

•  Treat the Einstein Trust Layer as a strategic control plane — configure it to enforce data residency,
prompt audit logging, and zero-retention policies aligned to enterprise risk posture.

Domain 3 — Enterprise Data Strategy Alignment
Data strategy is the discipline most frequently treated as an infrastructure concern rather than a
strategic one. Organizations that achieve durable competitive advantage from their data treat data
architecture as a strategic design question that precedes platform selection — not a technical
implementation detail that follows it.

The Data-Strategy Alignment Pyramid
Five strategic layers must be aligned from apex to base — business decisions at the top constraining
and directing technical implementation at the foundation. The pyramid is numbered from infrastructure
(1) upward to business outcomes (5); higher-numbered layers represent higher business value:

Layer 5 — AI & Decisioning What decisions will AI augment or automate? What data signals, latency
requirements, and feedback loops are required?

Layer 4 — Analytics & Insight What operational and strategic questions must the data estate reliably
answer? Who are the consumers and what are their decision latencies?

Layer 3 — Data Products Which curated datasets are consumed across multiple use cases and must
be governed as shared, versioned assets with defined SLAs?

Layer 2 — Integration & Lineage How does data flow between Salesforce, cloud data platforms, and
operational systems? Who owns lineage governance end-to-end?

Layer 1 — Storage &
Infrastructure

What data platforms (Snowflake, Databricks, BigQuery, Salesforce Data
Cloud) serve which architectural roles — processing, serving, activation?

Salesforce Data Cloud: Strategic Positioning
Salesforce Data Cloud occupies a unique architectural position as both a customer data platform (CDP)
and the unified data substrate for Agentforce agent grounding and Einstein AI feature delivery. Three
positioning patterns are valid depending on enterprise context:
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DATA CLOUD STRATEGIC POSITIONING FRAMEWORK

PRIMARY SYSTEM: Data Cloud as the unified customer profile store — best when Salesforce is
the dominant system of engagement and AI use cases are customer-facing. Data is ingested,
unified, and activated natively.

FEDERATED NODE: Data Cloud as a Salesforce-scoped activation layer, synchronized with an
enterprise data lakehouse via streaming or batch connectors — best for complex multi-platform
environments where a central lakehouse already governs enterprise data.

ZERO-COPY FEDERATION: Data Cloud's federated query capability (Direct Data) allows Einstein
and Agentforce features to query data in Snowflake, BigQuery, or Databricks without physical
ingestion — optimal for regulated industries where data movement creates compliance risk.

Decision criterion: Where does the decisioning and activation happen? If decisions are
Salesforce-native (agent actions, Next Best Action, automated outreach), Data Cloud as Primary or
Zero-Copy Federation are the correct postures.

AI Readiness Assessment: Data Dimensions
AI initiatives fail at the data layer more frequently than at the model or platform layer. The following
dimensions define enterprise AI data readiness and should be assessed before any AI workstream
begins:

Dimension Readiness Indicator Common Gap

Completeness Key entity records (Account, Contact,
Opportunity) have >85% field population for
AI-relevant attributes

CRM hygiene deficits require
remediation before AI feature activation

Timeliness Data refreshes within SLAs required by
agentic workflows — typically sub-hourly for
real-time agent grounding

Batch ETL pipelines incompatible with
real-time agent context windows

Semantic
Consistency

Shared data dictionary with enforced
definitions across business units and
systems

Conflicting KPI definitions across
reporting surfaces undermine model
confidence

Lineage &
Provenance

Full data lineage documented from source
system through transformation to AI feature
consumption

Regulatory inability to explain AI
decisions traceably from source data

Consent &
Governance

Customer data consent states are enforced
at the platform layer, not dependent on
manual process adherence

AI features trained or grounded on data
without valid consent — regulatory and
reputational exposure
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Domain 4 — Artificial Intelligence Strategy Alignment
AI is not a technology layer — it is a business capability transformation. Aligning AI strategy requires
executives to make deliberate architectural choices about where intelligence augments human
decision-making, where it automates manual process steps, and where it must remain advisory to
preserve accountability and explainability.

The AI Capability Taxonomy
Enterprises commonly conflate four distinct AI capability types. Each requires different strategic
alignment, data architecture, governance posture, and organizational readiness:

Capability Type Definition & Strategic Role

Predictive AI ML models that score likelihood of future events (churn, conversion, escalation risk).
Requires labeled historical training data, feature engineering, and outcome feedback
loops to maintain accuracy over time.

Generative AI Foundation models (LLMs) that produce language, summaries, structured content, and
code. Requires retrieval-augmented grounding, prompt governance, and output
evaluation frameworks to prevent hallucination in enterprise contexts.

Agentic AI Reasoning-based agents that plan, select tools, and execute multi-step workflows
autonomously. Requires well-defined action boundaries, process instrumentation,
escalation design, and audit trails for every consequential action taken.

Analytical AI AI-augmented analytics that detect anomalies, explain performance variance, and
enable natural language querying of structured data. Requires semantic data models,
clean dimensional structures, and business glossary alignment.

The AI Governance Architecture
Governance is not a constraint on AI value — it is the mechanism by which AI value becomes durable,
auditable, and scalable. The following five governance components apply to all enterprise AI
deployments:

•  Model Accountability Registry: Every AI model or agent in production has a named business owner,
documented use case, defined performance thresholds, and a scheduled review cadence. No
model goes live without registration.

•  Prompt Governance Framework: Generative AI system prompts are version-controlled, reviewed by
legal and compliance teams, and audit-logged via the Einstein Trust Layer or equivalent
mechanism before any production exposure.

•  Explainability Standards: For AI features that influence customer outcomes (pricing, credit, service
tier assignment), explainability requirements are defined before model selection — not retrofitted
after deployment.

•  Human Escalation Design: Every autonomous agent action has a defined escalation path to a
human decision-maker, with SLA for resolution and an immutable audit trail for the escalation
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event.

•  Continuous Evaluation: AI model and agent performance is monitored in production against
business KPIs — not just technical accuracy metrics — with automated alerting on performance
degradation or distributional drift.
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The Strategic Alignment Operating Model

Frameworks without operating rhythms remain aspirational. The Concurrent Alignment Framework is
operationalized through recurring governance structures, explicit decision rights, and integration rituals
that embed alignment into every phase of the initiative lifecycle.

The Alignment Council
The Alignment Council is the senior governance body responsible for ensuring technology architecture
and business strategy remain synchronized throughout an initiative. It is not a steering committee — it
has no approval authority over budget or timeline. Its sole mandate is alignment review and escalation.

Role Accountability

Executive Sponsor Owns strategic intent; resolves scope disputes by reference to business
outcome objectives on the Intent Canvas

Chief Architecture Officer / EA
Lead

Owns architecture coherence; flags decisions that constrain future strategic
flexibility or violate architecture principles

Chief Data Officer / Data
Architect

Owns data strategy alignment; governs data product design, AI readiness
thresholds, and lineage requirements

AI Program Lead Owns agentic and generative AI roadmap; ensures AI capability design is
aligned to business process readiness

Change Management Lead Owns adoption strategy; surfaces user experience gaps and process
alignment failures that architecture must address
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Alignment Rituals: The Four Cadences
Cadence Frequency & Format Alignment Output

Strategic Intent
Review

Quarterly — 3-hour working
session with full Alignment
Council

Updated Strategic Intent Canvas; revised capability
priorities; ADR review for strategic drift

Architecture
Decision Review

Bi-weekly — 90-minute
technical alignment session

Architecture Decision Records (ADRs) with business
rationale; flagged decisions requiring Council
escalation

Data Quality Pulse Monthly — data stewardship
dashboard review with CDO
and AI leads

AI Readiness Score by domain; remediation
assignments with named owners and target dates

AI Performance
Review

Monthly — model and agent
performance review against
business KPIs

Performance variance report; retraining
recommendations; governance escalations for
threshold breaches

Architecture Decision Records: The Alignment Artifact
Every consequential technology decision must be documented as an Architecture Decision Record
(ADR) that explicitly captures business context, alternatives considered, and decision rationale. ADRs
are the organizational memory of alignment choices — they prevent re-litigating settled decisions and
surface the true cost of reversal when strategy evolves.

ADR MINIMUM STRUCTURE

TITLE: A concise statement of the decision (e.g., 'Salesforce Data Cloud as Primary Customer
Profile Store via Zero-Copy Federation')

CONTEXT: The strategic problem or opportunity that necessitated this decision — referenced to the
Intent Canvas

OPTIONS CONSIDERED: At least two alternatives with business and technical trade-offs
documented for each

DECISION: The selected approach and its rationale stated in business terms, not technical terms

CONSEQUENCES: Known trade-offs, future flexibility implications, and dependencies introduced
by this decision

REVIEW TRIGGER: The specific condition — a business change, technology milestone, or
performance threshold — that should prompt reconsideration
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Implementation Playbook: Phase-by-Phase Alignment

The following phase structure applies to enterprise-scale Salesforce, Data, and AI initiatives. Timelines
are indicative — complex programs with significant data remediation or multi-cloud scope may extend
Phase 2. The critical constraint is sequencing: Phase 0 outputs gate Phase 1, and Phase 1 outputs
gate Phase 2.

Phase 0 — Strategic Intent Definition (Weeks 1–4)
1.  Convene Intent Architecture Workshop with executive sponsors and architecture leads — output is

the signed Strategic Intent Canvas

2.  Complete AI Readiness Assessment across data completeness, timeliness, semantic consistency,
and governance dimensions

3.  Define the Salesforce platform scope using the Platform Alignment Spectrum — cloud selection,
integration architecture, Agentforce readiness posture

4.  Establish the Alignment Council: charter, cadence schedule, decision-rights matrix, and ADR
process

5.  Gate criterion: Strategic Intent Canvas signed by both business sponsor and architecture lead
before Phase 1 begins

Phase 1 — Architecture Blueprint (Weeks 5–12)
1.  Produce the Enterprise Data Architecture Blueprint — platform roles (storage, serving, activation),

integration patterns, lineage ownership

2.  Design the Salesforce data model with AI readiness criteria: semantic field design, Data Cloud
data stream mappings, object model for agent grounding

3.  Define the AI Capability Taxonomy scope for this initiative — which of the four capability types are
in scope and their sequencing

4.  Document all consequential architecture decisions as ADRs with full business rationale before
build begins

5.  Gate criterion: Blueprint validated against Strategic Intent Canvas in first formal Alignment Council
review

Phase 2 — Build & Align (Weeks 13–32)
1.  Enforce sprint-level alignment checkpoints: every sprint review includes an alignment delta

assessment comparing deliverables to the Intent Canvas

2.  Activate the Data Quality Pulse dashboard before any AI feature development begins — baseline
AI readiness scores before the first sprint
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3.  Deploy the Prompt Governance Framework and Einstein Trust Layer configuration before any
generative AI feature reaches UAT

4.  Execute progressive Agentforce readiness validation: data completeness for grounding, Topics
and Actions design review, escalation protocol testing

5.  Maintain the ADR log as a living document — every build-phase decision that deviates from the
blueprint requires a new ADR before implementation

Phase 3 — Activate & Govern (Weeks 33+)
1.  Register all production AI features and agents in the Model Accountability Registry before go-live

— no unregistered AI in production

2.  Establish AI Performance Review cadence with business KPI baselines documented at launch,
not estimated retrospectively

3.  Conduct 90-day post-launch Alignment Retrospective: compare realized outcomes against Intent
Canvas objectives; identify architectural decisions that should be revisited

4.  Transfer all governance artifacts (ADRs, Intent Canvas, AI Registry, Data Quality Pulse) to
run-state ownership teams with explicit handover documentation

5.  Schedule 12-month Strategic Realignment Review: assess whether the evolution of business
strategy requires architectural response
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Strategic Alignment Maturity Model

Organizations can assess current alignment maturity across five levels. Maturity is not linear — an
enterprise may operate at Level 4 in data governance while remaining at Level 2 in AI strategy
alignment. The goal is balanced progression; significant imbalance across dimensions signals
structural governance risk.

Maturity Level Organizational Characteristics Advancement Priority

Level 1 — Reactive Technology decisions made independently
of strategy; alignment is retrospective and
remedial; ADRs do not exist

Establish Alignment Council; produce first
Strategic Intent Canvas; begin ADR
practice

Level 2 — Aware Alignment reviewed at project gates; some
shared vocabulary between business and
technology leadership

Introduce formal ADR practice; connect
data strategy explicitly to AI use case
roadmap; run first AI Readiness
Assessment

Level 3 —
Structured

Alignment rituals in place; ADRs
maintained; Salesforce and data
architecture reviewed against Intent
Canvas at each cadence

Operationalize Data Quality Pulse; deploy
Agentforce governance framework;
register all AI models in accountability
registry

Level 4 — Integrated Concurrent design is standard practice;
alignment artifacts drive budget and vendor
decisions; AI performance monitored
against business KPIs

Develop forward alignment capability —
model the impact of anticipated strategic
pivots on current architecture before they
occur

Level 5 — Adaptive Architecture co-evolves continuously with
strategy; AI performance signals feed back
into strategic planning; alignment is
self-reinforcing

Embed alignment intelligence: use
operational AI and data signals to
automatically surface emerging
misalignment before it becomes costly
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Executive Decision Guide: High-Stakes Alignment
Choices

The following frameworks address the three most consequential alignment decisions in Salesforce,
Data, and AI initiatives. Each decision is presented with its strategic framing, the correct posture for
most enterprises, and the specific misalignment risk of choosing incorrectly.

Decision 1 — Build vs. Buy vs. Configure
STRATEGIC FRAMING

This decision is fundamentally about where differentiation lives in your business. Organizations that
configure Salesforce for commodity processes and invest development capacity in genuinely
differentiated capabilities consistently outperform those that custom-build undifferentiated
functionality.

Correct posture: If a capability exists natively in Salesforce and your competitive advantage lies
elsewhere, configure. If the capability directly defines your differentiation, build — but use a
composable, API-first architecture that survives Salesforce platform evolution and avoids deep
platform coupling.

Misalignment risk: Custom-building capabilities Salesforce delivers natively creates permanent
maintenance debt and disqualifies the deployment from future native AI features that require clean
platform conformance.

Decision 2 — Centralized vs. Federated Data Ownership
STRATEGIC FRAMING

Centralized data ownership maximizes consistency and governance control but creates
organizational bottlenecks that slow domain-level AI development. Fully federated ownership
accelerates innovation but creates semantic inconsistency that degrades model quality and makes
enterprise-wide AI unreliable.

Correct posture for most enterprises: Federated ownership with centralized semantic standards.
Business domains own their data products and define their data contracts. The CDO owns the
enterprise data dictionary, quality standards, lineage requirements, and AI readiness thresholds.

Misalignment risk: Either extreme fails. Pure centralization creates a data team that becomes the
bottleneck for every AI initiative. Pure federation produces a fragmented data estate where
cross-domain AI is impossible without expensive integration work.
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Decision 3 — Batch AI vs. Real-Time AI
STRATEGIC FRAMING

Batch AI produces scored insights at a fixed cadence (nightly scoring, weekly model refresh, daily
Next Best Action recalculation). Real-time AI operates with sub-second latency, informing every
customer interaction, agent action, and automated workflow as it occurs.

Correct posture: Align AI architecture to the decision latency requirements of the business process
it serves — not to what is technically possible. Deploying real-time AI against batch-adapted
workflows creates infrastructure cost without business value. Deploying batch AI to support
real-time agent workflows breaks agent grounding accuracy.

Misalignment risk: The most common error is defaulting to real-time AI because it appears more
capable. Real-time requires real-time data infrastructure, streaming pipelines, low-latency model
serving, and process redesign. Assess decisioning latency requirements before platform selection.

Conclusion: Alignment as Competitive Advantage

The enterprises that will extract durable value from Salesforce, data, and AI investments are not those
with the largest platforms or the most sophisticated models. They are the organizations that have
mastered concurrent design — building systems and strategy together, iteratively, with the shared
vocabulary and governance structures to maintain alignment as both evolve.

The Concurrent Alignment Framework is not a methodology imposed on top of existing delivery
processes. It is a design philosophy embedded in how decisions are made, how artifacts are structured,
and how leaders at all levels hold themselves accountable for the gap between strategic intent and
delivered capability.

The question is no longer whether Salesforce, data platforms, and AI can create competitive
advantage. They demonstrably can. The question is whether your organization is designed —
structurally and culturally — to capture it.

Begin with alignment. Everything else follows.
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Appendix: Quick Reference Tools

A. Strategic Intent Canvas — Template
Canvas Element Prompts for Completion

Outcome Objectives (3–5) What measurable business results must this initiative produce? What does
success look like at 12 months and 36 months?

Capability Requirements What new or enhanced organizational capabilities are required? Which are
net-new vs. materially enhanced?

Process Constraints Which operational processes, system boundaries, or user workflow
commitments must architecture respect — and why?

Governance Mandates What regulatory, data sovereignty, AI risk, or audit requirements apply? Who
is accountable for each?

Architecture Principles What design principles will guide technology decisions? (e.g.,
Salesforce-native first; zero-copy data where possible; API-first integration)

Alignment Risks What are the top three ways this initiative could drift from strategic intent?
Who owns monitoring, and what is the escalation path?

B. AI Readiness Scorecard
Dimension Assessment Question Target Threshold

Data Completeness What % of AI-relevant CRM fields are populated for
the target record population?

> 85% for key entity fields

Data Freshness What is the current lag between operational event
and data availability for AI consumption?

< 1 hr for agentic grounding; <
24 hrs for predictive scoring

Semantic
Consistency

Is there a shared, enforced data dictionary for key
entities consumed by AI features?

100% coverage for all
AI-consumed objects and fields

Consent
Governance

Are customer consent states enforced at the data
platform layer — not dependent on process
adherence?

System-enforced; no
manually-maintained consent
overrides

Lineage Coverage What % of AI-consumed data fields have documented
lineage to source system?

> 90% for regulated data; 100%
for PII used in AI features

Model
Accountability

Does every production AI feature have a registered
owner, documented use case, and review schedule?

100% coverage before any AI
feature reaches production

C. Recommended Frameworks & Standards
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•  Salesforce Well-Architected Framework (Trusted, Easy, Adaptable) — salesforce.com/architect

•  TOGAF 10: The Open Group Architecture Framework — opengroup.org

•  NIST AI Risk Management Framework (AI RMF 1.0) — nist.gov/aiRMF

•  DAMA-DMBOK2: Data Management Body of Knowledge, 2nd Edition — dama.org

•  MIT CISR: Designing the Digital Enterprise research portfolio — cisr.mit.edu

•  Salesforce Agentforce Developer Documentation: Atlas Reasoning Engine, Topics, Actions —
developer.salesforce.com/agentforce


