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O P E N I N G  N O T E

Most institutions entered this period with rosters of
identified improvements. What most lacked was the
architecture to act on them.

COVID-19 did not create the transformation problem. It revealed
how shallow the preparation for it had been.

Institutions held rosters of improvement opportunities — some with dozens of identified initiatives, others with over a hundred.

Most had compiled these lists for years. Few had built the programme architecture needed to execute them systematically.

When the pandemic arrived in March, it compressed timelines, eliminated the consultancy support many had planned to rely

on, and forced institutions to confront a question they had been deferring: can we actually do this ourselves? The answer, for

most, was not yet — not because the will was absent, but because the system was not in place.

This issue examines what separates an improvement inventory from a transformation programme, what it takes to build

execution capacity under crisis conditions, and why branch rationalisation — the most visible transformation move of 2020 —

so often created new operational problems faster than it solved old ones.
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S E C T I O N  O N E

The Improvement
Inventory Problem

Most institutions held a documented roster of improvement opportunities. Almost

none had the programme architecture needed to execute them. The distance

between those two things is where transformation stalls.

A list of improvements is not a transformation programme. One is a catalogue. The other
is a system. Institutions that conflate them spend years busy without moving forward.
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S E C T I O N  0 1  ·  P R O G R A M M E  A R C H I T E C T U R E

From Inventory to Architecture

What separates institutions that move from those that accumulate

The average institution had accumulated a substantial roster of

identified improvement opportunities — spanning processes,

technology, customer experience, and operational infrastructure.

Most had grown for years, fed by audit findings, management

observations, and vendor recommendations.

The existence of the list created a confidence problem. 

Institutions believed they knew what needed to change. What

they had not built was the system for deciding which changes to

pursue, in what sequence, with what resources, and measured

against what outcomes. When COVID-19 removed the option of

externally-led transformation, institutions discovered that having

the list was not the same as being ready to act on it.

The question was never what to
improve. The question was always
whether the institution had the
architecture to improve systematically.

A credible programme architecture requires five things operating

simultaneously: a selection framework for prioritising

opportunities, a governance structure with clear separation

between oversight and execution, an explicit capacity model, a

measurement framework tracking real outcomes, and a

sequencing logic built on dependency rather than convenience.

T HE SELECTION FRAMEWORK

Improvement opportunities must be evaluated across four

dimensions simultaneously. Treating any one in isolation produces a

distorted priority order that rarely survives contact with the

operational environment.

Improvement Need

Effectiveness, efficiency, client impact, and strategic importance. High-

visibility problems are not always high-impact ones.

Process Performance

Complexity, frequency, ownership clarity, and vendor dependency.

Processes with ambiguous ownership are the most expensive to improve.

Improvement Readiness

Documentation level, measurement maturity, and automation feasibility.

Poorly documented processes consume disproportionate diagnostic time

before improvement can begin.

Financial Impact

Revenue potential, cost savings, cost-to-income impact, and talent

availability. Financial assessments that ignore talent availability

consistently overstate achievable benefit.
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S E C T I O N  0 1  ·  P R O G R A M M E  A R C H I T E C T U R E

The Governance Distinction: Oversight vs.
Execution

The most consequential governance design decision in a transformation programme is the separation between the body that oversees

the programme and the function that executes it. These are not the same role, they do not require the same people, and they should

not operate on the same decision cadence.

T HE GOVERNANCE PRINCIPLE

An oversight committee that is also making operational

decisions is doing neither function well. The Group Change

Committee governs. Domain Leads execute. When these

roles blur, governance slows and execution stalls

simultaneously.

Most institutions launched improvement programmes without

clarifying this distinction. The result was a structural gap that

persisted: issues that should have been resolved at domain level

escalating upward, waiting for committee cycles that operated on

monthly rather than weekly timelines, and delivery stalling not

because of complexity but because of governance architecture.

The escalation discipline matters as much as the escalation

path. High-criticality issues should reach a binding decision

within two working days of identification. Medium-criticality within

five. Low-criticality within seven. If these thresholds cannot be

met, the governance structure — not the delivery team — is the

constraint.

W HAT PROGRAMME ARCHITECTURE REQUIRES

Institutions that built this architecture before beginning execution

delivered outcomes. Those that went directly from list to action

delivered activity.

Selection framework — criteria for prioritising opportunities

across improvement need, process performance, readiness, and

financial impact

—

Governance structure — clear separation between oversight

bodies and executing functions, with defined decision rights at

each tier

—

Explicit capacity model — transformation resources not

double-allocated to BAU; dedicated capability assessed honestly,

not assumed

—

Measurement framework — TAT reduction, OpEx savings,

quality improvement, and member satisfaction tracked as

programme outcomes, not project metrics

—

Sequencing logic — opportunities grouped by domain and

phased by dependency, not implemented in the order they were

identified

—
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S E C T I O N  T W O

Building Transformation
Capacity in a Crisis

COVID-19 removed the consultancy option for most Caribbean institutions. What

replaced it was not a plan — it was the discovery that internal capacity for

transformation had never been built. 2020 was the year institutions found out what

they actually had.

Bringing transformation in-house during a crisis is not a strategy. It is what happens when
the external option disappears and the internal one was never prepared. The institutions
that navigated it had one thing in common: they had already started building the
architecture.
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What COVID-19 Actually
Revealed
The pandemic did not create institutional fragility. It exposed it.

When the pandemic compressed timelines, institutions faced

simultaneous demands: maintain service continuity, shift to

remote or hybrid operation, accelerate digital access, and

continue transformation programmes that had been scoped

around consultancy support that was no longer available.

The institutions that managed this most effectively shared a

common characteristic. They had already begun building internal

programme management capacity before the crisis arrived. They

had governance structures, domain leads with defined

accountability, and measurement frameworks already in

operation.

Those that had not built this capacity faced a harder problem:

designing governance structures, training domain leads,

establishing reporting cadences, and managing active

improvement work simultaneously. The results were predictable

— activity without outcome, timelines that extended indefinitely,

and improvement work that competed directly with BAU without

a clear resolution mechanism.

Crisis does not build capacity. It
consumes whatever capacity exists. The
institutions that transformed during
COVID had built the foundation before it
arrived.

W HAT INTERNAL CAPACITY REQUIRES

T HE CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR MOST

I NSTITUTIONS MISS

Culture precedes structure. Hierarchical, conflict-averse

organisations cannot execute agile improvement

programmes regardless of the governance architecture

applied. The change management function must be

embedded in the programme from day one — not added

when resistance surfaces.

Dedicated resources — transformation team members with no

competing BAU priorities; double-allocation is the most common

cause of programme delay in small-market institutions

—

Domain expertise — team members with intimate knowledge of

the operational areas they are improving, not generalist analysts

applying frameworks without context

—

Empowered execution — domain leads with authority to make

decisions within their scope, not a model where every decision

escalates upward

—

Cross-functional coordination — explicit mechanisms for

managing dependencies between domains, not informal

communication that breaks down under pressure

—
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S E C T I O N  T H R E E

The Branch
Rationalisation Trap

Branch rationalisation was the most visible transformation decision of 2020 across

Caribbean financial services. For many institutions it was also the most poorly

sequenced. Closing branches before redesigning the service model transferred cost

without transforming the customer experience.

Reducing physical footprint is not digital transformation. It is cost reduction. The two are
not the same, and treating them as equivalent is one of the most expensive mistakes a
Caribbean financial institution can make in the name of transformation.
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S E C T I O N  0 3  ·  P R O G R A M M E  A R C H I T E C T U R E

When Cost Reduction
Masquerades as Transformation

The pandemic accelerated branch rationalisation decisions that

many institutions had contemplated for years. With branch traffic

declining and digital channel usage increasing, the business

case for physical network reduction appeared straightforward.

What the business cases typically failed to account for was the

service model dependency on physical channels. Members who

could not or would not use digital channels did not

disappear when branches closed — they migrated to

remaining branches and contact centres that were not

equipped to absorb them.

The result was a predictable failure mode: branch closures

announced as transformation, followed by service quality

deterioration in the channels that remained, followed by member

dissatisfaction that exceeded the satisfaction gains from cost

reduction. The sequencing error was fundamental. Branch

rationalisation should follow digital channel readiness — not

precede it.

Closing before the alternative is
demonstrably capable of serving the
displaced demand is not transformation.
It is managed decline with a
transformation narrative attached.

T HE CORRECT SEQUENCE

Step 1 — Assess channel readiness

Determine whether digital channels can absorb the transaction volume

and service complexity currently handled by physical channels —

including members who require assisted access.

Step 2 — Redesign the service model

Define how each service currently delivered in branch will be delivered in

the target state — not assumed to migrate, but designed to migrate.

Step 3 — Build the digital capability

Ensure the digital channel can actually deliver the redesigned service

model before the physical channel is removed.

Step 4 — Then rationalise

Only once steps 1–3 are demonstrably complete does branch

rationalisation become transformation rather than cost reduction.

Most 2020 rationalisation decisions skipped steps 1–3 entirely.
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L O O K I N G  A H E A D

2021 Focus Areas

Execution conditions shaping the year ahead

As institutions move into 2021, those that have built programme architecture will face a new problem: the gap between process

redesign and process adoption. Those that have not will still be resolving the architecture problem while attempting to deliver outcomes

simultaneously.

T HE QUALITY CONTROL IMPERATIVE

Institutions that completed process mapping and redesign in 2020

will discover in 2021 that documentation is not adoption. New

processes require a quality layer — attestation, SLA enforcement,

spot checking, and coaching — that is entirely distinct from the

design work that produced them. Building this layer is harder and

slower than the design work. Most institutions have not budgeted for

it.

R EMOTE WORK AND PROCESS INTEGRITY

Hybrid and remote operating models will test process integrity in

ways that office-based execution did not. Undocumented operational

knowledge — the institutional memory that made informal

workarounds functional — will surface as a gap as staff operate

without the informal channels through which that knowledge was

shared.

W HERE ATTENTION SHOULD CONCENTRATE

Programme Architecture Completion

Institutions that have not yet formalised governance, selection criteria,

and measurement frameworks must do so before adding improvement

scope.

Digital Channel Investment

Accelerating customer digital adoption requires channel capability

investment that precedes, not follows, physical network decisions.

Capacity Planning

The most common cause of programme delay in 2020 was resource

double-allocation. 2021 planning must treat transformation capacity as a

separate budget line, not a shared resource assumption.
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T H E  A R C H I T E C T U R E  P R O B L E M

Transformation does not begin with a list.
It begins with a system.
The list is just the starting point.

The defining constraint was not the pandemic. The pandemic was the accelerant. The underlying

structural gap was the absence of programme architecture needed to translate improvement intent into

improvement outcomes.

The institutions that made genuine progress built the system before they worked the list. Governance,

selection criteria, measurement frameworks, capacity models, and sequencing logic were in place before

improvement work began at scale.

Those that did not build this foundation discovered in 2020 what they will continue discovering in 2021:

activity is not the same as progress, and being busy is not the same as transforming.

COMING NEXT · ISSUE 02 · 2021

Adoption & Embedding — why redesigned processes do not become operational reality without a

deliberate quality layer, and what the implementation gap actually costs.
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