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OPENING NOTE

Process redesign changes what an institution needs from its
people. It does not automatically change the people at the
same pace. That gap is where transformation programmes
quietly accumulate their most expensive failures.

Processes had been redesigned. The quality layer was being built.
And yet the people required to operate the new environment were
not always there — in number, in capability, or in commitment.

The capacity illusion is the assumption that the workforce available to run the current operating model is also the workforce
required to run the redesigned one. It is rarely true. Redesigned processes require different skills, different cognitive
approaches, and different tolerances for ambiguity than the roles they replaced. The retraining assumption — that existing staff

can be transitioned through training — consistently underestimates the size of the gap.

Institutions that had invested two years in process redesign and quality embedding were confronting a new constraint — not in
their processes, but in their people. The workforce available to run the redesigned environment was not always the workforce
the redesigned environment required. And external pressures were compounding the problem: as regional economies reopened
and talent competition intensified, transformation was developing exactly the capabilities the market most wanted to recruit

away.

This issue examines what the capability gap in Caribbean financial services actually consists of, why forced-timeline mandates
(such as CBDC rollouts like JAM-DEX) exposed operational readiness failures that internal programmes had not yet resolved,

and why the staff most valuable to transformation programmes are also the most likely to leave during them.
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SECTION ONE

The Capacity Illusion

Process redesign changes what an institution needs from its people. It rarely
changes the people at the same pace. The gap between the capability the
redesigned process requires and the capability the existing workforce provides is
the capacity illusion — invisible in the business case, expensive in delivery.

Institutions measure transformation progress by process completion. They should measure
it by capability readiness. A redesigned process operated by a workforce that cannot
execute it is not an improvement. It is a more sophisticated way of failing.
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THE CAPACITY ILLUSION

What Workforce Transformation
Actually Requires

The capability gap that process redesign consistently exposes

Institutions that invested in process redesign and quality
embedding encountered a failure mode that had not featured
prominently in their transformation business cases: the existing
workforce was not fully capable of operating the redesigned
environment.

This was not primarily a training problem. Training addresses
knowledge gaps. The capability gap exposed by process
transformation is broader — it includes analytical reasoning,
comfort with digital tools, tolerance for ambiguous
situations, and the ability to exercise judgement rather than
follow procedure.

These capabilities cannot be reliably developed through
procedure training, however well designed. They require a
different approach — and, in some cases, they require different
people. The retraining assumption that underpins most
transformation business cases treats capability as a knowledge
problem. It is not. It is a development and, in some areas, a
hiring problem.

The institution can redesign the process.
It cannot redesign the person at the
same speed. This asymmetry is the
capacity illusion — and it is almost
never priced into the transformation
plan.

THE FOUR CAPABILITY CATEGORIES

Technical Skills

System operation, digital tool proficiency, data entry accuracy. These are
addressable through training. Most institutions focus here exclusively —

and wonder why the capability gap persists.

Analytical Capability

Data interpretation, exception analysis, performance assessment.
Redesigned processes with quality layers require this. It develops slowly

and cannot be trained into all staff equally.

Judgement Under Ambiguity

The ability to make sound decisions when the procedure does not fully
apply. Automation reduces the frequency of these situations but

increases the consequence when they occur.

Change Tolerance

The psychological capacity to absorb repeated change without
performance degradation. Transformation programmes that span multiple

years exhaust this capacity in even willing staff.
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THE CAPACITY ILLUSION

Measuring the Gap Before It Becomes Expensive

The capacity gap is measurable before it becomes expensive — but only if institutions look for it before beginning the next phase of

transformation work rather than after it has stalled. A credible capability assessment examines the current workforce against the target

state requirements of the redesigned processes — not the current state requirements that training programmes are typically built

around.

WHAT A CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT COVERS

— Role-by-role analysis against target state process requirements
— not current job descriptions

— Gap classification by type — knowledge gap (trainable), skill
gap (developable over time), or capability gap (requires different
hiring profile)

— Volume assessment — how many staff are affected, in which
domains, at what timeline

— Transition strategy — retraining, redeployment, or managed
exit, with clear criteria for each category

THE MANPOWER TRANSITION PRINCIPLE

Changes to organisational structure based on target state
processes must be planned before they occur, not managed
after. Unplanned transitions disrupt services, expose
institutions to HR risk, and erode the goodwill of staff who
were not expecting the change. The transition strategy
should be a transformation deliverable — not a
consequence of transformation.

THE CULTURAL DIMENSION OF THE CAPACITY GAP

Capability gaps are not only technical. The most persistent
constraints in transformation programmes are cultural —
resistance to new ways of working, reluctance to exercise
judgement rather than follow procedure, and a change
absorption ceiling that depletes faster than most institutions
track. Addressing the human dimension of transformation is not
a parallel workstream. It is a precondition for the technical one.

Institutions that treated change management as a
communications function — announcing changes rather than
embedding them — found that well-designed processes failed
not because of capability deficits but because the cultural
conditions for adoption had not been prepared. Staff understood
the new process. They did not trust it, see the point of it, or
believe the institution would sustain it. That is a leadership and
culture failure, not a training failure.

It is highly recommended that workforce impact be
assessed after each significant tranche of process
implementation — and within the annual budget

development cycle — not as a one-time exercise at

programme close.

Rising supervisory focus on operational resilience was signalling
that workforce capability is an operational risk category — not
just a human resources matter. Institutions that did not maintain
adequate capability in redesigned process areas were creating
operational risk exposures that their risk frameworks had not
been updated to capture.

WHAT CONTINUOUS UPSKILLING ACTUALLY
REQUIRES

Embedded coaching — not one-off training. Domain leads
with direct accountability for capability development in their
teams, operating on a sustained cycle rather than an event-
based one.

Recognition structures that reinforce new ways of working —
not just compliance with them. Staff who adopt transformed
processes before the institution mandates them should be

visible, not anonymous.

Honest capability conversations — distinguishing between
staff who cannot yet perform in the redesigned environment
and those who will not. The first group needs development.

The second group needs a different management response.
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SECTION TWO

Forced-Pace
Change and the
Readiness
Failure

Institutions fail under forced-pace change not because the change is unreasonable,
but because the operational infrastructure required to absorb it was never built.
When external mandates arrive on fixed timelines — new payment instruments,
regulatory requirements, infrastructure migrations — they do not wait for
transformation programmes to finish. They arrive regardless.

Operational readiness is not a condition that institutions achieve before they are tested. It
is the condition that determines whether they survive the test. Most Caribbean institutions
discovered this not through planning, but through exposure.
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SECTION 02 - WORKFORCE & CAPABILITY

FORCED-PACE CHANGE AND READINESS

When the External
Timeline Arrives Before
the Institution Is Ready

What forced-pace product adoption reveals about operational infrastructure

The capacity illusion has a particular expression when the
change is externally mandated rather than internally chosen.
Internal transformation programmes can be sequenced,
deferred, or phased when capacity is constrained. External
mandates cannot. They arrive on fixed timelines, with fixed
consequences for non-compliance, and expose whatever
operational gaps the institution has not yet resolved.

Institutions fail under forced-pace change when operational
readiness lags external timelines. The rollout of CBDC initiatives,
such as JAM-DEX, functioned as a clinical stress test for this —
exposing where operational capacity, staff readiness, and
process stability had not been built to absorb additional demand
without degradation. The integration requirements, staff training
needs, member communication obligations, and process
adjustments arrived regardless of where institutions stood in
their existing transformation work.

The institutions that managed the transition most effectively
were those that assessed operational readiness before
committing to integration timelines. Those that did not found
themselves layering new complexity onto an operational
environment that was not yet stable.

The readiness question for any new
product or instrument is not: can we
integrate it technically? It is: can our
operational environment absorb it
without degrading what already exists?

THE FOUR READINESS DIMENSIONS

Process readiness — are the processes that will handle the
new instrument designed, documented, and adopted — not just
designed?

Staff readiness — do the staff who will interact with the
instrument understand it well enough to explain it to members
and handle exceptions?

System readiness — has the technical integration been tested
under realistic transaction volume and exception conditions, not
just in a development environment?

Member readiness — has the communication strategy
produced genuine member understanding, or awareness without
adoption?

THE FINANCIAL INCLUSION TENSION

Instruments designed for financial inclusion typically target
the population least likely to be digital-native and most likely
to require face-to-face support. Institutions that had
rationalised physical channels in pursuit of digital efficiency
found themselves without the capacity to serve the
members the new instrument was designed to reach.
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SECTION THREE

Retention as a
Transformation Risk

The staff who are most capable of operating a transformed environment are also,
typically, the staff with the most options. As regional economies reopened and
competition for financial services talent intensified, transformation programmes
began losing their best people at precisely the moment they were needed most.

Losing an experienced process analyst mid-programme does not just create a vacancy. It
creates a knowledge gap, a pace reduction, and a quality risk simultaneously. Institutions
that do not model retention risk as a transformation variable will discover it as a
transformation constraint.
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RETENTION AS TRANSFORMATION RISK

Why the Best People Leave
During Transformation

Retention risk as a programme management variable, not an HR afterthought

Caribbean financial services institutions in 2022 were operating

in a talent market that had shifted significantly since 2020.
Remote work had expanded the employment options of skilled
staff, particularly in technology, analytics, and process
improvement. The Jamaican diaspora network, which had
always created a pathway for skilled workers to access

international opportunities, was now more accessible than it had

ever been.

Transformation programmes, by design, develop capability in the
staff assigned to them. Domain leads, quality specialists, and
business analysts who had spent two years building genuine

expertise in process improvement were, by 2022, more
valuable to the market than when they started.

The institutions that recognised this built retention strategies into
their transformation programme management. Those that did not

treated staff departures as HR events rather than programme
risks — and paid the cost in timeline extensions, quality
regression, and institutional knowledge loss that was, in most
cases, larger than the cost of retention would have been.

people who deliver it. If those people
leave before the programme is

outcome and the capacity to repeat it.

Transformation creates capability in the

embedded, the institution loses both the

THE TRUE COST OF TRANSFORMATION ATTRITION

Knowledge loss — undocumented process knowledge,
exception-handling expertise, and cross-domain understanding
leaves with the person who holds it

Pace reduction — replacement staff require orientation time that
is rarely budgeted as a programme cost

Quality regression — the quality layer built on the expertise of
specific individuals is vulnerable when those individuals leave

Institutional confidence — visible departures of capable staff
during transformation create doubt about the programme's
direction among those who remain

THE RETENTION STRATEGY MINIMUM

Identify the individuals whose departure would most
materially affect programme outcomes. Have explicit
retention strategies for each. Recognition, development
opportunity, and post-programme career path clarity are
frequently more powerful retention levers than salary
adjustment — and significantly less expensive.
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LOOKING AHEAD

2023 Focus Areas

Execution conditions shaping the year ahead

As institutions move into 2023, the capacity gaps identified in 2022 are becoming operating model constraints. And the digital

commitments made at board level are encountering the reality of infrastructure that was not designed to deliver them. The gap

between digital strategy and digital operating model readiness will define the year.

THE DIGITAL OPERATING MODEL GAP

Boards across the sector have approved digital transformation
strategies. Operations teams are discovering that the technology
investment assumed in those strategies requires operating model
changes that were not in the plan. Digital transformation without
operating model redesign produces digitised inefficiency — not
transformation. Technology investment into an operationally
immature environment produces new problems faster than it solves
old ones.

FIXED-TIMELINE COMPLIANCE PRESSURE

International standards migrations — such as payment messaging
transitions for institutions with correspondent banking relationships
— compress execution windows and expose operating model gaps.
The data quality, process documentation, and system architecture
requirements of these transitions arrive on timelines set by
counterparties, not by the institution's internal readiness. Institutions
that treat them as technology projects will discover they are
operating model tests.

WHERE ATTENTION SHOULD CONCENTRATE

Operating Model Assessment

Before adding digital capability investment, assess whether the operating
model can absorb and sustain it. Technology investment into an
operationally immature environment produces new problems faster than it

solves old ones.

Cyber Resilience

Increasing supervisory expectations around operational resilience require
institutions to demonstrate cyber risk management capability that goes
beyond compliance posture. Institutions building digital capability without
corresponding cyber resilience are creating risk faster than they are

creating value.

Workforce Pipeline

The capability gap identified in 2022 requires a multi-year response.
Institutions that begin building their workforce pipeline now will have the
capability they need by 2024-2025. Those that wait will compete for the
same scarce talent at a higher price.
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THE CAPACITY PROBLEM

Transformation changes what the institution
needs.

It does not automatically change what it has.
The gap between those two things is where
programmes stall.

The capacity illusion — that the workforce available to run the current model is the workforce required to
run the redesigned one — is one of the most expensive unexamined assumptions in transformation
planning. Recognising it requires a different kind of diagnostic: not process mapping, but capability

mapping, conducted before each phase of implementation begins.

Forced-pace change demonstrated that product innovation and service model design are not sequential
decisions. An institution that absorbs a new product into a service model not designed to support it will

achieve adoption rates that reflect the service model, not the quality of the product.

The institutions that will lead in 2023 and beyond are those that have matched their transformation
ambition with an honest assessment of their people capacity — not the capacity they wish they had, but
the capacity they actually have, and a credible plan for closing the gap.

COMING NEXT - ISSUE 04 - 2023

Operating Model Readiness — why digital strategy without operating model change produces digitised
inefficiency, what fixed-timeline compliance mandates reveal about Caribbean financial infrastructure, and
why cyber security frameworks designed for compliance constrain the delivery they were built to support.
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