Reducing Vendor & Execution Risk in Community Banking

A Structured Capability & Governance Approach for Institutional Control

What This Overview Provides

A structured approach that establishes a quantified
capability baseline, identifies governance and vendor
dependency risk, and produces a measurable roadmap
leadership can use to strengthen institutional control and
execution reliability.

The Institutional Risk Pattern

Community banks are accelerating digital transformation
through third-party platforms, data vendors, and service
providers. In many institutions, technology adoption is
advancing faster than governance maturity and
operational capability.

As vendor reliance expands, structural exposure often
increases quietly.

Dependency concentration, unclear decision rights, and
inconsistent accountability mechanisms create volatility
that is not immediately visible in project reporting.

The result is an institutional gap : activity may be strong,
but control, resilience, and execution reliability are
uneven.

Where Exposure Accumulates

m Vendor Concentration Without Structured Controls

Multiple critical workflows rely on a limited number of
third-party providers.

m Governance Gaps in Ownership & Decision Rights

Escalation paths and accountability boundaries lack
clarity across business, IT, and risk.

m EXxecution Volatility from Capability Weakness

Delivery outcomes vary due to inconsistent process
maturity and oversight discipline.

m Limited Measurement of Institutional Maturity

Critical capability domains are not quantified or
benchmarked.

m Activity-Based Reporting Instead of Readiness
Reporting
Board visibility centers on projects, not institutional
preparedness or risk posture.
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What We Assess What Leadership Receives

Capability Domains

Execution processes, operational rigor, and
resilience maturity.

Vendor Dependency Structure

Concentration risk, workflow reliance, and
operational exposure.

Governance Architecture

Decision rights, escalation clarity, oversight
mechanisms.

Measurement & Reporting Discipline

Board-level visibility into readiness and
institutional risk posture.

Quantified Maturity Baseline

A structured current-state profile across
execution-critical domains.

Vendor Dependency Risk Map

Concentration analysis tied to operational
exposure.

Governance Gap Findings

Clear articulation of ownership and escalation
weaknesses.

Prioritized Institutional Roadmap

Sequenced initiatives with defined targets and
accountability.

Board-Ready Executive Summary

Clear, structured briefing suitable for director-level
discussion.

Institutional Fit and Engagement Structure

Institutional Fit Criteria

This approach is best suited for
community banks that:

Operate across multiple digital, data,
and third-party service providers

Require clearer board-level oversight
of vendor dependency and execution
exposure

Experience delivery variability across
initiatives

capability maturity

Prefer structured, repeatable
institutional improvement over isolated
workshops

Seek measurable progress tracking
tied to risk reduction

Lack quantified measurement of

When This Is Not the Right Fit

This is not a fit if:

* You are primarily seeking vendor selection
support (RFPs, evaluations, procurement).

* You only want a high-level digital score
without governance, accountability, and
execution design.

« You are not prepared to align ownership and
decision rights across business, IT, risk, and
vendors.

* You need immediate implementation staffing
rather than a structured baseline and
roadmap.

« There is no executive sponsor who can act on
findings and drive follow-through.

What This Is Not

Not a technology selection exercise.
Not a generic digital scorecard.
Not a consulting slideware workshop.

Engagement Structure

A focused, structured engagement designed to
establish clarity, quantify exposure, and define
institutional improvement.

Step 1 — Capability Baseline

Objective: Quantify current-state maturity
across execution-critical domains.

« Structured interviews and documentation
review

- Domain-based maturity scoring
+ |dentification of control variability

« Preliminary exposure themes

Output: Quantified Institutional Baseline Profile

Step 2 — Risk & Governance Analysis

Obijective: Identify where vendor concentration
and governance gaps create execution
volatility.

Vendor dependency mapping

Ownership and decision rights analysis

Escalation pathway assessment

Oversight architecture review

Output: Structured Governance and
Dependency Risk Findings

Step 3 — Risk-Linked Roadmap

Objective: Define sequenced improvements
aligned to measurable risk reduction.

* Prioritized interventions

- Defined ownership adjustments

« Governance refinement recommendations
- Target-state maturity goals

« Milestone and progress tracking framework

Output: Board-Ready Roadmap with
Sequencing and Accountability

1-Minute Institutional Exposure Check

Indicate “Yes” or “No” for each statement.

We can clearly articulate our top vendor dependencies and

business impact if disrupted.

Ownership and decision rights are formally defined across digital

and data initiatives.

We measure capability maturity across domains that affect

delivery and resilience.

We maintain a prioritized roadmap with defined targets and

accountability.

Board reporting reflects institutional readiness and risk

posture—not just project status.

Interpretation

Yes No

- |f two or more responses are “No,” institutional exposure is likely elevated.

- |If three or more responses are “No,” structural governance and vendor dependency risk likely present

and measurable.

Establish a Quantified Baseline

- Measurable maturity visibility

- Vendor dependency concentration
mapping
- Governance and accountability clarity

- A sequenced roadmap tied to risk
reduction

DUNNIXER

Request an Executive Briefing

A focused executive discussion can determine
whether a quantified baseline would strengthen
oversight and execution reliability within your
institution.
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