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Executive Summary

Institutions do not lack strategy. They lack a coherent mechanism for governing value realization.
Institutions often lack a coherent mechanism for managing capabilities as value-producing assets.
Capability-related decisions are typically dispersed across strategy, operating model design, enter-
prise architecture, transformation, governance, and performance management, leaving leadership
without a clear basis for deciding what matters most, where intervention is needed, and whether

intended value is actually being realized.

Existing approaches are useful but partial. Maturity models assess condition, capability maps
structure understanding, governance frameworks define accountability, transformation methods
mobilize change, and performance systems measure outcomes. What is usually missing is an inte-
grated mechanism that connects these elements into a single logic for capability management and

value realization.

IVRM provides a repeatable mechanism for doing so. It gives leadership a repeatable way to view
the capability portfolio, make more disciplined intervention choices, and judge success by realized

value rather than activity alone.

IVRM establishes a persistent institutional measurement and governance spine for capability-based

value realization.

Its value lies in establishing a persistent institutional mechanism that remains relevant before,
during, and after specific transformation programs rather than serving only as a project-phase

management aid.

IVRM does not replace strategy, enterprise architecture, operating model design, or transformation
leadership. It complements them by linking capability condition to value logic, leadership choice,

and realization discipline through a shared reference point in the capability portfolio.

IVRM is an institutional management standard that organizations can adopt, adapt, and operate
within their governance and performance management practices. It exists independently as a model.
Consulting firms or advisors may support implementation, but institutions can adopt and operate
IVRM on their own.

Versioning is intentional. IVRM Version 1.0 is presented as a defined institutional management
model that can be adopted now while providing a governed basis for future releases, implementation
refinements, and sector-specific profiles such as an IVRM Financial Services Profile, IVRM Public
Sector Profile, or IVRM Healthcare Profile without losing the integrity of the core standard.

IVRM 1.0 is intentionally adoptable in a disciplined but practical form, so institutions can begin

with a coherent initial scope and governance rhythm without waiting for full enterprise redesign.

In practical terms, IVRM gives leaders clearer visibility into capability condition, dependencies,
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risks, and value trajectory, along with a stronger basis for prioritization, investment, and proof of

institutional effect.

Authorship

The Institutional Value Realization Model (IVRM) was developed and published by DUNNIXER

as an institutional management standard for governing capabilities as value-producing assets.
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1 The Institutional Problem

1.1 The Underlying Problem

The core institutional problem is not merely that some capabilities are weak. It is that many insti-
tutions lack a coherent mechanism for managing capabilities systematically as assets tied to value.
Capabilities may be referenced in planning, implied in transformation, discussed in governance,
or reflected indirectly in performance concerns, yet still not be managed through one integrated

institutional logic.

Institutions do not produce outcomes through strategy statements alone, nor through isolated
initiatives, governance structures, or operating routines taken separately. They produce outcomes

through capabilities that must exist, function coherently, and improve deliberately over time.

The gap is structural. Institutions often possess fragments of capability-related management, but
not a coherent mechanism that connects definition, ownership, prioritization, intervention, and
realized value. The result is weakened institutional steering, with decisions dispersed across man-

agement domains rather than joined through one capability-and-value logic.

1.2 How the Gap Appears in Practice

In practice, the gap appears first as fragmentation across management domains. Strategy may
define ambition and direction. Transformation may mobilize major initiatives. Governance may
assign decision rights and oversight. Operations may focus on execution and service performance.
Finance may assess investment cases and efficiency. But the capability logic that should connect

these domains is often implicit, inconsistent, or missing.

It also appears in the inconsistent treatment of capabilities themselves. In some contexts, capabil-
ities are treated as model artifacts. In others, they are implied through organizational structures,
program portfolios, or process maps without being clearly defined at all. Ownership may be unclear,
definitions may vary across teams, and the same institutional ability may be described differently
depending on the management lens being applied. When this happens, coherence weakens before

intervention even begins.

The gap is also visible in how interventions are chosen. Institutions often sponsor change through
programs, modernization efforts, operating model adjustments, or targeted fixes without a clear
capability-based logic for why one area should take priority over another. This can produce dupli-
cated effort, misallocated investment, and fragmented change activity. One part of the institution
may remediate what another part is redesigning, while a more material capability constraint re-
mains under-managed because no integrated steering logic makes it visible enough to command

attention.
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A further symptom is the weak linkage between intervention and realized value. Institutions may
invest in change, declare progress, and report delivery milestones, yet still lack a disciplined basis for
determining whether capability-related action actually strengthened the institution in a meaningful

way.

1.3 Why This Is a Management Problem

This is a management architecture problem (the structural design of how capabilities are governed
and improved), not just an execution problem. The issue is prior to execution: many institutions
do not have a sufficiently coherent mechanism for deciding what capability-related actions matter

most, how those actions should be governed, and how realized value should later be judged.

IVRM is therefore not a transformation execution model. It is the institutional architecture through
which capability condition, governance attention, intervention priority, and realized value are made

manageable over time.

If the problem were only execution quality, stronger delivery discipline might be enough. But where
the underlying management logic is fragmented, better execution alone does not solve the problem:
institutions can execute disconnected initiatives effectively and still produce incoherent capability

development, duplicated effort, and weak value realization.

This is why the institutional gap should be framed structurally. Capabilities sit at the intersection
of strategy, transformation, governance, and operations, yet they are often not managed through a
mechanism adequate to that institutional position. They are too important to remain implicit, too
cross-cutting to be governed only locally, and too tied to value to be handled as static descriptive
artifacts. When the institution lacks a coherent capability-based management mechanism, leader-
ship loses visibility, prioritization weakens, intervention becomes less disciplined, and realized value

becomes harder to prove.

The problem is not simply that institutions have weak capabilities. It is that they often lack the
management architecture required to treat capabilities as value-producing assets in a coherent,

leadership-relevant way.

1.4 Why Existing Approaches Are Not Enough

1.4.1 Maturity Models

Maturity models are useful because they help institutions interpret capability condition in a struc-
tured way. They can reveal uneven development, identify areas of weakness, and create a common
language for discussing improvement. In that respect, they provide an important diagnostic contri-
bution. But on their own, they do not provide a full institutional mechanism for capability-based

value steering.
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Their limitation is not that they assess condition badly. Their limitation is that assessment alone
is not enough. Institutions still need a coherent way to connect interpreted condition to governance
attention, prioritization across competing demands, intervention choice, monitoring between formal
reviews, and proof through realized value. A maturity model may show that a capability is weak
or underdeveloped, but it does not by itself determine what should be done first, what leadership

trade-offs are justified, or whether subsequent action has actually produced meaningful value.

Maturity models are therefore useful but partial. They contribute to institutional understanding,

but they do not by themselves govern institutional choice.

1.4.2 Capability Maps

Capability maps are useful because they provide structure. They help institutions name capabilities,
group them, and represent the enterprise in a way that is often clearer than process lists, system
inventories, or org charts alone. This structural visibility matters because institutions cannot

manage capabilities coherently if they have not first represented them coherently.

But capability maps are static on their own. They show what is there, or how the institution
has chosen to structure its view, but they do not by themselves create an operating logic for
governance, assessment, monitoring, prioritization, action, and realized value. A map can support
understanding without determining what deserves attention, how capability condition should be

interpreted, or how interventions should be judged over time.

Capability maps are foundational, but not sufficient as an institutional mechanism. They structure
understanding, but do not by themselves steer value. Institutions need a management logic built

on top of that representation.

1.4.3 Governance Frameworks

Governance frameworks are useful because they clarify accountability, decision rights, escalation
paths, and oversight structures. They can reduce ambiguity about who is responsible, who reviews
what, and how institutional decisions should be made. That contribution is significant, especially

in environments where capability-related responsibilities are diffuse or contested.

Even so, governance frameworks often lack a sufficiently explicit capability-and-value logic. They
may define how decisions are made without establishing a coherent basis for which capabilities
matter most, how capability condition should be interpreted, how monitored signals should influ-
ence intervention, or how action should be connected to realized value. In other words, they can
strengthen control and accountability without fully solving the institutional problem of capability-

based value steering.

This is why governance, while necessary, is not enough on its own. Institutions need governance

t
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structures, but they also need those structures to operate through a capability-based management
logic tied to value. Without that, governance can remain procedurally sound while still being

strategically or institutionally incomplete.

1.4.4 Transformation Methods

Transformation methods are useful because they mobilize action. They help institutions organize
initiatives, sequence major efforts, manage delivery, and pursue change at scale. They are especially

valuable when institutions are trying to move from aspiration to implementation.

Their limitation is that they often center on initiatives rather than on the ongoing institutional
management of capabilities as assets. This can make them highly effective for program execution
while still leaving a broader coherence problem unresolved. Initiatives may be launched, funded,
and governed, yet the institution may still lack a stable mechanism for interpreting capability
condition across the portfolio, monitoring change between formal reviews, and judging whether the

resulting action produced durable value beyond program completion.

This does not diminish transformation methods. It clarifies their scope: they mobilize change, but
do not by themselves provide the full institutional mechanism required for capability-based value

steering.

Transformation methods therefore answer a different question from IVRM: they organize how
change is mobilized, whereas IVRM governs how capability condition, intervention logic, and real-

ized value are interpreted across successive cycles of change.

1.4.5 Performance Systems

Performance systems are useful because they help institutions measure outcomes, track results,
and maintain visibility into operational, financial, or strategic performance. They are essential
to disciplined management because institutions need evidence about whether results are being

produced at all.

But performance systems are often not capability-grounded. They may show that outcomes are
improving or deteriorating without making clear which capabilities are driving the result, where ca-
pability condition is constraining value, or how capability-related intervention should be prioritized.
They can therefore reveal outcome movement without fully explaining the underlying institutional

abilities through which those outcomes are being produced.

This is an important limitation because outcome visibility alone is not the same as capability-based
steering. Institutions need to know not only what result is occurring, but how their capabilities are
enabling, constraining, or endangering that result. Without that connection, performance systems

remain essential but partial.
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1.4.6 Conclusion

The issue is not that existing approaches are wrong, but that each solves only part of the problem.
Maturity models assess condition, capability maps structure understanding, governance frameworks
define accountability, transformation methods mobilize action, and performance systems measure
outcomes. What institutions still need is an integrated mechanism that connects these contributions

into one capability-based management logic. IVRM is proposed as that mechanism.
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2 Introducing IVRM

2.1 Definition and Purpose

IVRM is an institutional management model that enables organizations to manage capabilities as
value-producing assets through a disciplined logic of definition, governance, assessment, monitoring,

prioritization, action, and value realization.

It is intended as an institutional management standard that organizations can adopt, adapt, and
operate as part of their governance and performance management practices. IVRM is a management

model, not a consulting framework.

IVRM occupies a distinct position in the management landscape. It operates at a higher institu-
tional level than program execution, at a narrower level than broad transformation advisory, and
as a persistent management mechanism rather than a project-bound intervention. IVRM is the
missing institutional mechanism that connects capability governance to realized value. Its purpose
is not to run transformation activity directly, but to provide the institutional logic through which

capability condition, intervention priority, and realized value can be governed across cycles.

2.2 Operationalization and Installation

IVRM is defined as an institutional management model. Its value exists only when it is made

operational inside an institution.

Installation is the act of embedding IVRM through governance, ownership, cadence, and reporting

so that it functions as a recurring institutional mechanism.

Installation means institutional instantiation of IVRM in a form that can operate as persistent

institutional infrastructure.

Once installed, IVRM operates as an institution-run mechanism for capability measurement, gov-

ernance, prioritization, and value realization.

2.3 Terminology Control and Usage

IVRM terminology must remain controlled across conceptual and operational use.

IVRM is a model in definition, a mechanism in operation, and infrastructure in installed form.

These terms are linked, but they are not interchangeable.
Model refers to IVRM as an institutional management standard.

Mechanism refers to IVRM in operation as the recurring means by which capability condition,
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governance, prioritization, and value realization are managed over time. Mechanism is the canonical

operational term.

Infrastructure refers to IVRM once embedded in governance, ownership, cadence, and reporting
such that it functions as persistent institutional capability measurement and governance infrastruc-

ture.

System should not be used as the primary term for IVRM itself. It should be used only for specific

governance, reporting, monitoring, or operating arrangements created within an implementation.
Adoption refers to institutional uptake of IVRM as a management standard.
Implementation refers to practical institutional application.

Installation refers to the controlled act of embedding IVRM as an operational institutional mech-

anism.

IVRM should not be described as a framework, consulting service, advisory service, managed

service, or one-off assessment.

Mechanism is the canonical term for IVRM in operation because it preserves managerial meaning
without implying software, platform, or technical system dependency. System may be used only
for specific governance, monitoring, reporting, or operating arrangements established within an

implementation.

Installation and implementation are related but not identical. Implementation refers broadly to
practical institutional application. Installation refers specifically to embedding IVRM into gover-

nance, ownership, cadence, and reporting so that it becomes operational institutional infrastructure.

In practical terms, IVRM establishes the institution’s capability measurement and governance spine

for value-producing assets.

Executive questions IVRM helps leaders answer:

e Which capabilities most materially drive institutional value?
e Which capability interventions deserve executive attention or investment?

e Where is institutional exposure increasing because capability condition or dependencies are

weakening?

e How should transformation choices be governed through capability logic rather than activity

alone?

e Which changes are actually producing realized institutional value?

IVRM should therefore not be described merely as a maturity model, capability map, gover-
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nance framework, or transformation method. It integrates those adjacent contributions into one
leadership-relevant mechanism for managing the capability portfolio from definition through real-

ized value.

IVRM is not a transformation execution method; it is the institutional measurement and governance

spine that makes transformation governable.

Put differently, IVRM answers how institutional capability condition is structurally measured,
governed, and reviewed over time; it does not prescribe how a transformation program should be

executed day to day.

2.4 IVRM as a Universal Meta-Model

IVRM should be understood as a universal institutional meta-model, not as one fixed enterprise
taxonomy, one fixed set of domains, one fixed governance design, or one fixed set of measures. Its

universality lies in stable management logic rather than uniform content across institutions.

What varies is instantiation. Different sectors, domains, and institutions will define different capa-
bility domains, use different measures, face different dependency structures, and operate through
different governance arrangements. A bank, a hospital, a public authority, and a software company
will not share one uniform content taxonomy, nor should they be expected to. What they can
share is the same underlying management logic. IVRM is universal at the level of meta-model and

operating logic, while variable at the level of sectoral and institutional content.

This distinction prevents two errors. One error is to make the model so abstract that it cannot
guide practice. The other is to make it so fixed that it becomes a rigid external taxonomy rather
than an institutional management model. IVRM avoids both by combining a stable governing
structure with variable instantiation. The model is therefore cross-sector and institution-level, but

not content-uniform.

Put simply, IVRM provides one coherent mechanism where adjacent disciplines usually address

only part of the problem.

2.5 Definition of Capability

Within IVRM, a capability is an institutional ability to reliably produce a class of outcomes through

coordinated governance, roles, processes, resources, data, and enabling mechanisms.

The term institutional is used deliberately rather than organizational because IVRM is concerned
with the managed coordination through which capabilities are governed across structures, functions,
processes, technologies, and decision forums at the level of the enterprise as a whole. Organizational

can suggest a narrower focus on formal structure or internal design. Institutional better captures the

10
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broader leadership, governance, and value-realization logic through which capabilities are managed

as enduring assets.

Several features of this definition matter: a capability is an ability rather than a label, institutional
rather than local, oriented to a class of outcomes rather than a single event, and reliable enough to

matter managerially.

This definition anchors the rest of the model. If it is too loose, governance, assessment, monitoring,
and prioritization lose coherence; if it is too narrow, the institution mistakes component parts for

the broader ability that actually matters.

A capability is not a department, process, technology stack, team, or reporting line. Those may

contribute to a capability, but none is equivalent to the capability itself.

2.6 Unit of Analysis

IVRM operates across nested levels of analysis, from the individual capability to the institutional

capability portfolio as a whole. The model is not intended to function only at one scale.

At the most local level, the unit of analysis may be a single capability. At a higher level, it may
be a capability group or domain. At a broader level still, it may be a system of capabilities whose
combined functioning affects a major institutional outcome. At the highest level, the relevant
object is the institution-wide capability portfolio, because leadership decisions about attention,
investment, governance, and intervention rarely occur one isolated capability at a time. IVRM

therefore requires a nested view rather than one flat unit of analysis.

This nested structure also reinforces the point that IVRM is a meta-model. The model can be
applied at different levels without changing its underlying logic. What changes is the level at which
the capability is being interpreted and the scope of the institutional decision being supported.
This allows IVRM to remain coherent from local capability assessment through portfolio-level
institutional steering. This nested structure allows IVRM to be applied at different starting scopes,

ranging from a single capability to an entire institutional capability portfolio.

2.7 What IVRM Does Not Require

Adopting IVRM does not require an institution to replace strategy, enterprise architecture, oper-
ating model design, or transformation governance. It does not require one universal taxonomy, one
mandated capability granularity, or perfect measurement before the model can be used. What it
requires is enough structural clarity, governance discipline, evidence quality, and review cadence

for capabilities to be managed coherently as value-producing assets.

To preserve category clarity, IVRM 1.0 deliberately avoids drifting into adjacent design and execu-

11
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tion domains. It does not function as an operating model redesign method, a strategy formulation
framework, a technology architecture method, or a program management discipline. Those remain

necessary institutional activities, but they are not the purpose of IVRM.

Institutions often delay adoption until they believe the representation, measures, or governance
design are complete. IVRM is better understood as an implementable institutional standard that

can begin in minimum viable form and improve over time.

2.8 Relationship to Other Frameworks

IVRM sits between strategy and transformation. It is the institutional mechanism used after strate-
gic direction has been set, but before change is mobilized through specific programs, initiatives,

and operating interventions.

Figure 1. IVRM Management Stack

Institutional Management Stack

Positioning IVRM within the institutional management flow

UPSTREAM DIRECTION

Strategy

Defines direction, ambition, priorities, and institutional intent.

DECISION LAYER

Capability Investment & Intervention Decisions
Governs where to intervene, how capabilities are prioritized, and where investment should be allocated. IVRM

This is the core management decision point between strategic intent and execution.

DELIVERY AND RESULTS

Transformation Programs Operational Execution Performance Outcomes
Executes change through structured initiatives. Runs services and day-to-day delivery. Measures results and realized value.

Strategy defines direction. IVRM determines where capability investment and intervention should
occur. Transformation mobilizes the response, and operations deliver the outcomes through which
value is realized. IVRM does not replace enterprise architecture. Enterprise architecture defines
and documents the structural representation of the institution, including capabilities, processes,
systems, and information flows. IVRM addresses a different problem: the institutional management

of capabilities as a governed portfolio. Where enterprise architecture describes the structure of the

12
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enterprise, IVRM establishes how capabilities within that structure are measured, governed, and

systematically improved over time.

In this sense, IVRM sits above these domains as the institution’s capability measurement and
governance spine: it informs where attention, intervention, and oversight should be directed, but
it does not substitute for the disciplines through which strategy is formed, operating models are

designed, technologies are selected, or programs are executed.

IVRM does not replace:

e Strategy frameworks
e Enterprise architecture
e Operating model design
e Project and program management
e Project portfolio management
o Risk management
e Operational performance systems
Maintaining these boundaries is important because IVRM loses conceptual precision if it expands

from institutional capability governance into general execution support, design advisory, or program

administration.

These frameworks continue to serve their own purposes. IVRM connects them by making capabili-
ties the common management object through which condition, dependency, intervention, and value

realization can be governed.

13
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3 IVRM Architecture and Operating Cycle

3.1 Core Premise

IVRM begins with a simple premise: institutions produce outcomes and realize value through ca-
pabilities. Capabilities therefore must be managed as institutional assets, not treated as secondary

artifacts.

When institutions treat capabilities only as taxonomy labels or transformation references, capability

thinking remains descriptive and value realization remains uneven.

Naming a capability is not enough. Value depends on how the capability is structured, governed,

assessed, monitored, acted upon, and reviewed over time.

3.2 Capabilities as Value-Producing Assets

Because capabilities produce value repeatedly, they must be governed as managed assets rather

than treated only as descriptive artifacts.

The management question therefore shifts from whether capabilities have been described to whether

they are being stewarded, monitored, and improved in ways that preserve their value contribution.

3.3 Why Fragmented Capability Management Fails

Capability management fails when institutions treat definition, governance, assessment, monitoring,
prioritization, and value realization as separate activities rather than one management mechanism.
The problem is not only that a capability may be viewed too narrowly. It is that capability-related
decisions become fragmented across strategy, governance, transformation, and operations, leaving

the institution without one coherent logic for steering value.

IVRM should not be understood as a model for isolated capability treatment. Institutions often
have pieces of capability management already, but when these are handled separately they rarely
form a coherent mechanism. The institution may see part of the problem without seeing the whole,

intervene without clear prioritization, or measure activity without proving realized value.

The failure, then, is institutional. IVRM responds by treating capabilities as assets that must be
governed through one integrated institutional mechanism rather than through disconnected local

practices. Coherence is therefore part of the logic of the model, not an optional enhancement.

14
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3.4 Interdependence of Capabilities

Institutional value is rarely produced by one capability in isolation. It is usually produced through
systems of capabilities whose contributions depend on one another over time and are shaped by
shared governance, enabling conditions, and execution quality. For that reason, capability condition

and value cannot be understood adequately through isolated views alone.

This matters because institutions often speak about capabilities as if each one can be understood,
governed, and improved independently. In practice, that is rarely how outcomes are produced.
A customer outcome, a control outcome, a growth outcome, or an operational outcome usually
depends on multiple capabilities functioning together across boundaries. One capability may create
the conditions for another to perform. Another may govern, enable, or constrain the value that the
first can produce. As a result, the institutional meaning of a capability is shaped not only by its

own condition, but also by the condition of the wider capability system in which it sits.

IVRM therefore treats interdependence as a structural and managerial reality rather than as an
incidental complication. If value is produced through systems of capabilities, then a model intended
for institutional steering must be able to see across those systems. Otherwise, it risks producing
narrow interpretations of condition, weak explanations of value variance, and misguided intervention
choices. This is one of the reasons IVRM must operate at the level of interacting capability systems

rather than only at the level of isolated capability units.

3.4.1 Forms of Interdependence

Interdependence in IVRM takes several forms. One is upstream and downstream interdepen-
dence. A capability may rely on inputs, controls, or enabling outputs from another capability
before it can function effectively, and its own output may in turn shape the performance or value
contribution of capabilities further along the chain. A weakness observed in one place may therefore

originate elsewhere.

Another form is cross-functional interdependence. Capabilities often cut across organizational
boundaries, functions, and reporting lines. Value is produced through coordination among roles
and activities that do not sit neatly within one department or one management silo. When those
cross-functional relationships are weak, capability performance may suffer even if no single local

component appears obviously deficient.

There is also governance interdependence. Capabilities do not depend only on operational
execution. They also depend on decision rights, escalation clarity, standards, stewardship, and
oversight arrangements that frequently span multiple capabilities at once. A capability may appear
weak not because its local owner is inattentive, but because the governance context around it is

incoherent, fragmented, or misaligned across boundaries.
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A further form is measurement interdependence. Institutions often rely on indicators drawn
from several parts of the enterprise to understand capability condition and value trajectory. If those
measures are incomplete, disconnected, or interpreted narrowly, the institution may misread where
the real issue lies. In the same way, execution interdependence matters because interventions
aimed at one capability frequently depend on timing, readiness, support, or change in adjacent

capabilities before intended value can materialize.

These forms should not be treated as a technical taxonomy for its own sake. Their importance lies
in what they reveal: a capability’s condition and value contribution are often inseparable from the

wider web of relationships through which the institution actually operates.

3.4.2 How Dependency Blindness Misleads

When interdependence is ignored, institutional judgment can mislead in several ways. First, it can
misidentify bottlenecks. A capability may appear to be the point of failure because it is where
poor performance becomes visible, even though the more important cause lies in an upstream
dependency, a weak enabling condition, or a governance constraint elsewhere in the system. If the

institution looks only at the visible failure point, it may intervene in the wrong place.

Second, isolated views can distort judgments about realized value. Weak realized value may result
not from intrinsic weakness in one capability, but from failure in an adjacent capability, from
poor coordination across multiple capabilities, or from missing enabling conditions that were never
addressed. In such cases, judging one capability alone as the cause of weak value realization

oversimplifies the institutional reality and weakens both accountability and learning.

Third, isolated views can distort prioritization. A capability that appears only moderately weak
may deserve urgent attention because it sits at the center of multiple dependencies and affects the
functioning or value contribution of many others. Conversely, a visibly weak capability may not
justify immediate priority if its institutional centrality is limited or if the real leverage point lies in
a related dependency. This is why prioritization in IVRM cannot rely only on local weakness. It

must take dependency centrality and cross-boundary effects seriously.

Finally, isolated views can produce false assurance. An institution may believe a capability is
healthy because its local indicators look acceptable, while failing to see deterioration in an adjacent
dependency, rising friction at a boundary point, or governance incoherence that is likely to weaken
performance later. Without an interdependent view, institutional visibility remains partial even
when local reporting appears complete. A simple example is customer onboarding: cycle time may
appear to be an onboarding issue, but the real constraint may sit in identity verification, compliance
review, shared data quality, or downstream service activation. The visible failure point is local; the

governing cause is systemic.
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3.4.3 Implications

The implications for IVRM are direct. First, structural representation must show depen-
dencies. A capability model that only lists capabilities without making visible the important
relationships among them is insufficient for institutional steering. The structural representation
should make visible where capabilities rely on one another, where cross-boundary interactions mat-
ter, and where important enabling conditions sit. This does not require an overengineered map
of every relationship. It does require enough structural visibility to prevent the institution from

mistaking a system issue for a local one.

Second, assessment must consider dependency condition. Interpreting capability condi-
tion requires more than judging the capability boundary in isolation. Assessment should examine
whether adjacent capabilities, governance conditions, and enabling relationships are materially af-
fecting the capability’s performance, exposure, or value potential. This is essential if assessment is

to support sound institutional choice rather than narrow diagnosis.

Third, governance must work across boundaries. If interdependence is real, then governance
cannot be confined to single-capability silos. Executive accountability, stewardship, escalation, and
review must be able to address issues that span capability boundaries, involve multiple owners, or
require trade-offs across domains. Otherwise, the institution may know that a dependency problem

exists while lacking a coherent way to govern it.

Fourth, monitoring must surface dependency failures and cross-capability exceptions,
not only local capability signals. Ongoing visibility is weakened if the institution can see local
condition but cannot see the boundary failures, interaction failures, and exception patterns through
which many material problems actually emerge. This is one of the reasons IVRM’s monitoring logic

must extend beyond single-capability reporting.

Fifth, value realization must consider multi-capability contribution. If value is typically
produced through interacting capability systems, then proof of realized value cannot always be
reduced to one isolated capability claim. The institution must be able to interpret how multiple
capabilities contributed, where dependencies strengthened or weakened the result, and whether
realized value variance reflects local weakness or broader system effects. This does not eliminate

accountability. It strengthens it by making attribution more institutionally credible.

The implication is straightforward: IVRM must work across systems of capabilities if it is to
function as a true institutional mechanism. Once that is recognized, assessment becomes more
interpretive, monitoring more meaningful, prioritization more disciplined, and realized value more

credible as proof.
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3.5 Why Weakness and Opportunity Must Both Be Evaluated

If capabilities are value-producing assets, then institutions must evaluate both weakness and oppor-
tunity. A model concerned only with deficits is too narrow for leadership use because institutions do
not act only to correct failure. They also act to strengthen important capabilities, protect enabling
strengths, expand capacity where value can be increased, and invest where broader institutional

benefit can be unlocked.

A weakness-only view distorts institutional choice. Leadership must judge not only which capabil-
ities are underdeveloped, but also which are materially exposed, which should be protected, and

which could produce disproportionate value if strengthened further.

IVRM therefore treats capability evaluation as broader than deficit detection. It asks institutions
to see the full management meaning of capability condition. That includes weakness, but it also
includes strength, potential, and value opportunity. This broader frame is essential if capability
management is to support institutional choice rather than only diagnostic correction. It also rein-
forces one of the model’s recurring principles: effective capability management is not only about

fixing what is broken, but about steering value more intelligently across the institutional portfolio.

3.6 Why Evidence Must Be Combined With Judgment

IVRM requires evidence, but it does not reduce institutional management to evidence alone. Struc-
tured evidence is necessary because capability condition, value trajectory, and intervention effec-
tiveness cannot be judged credibly through impression alone. Institutions need signals, indicators,
observations, and disciplined forms of proof if capability management is to be more than assertion.

But evidence on its own is not sufficient. It must be interpreted through judgment.

This matters because capability-related decisions are rarely reducible to one metric or formula.
Evidence may show performance movement, governance variance, dependency stress, or early value
signals, but leadership still must decide what those signals mean institutionally, how material they
are, whether they justify action, and what kind of response is warranted. A purely mechanical
reading may miss significance, misread context, or overstate certainty. A purely intuitive reading

lacks discipline and comparability. IVRM therefore requires both.

This combination of evidence and judgment is one of the central features of the model’s institutional
logic. It allows capability management to remain disciplined without becoming falsely mechanical.
It also helps explain why IVRM is intended as a management model rather than a static scoring
device. Institutions need evidence to ground their understanding, and they need judgment to

convert that understanding into coherent institutional choice.
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3.6.1 Confidence and Evidence Discipline

IVRM makes uncertainty explicit rather than hiding it behind confident narrative. Major judgments
should state the breadth and type of evidence used, whether the evidence is direct or proxy, the
confidence level, and the main uncertainty affecting the conclusion. The detailed confidence legend

is provided in Appendix L.

3.7 Why Monitoring Is Necessary

Monitoring is necessary because capability condition and value trajectory do not remain static
between formal assessment points. Even when an institution has defined its capabilities clearly,
assigned governance, and completed an assessment, material change can still occur in the intervals
that follow. Performance can weaken, dependencies can strain, control issues can surface, value
expectations can begin to diverge from reality, and previously tolerable variance can cross into

material exposure.

IVRM therefore requires ongoing visibility between formal assessment cycles. Institutions need
to be able to observe change, variance, and threshold breaches over time rather than discovering
them only at the next major review. Monitoring is therefore part of the institutional logic of the
model, not an optional reporting layer added later. It allows the institution to remain attentive
to emerging conditions and to respond before deterioration, drift, or value failure becomes more
difficult to address.

If capabilities are managed assets tied to value, the institution must remain aware of how their

condition is evolving between formal reviews.

3.8 Governing Principles

The institutional logic of IVRM is preserved by a small set of governing principles. These principles
do not replace the model structure that follows in later sections, but they clarify the logic that should

guide how the model is understood and used.

First, capabilities should be treated as managed institutional assets. Their condition and

value contribution matter enough to require structured stewardship rather than incidental reference.

Second, structural definition should come before intervention. Institutions should know
what they are managing before deciding how to act on it. Without structural clarity, intervention

logic becomes unstable.

Third, value should come before activity. Capability-related work is not justified because it is

visible, busy, or procedurally complete. It is justified when it supports meaningful realized value.

Fourth, weakness and opportunity should be assessed together. Institutional choice depends
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on seeing not only what is deficient, but also what is enabling, exposed, or worth strengthening.

Fifth, governance should come before scale. Capability-related efforts weaken when they

expand faster than accountability, stewardship, review, and escalation logic can support.

Sixth, evidence should be combined with judgment. Neither raw signals nor managerial

intuition alone is sufficient for institutional steering.

Seventh, realized value should be the test of effectiveness. The ultimate institutional ques-
tion is not whether capability-related action occurred, but whether it produced meaningful value

in practice.

These principles keep the model value-oriented and coherent. Without them, capability manage-
ment can drift toward description without action, activity without proof, or intervention without

governance discipline. The sections that follow translate those principles into operating structure.

3.9 The IVRM Operating Cycle

IVRM becomes real in practice through a recurring institutional operating cycle. This cycle is the
canonical operating mechanism of the model, translating conceptual structure into a management
discipline through which capabilities are defined, governed, interpreted, monitored, acted upon,

and reviewed over time.

Figure 2. IVRM Operating Cycle

IVRM Operating Cycle

Recurring management mechanism for governing capability condition, intervention, and realized value

Define
Establish capability
Review architecture Assign
Reassess outcomes, Set accountability,
learn, recalibrate ownership, escalation

CORE LOOP
Recurring IVRM Control Cycle

® Repeated interpretation

Realize ® Ongoing monitoring and escalation Assess
Track whether intended @ |ntervention linked to realized value Interpret condition
value materializes using evidence
A
o0l
Act Monitor
Execute remediation, Observe signals,
reinforcement, transformation Prioritize trajectory, exceptions

Decide where attention,
investment, intervention go
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e Define: establish the capability architecture to be managed.

o Assign: set executive accountability, stewardship responsibility, operational ownership, review

forum, and escalation path for each material capability or domain.
o Assess: interpret capability condition using evidence and judgment.

e Monitor: observe condition, value trajectory, dependencies, and threshold exceptions between

formal assessments.
e Prioritize: decide where leadership attention, intervention, and investment should be directed.
e Act: execute remediation, reinforcement, modernization, or transformation decisions.
o Realize: track whether intended value materializes in practice.

e Review: reassess outcomes, learn from variance, and recalibrate direction, ownership, priori-

ties, or intervention.

The significance of the cycle is not only its sequence but its recurrence. Capability condition, value
trajectory, dependency behavior, and institutional context all change over time. IVRM therefore
operates through repeated rounds of interpretation, monitoring, intervention, escalation where

required, and review rather than through one-time diagnosis.

3.10 Core Components

The core components of IVRM are definition, governance, assessment, monitoring, prioritization,
action, and value realization. Review is the recurrent governance process through which the insti-
tution interprets what these components reveal and determines whether escalation, reassessment,

reprioritization, or further intervention is required.

Figure 3. IVRM Component Model
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IVRM Component Model
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3.10.1 Capability Definition and Structural Representation

Definition establishes what capabilities exist, how they are bounded, and how they are structured
for institutional management. Its structural representation provides the basis on which governance,

assessment, monitoring, prioritization, action, and value realization depend.

This role is not limited to listing capabilities. It must provide enough structure to support port-
folio visibility, domain-level interpretation, dependency understanding, and later governance and

decision-making.

Once established, this definition layer becomes the institution’s shared reference point for inter-
preting capability condition, aligning intervention choices, and maintaining continuity across gover-
nance cycles and transformation activity. Each capability should be maintained through a standard

definition artifact (see Appendix D).

3.10.2 Governance

Governance establishes who is responsible for what, at which level, with what authority, and through
which escalation and review logic. In IVRM, governance is explicitly multi-level. It includes exec-
utive accountability for institutional direction, major trade-offs, material investment choices, and
escalation decisions; stewardship responsibility for cross-capability coherence, standards, and man-
agement cadence; and operational ownership for maintaining, evidencing, and improving capability

performance in practice.
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This accountability structure should not be confused with project RACI logic. RACI remains useful
for assigning execution roles within initiatives, but IVRM requires a more durable institutional
accountability model. Its purpose is not to specify who performs each project task, but to define
who is accountable for capability condition, who stewards interpretation and management cadence,
through which forum issues are reviewed, and through which path escalation occurs when capability

maturity or value condition stalls.

In this sense, IVRM requires an institutional accountability model rather than only a task-

assignment tool.

IVRM is most durable when ownership is institutionally distributed rather than functionally con-
centrated. In practice, this means preserving a clear distinction between executive accountability,
stewardship responsibility, and operational ownership rather than collapsing all three into a single
office, program, or managerial layer. When IVRM is housed only in a transformation function,
it may remain time-bound or sponsorship-dependent. When it is housed only in an operational
or domain function, it may narrow into a local management program rather than an institutional
model. When it is housed only in a control function, it may become overly compliance-led. Dura-
bility comes from making ownership structurally shared while keeping accountability explicit at

each level.

Accountability is therefore incomplete unless it specifies not only ownership at the relevant level,
but also the review authority through which issues are interpreted and the escalation route through

which material variance is elevated for decision.

Review is the recurrent governance process through which leaders and stewards interpret what
these components reveal and determine whether escalation, reassessment, reprioritization, or further

intervention is required.

3.10.3 Assessment

Assessment interprets capability condition. Its role is not only to rate or classify, but to generate an
evidence-based institutional understanding of what a capability’s condition means, where strength
or weakness exists, what exposures or opportunities are present, and what broad action posture

may be justified.

Assessment is necessary because capability condition is not self-interpreting. Evidence must be
brought together and judged in a disciplined way if leadership is to understand where intervention
is warranted and where capabilities should be protected, strengthened, monitored, or deprioritized.

In this sense, assessment provides the interpretive layer of the model.

Assessment logic should therefore be explicit enough to support repeatable interpretation over time
rather than relying primarily on undocumented expert preference or consultant-specific scoring
habits.
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3.10.4 Monitoring

Monitoring observes capability condition, value signals, risk signals, and dependency signals over
time. It exists because capability management cannot rely only on periodic assessment. Institu-
tions require ongoing visibility between formal assessment cycles if they are to detect deterioration,
emerging variance, threshold breaches, and dependency-related exceptions early enough for re-

sponse.

For this reason, monitored signals should always map into the institution’s accountability structure,
linking operational observation to stewardship interpretation, forum review, and escalation where

required.

Monitoring in IVRM is not generic reporting. It requires clarity about what is observed, by whom,
at what cadence, through which mechanism, and with what escalation logic. Monitoring responsibil-
ity should itself reflect the multi-level governance structure of the model by distinguishing executive
escalation authority, stewardship interpretation, and operational monitoring ownership. This keeps

monitoring connected to institutional response rather than leaving it as passive observation.

3.10.5 Prioritization and Action

Prioritization and action determine what should be done. Prioritization converts assessment and
monitored visibility into institutional choice by deciding where leadership attention, intervention,
investment, containment, or sequencing should occur. Action then carries those choices into in-
stitutional response, whether through remediation, modernization, governance change, targeted

investment, protective reinforcement, or broader transformation effort.

This component matters because institutional value does not improve through visibility alone. The
model must be able to support disciplined action across competing demands, with enough logic to
determine not only where weakness exists, but where intervention will matter most. Prioritization

and action therefore form the decision-and-response core of IVRM.

3.10.6 Value Realization

Value realization determines whether action produced intended value. It is the proof layer of the
model. Without it, the institution may define, govern, assess, monitor, and act on capabilities
yet still remain unable to determine whether capability-related intervention delivered meaningful

institutional effect.

This is why IVRM is more than a narrow capability management model. It is explicitly an institu-
tional value realization model, and it is incomplete unless capability-related action can be connected

to realized value in a way that supports learning, recalibration, and future choice.
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3.11 Core Model and Layer Model

A central discipline in understanding IVRM is the distinction between the stable core meta-
model and its variable application layers. IVRM is universal at the level of management logic,
not at the level of fixed capability content, one enterprise taxonomy, one ownership design, or
one measure set. Its core remains stable across contexts because the underlying components and
operating cycle do not change. What changes is how those components are applied in a particular

sector, domain, or institution.

The model therefore requires governance separation in principle, but not one universal assignment

of titles, committees, or reporting lines across institutions.

This can be understood in three layers.

For operating use, that separation should also be read through a five-part IVRM Layer Model.
Core IVRM is the fixed meta-model and governing logic that define what counts as valid IVRM.

Sector Profile is the fixed sector-specific capability content, calibration logic, and evidence con-

ventions applied before institution-specific mapping begins.

Diagnostic is the bounded entry layer that forms a decision-grade current picture, governance
implication, posture, and starting-scope view without claiming to be the whole model or full in-

stallation.

Governance Structure Installation is the institution-specific installation phase that anchors
ownership, stewardship, decision rights, escalation routes, and review forums around the capability

structure.

Operating Mechanism Installation is the institution-specific installation phase that puts mon-
itoring, thresholds, portfolio review, intervention tracking, cadence, and value-realization review

into recurring operation.

This five-part layer model reduces a common source of confusion. Core IVRM is not the same as
a sector profile, a Diagnostic is not the same as full installation, and installation is not complete
when governance structure exists without the operating mechanism that makes IVRM run over

time.

Figure 4. IVRM Layer Model
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IVRM Layer Model

Architectural separation between what is universal, what is contextual, and what is institution-specific
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More Fixed o
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dependency logic, prioritization, review, and value realization. Preserves one coherent IVRM model

More specifically, the IVRM core defines the structural rules of capability representation, the logic
of maturity assessment and interpretation, the governance architecture for recurring reassessment
and oversight, and the value translation logic through which capability condition is connected to

institutional significance and realized value.

The core meta-model does not prescribe one universal sector taxonomy, one fixed domain list, or
one mandatory institutional governance design. Those elements belong to the sector profile and

the institution-specific application layer.

IVRM’s claim is therefore not that every institution should share one content taxonomy, but that
capability maturity, governance, and value linkage can be governed through one coherent institu-

tional architecture.

Layer 1 - Core IVRM meta-model. This layer defines the universal components and operating
cycle of definition, governance, assessment, monitoring, prioritization, action, value realization, and

review.

Layer 2 — Sector Profile. This layer specifies the capability domains, value logics, common
governance patterns, indicative measures, and dependency patterns that are typical for a given
context. A bank, a healthcare institution, a public sector agency, and a digital platform company
will not instantiate the model with identical domains or measures, but they can still share the same

underlying management logic.

Layer 3 — Institution-Specific Application. This layer maps the model into an institution’s

actual structure, naming, ownership model, committees, reporting lines, evidence sources, operating
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cadence, investment processes, and management priorities. It is where the model becomes real in

practice without losing the coherence of the core structure.

This layered distinction prevents two opposite errors: treating IVRM as too abstract to guide
practice, or treating it as a fixed external taxonomy that institutions must adopt wholesale. IVRM

avoids both by combining stable management logic with flexible institutional application.

3.12 From Canonical Structure to Institutional Application

The practical value of IVRM does not depend on imposing an external taxonomy on every insti-
tution. It depends on providing a disciplined way to map a coherent canonical model into the
institution’s actual structure while preserving governance clarity, comparability, and value logic.
This mapping function is therefore central to the meta-model. A worked canonical-to-institution

mapping example across units of analysis is provided in Appendix F.

In practice, this means translating canonical domains into institution-specific domains or functional
groupings; canonical capabilities into locally meaningful capability definitions; governance roles into
actual executives, committees, stewards, and operational owners; standard indicator categories
into available institutional evidence and reporting systems; and dependency logic into real cross-

functional relationships. The detailed worked structure is shown in Appendix F.

This mapping requirement matters because institutions do not begin from a blank page. IVRM
becomes useful when it organizes existing structures, reporting conventions, planning cycles, and

governance realities into a coherent capability-based management discipline.

3.13 Minimum IVRM Standard

IVRM must be standardized if it is to function as a real institutional model rather than a flexible
conceptual lens. A minimum common structure allows the model to be applied consistently across
institutions, compared across implementations, and adopted independently of any one advisor or

firm.

The purpose of standardization is not rigidity for its own sake. It is portability. A standard gives
institutions a stable basis for saying what counts as IVRM, what minimum elements must exist,
and what may vary by sector, governance design, evidence maturity, or operating context without

losing the integrity of the model.

IVRM’s defensibility lies not primarily in prescribing one sector’s capability vocabulary, but in
defining the governing logic through which capability structures are measured, interpreted, gov-

erned, and linked to institutional value across contexts.

A valid IVRM implementation must preserve the minimum institutional chain that turns capability
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management into a repeatable value-steering discipline.

1. Capability definition and ownership
2. Capability condition assessment

3. Capability monitoring signals

4. Capability dependency mapping

5. Capability intervention prioritization
6. Capability portfolio review

7. Value realization tracking

These components are non-optional because they define the IVRM Minimum Demonstrable Pack-
age. Institutions may extend the model, but they should not remove these elements without
breaking structural consistency. These minimum elements apply regardless of the scope at which

IVRM is initially implemented.

IVRM is published and maintained by DUNNIXER, as the originating steward of the model stan-
dard.

3.14 Core Artifacts and Vocabulary

At a high level, every IVRM implementation must contain three things: a core management struc-
ture, a standard artifact set, and a controlled vocabulary. The core structure defines how capabili-
ties are governed, interpreted, monitored, prioritized, and linked to realized value. The artifact set
gives the model repeatable outputs that can be produced, reviewed, transferred, and audited. The
vocabulary keeps implementation, governance, and reporting consistent across teams and institu-

tions.

The detailed artifacts are provided in Appendix A: Standard IVRM Artifacts, the core vocabulary
in Appendix B: IVRM Core Vocabulary, and implementation notes in Appendix C: Implementation
Notes.

IVRM is therefore not only a management concept but a standardizable institutional model. The
appendices provide the artifact set, vocabulary, and implementation notes needed to preserve con-

sistency across implementations.

3.15 Why This Structure Matters

Taken together, these elements give IVRM structural discipline. Institutions rarely lack activ-

ity; more often, they lack a coherent mechanism that connects capability definition, governance,
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assessment, monitoring, prioritization, action, and realized value into one management logic.

IVRM links the full path from capability visibility to institutional choice and from institutional

choice to realized value.

Its value does not lie in any one component alone. Structural representation without governance
remains descriptive. Governance without assessment lacks grounding. Assessment without mon-
itoring cannot sustain visibility. Monitoring without prioritization cannot guide action. Action

without value realization cannot provide proof.

29



IVRM Whitepaper v1.0 4 Establishing IVRM

4 Establishing IVRM

4.1 Why Establishment Matters

A coherent meta-model is necessary, but it is not enough. IVRM becomes institutionally real only
when the model is implemented as an operating setup with defined capability structure, named
accountabilities, evidence routines, review forums, and a recurring cadence through which decisions

are actually made.

Institutions do not need a perfect enterprise-wide design before beginning, but they do need enough
structure to make the model governable. Establishment is the bridge from conceptual model to

operating discipline.

4.2 ITVRM Minimum Demonstrable Package

The IVRM Minimum Demonstrable Package consists of a coherent initial capability structure,
named executive and stewardship accountabilities, a first-pass assessment method, a small set
of monitored signals, defined thresholds and escalation paths, a review cadence, an intervention
log, and a value realization checkpoint. This is the smallest configuration that still preserves the
integrated logic of the model. The standard artifact set that supports this operating base is defined
in Appendix A: Standard IVRM Artifacts, and the core terminology used to interpret it is set out
in Appendix B: IVRM Core Vocabulary.

This minimum demonstrable package is the smallest complete package that makes IVRM pilotable,
reviewable, and defensible without pretending the institution has already completed full installation
depth.

The package should contain at minimum:

e capability inventory

e ownership map

e monitored signal set

¢ thresholds and escalation paths
e assessment method

o portfolio review view

e intervention log

o value checkpoint
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Used this way, the Minimum Demonstrable Package clarifies what a credible first IVRM pilot must
already contain. It is not the full maturity of IVRM, but it is enough to show that the model can

operate as a governed institutional mechanism rather than a conceptual assessment exercise.

The Minimum Demonstrable Package matters because it makes the model adoptable without re-
ducing it to advisory support. Institutions do not need exhaustive enterprise modeling, perfect
indicators, or fully mature governance before the model can begin to create value. They need a
workable first cycle that creates visibility, accountability, and institutional learning quickly enough

to justify expansion while preserving the minimum standard.

4.3 Adoption Boundary

IVRM is designed to be adoptable in bounded form, but the whitepaper is not the delivery manual
for that adoption. Its purpose is to define the model, its logic, its evidence discipline, and the
minimum conditions under which value-realization claims can be judged seriously. The specific
installation path, governance activation sequence, pilot structure, review cadence, and implemen-
tation mechanics belong to the proprietary delivery domain rather than to the public statement of
the standard.

What matters at whitepaper level is that IVRM can be instantiated without requiring full enterprise
redesign at the point of entry, and that any such instantiation must preserve the model’s core
disciplines: clear capability structure, named accountability, monitored signals, disciplined review,
intervention traceability, and governed value assessment. How those disciplines are installed in

practice is a matter of implementation method rather than public model definition.
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5 Operating IVRM

5.1 Assessment

In IVRM, assessment exists to interpret capability condition for institutional decision-making. Its
purpose is not merely to assign scores, classify maturity, or expose deficiencies. Its purpose is to
help leadership understand what a capability’s condition means, why it matters, and what kind of

institutional response may be justified.

Institutions often reduce capability assessment to a narrow deficit exercise. They identify what is
weak, rate it against a model, and produce a diagnostic output that may be descriptive but not

sufficiently managerial.

Assessment also matters because capability condition is rarely self-evident from one signal alone. It
must be interpreted through a broader institutional lens that considers performance, governance,
dependency condition, strategic significance, and the kind of value the capability is expected to
support. This is why IVRM treats assessment as an interpretive act. Its role is to generate
meaningful understanding that can support prioritization, action, and later value realization, not

simply to produce a descriptive label.

5.1.1 Distinguishing Condition, Performance, and Realized Value

A central discipline in IVRM is the distinction among capability maturity, capability perfor-
mance, and realized value. These are related, but they are not interchangeable. A capability
may appear mature in structural or governance terms and still perform unevenly in practice. It may
perform adequately in a narrow operational sense while still failing to produce the value expected
of it. Conversely, a capability may show promising value contribution while remaining structurally

underdeveloped or exposed in ways that warrant attention.

This distinction matters because institutions often collapse these ideas into one vague judgment.
Maturity is treated as proof of performance, performance is treated as proof of value, or value is
assumed from visible activity. IVRM rejects that collapse. Assessment should clarify what is being
interpreted and at what level. Condition concerns the state of the capability as an institutional
asset. Performance concerns how it operates or contributes in practice. Realized value concerns
whether meaningful institutional value has actually materialized. These distinctions prevent ana-

lytic confusion and strengthen leadership judgment.

The distinction is also important because IVRM’s logic depends on sequencing. Assessment inter-
prets condition. Monitoring observes signals over time. Prioritization determines where attention
and action should go. Value realization later asks whether capability-related action actually pro-
duced demonstrable value. If these stages are blurred, the institution loses clarity about what has

been evaluated, what remains provisional, and what has been proven.
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5.1.2 What IVRM Evaluates

Because assessment is broader than deficit detection, IVRM evaluates more than weakness. It
examines strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, risks, and strategic potential. A sample assessment

dimensions structure is provided in Appendix E.

Strength matters because some capabilities are already performing an enabling or differentiating
role and may justify protection or scaled investment. Weakness matters because capability un-
derdevelopment, instability, or governance incoherence may expose the institution to value loss or
execution difficulty. Opportunity matters because some capabilities can become materially more
valuable if strengthened or extended, even when they are not currently the weakest part of the
portfolio. Risk matters because a capability’s condition may create operational, control, resilience,
or strategic exposure that requires leadership attention. Strategic potential matters because some
capabilities matter disproportionately due to the institutional direction they support or the cross-

capability effects they can unlock.

This broader evaluative frame is one of the reasons IVRM assessment should not be mistaken
for a narrow maturity model. It does not ask only how developed a capability appears. It asks
what condition exists, what that condition means, what institutional significance attaches to it,
and what kind of response that significance may justify. That is what makes assessment useful for

decision-making rather than merely descriptive.

5.1.3 From Assessment to Action Posture

Assessment in IVRM should translate analysis into an action posture. This does not mean the
assessment section becomes a full prioritization or intervention methodology. It means assessment

should not end with observation alone. A sample action posture model is provided in Appendix G.

An action posture is the directional management stance implied by the assessment of a capability’s
condition, value significance, dependency role, governance condition, and strategic relevance. It
does not yet specify the exact intervention or priority ranking. It indicates the type of management

response the capability most plausibly warrants.
A compact action posture taxonomy can therefore be used as the bridge between assessment and
later institutional choice:
e Protect: used when a capability is strong or adequate, strategically important, and should
not be degraded through neglect, fragmentation, or adjacent change.

e Strengthen: used when a capability matters and is underdeveloped, inconsistent, or not yet

reliable enough for its intended institutional role.

e Remediate: used when a capability presents material operational, control, compliance, service,
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or resilience exposure and requires corrective action.

o Scale: used when a capability is working well and can produce materially greater value if

expanded, replicated, or more fully exploited.

e Modernize: used when the capability remains functional but is structurally outdated, ineffi-

cient, or likely to constrain future strategy if not renewed.

e Monitor closely: used when immediate intervention is not yet justified, but signal volatility,

dependency fragility, or uncertain trajectory requires tighter observation and review.

e Reassess or reframe: used when the current capability boundary, evidence base, or apparent
problem may be misleading, especially where dependency effects or governance ambiguity

make premature intervention risky:.

These postures should be assigned through judgment rather than a rigid scoring formula. As a
rule of thumb, protection is often associated with strong condition and high strategic relevance,
strengthening with important but underdeveloped capability, remediation with material weakness
or exposure, scaling with strong performance and unrealized upside, modernization with future-
fit gap, closer monitoring with unstable trajectory, and reassessment where evidence conflict or

dependency distortion makes the apparent diagnosis uncertain.

The hierarchy should remain clear. Assessment answers what the condition is and what it means.
Action posture answers what broad management stance that condition implies. Prioritization
answers which capabilities deserve attention first. Intervention design answers what specific actions
should be taken. Value realization answers whether those actions produced intended value. Without

this bridge layer, assessment risks remaining informative but insufficiently actionable.

5.1.4 Assessment Inputs

Because assessment is interpretive, it should be grounded in multiple forms of evidence rather than
one-dimensional scoring. At minimum, IVRM assessment should draw on performance signals,

governance condition, dependency condition, and informed judgment.

Performance signals help the institution understand how the capability is functioning in practice.
These may include evidence of reliability, throughput, quality, effectiveness, consistency, or other
indicators relevant to the capability’s role. Governance condition matters because a capability’s
institutional health depends not only on operational performance, but also on whether ownership,
stewardship, accountability, decision rights, escalation paths, and oversight are coherent enough to

support sustained management.

Dependency condition also matters because institutional value is typically produced through sys-
tems of capabilities, not isolated units. A capability may appear weak because of adjacent de-

pendency failure, or appear stronger than it is because another capability is compensating for it.

34



IVRM Whitepaper v1.0 5 Operating IVRM

Assessment must therefore consider the condition of relevant dependencies rather than treating the
capability boundary as analytically sufficient. This is one of the main implications carried forward

from the prior section on interdependence.

Finally, informed judgment is necessary. IVRM should not imply that capability assessment can
be reduced to raw metrics alone. A minimum credible assessment should combine a small number
of evidence categories, assign an explicit action posture, and be repeated on a defined cadence or

triggered earlier by material variance.

5.2 Monitoring

In IVRM, monitoring is distinct from assessment because it serves a different institutional purpose.
Assessment is periodic and interpretive. Monitoring provides ongoing or recurring observation

between formal assessment cycles.

This distinction matters because institutions cannot rely only on periodic interpretive exercises
if capability condition is changing, dependencies are shifting, or value expectations are beginning
to diverge from reality. A capability may appear acceptable at the time of assessment and then
deteriorate materially before the next formal review. Likewise, value-related signals may begin to
weaken or dependency-related issues may emerge in ways that are not visible unless the institution

maintains an active monitoring logic.

Review is distinct again: monitoring observes signals, while review interprets their institutional
meaning and determines whether governance attention, escalation, reassessment, or intervention is

warranted.

5.2.1 IVRM Indicator Architecture

Monitoring in IVRM should be organized through an explicit indicator architecture rather than
a loose metric list. The architecture groups evidence into reusable families so IVRM remains

measurable without pretending that all institutional value can be reduced to one fixed metric pack.

The standard indicator families are capability condition indicators, value trajectory indicators,
risk/control indicators, customer/market indicators, dependency indicators, and governance indi-
cators. For each material indicator, IVRM should state purpose, leading or lagging character,
direct or proxy status, minimum evidence standard, confidence rule, and escalation relevance. The

detailed template is provided in Appendix L.

5.2.2 Monitoring Mechanisms and Cadence

IVRM does not require one universal monitoring mechanism for all capabilities. Monitoring mech-

anisms should vary according to capability criticality, volatility, measurability, and institutional
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context. This is important because a uniform monitoring model can either overload the institution

with low-value reporting or under-monitor areas that warrant closer attention.

Appropriate monitoring mechanisms may include dashboards, periodic review packs, exception
reporting, automated telemetry, logging-style observation where suitable, and manual evidence
checks. The purpose of this variety is not methodological complexity for its own sake. It is to
ensure that monitoring remains proportionate to the nature of the capability and the kind of signal
being observed. Some capabilities lend themselves to more automated and continuous forms of
sensing, while others require periodic human interpretation supported by selected evidence rather

than constant machine-generated data.

Cadence should vary in the same way. Highly critical, volatile, or dependency-central capabilities
may require more frequent observation and tighter exception visibility. More stable or less material
capabilities may justify a lighter cadence. The important point is that cadence should not be
arbitrary. It should reflect the institutional significance of the capability, the speed at which its

condition can change, and the consequences of delayed detection.

Monitoring should therefore be treated as a designed part of the IVRM model rather than as a
generic reporting afterthought. The institution should specify what is being monitored, how often

it is observed, and what response the signal is expected to support.

5.2.3 Thresholds, Alerts, and Escalation

Monitoring becomes institutionally meaningful when signals are connected to thresholds, alerts,
and escalation logic. Without thresholds, monitoring devolves into passive observation. A sample

threshold and escalation logic structure is provided in Appendix K.

A threshold is the point at which a monitored condition, variance, or exception becomes significant
enough to require response. That response may take different forms depending on the nature of
the signal. In some cases, it may trigger closer review. In others, it may trigger reassessment,
containment action, a governance escalation, or reprioritization of intervention. What matters is
that the model should specify in principle when monitored variance is tolerable, when it becomes

material, and what institutional pathway follows.

Alerts are useful because they make threshold crossing visible in time for response. But alerts
alone are insufficient if ownership and response expectations are unclear. Escalation requires that
the institution know who must be informed, who must interpret the issue, who has authority to
act, and what form of action is expected when a material condition or exception appears. This is
particularly important where value variance, control weakness, or dependency failure can spread

across multiple capabilities before a formal reassessment occurs.

Escalation logic prevents a false sense of assurance. A monitored signal becomes valuable when

it changes institutional attention, triggers timely review, or leads to action before deterioration,
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exposure, or value failure becomes harder to address. The reusable field structure for thresholds,

triggers, paths, and response timing is provided in Appendix K.

5.2.4 Monitoring Ownership and Governance Meaning

Monitoring must have clear ownership. IVRM should specify who monitors what, how often,
through which mechanism, and with what response expectation. The field-level monitoring tem-

plate is provided in Appendix J.

Ownership does not mean that one person or one office must perform all monitoring directly. Dif-
ferent monitored categories may sit with different stewards, operational owners, control functions,
or oversight roles. What matters is coherence. The institution should know how monitoring respon-
sibility is distributed, how signals are consolidated where necessary, and how governance bodies

receive, interpret, and respond to material developments.

This is where monitoring takes on broader governance meaning. It is not only a visibility mech-
anism. It is part of how the institution remains attentive between assessments, how it identifies
emerging variance before it becomes normalized, and how it sustains capability management as a
living discipline rather than an episodic exercise. Monitoring therefore strengthens institutional
responsiveness. It makes it possible to observe, escalate, review, and act before capability-related

deterioration, risk, or value drift is discovered too late.

Seen in this way, monitoring is one of the central reasons IVRM functions as an institutional
mechanism rather than only a conceptual model. It provides the ongoing sensing logic that allows
capability condition, dependency integrity, risk exposure, and value trajectory to remain visible
between formal assessments. That continuity of visibility is what allows the institution to govern

capabilities with discipline over time.

5.2.5 Assessment, Monitoring, and Review

IVRM distinguishes clearly among assessment, monitoring, and review because each serves a differ-
ent institutional purpose. Assessment is the periodic interpretive evaluation of capability condition.
Monitoring is the ongoing or recurring observation of capability, value, risk, and dependency sig-
nals between assessment cycles. Review is the formal governance interpretation of assessed and
monitored signals in order to determine whether escalation, reprioritization, reassessment, or inter-

vention is required.

e Assessment: interpret capability condition on a periodic basis and determine what broad

action posture the condition implies.

e Monitoring: observe relevant signals on an ongoing or recurring basis and detect change, drift,

thresholds, or exceptions between formal assessments.
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o Review: convert assessed and monitored signals into governance response by determining

what requires leadership attention, escalation, reprioritization, reassessment, or intervention.

This distinction matters because review is not a duplicate assessment cycle and not a passive
reading of dashboard signals. Assessment answers what the condition is. Review answers what
the institution should do about it now. Review should therefore be understood as a governance

mechanism rather than merely an analytic or reporting activity.

Review should occur through governance forums rather than through the monitoring mechanism
alone. Operational owners may supply evidence, stewards may consolidate and interpret patterns,
and executives or governing bodies may decide escalation, reprioritization, reassessment, or material
intervention. Review may occur on a defined governance cadence, when thresholds are breached,
when monitored variance becomes material, when dependency exceptions emerge, or when realized

value diverges materially from expectation.

5.3 Prioritization and Intervention

Prioritization in IVRM exists to support institutional choice. Its purpose is not merely to identify
which capabilities appear weakest, but to determine where leadership attention, intervention, and

investment should be directed across competing capability-related options.

Prioritization should therefore be understood as a management mechanism rather than a scoring
exercise. Institutions must decide not only what is underperforming, but what matters most, what
is most exposed, what is most enabling, and what sequence of intervention is most likely to produce

meaningful value.

IVRM therefore treats prioritization as a leadership-level allocation decision. It converts assessment
and monitoring insight into institutional choice by helping the institution determine where action
should occur, where investment should be concentrated, and where intervention should be delayed,

sequenced, accelerated, or withheld.

5.3.1 Core Idea

The core idea is simple: the greatest weakness is not always the highest priority. Prioritization
must reflect the institutional meaning of a capability, not only its assessed condition. This is one of
the points at which IVRM moves beyond diagnosis into steering. Assessment helps the institution
understand capability condition; prioritization determines what the institution should do about

that condition in light of broader institutional logic.

That broader logic includes value at stake, strategic relevance, dependency centrality, risk exposure,
opportunity size, feasibility, and sequencing considerations. Taken together, these considerations

ensure that prioritization is not reduced to deficiency correction alone. Institutions must decide
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among multiple types of action: where to remediate weakness, where to strengthen strategically
important capabilities, where to scale strengths, where to defend critical assets, and where to
intervene because change in one capability will unlock value or reduce exposure across several

others.

In this sense, prioritization is selective institutional commitment: the mechanism through which

finite attention, resources, and intervention capacity are allocated across competing demands.

5.3.2 Prioritization Factors

Several factors shape this choice: value at stake, strategic relevance, dependency centrality,
risk exposure, opportunity size, and feasibility and sequencing. Taken together, these
factors keep prioritization focused on institutional significance rather than surface weakness alone.

A sample prioritization logic structure is provided in Appendix H.

5.3.3 What IVRM Perioritizes

What IVRM prioritizes is not limited to weak capabilities. It prioritizes interventions across multi-
ple classes of capability-related choice. One class concerns weak or exposed capabilities that require
remediation, containment, or strengthening. Another concerns strategically important capabilities
that may already be functional but merit investment because of the role they play in execution,

differentiation, resilience, or future readiness.

It also prioritizes actions that unlock value across several capabilities at once. In some cases, the
most important intervention is not the one aimed at the most visibly deficient capability, but the
one that resolves a dependency bottleneck, governance constraint, or enabling limitation affecting
a wider portion of the portfolio. This is one of the reasons IVRM treats prioritization as an

institutional choice mechanism rather than a condition-ranking exercise.

In addition, IVRM prioritizes sequencing decisions across interdependent changes. Institutions
often pursue multiple interventions simultaneously without sufficient regard to interdependence,
execution capacity, or the order in which value can realistically be realized. Prioritization in IVRM
helps leadership determine which moves should come first, which should follow, which should be
coordinated, and which should wait. That is part of how the model supports disciplined allocation

of attention, action, and investment across the institution.

The institutional meaning of prioritization is that it brings discipline to choice under constraint.
Institutions rarely lack possible actions. What they lack is a coherent basis for deciding which
capability-related actions deserve attention first, which deserve investment, which deserve protec-
tion, and which should not yet proceed. IVRM addresses that problem by grounding prioritization

in institutional significance rather than in surface weakness alone.
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This is why prioritization should be treated as a leadership function. It affects capital allocation,
transformation sequencing, governance focus, intervention choice, and ultimately the institution’s
ability to realize value from its capabilities. It is not a technical afterthought to assessment. It is

the decision bridge between institutional visibility and institutional action.

Seen in this way, prioritization is one of the points at which IVRM most clearly becomes a decision
discipline. It enables leaders to allocate scarce attention, action, and investment across competing
capability demands with a logic that is strategic, dependency-aware, risk-aware, and value-oriented.

That is what makes it institutional choice rather than mere ranking.

5.4 Value Realization

IVRM is incomplete if it can define, govern, assess, monitor, and prioritize capabilities but cannot

show whether capability-related action has actually produced value.

For that reason, value realization must be explicit. It is not an optional reporting layer added after
intervention, but part of the proof logic that makes capability-related action institutionally credible

and useful for learning.

5.4.1 Expected Value Versus Realized Value

A clear distinction must be made between expected value and realized value. Expected value is
anticipatory: it reflects the intended effect of intervention, informed by judgment, evidence, and
institutional logic. Realized value is the value actually demonstrated after action has occurred and

enough time has passed for effects to emerge.

This distinction matters because institutions frequently treat projected value as if it were proof. In
IVRM, expectation remains provisional until the institution can observe what value materialized,

what varied from expectation, and what that variance means.

5.4.2 IVRM Value Realization Proof Standard

The IVRM Value Realization Proof Standard is the required proof structure for material claims
that capability-related action has produced, or is expected to produce, institutional value. It turns
value realization from an assertion into a governed review object by requiring a value hypothe-
sis, baseline, expected movement, leading and lagging indicators, timeframe, attribution method,

variance review, and recalibration decision.

The standard does not require false precision. It requires explicit reasoning and clear treatment
of evidence limits, especially where value is dependency-mediated, contributory, delayed, or proxy-

supported. The full proof template is provided in Appendix L.
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5.4.3 Types of Value

The value connected to capability-related action is broader than one financial category. In many
cases, financial value matters directly, whether through growth, efficiency, cost reduction, loss avoid-
ance, or improved capital use. But institutions also pursue capability-related action for operational
value, strategic value, resilience value, and stakeholder value, each of which may be institutionally

material even when immediate financial translation is incomplete or delayed.

Operational value may appear in improved reliability, speed, quality, consistency, throughput, or
coordination. Strategic value may appear in stronger execution of institutional priorities, greater
adaptability, improved ability to enter or defend important positions, or stronger capacity to sup-
port long-horizon objectives. Resilience value may appear in reduced exposure, stronger recover-
ability, better control, or greater ability to absorb disruption. Stakeholder value may appear in
improved customer outcomes, citizen outcomes, partner confidence, employee effectiveness, regula-

tory confidence, or broader institutional legitimacy.

What matters is not that all value be reduced to one universal metric, but that the institution state
clearly what form of value is expected, why it matters, how it will be evidenced, and when it will

be reviewed.

5.4.4 Why This Is Broader Than Benefits Tracking

Value realization in IVRM is broader than conventional benefits tracking. Benefits tracking is often
useful, especially within programs and initiatives, but it commonly remains bounded by project

logic, reporting cadence, and declared benefits lists.

IVRM requires a wider institutional proof logic tied to capabilities as managed assets. Capability
value often emerges across multiple initiatives, may be indirect or dependency-mediated, and must
remain visible beyond initial delivery if the institution is to judge durability, variance, and the need

for reinvestment or recalibration.

5.4.5 Monitoring Value Trajectory and Variance

Value realization should not be deferred entirely to a formal post-intervention review. If the institu-
tion waits too long to examine value trajectory, it loses the opportunity to detect weak emergence,
early variance, dependency-related drag, or signs that intended value may not materialize on time

or in full.

Monitoring therefore should observe both leading and lagging value signals across an explicit real-
ization timeframe. Early formation indicators help show whether the conditions for value are taking
shape, while later outcome indicators help determine whether value has actually materialized. This

creates a disciplined bridge between intervention and proof rather than forcing leadership to choose
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between premature judgment and late hindsight.

Formal review should then compare observed movement against the baseline, target, timeframe,
and attribution logic established earlier. The purpose is to identify variance early enough for re-
calibration, reinvestment, reassessment, or escalation where required, while still preserving credible

institutional judgment about realized value.

5.5 Core Outputs and Management Uses

5.5.1 Purpose and Illustrative Output Set

IVRM should not produce only isolated capability assessments. Its outputs should provide an insti-
tutional view that helps leadership understand capability condition, value significance, dependency

exposure, governance posture, and management implications across the portfolio as a whole.

That means making visible more than capability condition alone. The outputs should show where
value is concentrated, where weaknesses and dependencies are material, what requires intervention
or protection, what is changing between formal assessments, whether thresholds or exceptions
require escalation, and whether value is being realized credibly over time. The standard artifact
forms that support these outputs are defined in Appendix A: Standard IVRM Artifacts.

These outputs are intended to support leadership-level visibility and decision-making rather than
detailed technical specification. Their exact form should vary by institutional context, evidence
availability, governance design, naming conventions, and reporting cadence, but the management
purpose should remain clear. A practical output set typically includes governance, strengths and
weaknesses, opportunity and risk, action posture, monitoring dashboard, threshold and exception,

escalation, cadence and accountability, portfolio, and value realization views.

These outputs do not require one universal visual format. What matters is that each output has a

defined audience, a clear management use, and a stable place in the institution’s review cadence.

5.5.2 Distinct Output Views

A complete IVRM output set should make several distinct management views visible so that lead-
ership can interpret condition, governance, action need, and monitored change from multiple insti-

tutional angles. A sample dashboard and cadence artifact is provided in Appendix I.

e Governance view: show where executive accountability, stewardship responsibility, and op-
erational ownership sit across the capability landscape so that oversight, escalation, and

intervention authority are clear.

e Strengths and weaknesses view: highlight where capabilities are materially strong, fragile,

underdeveloped, or degraded so that leadership can protect strengths as well as address
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deficiencies.

e Opportunity and risk view: bring together enabling potential and material exposure by show-
ing where improvement could unlock disproportionate value and where weakness or depen-

dency stress could create institutional risk.

o Action posture profile: translate assessment into management implication by showing whether
a capability should be protected, strengthened, remediated, modernized, scaled, or monitored

more closely.

e Monitoring dashboard view: present the ongoing picture between formal assessments by show-
ing capability condition movement, value signals, dependency behavior, and monitored vari-

ance in a form suitable for recurring review.

e Threshold and exception view: make visible where monitored conditions have crossed defined
tolerances, triggered alerts, or produced exceptions significant enough to require interpreta-

tion and possible response.

e Escalation view: show which issues, threshold breaches, or capability exposures have moved
beyond normal operational handling and now require stewardship intervention, executive

attention, or formal governance action.

o (Cadence and accountability view: link outputs to actual management rhythm by showing
who reviews what, at what interval, through which forum, and with what expected decision

or accountability consequence.

5.5.3 The Capability Portfolio View

One of the most important IVRM outputs is a portfolio-level view of capabilities. It allows leader-
ship to see capabilities not as isolated artifacts, but as a managed portfolio of strengths, exposures,

dependencies, action postures, and intervention candidates.

The portfolio view should show capability condition, value exposure, dependency centrality, gover-
nance clarity, and action posture in a form that supports portfolio review rather than capability-

by-capability inspection.

Figure 5. Capability Portfolio Dashboard Example
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Capability Portfolio Dashboard Example

Portfolio-level view of institutional strengths, exposures, dependencies, governance clarity, and action posture

PORTFOLIO TABLE PORTFOLIO CALLOUTS

Strong and strategically critical

Capability Condition Value Exposure Dependency Centrality Governance Clarity ~ Action Posture
Operational Resilience
aa— cEEE—— Do Soerne
Customer Onboarding 0000 (XX X ] PROTECT Customer Onboarding
Protect
Product Governance [ XX X D (X X ] PROTECT
cGEES cTEEE— STRENG e
Data Accessibility TRENGTHEN T
Data Accessibility
Credit Decisioning [ X X ) D [ ) [ X X ) PROTECT Servicing Operations
Pricing Management Strengthen
Complaint Resolution [ [ REMEDIATE
Operational or
Pricing Management [ XX X [ J [ X X ) SCALE control exposure
Complaint Resolution
Operational Resilience (XXX X [ G (XXX X ] PROTECT Risk Issue Remediation
Change Prioritization Remediate
Change Prioritization o [ ] [ ] [ ] REMEDIATE
High upside if expanded
Servicing Operations [ D MODERNIZE Pricing Management
Customer Onboarding
" _— Credit De
Risk Issue Remediation [ X ) [ ] D [ X ] REMEDIATE rediDecisioning
Scale
LEGEND @ strong/clear / stable watch / underdeveloped / moderate exposure @ fragile / exposed / fragmented governance protect strengthen remediate scale

Action posture labels: Protect, Strengthen, Remediate, Scale, Modernize, Monitor Closely, Reassess / Reframe.

Figure 5 shows an illustrative portfolio dashboard structure.

5.5.4 Primary Management Applications

These outputs matter because they are used repeatedly across recurring leadership and governance

settings rather than as a one-time analytical exercise.

e Strategic capability review: determine which capabilities materially support strategic ex-
ecution, which require protection, and where capability constraints may affect delivery of

institutional priorities.

e Transformation prioritization: support investment and sequencing decisions by showing where

intervention is likely to matter most across competing transformation demands.

 Institutional risk review: inform risk discussions by showing where capability weakness, mon-
itored deterioration, dependency concentration, or control exposure may create material in-

stitutional vulnerability.

o Escalation and governance action: support formal governance decisions about when issues
should remain within normal management channels and when they should be escalated for

stewardship or executive action.

o Cadence and accountability management: anchor recurring review forums by clarifying what

should be reviewed, by whom, at what interval, and with what follow-through expectation.
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o Value realization oversight: help leadership determine whether capability investment and
intervention produced the intended institutional value and whether recalibration, further

action, or renewed scrutiny is required.

Across these settings, [IVRM outputs improve institutional coordination by providing a shared basis

for review, decision-making, escalation, prioritization, and value oversight.

5.6 Worked Case Summary: Banking Onboarding and Origination Friction

A regional bank is losing value in small-business account opening and credit origination. Application
volume remains healthy, but qualified customers increasingly abandon before activation or delay
booking because onboarding, identity verification, credit documentation, and fulfillment handoffs

are slow and inconsistent.

IVRM interprets the issue as broader than a local onboarding problem. The likely capability set in-
cludes Sales, Origination, and Acquisition; Customer Onboarding and Activation; Credit Approval
and Exception Management; Operations and Fulfillment; Risk, Control, and Compliance Manage-
ment; Technology, Data, and Automation Enablement; and Change, Governance, and Enterprise

Management.

The key dependency interpretation is that origination value is being lost after demand has already
been created. The key governance interpretation is that nominal ownership exists in several func-
tions, but no governing owner has authority over the cross-domain trade-offs. The likely posture
is Strengthen with a dependency and governance overlay, with Remediate appropriate if control

exceptions or customer harm are already material.

The starting scope should be bounded to the small-business origination-to-activation path. The
value hypothesis is that clarifying ownership, reducing identity and documentation rework, tighten-
ing cross-functional exception governance, and improving workflow/data readiness should increase
booked and usable relationships while lowering abandonment, rework, frontline friction, and control

uncertainty.

Success after 90 days would mean a governed current-state view, named accountable path, agreed
thresholds, monitored indicators, and early movement in leading indicators. Success after 6 months
would mean credible movement in abandonment, activation cycle time, manual rework, workaround
dependency, and control stability. Success after 12 months would mean durable improvement with
enough attribution discipline to distinguish direct onboarding gains from dependency-mediated

gains. The full worked case is provided in Appendix M.
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5.7 Scoring and Judgment Pack

IVRM should make judgment discipline visible through a compact scoring and judgment pack.
The purpose is not to replace governance with formulas. The purpose is to show that assessment,
interpretation, posture, prioritization, and value review are governed through structured judgment

rather than loose commentary.

At minimum, the pack should include a capability assessment sheet, confidence overlay sheet,
signal interpretation sheet, posture assignment sheet, prioritization sheet, and value-realization
review sheet. Together these make it easier for reviewers to see what was judged, why, with what
evidence and confidence, and what management consequence follows. A sample pack is provided

in Appendix N.

5.8 Integrated IVRM Operating Standard

Taken together, the Value Realization Proof Standard, Indicator Architecture, Confidence and
Evidence Standard, worked case pack, Scoring and Judgment Pack, Layer Model, and Minimum
Demonstrable Package should be read as one integrated IVRM operating standard rather than as

separate additions.

The logic chain is cumulative. The Layer Model clarifies what level of IVRM is being discussed.
The Minimum Demonstrable Package defines the smallest credible operating form. The Indicator
Architecture and Confidence and Evidence Standard govern how the institution observes and judges
movement. The Value Realization Proof Standard governs how value claims are tested. The Scoring
and Judgment Pack makes those judgments reviewable. The worked cases show how the logic

behaves on institutional problems.

The whitepaper therefore presents IVRM at two levels at once: a concise main-body explanation
of the operating logic, and a set of appendices that make the standard auditable. Appendix L
contains the detailed standards, Appendix M through Appendix P contain worked applications,
and Appendix N contains the sample Scoring and Judgment Pack. Core Operating Logic and the

Delivery Playbook then formalize the rulebook and delivery use of the same components.
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6 Institutional Uses and Boundaries

6.1 Distinction from Adjacent Disciplines

IVRM is distinct not because its elements are individually new, but because it integrates capability
structure, governance, interpretation, monitoring, prioritization, action, and value realization into

one institutional management mechanism.

That distinction depends in part on disciplined scope: IVRM must remain a capability measure-
ment, governance, and value-steering architecture rather than absorbing the full content of adjacent

design, technology, or execution disciplines.

6.1.1 IVRM and Strategy

Strategy remains essential because it defines direction, ambition, and institutional choice. It de-
termines where the institution intends to compete, what it seeks to become, and which priorities
matter most. But strategy does not by itself provide the institutional management mechanism
through which capabilities are governed, assessed, prioritized, and linked to realized value over

time.

IVRM supports strategy by supplying that mechanism. It helps translate strategic intent into a
more disciplined view of capability condition, intervention need, and value at stake. It also helps
leadership judge whether the capabilities required by strategy are being developed, governed, and

improved coherently enough to support execution.

6.1.2 IVRM and Performance Management Systems

Performance management systems such as Balanced Scorecard frameworks, OKR systems, and en-
terprise KPI structures play an important role in institutional management because they provide
structured visibility into outcomes and strategic objectives. They help leadership track whether per-
formance targets are being achieved and whether institutional direction is producing the intended

results, but they are often not capability-grounded on their own.

However, performance management systems typically focus on outcomes rather than on the un-
derlying institutional abilities that produce those outcomes. They measure results but do not
necessarily provide a mechanism for interpreting capability condition, understanding where capa-
bility weaknesses or dependencies exist, or determining which capabilities should be strengthened

in order to improve future performance.

IVRM complements performance management systems by supplying that capability-level manage-
ment logic. It enables institutions to interpret performance outcomes through the lens of capability

condition and capability interdependence, helping leadership understand why performance results
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appear as they do and where capability intervention is required.

In practical terms, performance management systems answer whether institutional results are im-
proving or deteriorating, while IVRM helps determine which capabilities are enabling those results,
which capabilities are constraining them, and where institutional attention and intervention should
be directed.

Seen together, performance management systems provide outcome visibility, while IVRM provides
capability-based value steering. The two therefore reinforce one another: performance systems

reveal results, and IVRM helps leadership manage the capabilities that produce those results.

6.1.3 IVRM and Operating Model Design

Operating model design remains essential because it shapes how the institution organizes work
through structures, roles, processes, interfaces, and delivery arrangements. It determines how the
institution functions in practice. But it does not necessarily provide a full capability-and-value
management logic through which capability condition, governance coherence, intervention choice,

and realized value can be managed institutionally.

IVRM is connected to operating model design because it makes visible the capability realities
that operating model decisions should take seriously. It helps leadership see where capability
weakness, dependency, or governance incoherence may justify refinement in operating arrangements.
In that sense, IVRM can inform operating model evolution without duplicating the operating model

discipline itself.

6.1.4 IVRM, Enterprise Architecture, and Capability Modeling

Enterprise architecture, particularly in its business-architecture and capability-modeling aspects,
remains useful because it provides structural understanding. It helps institutions define capability
domains, relationships, and boundaries, and it creates a more coherent representation of insti-
tutional structure than ad hoc descriptions can provide. That work is necessary, but it is not
sufficient on its own. Capability models alone do not constitute capability management. In many
institutions, capabilities exist primarily as structural representations within enterprise architec-
ture artifacts. While such representations provide visibility, they do not create mechanisms for
ownership, measurement, governance, or systematic improvement. IVRM addresses this gap by
establishing the institutional management layer through which capabilities become managed assets

rather than descriptive elements of an architecture model.

IVRM goes further by turning structural understanding into an institutional management mecha-
nism. It does not stop at describing capabilities or mapping them. It adds governance, assessment,
monitoring, prioritization, action, and value realization. In doing so, it shifts the institutional role

of capabilities from static representation toward active management.
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Put more directly, enterprise architecture and capability modeling provide structural representa-
tion of the capability landscape; IVRM governs how that landscape is assessed, prioritized, acted
upon, and judged in terms of realized value over time. They are therefore complementary but not
interchangeable: enterprise architecture and modeling provide structural coherence, while IVRM
provides capability-and-value steering logic. When IVRM is installed institutionally, that struc-
tural layer may inform governance setup, but IVRM is not an enterprise architecture method and

should not be treated as architecture work as a commercial category.

6.1.5 IVRM and Risk Management

Risk management remains essential because it helps institutions identify, assess, monitor, and gov-
ern exposures relating to operational failure, regulatory breach, financial loss, continuity disruption,

control weakness, and broader institutional resilience.

However, risk management does not by itself provide a full mechanism for managing the capability
portfolio as an object of value realization. It can identify where exposure is material, but it does
not necessarily determine how capability condition, dependency centrality, strategic significance,

intervention need, and realized value should be interpreted together.

IVRM is connected to risk management because risk exposure is one important consideration in
capability interpretation and prioritization. But IVRM is broader in management purpose: it treats
capabilities as value-producing institutional assets whose condition, governance, improvement, and

realized value must be managed over time rather than only through the lens of risk containment.

In practical terms, risk management helps institutions judge where exposure exists and how it
should be controlled, while IVRM helps leadership determine which capabilities are weak, con-

strained, strategically important, or value-critical and where intervention should therefore occur.

Seen together, risk management provides exposure discipline, while IVRM provides capability-based

value steering. The two are therefore connected but not interchangeable.

6.1.6 IVRM, Project Portfolio Management, and Investment Governance

Project portfolio management and investment governance remain important because they help
institutions select, sequence, fund, and oversee initiatives across competing demands for capital,

capacity, and executive attention.

However, those disciplines usually govern initiatives, programs, and investment decisions rather
than the deeper capability logic that should justify those decisions. They can determine which
proposals move forward, but they do not necessarily determine whether the underlying capabil-
ity condition, dependency exposure, value potential, and intervention need have been interpreted

coherently enough in the first place.
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IVRM complements project portfolio management and investment governance by supplying that
capability-based intervention logic. It helps institutions decide which capabilities most warrant
investment, protection, remediation, or scaling before those choices are translated into project or

portfolio actions.

In practical terms, portfolio management helps determine which initiatives should be funded and

sequenced, while IVRM helps determine which capability interventions deserve funding and why.

Seen together, portfolio and investment governance provide decision discipline over initiatives,
while IVRM improves the quality of those decisions by grounding them in capability condition,

interdependence, exposure, and value significance.

6.1.7 IVRM, Transformation Governance, and Benefits Realization

Transformation governance and benefits realization remain useful because they help institutions
mobilize change, coordinate initiatives, and track whether expected outcomes are being delivered.
They are especially valuable when institutions are executing major programs or portfolios of change.
But they often center on initiatives, programs, and change activity rather than on the broader

institutional management of capabilities as enduring value-producing assets.

IVRM is broader because it governs capability-based value realization whether or not a formal
transformation program is underway. It helps institutions manage capability condition before
transformation activity begins, during active intervention, and after the initiative itself has con-
cluded. This matters because institutional capability value does not begin or end with a single

program cycle.

IVRM is not bounded by any single transformation cycle. Its role is to preserve a continuing
institutional mechanism through which capability condition, intervention decisions, and realized

value can be governed across cycles rather than only within one program horizon.

Taken together, these comparisons clarify the point: IVRM is distinct because it integrates what
adjacent disciplines often address separately into one coherent capability-and-value management

mechanism.

6.2 Leadership Uses and Implications

6.2.1 Enterprise Leadership

For CEOs and enterprise leaders, the central implication of IVRM is that capability management
should not remain fragmented across technical, operational, and programmatic domains. If capabil-
ities are the means through which institutions repeatedly produce outcomes and realize value, then

their condition, governance, prioritization, and value contribution are leadership matters rather
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than secondary management detail.

IVRM gives enterprise leaders a clearer basis for institutional steering by improving visibility into
where value is being enabled, constrained, weakened, or put at risk by capability condition, and by
sharpening where attention, intervention, and capital should be directed. In practical terms, CEOs

should expect a recurring capability portfolio review, not isolated capability reports.

6.2.2 Strategy Leadership

For strategy leaders, IVRM strengthens the connection between strategic intent and institutional
capability development. Strategy sets direction, ambition, and choice, but it is weakened when the
institution lacks a disciplined way to interpret whether the required capabilities exist, whether they

are governed coherently, and whether improvement efforts are being prioritized in line with value.

IVRM helps strategy leaders move beyond aspirational alignment. It provides a mechanism through
which strategic priorities can be translated into capability-based visibility, institutional choice, and
value-oriented action. In that sense, it supports strategy execution without displacing strategy
itself. Strategy leaders should expect to see which capabilities matter most to delivery, where

constraints are emerging, and which trade-offs should be made sooner rather than later.

6.2.3 Transformation Leadership

For transformation leaders, IVRM provides a broader institutional logic for intervention across
initiatives. Transformation programs often mobilize action effectively, but they can still become
fragmented when initiatives are justified, sequenced, or evaluated without a coherent view of capa-

bility condition, interdependence, governance, and value at stake.

IVRM strengthens transformation leadership by improving intervention logic. It helps leaders
distinguish between activity and institutional progress, between initiative momentum and actual
capability improvement, and between reported delivery and realized value. It also supports more
coherent prioritization across competing initiatives by grounding intervention choices in institu-
tional need rather than in program visibility alone. Transformation leaders should stop treating

program visibility as a proxy for institutional priority once IVRM is in place.

6.2.4 Boards and Oversight

For boards and oversight bodies, IVRM improves the quality of institutional visibility. Oversight
requires more than periodic assurance that programs are active or that reporting exists. It re-
quires a clearer view of capability condition, governance quality, monitoring signals, emerging risk,

escalation needs, and whether intended value is materializing.

IVRM supports that need by making capability management more legible at the leadership level.
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It helps boards and oversight bodies see not only where weaknesses exist, but also where value is
exposed, where dependencies are becoming material, where monitored signals indicate deterioration
or variance, and where escalation or reassessment may be warranted. This strengthens oversight
because it shifts attention from passive reporting toward more meaningful institutional interpreta-
tion. Boards should expect to review capability condition, major exceptions, intervention posture,

and realized value trajectory rather than only delivery status.

6.2.5 Primary Executive Use

The primary executive use of IVRM is capability portfolio steering. It enables leadership to allo-
cate attention, capital, and intervention across capabilities based on value significance rather than

isolated initiative proposals.

In practical terms, IVRM supports decisions about capability investment, transformation prioriti-
zation, institutional risk exposure, and portfolio-level capability strengthening. It allows executives
to judge where capability condition creates the greatest constraint, where additional investment
would unlock the greatest value, where dependency exposure is material, and which changes should

be commissioned first.

6.2.6 Leadership-Level Discipline

The broader implication is that capability management should be elevated into a leadership-level
institutional discipline. IVRM gives leadership a more coherent way to steer institutional perfor-
mance and value through capabilities treated as managed assets rather than scattered technical

concerns.

6.3 Appropriate Use and Limits

6.3.1 Not a Replacement for Adjacent Disciplines

IVRM should not be understood as a replacement for strategy, operating model design, enterprise
architecture, or transformation governance. Those disciplines remain necessary. IVRM comple-
ments them by supplying the capability-and-value management mechanism that connects their

contributions into one institutional management logic.

A target operating model defines how the institution should operate. IVRM defines how institu-
tional capability condition, governance quality, intervention priority, and realized value are mea-

sured and governed over time.
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6.3.2 Not a Mechanical Scoring Engine

IVRM should not be reduced to a formula in which scores automatically generate decisions. Evi-
dence matters, but judgment, materiality, dependency context, and institutional trade-off remain
central. The model is designed to improve management discipline, not to eliminate managerial

judgment.

6.3.3 Does Not Require One Universal Taxonomy

The model does not depend on one fixed enterprise taxonomy, one mandated level of capability
granularity, or one uniform document set. Institutions may vary in naming, structure, and sup-
porting artifact design while still preserving the integrity of the meta-model, standard artifact set,

and operating logic.

6.3.4 Attribution Has Limits

IVRM improves traceability between capability-related action and realized value, but it does not
promise perfect causal isolation in every case. In complex institutions, disciplined contribution logic
is often more credible than absolute attribution. The model strengthens proof without pretending

that all value outcomes can be assigned to one isolated cause with certainty.

6.3.5 Requires Governance Maturity to Work Well

Poor governance, weak accountability, and low-quality evidence will weaken IVRM just as they
weaken other management disciplines. The model can improve institutional choice, but it cannot

compensate fully for absent sponsorship, unclear ownership, or weak review discipline.

6.3.6 Appropriate Use

IVRM is most useful where institutions face cross-functional complexity, must manage transforma-
tion and business-as-usual simultaneously, are under pressure to justify capability investment, or
need leadership-level visibility into capability condition and value realization. It is less useful when
institutions want only a static descriptive capability artifact without a commitment to recurring

governance and review.
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7 Conclusion

The central problem addressed in this paper is that many institutions lack a coherent mechanism for
managing capabilities as value-producing assets. When capability-related decisions are dispersed
across strategy, governance, enterprise architecture, transformation, and performance management,
leadership may still see activity and reporting without a clear basis for deciding where attention

and investment should go or whether intended value is being realized.

IVRM addresses that gap by giving leadership a recurring mechanism for governing capability con-
dition, prioritizing intervention, and testing whether intended value was actually realized. In that

sense, it shifts capability management from fragmented activity to disciplined portfolio steering.

Institutions do not realize value through intention alone, but through capabilities that are governed
deliberately and judged by realized value rather than activity alone. The practical implication is
straightforward. Capability management must become a recurring leadership discipline rather than

a fragmented set of artifacts and initiatives.
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Appendix A: Standard IVRM Artifacts

IVRM requires a repeatable artifact set if it is to be implemented, reviewed, transferred across
teams, and sustained without dependence on the model creator or external consulting support.
These artifacts form part of the IVRM standard published by DUNNIXER. The six artifacts below
form the minimum standard artifact set for a valid implementation. Additional local artifacts may

be added, but these six should exist in every implementation.

A.1 Capability Portfolio Map

The capability portfolio map is the structured inventory of institutional capabilities. At minimum, it
should show the capability set being managed, the boundaries of each capability, and the ownership

structure through which the portfolio can be governed and reviewed.

A.2 Capability Condition Assessment

The capability condition assessment records the institution’s current view of capability effective-
ness, reliability, resilience, and fitness for purpose. It should contain the assessment judgment,
the supporting evidence base, and enough interpretive context to explain why the capability is

considered strong, weak, stable, exposed, or improving.

A.3 Capability Dependency Map

The capability dependency map represents the material interdependencies across the capability
portfolio. It should make visible where one capability materially enables, constrains, concentrates
risk for, or otherwise affects another so that leadership can understand systemic exposure and

sequencing logic.

A.4 Capability Portfolio Dashboard

The capability portfolio dashboard is the leadership-level view of the portfolio. It should summa-
rize capability condition, exposure, dependencies, and intervention posture in a form suitable for

executive review, portfolio steering, and escalation.

A.5 Capability Intervention Register

The capability intervention register is the record of prioritized capability improvement actions.
It should show what interventions are planned or underway, why they were prioritized, who is

accountable, what status they hold, and how they relate to portfolio-level decisions.

ot
Ut



IVRM Whitepaper v1.0 Appendix A: Standard IVRM Artifacts

A.6 Value Realization Register

The value realization register records the value expected from capability-related action and the
value later demonstrated. It should provide enough structure to track hypotheses, indicators,

timing, variance, and realized institutional effect over time.

These six artifacts are required. Local dashboards, heatmaps, templates, and reporting views

beyond them are optional provided they do not replace the minimum standard artifact set.
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Appendix B: IVRM Core Vocabulary

Adoptable management models require controlled terminology. The terms below form the core
vocabulary of IVRM and should be used consistently across implementation, governance, reporting,

and cross-institutional communication.

B.1 Capability

An institutional ability to reliably perform a defined function or produce a defined outcome through

coordinated structures, processes, resources, and governance.

B.2 Capability condition

The current state of a capability in terms of its effectiveness, reliability, resilience, and fitness for

purpose.

B.3 Capability dependency

A relationship in which the performance or condition of one capability materially affects the func-

tioning or outcomes of another.

B.4 Capability exposure

The degree to which an institution is vulnerable to performance, continuity, or value risk because

of weakness, fragility, or dependence within a capability or across connected capabilities.

B.5 Capability intervention

A deliberate action taken to strengthen, stabilize, redesign, or improve a capability in order to

reduce exposure and improve value realization.

B.6 Capability portfolio

The institution-wide set of capabilities considered collectively as an object of management, priori-

tization, and governance.
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B.7 Value realization

The measurable institutional benefit produced when capability improvements translate into

stronger performance, reduced risk, greater resilience, or improved strategic outcomes.

B.8 Controlled Usage and Term Boundaries

Use case Preferred term Avoid or restrict

Core identity management model framework

Operational form mechanism system

Installed form infrastructure service

Institutional embedding installation implementation as primary
label

Institutional uptake adoption rollout

Practical institutional ap- implementation deployment

plication

Ongoing operating state institution-run vendor-run

These controlled usage boundaries exist to preserve conceptual precision and portability across

documents and implementations.

These terms are part of the standardization of IVRM, not merely a glossary. Consistent use of this

vocabulary preserves portability and reduces interpretive drift across teams, functions, and sectors.
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Appendix C: Implementation Notes

This appendix captures the more specification-oriented guidance associated with the IVRM stan-
dard. It is intended for implementation reference rather than for the main persuasive flow of the

whitepaper.

Read the following materials as one connected set. The main body states the operating logic and
boundaries of IVRM. Appendix L provides the detailed proof, indicator, and confidence standards.
Appendix M through Appendix P show worked applications. Appendix N provides the sample
Scoring and Judgment Pack. The Layer Model and Minimum Demonstrable Package explain how

these elements fit into adoption and installation without overstating current validation status.

C.1 Minimum Viable Institutional Form

IVRM Version 1.0 should be understood not only as a strong management theory, but as a stan-
dardized management model that an institution can implement independently. Management models
achieve broad adoption when they define a portable minimum standard, not only when they offer

strong theory.

The purpose of the minimum standard is to make IVRM portable, repeatable, and adoptable
across institutions while preserving structural consistency. Institutions may implement IVRM in
different sectors, with different evidence environments, governance designs, operating realities, and
supporting tools, but they should still be able to claim credibly that they are using the same

underlying model and producing the same minimum standard outputs.

IVRM 1.0 should begin with structural sufficiency rather than excessive elaboration. A credible
first implementation does not require deep process decomposition, overly complex formulas, or
heavy reporting architecture to establish an effective governance cycle. The model can start lean

while remaining institutional, portable, and repeatable.

C.2 Non-Optional Core Elements

An institution can credibly claim it is using IVRM only if the following core structural elements

are in place:

[a—

. Capability definition and ownership

2. Capability condition assessment

w

. Capability monitoring signals

4. Capability dependency mapping
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5. Capability intervention prioritization
6. Capability portfolio review

7. Value realization tracking

C.3 Portability and Local Extension

Institutions may extend, customize, or add supporting practices around IVRM, but these core
elements must remain intact for the model to retain structural consistency and portability across
organizations. The model should therefore be treated as a stable minimum standard with room for

local instantiation rather than as a rigid external taxonomy or a creator-dependent method.

C.4 Model Layering

IVRM operates across three layers: a core meta-model, a sector profile layer, and an institution-

specific application layer.

C.5 What a Lean Initial IVRM Implementation Does Not Need

An initial IVRM implementation does not require deep Level 3 process decomposition, operating
model redesign, PMO-style dashboarding as a substitute for governance, or overly complex scoring
logic. These may be valid activities in some contexts, but they are not prerequisites for establishing

IVRM as a functioning institutional mechanism.
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Appendix D: Sample Capability Definition Template

D.1 Purpose

A capability should not exist in IVRM as only a label. It should be defined through a standard

artifact that establishes its purpose, scope, ownership, value relevance, assessment basis, monitoring

expectations, and governance use.

D.2 Sample Capability Definition Template

Field

Capability Name

Capability Purpose

Capability Definition

Strategic Relevance

Scope or Boundary

Primary Unit of Analysis

Nested Application

Capability Owner

Supporting Stakeholders

Associated Outcomes or Value Areas
Assessment Dimensions

Monitoring Signals

Thresholds or Escalation Conditions

Current Action Posture

Dependencies or Linked Capabilities

Evidence or Reference Artifacts

Description

Clear, singular label for the capability.

What institutional outcome this capability exists to support.
Short definition describing what the capability enables the insti-
tution to do.

Why this capability matters to institutional objectives, priorities,
or value creation.

What is included and excluded to prevent overlap with adjacent
capabilities.

Enterprise, domain, function, business unit, program, platform,
process, or other relevant level.

How the capability appears across lower or related units of anal-
ysis.

Accountable executive or designated owner.

Other roles involved in stewardship, contribution, or review.
Outcomes or value domains this capability is expected to influ-
ence.

Dimensions by which the capability will be assessed.

Key signals, indicators, or conditions to monitor over time.
What triggers attention, exception handling, or governance re-
sponse.

Current management stance such as maintain, strengthen, re-
design, scale, or contain risk.

Capabilities this one depends on or materially influences.
Policies, dashboards, operating evidence, assessment records,

plans, or registers tied to the capability.

D.3 Sample Institutional Accountability Matrix

This illustrative matrix provides a structured accountability artifact for capability governance. It
is designed to remain consistent with [IVRM monitoring and escalation logic in Appendices J and

K by using the same role architecture: owner, steward, review authority/forum, escalation path,
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and cadence.

Sample fields:

e Capability Domain

o Capability or Capability Group
o Executive Accountable Owner
o Capability Steward

e Operational Owner

e Review Forum

e Review Cadence

» Board / Executive Visibility

o Escalation Path

o Reassessment Trigger

D.4 Interpretation Note (Applies to D.2 and D.3)

These templates are illustrative and should be adapted to institutional context. The capability
definition template (D.2) is intended to make capabilities governable, assessable, and usable across
ownership, assessment, monitoring, action, and value realization. The institutional accountabil-
ity matrix (D.3) is intended to keep role clarity, review authority, cadence, and escalation logic

structurally explicit and consistent with IVRM monitoring and escalation practices.
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Appendix E: Sample Assessment Dimensions Model

E.1 Purpose

Assessment in IVRM should be structured through explicit dimensions so that interpretation is

consistent, comparable, and governance-useful. The dimensions below are illustrative. They show

how an institution may organize assessment criteria in a way that supports ownership, prioritization,

monitoring, and value realization review.

E.2 Sample Assessment Dimensions

Assessment Dimension

Strategic Alignment

Role Clarity and Ownership

Design Adequacy

Operational Effectiveness
Integration and Dependency Fit

Measurement and Observability

Risk and Control Sufficiency

Adaptability — and

Readiness

Improvement

Value Contribution Potential

Sustainability

What It Examines

The extent to which the capability supports institutional priori-
ties and value objectives.

Whether accountability, stewardship, and decision rights are
clear.

Whether the capability is appropriately structured to serve its
intended purpose.

Whether the capability performs reliably in practice.

Whether the capability works coherently with related capabilities,
processes, and governance structures.

Whether relevant signals, indicators, and evidence exist to assess
condition and change over time.

Whether material risks are understood and appropriately gov-
erned.

Whether the capability can respond to changing institutional con-
ditions, needs, or priorities.

Whether the capability is positioned to contribute meaningfully
to expected institutional outcomes.

Whether the capability can be maintained credibly over time
given leadership, funding, operating discipline, and institutional

context.
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E.3 Sample Guiding Prompts

Dimension
Strategic Alignment
Role Clarity and Ownership

Design Adequacy

Operational Effectiveness

Integration and Dependency Fit
Measurement and Observability
Risk and Control Sufficiency

Adaptability
Readiness

and  Improvement

Value Contribution Potential

Sustainability

E.4 Interpretation Note

Sample Guiding Questions

Is the capability clearly tied to institutional priorities?

Is there a clear accountable owner, and are stewardship roles
understood? Assessment should also test whether ownership is
overly concentrated in one function in a way that weakens insti-
tutional durability, challenge, or execution.

Is the capability definition, scope, and structural design fit for
purpose?

Does the capability perform consistently in practice?

Are upstream and downstream dependencies understood and
workable?

Are there usable indicators and evidence sources for monitoring
and review?

Are key risks visible and governed?

Can the capability be improved or repositioned when conditions
change?

Is there a credible path from this capability to value realization?
Can the institution maintain this capability at the required level

over time?

The dimensions used in assessment may vary by institution, domain, and unit of analysis. IVRM

does not require a universal scoring model, but it does require that assessment be structured,

interpretable, and decision-useful.
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F.1 Purpose

IVRM is instantiated through a mapping process that connects canonical model elements to domain-specific interpretations and then to

institution-specific structures.

F.2 Worked Mapping Example

IVRM

Capability
Demand and
Management
Demand and
Management
Demand and

Management

Canonical

Intake

Intake

Intake

Sector or Domain In-
stantiation

Digital delivery demand
management

Retail banking change
intake

Technology portfolio in-
take

Institution-Specific Appli-
cation

Enterprise change intake and
prioritization

Retail product initiative in-
take

Platform and application de-

mand triage

Unit of Analy-
sis
Enterprise

Business Unit

Function or IT

Accountable Owner

Chief Transformation Of-
ficer

Head of Retail Transfor-
mation

CIO or Head of Enter-
prise Technology

Notes

Enterprise-level gov-
ernance layer
Business-unit-
specific application
Functional operating

layer
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F.3 Three-Layer Mapping View

Layer Description Example

Core IVRM Meta-Model Canonical capability as defined at model level Performance Management

Sector Profile Sector-specific interpretation of the canonical capabil- Digital Product Performance Management
ity

Institution-Specific Application How the institution defines and applies it in its own Mobile Sales and Servicing Performance Manage-
structure ment for Consumer Banking

F.4 Interpretation Note

Canonical consistency in IVRM does not require identical institutional expression; it requires disciplined mapping from common model

elements to context-specific institutional application across relevant units of analysis.
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Appendix G: Sample Action Posture Model

This appendix provides a compact sample action posture model that institutions may use as a reference when translating assessment

into directional management implication. It is illustrative rather than prescriptive and should support disciplined judgment rather than

mechanical scoring.

G.1 Sample Action Posture Model

Posture
Protect

Strengthen

Remediate

Scale

Modernize

Monitor closely

Reassess or reframe

Typical condition pattern
Strong and stable

Important but underdevel-
oped

Material weakness or expo-
sure

Strong and promising
Functional but outdated

Uncertain or unstable

Ambiguous evidence

Value or strategic meaning
Critical to strategy or value
concentration
Constrains  performance or
strategy

Risk, control, resilience, or ser-
vice issue

Additional upside available
Future-fit risk
Watchful concern, not yet inter-

vention

Problem may be misframed

Governance implication

Maintain stewardship and guard against
degradation

Sponsor improvement and assign ac-
countable owner

Escalate and correct

Back with investment and scaling disci-
pline
Sponsor renewal

Tighten cadence and thresholds

Re-open diagnosis and boundaries

Typical next-step implication
Sustain, safeguard, and watch depen-
dencies

Build capability depth

Corrective intervention

Expand or replicate

Upgrade architecture, process, or oper-
ating model

Observe, review, and prepare

Re-scope and re-evaluate

One capability should normally be assigned one dominant posture even if more than one initially seems plausible. Posture is not the

same as priority, and posture should be reviewable as monitoring signals and governance interpretation change over time.
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Appendix H: Sample Prioritization Logic

H.1 Purpose

This appendix provides a compact illustrative model for how an institution may translate assessment, monitoring, and review insight

into prioritization decisions. It is intended to support disciplined leadership judgment rather than mechanical scoring.

H.2 Sample Prioritization Factors

In IVRM, prioritization should reflect the institutional meaning of intervention candidates, not only visible weakness. Relevant factors

include value at stake, strategic relevance, dependency centrality, risk exposure, opportunity size, feasibility, and sequencing implication.

H.3 Sample Prioritization Table

Part A: Context and institutional significance

ID

P1
P2
P3
P4

Intervention candidate

Remediate control weakness in X
Strengthen Y for strategic execution
Modernize Z architecture

Scale A in high-performing units

Related ca-
pability
X

Y
Z
A

Posture

Remediate
Strengthen
Modernize

Scale

Value
stake
High
High
Medium
Medium

at

Strategic rele-
vance

Medium

High

High

Medium

Dependency
centrality
High

Medium

High

Low

Risk exposure

High
Medium
Medium

Low
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Part B: Decision framing and governance rationale

ID

P1

P2

P3

P4

Interpretive note: This sample is illustrative only. Institutions may use qualitative judgment, structured review criteria, or limited scoring

Intervention candidate

Remediate control weakness in X

Strengthen Y for strategic execution

Modernize Z architecture

Scale A in high-performing units

Opportunity size

Low

High

Medium

High

Feasibility

Medium

High

Low

High

Sequencing implica-
tion

Immediate

Near-term

Depends on Y

After current remedia-

tion

Recommended deci-
sion

Prioritize now

Prioritize for investment

Sequence after Y

Selective scale

Governance rationale

Material exposure across depen-
dent capabilities

Important enabler of stated
strategic direction

Important but constrained by
prerequisite change

Upside exists but not before

higher-risk actions

support, but prioritization should remain a leadership allocation decision rather than a condition-ranking exercise.

Interpretive note: This sample is illustrative only. Institutions may use qualitative judgment, structured review criteria, or limited scoring

support, but prioritization should remain a leadership allocation decision rather than a condition-ranking exercise.
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Appendix I: Sample Dashboard and Cadence Model

1.1 Purpose

This appendix shows, at an illustrative level, how IVRM outputs can be reviewed over time, not only what is measured. It is an illustrative

reference for dashboard visibility, review cadence, and decision responsibility, not a proprietary delivery method or institution-specific

operating design.

1.2 Sample Dashboard Structure

Part A: Status, trend, and value trajectory

ID

D1

D2
D3

D4

Capability or unit

Customer onboarding

Identity verification dependency

Data governance foundation

Digital service architecture

Strategic objective

Improve growth conver-
sion

Protect activation flow
Enable trusted analytics
Support modernization
roadmap

Assessment sta-
tus
Moderate

Weak
Adequate

Moderate

Trend

Declining

Volatile

Improving

Flat

Expected value

Higher activation and retention

Stable activation throughput
Improved data quality and
reuse

Lower cycle time and cost

Realized value

Below expected

Material variance
On track

Not yet realized
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Part B: Monitoring and accountability view

ID

D1

D2

D3

D4

Capability or unit
Customer onboarding
Identity verification depen-
dency

Data governance foundation

Digital service architecture

1.3 Cadence Model

Review layer

Operational monitoring

Stewardship review

Executive review

1.4 Decision Rules

Key monitored signals
Abandonment  rate; KYC
turnaround

Median verification time; back-
log

Policy adherence; data quality
score

Release lead time; incident rate

Typical cadence
Weekly or monthly

Monthly

Quarterly

Threshold Open ex- Escalation status

status ceptions

Amber 2 open Steward escalation ac-
tive

Red 1 major Risk committee notified

Green 0 No escalation

Amber 1 open Executive review pend-

ing

Primary participants

Capability owners, PMO, functional

leads

Domain or business stewards and lead-

ers

Executive committee or transformation

Accountable Action posture Next review
owner date
Onboarding direc-  Strengthen 2026-04-15

tor

KYC  operations Remediate 2026-04-08

lead

Chief data steward  Protect 2026-04-30
Architecture lead Modernize 2026-05-05

Primary purpose

Review signals, exceptions, threshold breaches,

and immediate actions

Review action posture, cross-capability depen-

dencies, and corrective actions

Decide strategic priorities, investment choices,

governance forum

Green: continue monitoring through normal cadence.
Amber: management attention required with defined owner follow-up.
Red: escalate to the relevant governance forum for decision and action.

Repeated amber or red across periods: trigger reassessment or reprioritization.

escalation outcomes, and value realization

progress
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1.5 Integration Note

The dashboard is the management view through which IVRM monitoring, thresholds, escalation, accountability, and value realization

are made reviewable across institutional cadence.
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Appendix J: Sample Monitoring Model

J.1 Sample Monitoring Model

This appendix provides an illustrative IVRM monitoring model. Its purpose is not to impose one universal reporting format, but to
show the minimum fields through which monitored signals become institutionally governable. For each material signal, the model should
specify what is monitored, what type of signal it is, who monitors it, who reviews it, at what cadence, through which mechanism, under
what threshold logic, through which escalation path, with what required response, and under what conditions formal reassessment should

occur.

Part A: Signal definition and monitoring responsibility

ID Capability Monitored signal Signal category = Why this signal matters Monitoring Review audience Cadence Mechanism
owner

M1 Customer onboard-  Application abandonment  Value signal Indicates friction in conver- Onboarding man- Monthly service re-  Weekly Dashboard
ing rate sion and value capture ager view

M2 Customer onboard-  Identity verification ~ Dependency sig- Dependency degradation can KYC  operations Monthly service re-  Weekly Exception re-
ing turnaround delay nal materially slow activation lead view port

M3 Customer onboard- Manual override frequency  Risk/control sig- Elevated overrides may indi- Control owner Risk committee Monthly Review pack
ing nal cate control breakdown
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Part B: Threshold, escalation, and response logic

ID

M1

M2

M3

Capability

Customer onboarding

Customer onboarding

Customer onboarding

Monitored signal

Application abandonment
rate
Identity verification

turnaround delay

Manual override frequency

Threshold or tolerance

> 8%

> 24 hours median

> 5%

Escalation trigger

Two consecutive breaches

Material breach affecting ac-

tivation

Threshold breach or pattern
shift

Escalation path

Service steward to COO fo-
rum
Steward to risk and compli-

ance committee

Control owner to risk com-

mittee

Required re-
sponse
Root-cause  review

and corrective action
Containment and
dependency remedi-
ation

Control review and

intervention decision

Reassessment trigger

One month of continued
deterioration
Repeated breach over re-

view cycle

Sustained adverse trend

0 1A 1odedojiyp\ INYAI

[PPOIN Suriojtuoly ofdureg : xrpuaddy



Appendix K: Sample Threshold and Escalation Logic

K.1 Purpose

Threshold and escalation logic gives monitored signals institutional meaning by defining when variance remains tolerable, when it becomes
material, who must be informed, who interprets the issue, and what response is required. The purpose is not to impose one universal

control manual, but to ensure monitoring does not remain passive once conditions move beyond acceptable range.

K.2 Sample Threshold and Escalation Logic

Part A: Threshold and ownership interpretation

ID Monitored signal Threshold or toler- Breach condition Alert type Initial owner Review authority
ance

T1 Capability performance vari- Within defined operat- Variance exceeds tolerated Exception alert Operational owner Capability steward

ance ing band range for defined period

T2 Dependency failure signal Minor disruption toler- Disruption affects down- Dependency alert Dependency owner Steward or cross-functional re-
ated stream capability delivery view

T3 Value realization variance Value tracking within Realized value materially be- Value  variance Initiative or value Executive sponsor
expected range low target alert owner

T4 Risk or control signal Control operating within ~ Exception indicates elevated  Risk alert Control owner Risk or governance authority
tolerance exposure
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Part B: Escalation and required response

ID

T1

T2

T3

T4

K.3 Interpretation Note

This is a sample logic structure rather than a mandated universal template. Institutions should adapt thresholds, escalation levels,

response times, and authorities to their governance design, capability criticality, and operating context while preserving clear tolerance,

Monitored signal
Capability performance vari-
ance

Dependency failure signal

Value realization variance

Risk or control signal

Escalation trigger
Persistent material variance
Cross-capability —impact be-
comes material

business

Variance threatens

case or strategic objective
exceeds

Exposure accepted

threshold

Escalation path

Owner to steward to exec-
utive forum

Owner to steward to gov-
ernance forum

Owner to sponsor to exec-

utive committee

Owner to risk function to

executive escalation

breach visibility, interpretation responsibility, and response path.

Required response

Investigate cause and de-
fine corrective action
Containment and coor-
dinated remediation
Revalidate assumptions,
intervention, and target
path

Contain exposure and
determine  governance

action

Time-to-
respond
5 business days

48 hours

Next review cycle

Immediate or de-
fined SLA

Reassessment
trigger

Repeated breach or
worsening trend
Recurring depen-
dency breakdown
Material gap persists

after intervention

Control failure per-
sists or spreads

Reporting forum or
cadence

Monthly stewardship re-
view

Cross-capability review

Quarterly executive re-

view

Risk committee
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Appendix L: Detailed IVRM Standards

L.1 Value Realization Proof Standard Template

o value hypothesis: the causal claim linking capability intervention to intended value, including

the mechanism through which value should emerge

« value category: the relevant value class, such as financial, operational, strategic, resilience,

stakeholder, or another institutionally material value category

e baseline: the pre-intervention reference point or current condition against which later move-

ment will be judged

e expected target or movement: the post-intervention level, threshold, range, or directional

movement expected within the review window

e leading indicators: early evidence that value-forming conditions are appearing, such as im-
proved capability condition, reduced friction, clearer ownership, dependency movement, or

stronger execution signals

o lagging indicators: later evidence that institutional effect has materialized, such as realized

financial, operational, resilience, stakeholder, or strategic movement

o timeframe: the expected timing for early signals, outcome review, and formal value judgment,

including any stage gates or review checkpoints

e attribution method: the basis on which contribution will be judged, including whether the
claim is direct, contributory across interacting capabilities, dependency-mediated, or con-

strained by external factors

e variance review: the comparison of expected and observed movement, including whether

variance is positive, negative, delayed, ambiguous, immaterial, or externally shaped

o recalibration decision: the governed decision to continue, adjust, reprioritize, reinvest, rebase-

line, narrow the claim, or stop the intervention based on the variance review

L.2 Indicator Architecture Template

capability condition indicators

e purpose: show whether a capability is stable, improving, weakening, or exposed between

formal assessments

e leading or lagging: mostly leading, with lagging confirmation where condition deterioration

has already affected performance
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e direct vs proxy: may be direct where operating evidence observes the capability itself, or

proxy where adjacent evidence is used because the capability is weakly observable

e minimum evidence standard: at least one relevant operating or governance evidence source,

plus enough context to explain why the signal reflects capability condition

e confidence rule: confidence rises when multiple sources show the same movement over time;
confidence is moderated where the signal is isolated, manually reported, or dependency-

contaminated

o escalation relevance: relevant where deterioration, volatility, or material weakness may require

closer review, reassessment, intervention, or executive attention

value trajectory indicators

e purpose: show whether intended value is beginning to emerge, stall, vary from expectation,

or materialize
e leading or lagging: both leading and lagging by design

e direct vs proxy: direct where value movement is observable against a baseline; proxy where

early formation signals stand in for later realized value

e minimum evidence standard: a stated baseline or current reference point, an expected target

or movement, and at least one leading and one lagging indicator where feasible

o confidence rule: confidence rises when leading and lagging indicators align with the value
hypothesis; confidence is moderated where attribution is contributory, delayed, or externally

constrained

o escalation relevance: relevant where value under-realization, delayed value, or variance from

expected value may require recalibration or reprioritization

risk/control indicators

e purpose: show whether exposure is increasing even when a capability appears operationally

functional

e leading or lagging: primarily leading for exposure, with lagging confirmation through inci-

dents, findings, losses, or control failures

e direct vs proxy: direct where control operation, exceptions, or incidents are observed; proxy

where risk posture is inferred from related weakness, concentration, or fragility

e minimum evidence standard: evidence from control operation, exception trends, compliance

findings, resilience observations, or other exposure-relevant sources
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o confidence rule: confidence rises when risk evidence is independently observable or repeated;
confidence is moderated where exposure is plausible but not yet evidenced by direct control

or incident data

o escalation relevance: relevant where thresholds, escalation paths, risk forums, or containment

action may be triggered

customer /market indicators

e purpose: show whether institutional capability condition is affecting customer, user, stake-

holder, competitive, or market-facing outcomes

e leading or lagging: can be leading where sentiment, abandonment, complaints, or demand sig-
nals move early, and lagging where revenue, retention, share, or reputation effects materialize

later

e direct vs proxy: direct where customer or market outcome evidence is available; proxy where

the institution uses service, channel, or engagement signals as early evidence

e minimum evidence standard: a defined customer, stakeholder, or market-facing evidence

source connected to the capability and its intended value

o confidence rule: confidence rises when external-facing evidence aligns with internal operating
movement; confidence is moderated where the signal is noisy, seasonal, or shaped by external

market conditions

e escalation relevance: relevant where customer harm, market weakness, demand loss, reputa-

tional exposure, or stakeholder confidence affects priority or governance attention

dependency indicators

e purpose: show whether upstream, downstream, enabling, measurement, or governance de-

pendencies are creating drag, distortion, or cross-capability failure

o leading or lagging: mostly leading because dependency strain often appears before final value

failure, though lagging where downstream harm has already occurred

e direct vs proxy: direct where handoff, delay, exception, or integration evidence is visible;
proxy where dependency strain is inferred from unexplained local weakness or repeated cross-

functional friction

e minimum evidence standard: evidence that identifies the dependency point, affected capabil-

ities, observed strain, and whether the issue is local or cross-capability

o confidence rule: confidence rises when the same dependency pattern appears across multiple

capabilities or review cycles; confidence is moderated where the dependency path is plausible
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but not directly observed

o escalation relevance: relevant where escalation must move beyond a local owner into cross-

functional stewardship or executive coordination

governance indicators

e purpose: show whether accountability, decision rights, review cadence, escalation, and own-

ership are clear enough to steer the capability

e leading or lagging: mostly leading because governance weakness often precedes execution
or value failure, with lagging confirmation through unresolved issues, repeated deferrals, or

ownership breakdowns

e direct vs proxy: direct where charters, decision logs, escalation records, ownership maps, or
forum behavior are observable; proxy where governance weakness is inferred from repeated

drift or ambiguity

e minimum evidence standard: evidence of ownership, review route, decision authority, cadence,

escalation behavior, or recurring governance blockage

o confidence rule: confidence rises when formal governance evidence and observed behavior
align; confidence is moderated where governance design exists on paper but operating behavior

is inconsistent or undocumented

« escalation relevance: relevant where ambiguity, congestion, deferred decisions, or weak esca-

lation changes the required posture or starting scope

L.3 Confidence and Evidence Standard

« evidence breadth: the range of sources, functions, time periods, capabilities, or observations

supporting the judgment

« evidence type: the forms of evidence used, such as operating data, governance records, control
evidence, customer or market evidence, dependency evidence, financial evidence, interviews,

document review, or observed behavior

e direct vs proxy: whether the evidence observes the condition or value directly, or whether it

is proxy evidence that supports inference rather than proof
o confidence level: high, moderate, or low confidence, assigned using the scoring legend

e major uncertainty: the most important uncertainty, evidence gap, attribution limit, timing

issue, or conflicting signal affecting the judgment
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L.4 Confidence Legend

e high confidence: multiple relevant evidence sources are directionally consistent, at least some
evidence is direct, the observation is recent or stable enough for review use, and major un-

certainty does not materially alter the conclusion

e moderate confidence: evidence is relevant but incomplete, partly proxy-based, partially con-
flicting, time-limited, or dependent on judgment; the conclusion is usable for review but

should remain open to recalibration

e low confidence: evidence is thin, mostly proxy-based, stale, materially conflicting, weakly
observable, or highly dependent on inference; the conclusion should be treated as provisional

and may require more evidence, narrower claims, or escalation for clarification
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Appendix M: Worked Application - Banking Onboarding and Orig-

ination Friction

M.1 Issue in View

A regional bank is losing value in small-business account opening and credit origination. Application
volume remains healthy, but a growing share of qualified customers abandon before activation
or delay booking because onboarding, identity verification, credit documentation, and fulfillment
handoffs are slow and inconsistent. Existing reporting shows cycle time and drop-off, but does
not explain whether the issue is a local onboarding weakness, a credit decisioning problem, a

compliance-control constraint, a technology/data limitation, or a governance coordination failure.

M.2 Signals Observed

e application abandonment rising after conditional approval
o median onboarding-to-activation time widening across two review cycles

« identity verification exceptions increasing, especially where business ownership data is incom-

plete
e manual credit-documentation rework increasing before booking
« frontline relationship managers using local workarounds to keep priority customers moving
e customer complaints and status-chasing increasing in the activation window

e 1no single owner able to decide trade-offs across sales, operations, credit, compliance, and

technology

M.3 Likely Capability Set

The likely capability set is not only Customer Onboarding and Activation. IVRM would examine
Sales, Origination, and Acquisition; Customer Onboarding and Activation; Credit Approval and
Exception Management; Operations and Fulfillment; Risk, Control, and Compliance Management;
Technology, Data, and Automation Enablement; and Change, Governance, and Enterprise Man-
agement. The issue sits across a value chain, so a single local capability label would understate the

institutional problem.
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M.4 Dependency Interpretation

The dependency interpretation is that origination value is being lost after demand has already
been created. Sales activity is producing qualified demand, but onboarding depends on identity
verification, data completeness, compliance interpretation, credit documentation, and operational
fulfillment. The likely bottleneck is dependency-mediated: local onboarding metrics are weak,
but the binding constraints include upstream data quality, credit-policy translation, compliance

exception handling, and downstream activation readiness.

M.5 Ownership and Governance Interpretation

The ownership interpretation is that nominal ownership exists in several functions, but no governing
owner has authority over the cross-domain trade-offs. Sales owns conversion pressure, operations
owns fulfillment flow, credit owns approval and documentation standards, compliance owns control
sufficiency, and technology owns workflow/data constraints. IVRM would treat this as ownership
ambiguity and governance congestion unless a forum or executive steward can decide sequenc-
ing, acceptable control trade-offs, escalation thresholds, and remediation ownership across the full

origination-to-activation path.

M.6 Posture

The likely posture is Strengthen with a dependency and governance overlay. Remediate may be
appropriate if control exceptions or customer harm are already material. Monitor Closely would
be insufficient if the signal pattern is persistent and value leakage is already visible. Reassess or
Reframe may be used first only if evidence is too conflicting to determine whether the binding

constraint is onboarding, credit, compliance, technology, or governance.

M.7 Starting Scope

The starting scope should be bounded to the small-business origination-to-activation path, not the
whole bank and not the whole customer lifecycle. The initial scope should include the handoffs
from application completion through identity verification, credit documentation, approval readiness,
account or facility booking, and first usable activation. This is narrow enough to govern within 90

days and broad enough to capture the dependency structure that local onboarding metrics hide.

M.8 Value Hypothesis

If the bank strengthens the origination-to-activation capability set by clarifying ownership, re-

ducing identity and documentation rework, tightening cross-functional exception governance, and
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improving workflow/data readiness, then qualified demand should convert into booked and usable
relationships faster, with lower abandonment, lower manual rework, better frontline productivity,

and more credible control discipline.

M.9 Proof Logic

o value category: operational value, customer value, growth conversion, control resilience, and

frontline productivity

e baseline: current abandonment rate after conditional approval, onboarding-to-activation cycle
time, identity exception rate, documentation rework rate, complaint/status-chasing volume,

and manual workaround volume

e expected target or movement: directional reduction in abandonment, cycle time, identity
exceptions, documentation rework, and status-chasing, with improved activation throughput

and no deterioration in control quality

e leading indicators: fewer exception queues, fewer handoff defects, clearer escalation owner-
ship, faster identity-resolution turnaround, fewer documentation returns, and fewer frontline

workaround requests

o lagging indicators: higher booked-to-activated conversion, shorter end-to-end activation time,
lower cost-to-serve for new accounts, improved relationship-manager capacity, and sustained

control sufficiency

o timeframe: 90-day stabilization review, 6-month value movement review, and 12-month dura-

bility review

e attribution method: contributory attribution across onboarding, credit, compliance, opera-
tions, technology/data, and governance interventions; direct attribution only where a signal

maps tightly to a changed handoff or control point

e variance review: compare observed movement against expected movement and determine
whether variance reflects unresolved dependency strain, insufficient governance authority,

timing lag, weak data quality, or an incorrect value hypothesis

o recalibration decision: continue, narrow, rebaseline, reprioritize dependencies, escalate gover-

nance, or stop the intervention if value movement remains unsupported

M.10 Success After 90 Days, 6 Months, and 12 Months

After 90 days, success means the bank has a governed current-state view, a named accountable
path across sales, onboarding, credit, compliance, operations, and technology, agreed thresholds for

material exception patterns, a small set of monitored indicators, and early movement in leading
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indicators such as exception aging, documentation rework, identity-resolution turnaround, and

escalation closure.

After 6 months, success means the bank can show credible movement in the value trajectory:
abandonment after conditional approval is down, activation cycle time is improving, manual rework
is lower, frontline workaround dependency is reduced, and control quality has not been weakened.
At this point, IVRM should support a moderate-confidence value judgment if leading and lagging

indicators align.

After 12 months, success means the bank can demonstrate durable improvement across conver-
sion, activation speed, cost-to-serve or productivity, customer friction, and control sufficiency, with
enough attribution discipline to distinguish direct onboarding gains from dependency-mediated
gains. The final review should record realized value, remaining variance, and the recalibration

decision for the next cycle.
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Appendix N: Sample IVRM Scoring and Judgment Pack

N.1 Capability Assessment Sheet

Use this sheet to record the institution’s current judgment of capability condition in a compact,
reviewable form. It should state: capability, accountable owner, current condition category, concise
rationale, key evidence base, dependency or governance note, confidence level, and current review

implication.

N.2 Confidence Overlay Sheet

Use this sheet to show how strong the evidence is behind major judgments. It should state:
judgment item, evidence breadth, evidence type, direct vs proxy status, confidence level, major

uncertainty, what additional evidence would raise confidence, and whether escalation is affected.

N.3 Signal Interpretation Sheet

Use this sheet to interpret monitored signals rather than merely display them. It should state: signal
observed, direction or threshold status, likely indication, indicator family, whether the issue appears

local, dependency-driven, governance-driven, or mixed, confidence level, and required response.

N.4 Posture Assignment Sheet

Use this sheet to show why a capability or issue is being protected, strengthened, remediated,
scaled, monitored closely, modernized, or reassessed and reframed. It should state: capability or
issue, current condition, value significance, dependency exposure, governance sufficiency, assigned

posture, rationale, and next review trigger.

N.5 Prioritization Sheet

Use this sheet to compare candidate interventions without pretending the decision is purely me-
chanical. It should state: candidate action, linked capabilities, institutional problem addressed, ex-
pected value relevance, dependency leverage, urgency, sequencing implication, accountable owner,

confidence level, and decision status.

N.6 Value-Realization Review Sheet

Use this sheet to review whether intended value is materializing. It should state: value hypothesis,

baseline, expected target or movement, leading indicators, lagging indicators, timeframe, observed
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movement, attribution method, variance review, confidence level, and recalibration decision.

This sample pack is a reusable judgment structure rather than a rigid scoring engine. Sector
profiles may calibrate scales and institutions may map the sheets into local tools, but the judgment,

evidence, confidence, and management consequence should remain explicit.

87



IVRM WhitppepdixvD.0 Worked Application - Al, Data, and Automation Value Under-Realization

Appendix O: Worked Application - AI, Data, and Automation

Value Under-Realization

0.1 Issue in View

A bank has invested in AI copilots, workflow automation, and data-platform improvement across
servicing and operations, but realized value remains weak. Pilot demonstrations look promising
and activity counts are high, yet frontline productivity, turnaround time, rework reduction, and
decision quality have not moved enough to justify the investment case. Existing reporting overstates

adoption and understates the institutional conditions required for value realization.

0.2 Signals Observed

o automation launches reported as complete, but manual workarounds remain high in daily

operations

e Al copilot usage counts rising, while case-handling time and first-time resolution remain

largely unchanged

o data-quality exceptions and missing-field remediation continuing to block straight-through

processing

« frontline teams using tools unevenly, with concentration in a few enthusiastic pockets rather

than broad operating adoption
e model or automation outputs frequently overridden without a consistent review of why

e technology, operations, risk, and business owners each reporting progress, but no one account-

able for end-to-end value realization

e benefit claims relying heavily on projected savings rather than observed operational movement

0.3 Likely Capability Set

The likely capability set includes Technology, Data, and Automation Enablement; Operations and
Fulfillment; Management Reporting and Decision Support; Risk, Control, and Compliance Manage-
ment; Workforce Enablement and Role Design; Change, Governance, and Enterprise Management;
and the specific business capability the tools are meant to improve, such as servicing, onboarding,
underwriting, or case resolution. IVRM would treat the problem as value under-realization across

an interacting capability set rather than as a narrow tooling issue.
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0.4 Dependency Interpretation

The dependency interpretation is that Al and automation value depends on more than model quality
or tool deployment. Realized value is being constrained by upstream data reliability, workflow
redesign, exception handling, manager adoption, operating-threshold clarity, and governance over
overrides and control treatment. The visible technology progress is therefore dependency-mediated

and insufficient on its own to prove value realization.

0.5 Ownership and Governance Interpretation

The ownership interpretation is that responsibility is fragmented between technology delivery,
model governance, operations leadership, business sponsors, and control functions. Nominal own-
ership of components exists, but no governing owner is accountable for whether Al or automation
actually changes capacity, quality, cycle time, loss rates, or customer experience in live operation.
IVRM would treat this as governance ambiguity unless a single review path can judge value, not

just technical delivery.

0.6 Posture

The likely posture is Strengthen if the tools are fundamentally useful but institutionally under-
enabled. Remediate may be required where override rates, control gaps, or operational friction are
material. Reassess or Reframe may be appropriate if the value hypothesis itself is weak or if the

wrong operating problem was chosen in the first place.

0.7 Starting Scope

The starting scope should be bounded to one live operating path where value should be visible
within a defined window, such as servicing case handling, document review, exception triage, or
underwriting support. The scope should include the business process, the enabling data path, the
human override pattern, and the governance route through which adoption, exceptions, and value
will be reviewed. This keeps the case demonstrable and prevents broad Al rhetoric from outrunning

observed evidence.

0.8 Value Hypothesis

If the bank strengthens the Al/data/automation capability set by improving data readiness, reduc-
ing override ambiguity, redesigning the operating workflow, clarifying accountable ownership, and
governing exception patterns, then the targeted operating path should show lower manual effort,

faster turnaround, more consistent decision support, better capacity utilization, and more credible
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control discipline within the review window.

0.9 Proof Logic

o value category: operational productivity, capacity release, quality improvement, control re-

silience, and customer or employee experience

e baseline: current manual effort, case-handling time, rework rate, override rate, exception

backlog, adoption concentration, and any relevant customer or service outcome

o expected target or movement: directional reduction in manual touches, turnaround time,
rework, and exception backlog, with broader adoption and no material deterioration in risk

or control quality

e leading indicators: cleaner input data, lower override ambiguity, increased use in target work-
flows, fewer unresolved exceptions, stronger manager follow-through, and clearer governance

decisions on edge cases

e lagging indicators: measurable improvement in throughput, cost-to-serve, case quality, deci-

sion consistency, capacity release, or customer outcome in the targeted path

o timeframe: 90-day operating-stability review, 6-month value-movement review, and 12-month

durability review

e attribution method: contributory attribution across data, workflow, operating-model, gover-
nance, and tool changes; direct attribution only where observed movement maps tightly to
the changed path

e variance review: compare expected and observed movement and determine whether under-
realization reflects poor data readiness, weak adoption, fragmented ownership, control friction,

incorrect scope choice, or an overstated value hypothesis

o recalibration decision: continue, narrow the use case, redesign the workflow, improve data
readiness, escalate governance, rebaseline the value claim, or stop the intervention if value

remains unproven

0O.10 Success After 90 Days, 6 Months, and 12 Months

After 90 days, success means the bank has a governed view of the target operating path, a named
owner for end-to-end value review, agreed indicators, visible exception and override patterns, and

early movement in leading indicators such as data readiness, workflow use, and exception closure.

After 6 months, success means the bank can show credible movement in the value trajectory:

manual effort is lower, turnaround is improving, rework and exception backlog are down, adoption
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is broader and less concentrated, and control quality has not been weakened. At that point IVRM

should support a moderate-confidence value judgment if leading and lagging indicators align.

After 12 months, success means the bank can demonstrate durable value in the targeted operating
path, distinguish observed value from projected value, and explain how much of the outcome is
attributable to the Al/data/automation change versus broader operating or governance movement.
The final review should record realized value, remaining uncertainty, and the recalibration decision

for the next cycle.
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Appendix P: Worked Application - Governance Congestion and
Ownership Ambiguity

P.1 Issue in View

A bank is repeatedly failing to move cross-functional initiatives from decision to execution even
where the underlying technical or operational work is feasible. Leadership forums are active, issue
logs are long, and ownership appears assigned on paper, yet decisions recycle, escalation paths are
unclear, and interventions stall between functions. The visible problem looks like slow execution,

but the deeper institutional issue is governance congestion and ownership ambiguity.

P.2 Signals Observed

e repeated review of the same issues across committees without clear disposition
e multiple owners named for the same issue, with no one accountable for end-to-end movement
 escalations raised but not resolved within the expected governance cycle

e decision rights disputed between business, operations, technology, risk, and transformation

functions

e intervention plans approved in principle, but blocked by sequencing uncertainty or forum

overlap
e delivery teams reporting that governance load is rising faster than institutional movement

o portfolio prioritization repeatedly reset because ownership and decision authority remain

unsettled

P.3 Likely Capability Set

The likely capability set includes Change, Governance, and Enterprise Management; Demand and
Intake Management; Portfolio Prioritization and Resource Allocation; Management Reporting and
Decision Support; Workforce Enablement and Role Design; and the business or operational ca-
pabilities currently constrained by the governance congestion. IVRM would treat the issue as an

institutional steering problem rather than a narrow committee-design issue.

P.4 Dependency Interpretation

The dependency interpretation is that governance weakness is distorting the movement of several

other capabilities at once. The visible delays may appear inside delivery, operations, or technology,

92



IVRM Whitappearixl D: Worked Application - Governance Congestion and Ownership Ambiguity

but the binding constraint is often dependency-mediated through unclear decision rights, overlap-
ping forums, unresolved trade-offs, and absent end-to-end ownership. IVRM would therefore treat

the issue as a cross-capability governance bottleneck rather than isolated execution weakness.

P.5 Ownership and Governance Interpretation

The ownership interpretation is that formal accountability artifacts exist, but they do not produce
effective authority in practice. Several leaders may hold partial accountability for policy, execution,
funding, control, or prioritization, while no single owner can force resolution across the full path.
IVRM would classify this as ownership ambiguity and governance congestion unless the institution

can show a clear decision route, escalation consequence, and accountable end-to-end steward.

P.6 Posture

The likely posture is Remediate where congestion is materially blocking execution, value realiza-
tion, or control response. Strengthen may be appropriate if the governance structure is directionally
sound but underpowered or inconsistently used. Reassess or Reframe may be required if the insti-

tution is trying to solve a structural governance problem through local coordination fixes alone.

P.7 Starting Scope

The starting scope should be bounded to one decision path or governance corridor where congestion
is materially visible, such as change intake and prioritization, exception escalation, or cross-domain
initiative approval. The scope should include the relevant forums, decision rights, escalation route,
accountable roles, and the operational path being delayed. This keeps the case observable within

90 days and prevents the issue from being framed as vague cultural dissatisfaction.

P.8 Value Hypothesis

If the bank strengthens the governance capability set by clarifying end-to-end ownership, tighten-
ing decision rights, reducing forum overlap, making escalation consequences explicit, and aligning
prioritization with accountable authority, then cross-functional decisions should convert into insti-
tutional movement faster, with lower management drag, fewer recycled issues, clearer sequencing,

and stronger value realization across dependent initiatives.

P.9 Proof Logic

o value category: execution leverage, decision speed, management capacity release, sequencing

quality, and value-realization acceleration
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e baseline: current issue recycling rate, decision-to-action cycle time, unresolved escalation

volume, forum overlap, ownership ambiguity instances, and delay in affected initiatives

e expected target or movement: directional reduction in recycled issues, unresolved escalations,

and decision latency, with clearer accountable ownership and more reliable follow-through

e leading indicators: cleaner ownership maps, fewer conflicting decisions, lower forum dupli-
cation, faster escalation closure, tighter prioritization discipline, and improved clarity on

next-step authority

o lagging indicators: faster intervention movement, lower management drag, more stable port-

folio sequencing, reduced execution slippage, and better value movement in affected initiatives

o timeframe: 90-day governance-clarity review, 6-month movement review, and 12-month dura-

bility review

« attribution method: contributory attribution across governance redesign, ownership clarifi-
cation, prioritization discipline, and escalation-route changes; direct attribution only where a

delayed path is clearly unlocked by the governance intervention

e variance review: compare expected and observed movement and determine whether remaining
congestion reflects unresolved authority conflict, excessive committee layering, weak follow-

through, poor scope choice, or a deeper structural constraint

o recalibration decision: continue, narrow the governance corridor, redesign decision rights,
escalate to executive sponsorship, rebaseline the value claim, or stop the intervention if move-

ment remains unproven

P.10 Success After 90 Days, 6 Months, and 12 Months

After 90 days, success means the bank has a governed current-state view of the selected decision
path, a named end-to-end owner or steward, explicit decision rights, a cleaner escalation route, and

early movement in leading indicators such as reduced issue recycling and faster escalation closure.

After 6 months, success means the bank can show credible movement in the governance value
trajectory: decision-to-action time is down, unresolved escalation volume is lower, forum overlap
is reduced, prioritization is more stable, and affected initiatives are moving with less management
friction. At that point IVRM should support a moderate-confidence value judgment if governance

and execution indicators align.

After 12 months, success means the bank can demonstrate durable reduction in governance con-
gestion, clearer ownership across the selected corridor, and more reliable conversion of leadership
decisions into institutional movement. The final review should record realized value, remaining

uncertainty, and the recalibration decision for the next cycle.
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