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Executive Summary 

The financial services industry has undergone a fundamental shift from 

traditional business continuity planning to comprehensive operational 

resilience frameworks. This evolution represents more than regulatory 

compliance—it's a strategic transformation that requires institutions to 

maintain critical services through disruption rather than simply recover 

from it. Key differentiators include outcome-based impact tolerance 

setting, comprehensive scenario planning, and robust data integration 
capabilities that ensure service continuity even under severe stress 

conditions. Organizations that embrace true operational resilience will 

gain competitive advantages through enhanced customer confidence, 

regulatory alignment, and market positioning during challenging periods.



The Traditional Business Continuity Mindset

Business continuity planning has long been the cornerstone of operational risk 

management in financial services. Born from the need to ensure critical functions 

could continue following major disruptions, BCP frameworks typically focused on 

recovery time objectives (RTOs) and recovery point objectives (RPOs). The approach 

was largely reactive: identify critical processes, establish backup systems, create 

detailed recovery procedures, and test periodically.

This model served the industry well for decades. Banks developed comprehensive 

disaster recovery sites, established clear communication protocols, and created 

detailed playbooks for various scenario types. The 2008 financial crisis reinforced the 

importance of these capabilities, as institutions that had invested in robust business 

continuity frameworks generally weathered operational disruptions more effectively 

than their less-prepared counterparts.

However, the traditional BCP approach carried inherent limitations that have become 

increasingly apparent. The focus on returning to "normal" operations assumed that 

normal was both achievable and desirable. Recovery planning often occurred in silos,

with individual business lines developing their own approaches without sufficient 

consideration of interdependencies. Most critically, BCP frameworks were designed 

around the assumption that disruptions would be temporary and that pre-disruption 

operating models would remain viable post-recovery.

The financial services landscape has witnessed a fundamental shift in regulatory 

thinking over the past few years. What was once primarily focused on business 

continuity planning—ensuring operations could resume after disruption—has 

evolved into something far more comprehensive: operational resilience. This isn't 

merely semantic evolution; it represents a paradigm shift that every financial 

institution must understand and embrace to remain competitive and compliant 

in today's complex operating environment.



The Evolution to Operational Resilience

Operational resilience represents a fundamental reconceptualization of how 

financial institutions should approach operational risk. Rather than focusing solely 

on recovery, operational resilience emphasizes the ability to continue delivering 

critical services through disruption, adapting operations as necessary to 

maintain service quality and availability.

This shift reflects several key recognition points. First, modern disruptions are 

increasingly complex and interconnected. A single event can cascade through 

multiple systems, third-party providers, and geographic regions simultaneously. 

The COVID-19 pandemic exemplified this reality, creating operational challenges 

that extended far beyond traditional disaster recovery scenarios.

Second, stakeholder expectations have evolved dramatically. Customers, 

regulators, and investors now expect financial institutions to maintain near-

continuous service availability. The tolerance for extended outages has 

diminished significantly, particularly for retail banking services that customers rely 

on for daily financial activities.

Third, the interconnectedness of modern financial systems means that individual 

institution failures can have systemic implications. Regulators increasingly view 

operational resilience as a financial stability issue, not merely an individual firm 

risk management challenge.

Regulatory Drivers and Expectations

The regulatory evolution toward operational resilience has been particularly 

pronounced in recent years. The Bank of England's operational resilience 

framework, implemented in 2022, established clear expectations for firms to 

identify important business services, set impact tolerances, and maintain 

operations within those tolerances even during severe but plausible disruption 

scenarios.

Similar regulatory developments have emerged globally. The European Central 

Bank has incorporated operational resilience considerations into its supervisory 

expectations, while various national regulators have updated their guidance



to reflect this expanded focus. In the United States, while the terminology may 

differ, regulatory expectations around operational risk management have 

similarly evolved to emphasize continuous operation rather than recovery-

focused approaches.

These regulatory frameworks share several common characteristics. They require 

firms to adopt outcome-based approaches, focusing on service delivery rather 

than process  completion. They emphasize the need for comprehensive impact 

tolerance setting, requiring institutions to define acceptable levels of service 

degradation during disruption scenarios. Most importantly, they mandate regular 

testing and validation of operational resilience capabilities through scenario-

based exercises.

DORA and FCA: Data-Driven Operational Resilience

Building on these foundational frameworks, two regulatory developments are 

setting new standards for data integration in operational resilience. The European 

Union's Digital Operational Resilience Act (DORA), which came into full effect in 

January 2025, represents the most comprehensive regulatory framework for 

operational resilience to date. DORA's emphasis on data integration, technology 

risk management, and continuous monitoring has created new imperatives for 

financial institutions to develop sophisticated data-driven approaches to 

operational resilience.

DORA's Data Integration Requirements: DORA mandates that financial entities 

maintain comprehensive ICT risk registers with real-time data integration 

capabilities, implement continuous monitoring of operational resilience metrics, 

and establish data-driven testing frameworks that can simulate complex, multi-

faceted disruption scenarios.

FCA's Technology-Forward Approach: The FCA's operational resilience framework 

emphasizes outcome-based measurement supported by robust data 

integration capabilities. Firms must demonstrate how they use data analytics to 

monitor impact tolerance consumption, predict potential service disruptions, and 

optimize resource allocation during stress scenarios.



Key Differences in Practice

The practical differences between business continuity and operational resilience 

approaches manifest in several critical areas. Impact tolerance setting 

represents perhaps the most significant departure from traditional BCP 

approaches. Rather than focusing on recovery timeframes, operational resilience 

requires institutions to define the maximum acceptable level of service disruption 

across various scenarios and timeframes.

For example, a traditional BCP approach might establish a four-hour RTO for core 

banking systems. An operational resilience approach would instead define 

impact tolerances such as "no more than 15% of customers should experience 

service unavailability for more than two hours during any 24-hour period." This 

subtle shift changes everything about how institutions design, implement, and 

test their capabilities.

Scenario planning under operational resilience frameworks must be far more 

comprehensive and dynamic than traditional BCP exercises. Rather than testing

individual system failures or site unavailability, institutions must model complex, 

multi-faceted disruption scenarios that could affect multiple aspects of 

operations simultaneously. These scenarios should reflect the institution's specific 

risk profile and operating model, incorporating factors such as third-party 

dependencies, cyber threats, and market stress conditions.

Third-party risk management takes on enhanced importance under operational 

resilience frameworks. Traditional BCP approaches often treated vendor failures 

as isolated events requiring alternative sourcing or recovery procedures. 

Operational resilience recognizes that modern financial institutions operate within 

complex ecosystems of service providers, technology platforms, and market 

infrastructures. Managing operational resilience requires deep understanding of 

these interdependencies and proactive management of concentration risks.



Building Operational Resilience Capabilities

Developing effective operational resilience capabilities requires a systematic 

approach that goes well beyond traditional BCP planning. The foundation begins 

with comprehensive mapping of important business services and their 

supporting infrastructure. This mapping must extend beyond internal systems to 

encompass third-party dependencies, market infrastructure connections, and 

regulatory reporting obligations.

Impact tolerance setting demands careful consideration of various stakeholder 

perspectives. Customer impact tolerances might focus on service availability and 

transaction processing times. Regulatory impact tolerances could emphasize 

reporting obligations and prudential requirements. Market impact tolerances 

might consider the institution's role in critical financial market functions. Balancing 

these sometimes competing requirements requires senior management 

engagement and clear prioritization frameworks.

Testing and validation under operational resilience frameworks must be more 

dynamic and realistic than traditional BCP exercises. Rather than testing 

individual recovery procedures, institutions should conduct integrated scenario 

exercises that stress multiple aspects of operations simultaneously. These 

exercises should incorporate realistic communication challenges, resource 

constraints, and decision-making pressures that would exist during actual 

disruption events.

Governance structures must evolve to support operational resilience objectives. 

Traditional BCP governance often resided within operational risk functions or 

business continuity teams. Operational resilience requires broader engagement 

across risk management, technology, business line management, and senior 

leadership. Clear accountability structures and decision-making authorities 

become critical during disruption scenarios.



Technology and Infrastructure Considerations

The technology implications of operational resilience extend far beyond 

traditional disaster recovery infrastructure. Modern operational resilience requires 

architecture designs that prioritize flexibility and adaptability over simple 

redundancy. This might involve distributed processing capabilities, API-based 

service architectures, and cloud-native designs that can scale and adapt to 

changing demand patterns.

Data management becomes particularly critical under operational resilience 

frameworks. Institutions must ensure that critical data remains accessible and 

accurate even when primary systems are compromised or operating under 

stress. This requires careful consideration of data replication strategies, backup 

and recovery procedures, and data quality management processes.

Monitoring and alerting systems must provide real-time visibility into service 

delivery performance, not just system availability. Traditional monitoring focused 

on technical metrics such as server performance and network connectivity. 

Operational resilience monitoring must track business service delivery metrics, 

customer experience indicators, and impact tolerance consumption levels.

GRC Data Integration: A Critical Foundation of Operational Resilience

While operational resilience encompasses all aspects of service delivery, 

governance, risk, and compliance data integration represents a critical 

foundation that enables effective decision-making during disruption scenarios. 

Unlike traditional disaster recovery approaches that focused on restoring 

systems from static backups, operational resilience demands continuous visibility 

into risk exposure, control effectiveness, and regulatory compliance status 

throughout disruption scenarios.



The Role of Integrated GRC Data in Operational Resilience

Financial institutions manage vast amounts of governance, risk, and compliance 

data that, when properly integrated, provides the foundation for effective 

operational resilience decision-making. The challenge lies not in managing 

individual data sets, but in creating unified views that enable real-time risk 

assessment and regulatory compliance monitoring during stress scenarios.

Traditional GRC systems often operate in silos, with risk registers maintained 

separately from control testing data, incident management records isolated 

from regulatory reporting metrics, and operational resilience monitoring 

disconnected from broader risk management frameworks. This fragmented 

approach creates blind spots that become critical vulnerabilities during 

operational disruptions.

Effective operational resilience requires integrated GRC data that provides 

comprehensive visibility into risk exposure, control effectiveness, and compliance 

status across all important business services. When disruptions occur, decision-

makers need immediate access to consolidated information about which risks 

are elevated, which controls may be compromised, and what regulatory 

obligations must be prioritized.



Key GRC Data Types for Operational Resilience

Risk Management Data:

• Risk register entries with real-time status updates

• Key Risk Indicator (KRI) metrics and threshold monitoring

• Risk assessment results across different scenario types

• Operational loss event data and trend analysis

• Third-party risk assessments and dependency mapping

• Concentration risk metrics and exposure calculations

Control and Compliance Data:

• Control effectiveness testing results and schedules

• Regulatory examination findings and remediation tracking

• Audit findings with impact assessments and resolution status

• Policy compliance monitoring and exception management

• Training completion records and competency tracking

• Regulatory reporting accuracy and timeliness metrics

Operational Resilience Specific Data:

• Impact tolerance monitoring and consumption tracking

• Business service mapping and dependency relationships

• Incident response effectiveness and resolution times

• Testing exercise results and lessons learned

• Recovery capability assessments and validation results

• Stakeholder communication effectiveness metrics



GRC Data Synchronization for Operational Resilience

Operational resilience requires GRC data synchronization capabilities that 

maintain consistent risk and compliance visibility across distributed governance 

systems even when individual components are operating in degraded modes. 

This encompasses

automated risk data aggregation, control status synchronization, and regulatory 

reporting data consolidation that preserves data integrity during stress scenarios.

Financial institutions must implement GRC synchronization strategies that can 

handle various failure modes, from complete system outages to partial 

degradation scenarios. The synchronization mechanisms must be capable of 

operating across different GRC infrastructure environments, including on-

premises risk systems, cloud-based compliance platforms, and hybrid 

governance architectures.

GRC API Strategies for Maintaining Governance During Disruptions

Governance, Risk, and Compliance APIs serve as critical integration points in 

operational resilience architectures, enabling flexible data exchange between risk 

management systems, compliance platforms, and regulatory reporting tools 

even when primary integration channels are compromised. Resilient GRC API 

strategies must incorporate multiple layers of redundancy, including alternative 

routing mechanisms, cached compliance data capabilities, and graceful 

degradation protocols that maintain essential governance functions.

GRC API design for operational resilience requires careful consideration of timeout 

handling for risk data queries, retry mechanisms for control testing updates, and 

circuit breaker patterns that prevent cascading failures across governance 

systems. The APIs must be capable of operating with reduced functionality while 

maintaining core GRC data exchange capabilities essential for regulatory 

compliance and risk management during stress scenarios.



GRC Data Quality Assurance Under Stress Conditions

Maintaining governance, risk, and compliance data quality during operational 

stress scenarios presents unique challenges that traditional GRC data quality 

frameworks often fail to address. Operational resilience requires dynamic GRC 

data quality monitoring that can detect and respond to quality degradation in 

real-time, implementing automated correction mechanisms for risk metrics and 

control data when possible, and escalating regulatory compliance issues when 

manual intervention is required.

GRC data quality assurance must be built into every aspect of the operational 

resilience architecture, from initial risk data capture through final regulatory 

reporting. This includes implementing validation rules for risk assessments that 

can operate effectively even when reference governance systems are 

unavailable, and establishing alternative data quality verification mechanisms for 

compliance reporting that don't depend on primary quality assurance 

infrastructure.

Common GRC Integration Challenges in Operational Resilience

Financial institutions consistently face several key challenges when attempting to 

integrate governance, risk, and compliance data for operational resilience 

purposes. Understanding these common patterns helps organizations develop 

more effective solutions.

Siloed Risk and Compliance Systems

Many institutions operate separate systems for operational risk management, 

regulatory compliance monitoring, and business continuity planning. During 

disruptions, this fragmentation creates dangerous blind spots where elevated 

risks may not be immediately visible to compliance teams, or where control 

failures may not trigger appropriate risk management responses.



Regulatory Reporting During Stress Scenarios

Maintaining accurate and timely regulatory reporting during operational 

disruptions requires sophisticated GRC data integration capabilities. Institutions 

must be able to aggregate risk data from multiple sources, validate control 

effectiveness across distributed systems, and generate compliant reports even 

when primary reporting infrastructure is compromised.

Real-Time Risk Visibility Requirements

Modern operational resilience demands real-time visibility into risk exposure 

changes during stress scenarios. Traditional monthly or quarterly risk reporting 

cycles are inadequate when operational disruptions can elevate risks within 

minutes or hours. Integrated GRC platforms must provide dashboard-level 

visibility into risk metrics that update automatically as conditions change.

Navigating the Challenges of a Rapidly Evolving Regulatory 

Environment

The operational resilience regulatory landscape continues to evolve rapidly, with 

DORA implementation ongoing and FCA guidance being refined based on 

industry experience. Financial institutions must develop adaptive capabilities that 

can respond to regulatory changes while maintaining robust operational 

resilience.

Regulatory Agility Requirements

Institutions need technology architectures that can quickly adapt to new 

regulatory requirements without fundamental system redesigns. This requires 

modular, API-based approaches that can incorporate new data sources, modify 

monitoring parameters, and adjust reporting formats in response to regulatory 

evolution.



Cross-Jurisdictional Compliance: ]

Global financial institutions must navigate multiple regulatory frameworks 

simultaneously, requiring data integration capabilities that can support different 

regulatory reporting requirements while maintaining consistent operational 

resilience across all jurisdictions.

Continuous Improvement Frameworks: Both DORA and FCA emphasize 

continuous improvement in operational resilience capabilities. This requires 

institutions to implement feedback loops that capture lessons learned from 

testing exercises, actual incidents, and regulatory interactions, using this 

information to continuously enhance their operational resilience capabilities.

Measuring and Reporting Operational Resilience

Effective operational resilience requires robust measurement and reporting 

frameworks that go beyond traditional BCP metrics. Key performance indicators 

should focus on service delivery outcomes rather than process completion rates. 

Examples might include customer transaction success rates, service availability 

percentages, and impact tolerance utilization levels.

Regular assessment of operational resilience capabilities requires both 

quantitative metrics and qualitative evaluations. Quantitative measures might 

track historical service delivery performance, testing exercise results, and incident 

response effectiveness. Qualitative assessments should evaluate the 

comprehensiveness of scenario planning, quality of governance arrangements, 

and effectiveness of communication protocols.

Regulatory reporting obligations increasingly require institutions to demonstrate 

their operational resilience capabilities through detailed assessments and testing 

results. These reports must clearly articulate how the institution identifies, 

monitors, and manages operational resilience risks across its important business 

services.



Practical Implementation Roadmap

Phase 1: Foundation Building

• Conduct comprehensive mapping of important business services and 
supporting data flows

• Establish baseline data integration capabilities assessment

• Define impact tolerances with specific focus on data availability and quality 
requirements

• Implement basic data lineage documentation and governance frameworks

• Assess DORA and FCA compliance readiness and gap analysis

Phase 2: Core Capability Development

• Deploy real-time data synchronization capabilities across critical systems

• Implement API-based integration strategies with resilience features

• Establish data quality monitoring and automated correction mechanisms

• Develop and test scenario-based integration testing frameworks

• Begin implementation of advanced data analytics capabilities

Phase 3: Advanced Resilience Integration

• Implement sophisticated event-driven architecture for data flow management

• Deploy comprehensive monitoring and alerting for data integration 
performance

• Establish advanced conflict resolution and data consistency mechanisms

• Integrate data resilience capabilities with broader operational resilience 
testing

• Implement automated compliance monitoring solutions for DORA and FCA 
requirements



Phase 4: Optimization and Enhancement

• Continuously refine data integration capabilities based on testing results and 
operational experience

• Implement predictive capabilities for data integration risk management

• Establish industry-leading data resilience capabilities that create competitive 
advantages

• Develop thought leadership and best practice sharing within the industry

• Maintain adaptive frameworks for evolving DORA and FCA requirements



The Path Forward

The transition from business continuity to operational resilience represents more 

than a regulatory compliance exercise; it's a strategic imperative that can create 

competitive advantages for institutions that embrace it effectively. Organizations 

that build robust operational resilience capabilities—with particular attention to 

integrated governance, risk, and compliance foundations—will be better 

positioned to navigate future disruptions, maintain customer confidence, and 

capitalize on market opportunities that emerge during challenging periods.

Success requires sustained commitment from senior leadership, adequate 

resource allocation, and cultural change throughout the organization. The shift 

from recovery-focused thinking to continuity-focused operations demands new 

skills, different performance metrics, and evolved governance structures. Most 

critically, it requires recognition that integrated governance, risk, and compliance 

data management forms an essential foundation upon which operational 

resilience capabilities depend.

Financial institutions that treat operational resilience as merely an enhanced 

version of business continuity planning will likely find themselves struggling to 

meet evolving

regulatory expectations and stakeholder demands. Those that embrace the 

fundamental differences—particularly the critical role of sophisticated GRC data 

integration—and invest appropriately in building true operational resilience 

capabilities will be better positioned for long-term success in an increasingly 

complex and interconnected financial services environment.

The distinction between operational resilience and business continuity isn't 

academic—it's practical, strategic, and increasingly critical for financial institution 

success. The institutions that recognize and act on this distinction today, with 

particular attention to governance, risk, and compliance data integration 

excellence, will be the ones thriving tomorrow.
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