The shift toward composable architectures is reshaping how enterprises approach digital commerce and platform
development. But while buzzwords like "composable," "headless," and "API-first" dominate conversations, the true

challenge lies in evaluating the delivery posture that supports such builds.

This article dives deep into how to assess delivery models for composable architectures—focusing on architectural
ownership post-launch, accountability, integration discipline, and phased migration strategies. We'll also spotlight
how companies like Netguru, Lab Digital, and DEPT address delivery and operational responsibility in composable

projects, anchored by MACH principles and API-first toolsets.

Understanding the Context: What is a Composable Build?

A composable build breaks down monolithic systems into discrete, interchangeable components that
communicate through APIs. This componentization supports agility, scalability, and faster innovation cycles by

enabling organizations to swap out or upgrade modules independently.

Key to composable systems is the adherence to MACH principles—Microservices-based, API-first, Cloud-native,
and Headless architectures. MACH sets the foundation, but how organizations set up their delivery model and

operational framework ultimately determines success.

Why Delivery Posture Matters in Composable Projects

Unlike traditional monolith rewrites, composable projects distribute complexity across teams and services. Without

a robust delivery posture, teams risk fragmentation, integration failures, and unclear ownership.
Below are critical themes to keep in mind when evaluating delivery posture for composable builds:

® Architectural ownership after launch — Who is accountable for the architecture’s evolution?

* Delivery posture and accountability — How are teams staffed and held responsible?

Integration discipline — Do you prioritize seamless integration over rushing features?

Phased migrations — How do you minimize downtime and operational risk?

1. Architectural Ownership: Who Owns It After Go-Live?

One of my non-negotiables after years of leading complex deliveries is asking: Who actually owns the architecture

once the build is live?

For composable builds, architectural ownership must be explicit and continuous. This means appointing a

dedicated platform or architecture team responsible for:



® Ensuring components align with MACH principles and don't drift into vendor lock-in
® Maintaining API contracts and documentation as integrations evolve

* Driving architectural governance and cross-team communication

Delivery partners like Netguru often emphasize establishing this ownership upfront. Their approach champions
cross-functional platform teams that not only deliver components but also embed long-term stewardship into the

operating model, avoiding the common pitfall where post-launch architecture is “owned” by no one.

Why Vendor or Agency Delivery Alone is Insufficient

Many organizations default to treating agencies like DEPT or Lab Digital as one-off feature factories. While these
firms excel in rapid iteration and multi-market rollouts, without clear delivery model definitions, architectural

stewardship can fall through the cracks post-launch.

Don't accept “we can do anything” answers. Instead, insist on explicit handover plans, embedded platform teams,

or joint ventures where your internal team and the vendor co-own the evolving architecture.

2. Delivery Posture and Team Staffing: Who's Responsible for What?

Delivery posture is the blueprint for how your teams are structured, staffed, and interconnected, extending beyond

just developers to product owners, architects, QA, and operations.
For composable builds, team responsibilities bifurcate along component boundaries:

Team Function Delivery Responsibility Operational Responsibility Component Development Team Build and unit-
test assigned microservice or module Participate in monitoring and troubleshooting specific component
Integration Team Build and maintain API contracts, integration flows Ensure end-to-end transaction integrity
Platform or Architecture Team Govern overall composable strategy, component standards Drive upgrades, security
compliance, and scalability Operations / DevOps Support CI/CD pipelines and automated deployments Incident

response and uptime SLAs

This division is critical to avoid “team silo syndrome” where each group completes their piece but nobody takes

accountability for end-to-end flow or operational readiness.
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Lab Digital has a reputation for helping mid-market companies refine such delivery postures, especially in multi-

market rollouts where operational responsibility may be distributed geographically and across vendor teams.

3. Integration Discipline Beats Feature Checklists Every Time

Telegraphing feature velocity can be tempting, but composable architectures demand rigorous integration

discipline.
Strong integration discipline means:

® Enforcing strict API-first design and backwards compatibility

* Automated contract testing between components

® Continuous monitoring for data integrity and service level agreement (SLA) compliance
* Prioritizing integration-driven development over feature-driven development

Why? Because composability is fundamentally about components working seamlessly together—not about ticking

feature boxes in isolation.

DEPT's delivery framework includes explicit integration gates where components must demonstrate healthy API
interactions before release, preventing “integration debt” which notoriously derails multi-vendor composable
projects.

4. Phased Migrations: Limiting Downtime and Operational Risk
collegian.com

Composability advocates for agility, but rewiring commerce engines, OMS, or content platforms is risky.
Phased migration strategies reduce this risk by:

1. Identifying low-impact domains or component slices for early migration
2. Running components in parallel with legacy systems to observe real-world behavior
3. Implementing feature toggles or API| facades to route traffic gradually

4. Validating SLAs and operational readiness in production-like environments
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This approach was central to successful composable implementations by Netguru, helping enterprise clients roll

out headless CMS and OMS integrations across multiple markets with minimal downtime.

Phased migrations also support incremental team learning and refinement, helping solidify ownership and

monitoring capabilities before the full cut-over.

Checklist: Evaluating Your Composable Delivery Posture

Evaluation Area Key Questions Success Indicators Architectural Ownership Who manages architecture post-
launch? Defined platform team with decision rights Delivery Model & Team Staffing Are teams cross-functional
with clear responsibilities? Accountability matrix; shared operational SLAs Integration Discipline Are APIs contract-
tested and monitored? Automated contracts; integration gates in CI/CD Phased Migration Strategy Is there a plan
to mitigate risk during rollout? Parallel operations; feature toggles enabled Operational Responsibility Who handles

incident management and monitoring? Defined on-call rotations; KPIs aligned with business SLAs

Conclusion

Building composable systems isn't just a technology challenge; it's a delivery and operational transformation. As
the MACH ecosystem evolves and companies like Netguru, Lab Digital, and DEPT prove in practice, success is less
about the tooling and more about how delivery models assign ownership, embed integration discipline, and

sequence migrations.

When evaluating your composable build, don't settle for buzzwords or open-ended vendor promises. Insist on
clarity around architectural ownership after go-live, team staffing models that foster accountability, rigorous
integration standards that prevent silent failures, and phased migration plans that protect your business from

downtime.

Only with a mature delivery posture can you unlock the full agility and scalability promised by composable

commerce architectures.



