The promise of composable commerce powered by MACH architectures and headless commerce platforms excites
many mid-market and enterprise brands aiming for agility, scalability, and innovation. Consulting firms like

Netguru, Valtech, and DEPT have been at the forefront, offering "accelerators” — reusable frameworks,

codebases, or templates designed to speed up delivery.

While these accelerators can indeed jumpstart a project, having sat through numerous discovery workshops,
cutover war rooms, and post-launch incident reviews, I've seen that accelerator-based composable commerce is
not without its downsides. From hidden lock-in risks to limitations on future customization and a tangled post-
launch operating model, organizations need to look beyond glossy claims and demand evidence-based partner

evaluation.

Understanding Accelerator-Based Composable Commerce

Before diving into the downsides, it's useful to define what we mean by an accelerator in the context of

composable commerce.

* Accelerator: A pre-built, reusable set of components, workflows, or integrations intended to speed up
implementation of MACH (Microservices, API-first, Cloud-native, Headless) stacks and headless commerce
solutions.

* Composable Commerce: The modular approach to building eCommerce where businesses select and

assemble best-of-breed services instead of monolithic platforms.

Accelerators are often marketed as “plug-and-play” solutions that reduce engineering overhead and allow brands
to get to market faster. Netguru, Valtech, and DEPT have all built accelerators commerce operating model

template that serve as launchpads for composable projects.

The Downside of Accelerator Approach: Core Themes

1. Lock-In Risk Despite MACH Promises
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Composability is often touted as the antidote to vendor lock-in. The logic goes: because you integrate best-of-

breed microservices, you can swap components at will. However, accelerators can create a different kind of lock-in:
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Dependency on Accelerator Pattern: The framework and conventions that the accelerator establishes often

become deeply ingrained in code and integration logic.
* Vendor Dependency: Switching away means not only swapping the commerce microservices but also re-

building or significantly refactoring the accelerator logic maintained by Netguru, Valtech, or DEPT.
Integration Contracts: These are tightly coupled to the accelerator's way of orchestrating APIs and
workflows, making changes costly.

This lock-in runs counter to the flexible future evolution often promised by MACH architectures.

2. Customization Limits and Constraints
Accelerators come with pre-packaged features and integrations designed for speed. But this leads to constraints
on customization:

* Opinionated Architecture: Accelerators embed assumptions about data models, UX flows, and integrations

that restrict innovation.
* Innovation Bottleneck: Trying to bend the accelerator to new business requirements often results in complex

workarounds or forcing product fit.

* Technical Debt: Adding features outside the accelerator’s design may introduce fragile code or create

“shadow” implementations that are hard to maintain.

In short, accelerators can trade off future adaptability for initial delivery speed — a compromise many

organizations regret post-launch.

3. Blurred Delivery Ownership and Integration Governance
Accelerator usage often muddies the water of delivery accountability:

* Who Owns Integration Testing? Since the accelerator includes core integration code, responsibility between

the platform vendor, systems integrator, and internal delivery teams often gets confused.



* Governance Complexity: Managing APl changes, versioning, and rollback procedures becomes more
complex when accelerator adaptations are involved.
¢ Invisible Failure Modes: Without proper ownership, integration issues discovered post-launch can be finger-

pointing fodder rather than clear corrective action.

This is especially problematic when teams like those from Netguru or DEPT step back after launch, leaving internal

teams to untangle accelerators they didn't author.

4. Post-Launch Operating Model Ambiguity

Accelerators often lack clarity on the operational processes and support models needed once a site is live:

* Maintenance Responsibilities: Who patches, upgrades, and manages the accelerator layers?

* Monitoring and Incident Response: |dentifying whether an issue lives in the accelerator, the commerce

platform, or elsewhere becomes complex without clear procedures.

* Evolution Roadmap: Incorporating platform or microservice updates can be slowed down if the accelerator

isn't maintained collaboratively.

Most importantly, many post-launch failure modes I've catalogued stem from operating model gaps exacerbated

by unclear accelerator ownership.

Evaluating Partners: Be Evidence-Based, Not Buzzword-Driven

Accelerators often come with impressive-sounding claims — “accelerate your time-to-market,” “leveraging our
proprietary MACH stack,” or “end-to-end integration accelerator.” However, without granular scopes and proof

points these remain hand-wavy.
When evaluating firms like Valtech, Netguru, or DEPT, hire for evidence-based criteria:

* Integration Testing Ownership: Who will own integration smoke tests, regression suites, and post-launch
fixes?
® Post-Launch Failure History: Request anonymized summary of past projects showing common failure

modes and how they were resolved.
* Customization Scalability: Obtain demos or sandbox access illustrating accelerator extensibility limits.

* Operating Model Clarity: Get detailed RACI charts covering accelerator maintenance, incident management,

and upgrade cadence.

Ask tough questions like, “What parts of the project roadmap will require rebuilding the accelerator?” or “"How

does your accelerator handle microservice version upgrades?”

Summary Table: Downside Risks vs. Mitigation Strategies

Downside Risk Description Mitigation Lock-In Risk Accelerators create deep dependencies limiting ability to swap
or upgrade components. Demand modular accelerator design; negotiate open source or shared IP models; insist
on clear API contracts. Customization Limits Pre-packaged features restrict innovation and adaptability. Validate
accelerator extensibility; prototype critical custom scenarios early; clarify scope creep impact. Delivery Ownership
Ambiguity Unclear who owns integration testing and fixes. Establish RACI charts that explicitly assign integration
tasks; create shared test governance groups. Post-Launch Operating Challenges Lack of clarity on maintenance
responsibilities causes slow issue resolution. Define SLA-backed support models; schedule joint accelerator and

platform maintenance reviews.



Conclusion

Accelerator-based composable commerce can provide impressive initial speed and a structured MACH and
headless commerce foundation — a benefit recognized by consulting leaders like Netguru, Valtech, and DEPT.
But without disciplined attention to delivery ownership, integration governance, and an explicit post-launch

operating model, the risks of lock-in, customization limits, and future evolution roadblocks grow significantly.

Enterprises embarking on composable commerce rebuilds should resist the allure of buzzword-fueled
“accelerators” without a thorough, evidence-based evaluation. Ask who owns integration testing, demand
transparency on the accelerator's customization boundaries, and secure a clear operating model for after the
launch war room grows cold. Only then can you harness the true agility MACH promises — without trading one
vendor lock-in for another.



