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Introduction

THE SYSTEM EVERYONE RELIES ON, BUT RARELY NAMES

Before talking about security or compliance, it helps to name the system that quietly holds

everything together.

Every company operates on a corporate identity layer. This is the infrastructure that defines

who someone is inside the organization from a digital perspective.

It determines how employees authenticate, which systems they can access, how permissions

change when roles change, and what happens when someone leaves.

In practice, this layer lives in tools like Azure AD, Okta, or Google Workspace. Conceptually, it is

the perimeter that turns people into managed identities rather than isolated logins.

Most core systems already sit inside this perimeter.

Volunteering programs often do not.

INSIGHT

If a system does not use corporate identity, it is not fully governed by corporate controls.

This quide starts where that gap becomes operationally relevant.



Why volunteering programs drift outside
the identity perimeter

LIGHTWEIGHT BY DESIGN, EXPOSED BY SCALE

Corporate volunteering is intentionally designed to feel simple.

It does not process payroll
It does not touch financial systems

It rarely triggers security reviews

Because of that, identity decisions are often postponed. Users are created locally.

Authentication strength varies by tool. Access is granted manually and rarely revisited.

None of this happens by mistake. It reflects an unspoken assumption that volunteering

operates outside the organization’s operational perimeter.

That assumption holds only until scale, scrutiny, or complexity arrives.

The decision vacuum

WHEN IDENTITY OWNERSHIP IS IMPLIED, NOT DEFINED

Most volunteering programs never explicitly decide how identity should work.

Accounts are created because participation is needed. Permissions are granted because

coordination is urgent. Exceptions are handled quickly to keep programs running.
Each choice feels operational. Together, they form an access model.

What is usually missing is a deliberate decision about whether volunteering should follow the

same identity and access rules as other employee-facing systems.

INSIGHT

When identity is not explicitly designed, it defaults to whatever is easiest to maintain.



From a security standpoint, that default is rarely neutral.



Functioning systems, unmanaged access

WHY "NOTHING IS BROKEN" IS NOT A CONTROL

Programs that operate smoothly generate confidence.
Participation grows. Partners deliver. Platforms run without visible incidents.

At the same time, access behaves differently than it does elsewhere in the organization.
Accounts persist beyond role changes. Temporary permissions become permanent. Former

employees retain access longer than expected.

These are not failures. They are symptoms of access that is never revisited because no one

owns its lifecycle.

INSIGHT

Access that is not tied to corporate identity cannot follow corporate lifecycle.

The gap widens quietly.

Manual and ad-hoc systems

WHERE SECURITY VULNERABILITIES ACCUMULATE
Volunteering programs frequently rely on systems that were never designed to operate inside

a corporate security perimeter.

Manual trackers
Standalone SaaS tools
Shared inboxes

Local admin roles created for convenience

These environments typically lack Single Sign-0On and multi-factor authentication. Not

because the risk was evaluated and accepted, but because the question was never raised.

INSIGHT



The absence of SSO or MFA is usually not a technical limitation. It is an unresolved

governance decision.

Unmanaged identity expands the attack surface gradually, without triggering alarms.



Identity fragmentation and third parties

WHEN ACCESS CROSSES ORGANIZATIONAL BOUNDARIES

NGOs, foundations, and external partners are central to volunteering programs.

They also introduce identity complexity.

Separate user directories
Local authentication models

Permissions granted directly by operational teams

Without integration into corporate identity systems, visibility degrades. Security teams lose
oversight. HR loses lifecycle control. Compliance loses the ability to explain who had access

and whuy.

INSIGHT

Identity fragmentation is not just a security issue. It is an auditability issue.

What cannot be centrally governed cannot be centrally defended.

Security without a volunteering-specific
threat model

CONTROLS BORROWED FROM OTHER CONTEXTS

Many organizations apply generic security controls to volunteering systems without adjusting

for how these systems are actually used.

The result is uneven protection. Strong controls around low-impact areas. WWeak controls

around identity, access duration, and exception handling.

Without a threat model that accounts for volunteers, partners, and distributed access,

security becomes procedural rather than intentional.

INSIGHT



Security without a threat model maintains systems. It does not constrain risk.



Compliance without memory

WHEN IDENTITY DECISIONS LEAVE NO TRACE

During audits or internal reviews, questions about identity surface quickly.

Who approved this access
Why was MFA not enforced

When should this account have expired

In volunteering programs, these questions often point back to informal decisions made for

speed or convenience. Over time, those decisions leave no durable evidence.

INSIGHT

Compliance breaks down when identity decisions cannot be reconstructed.

Policies exist. Controls exist. History does not.

Incidents that stall instead of escalate

IDENTITY ISSUES THAT LINGER

Identity-related issues in volunteering rarely trigger formal incident response.

An account discovered long after it should have been disabled
A partner still accessing systems beyond the agreed scope

Credentials shared across teams

These situations feel too small to escalate and too persistent to ignore.

INSIGHT

When identity ownership is unclear, issues remain open by default.



They accumulate quietly.



Technology as a forcing function

WHERE AMBIGUITY BECOMES UNCOMFORTABLE

Platforms that integrate with corporate identity systems change the dynamic.

They require decisions about authentication strength, access expiration, approval flows, and

role-based permissions. They reduce ambiguity and remove the comfort of not deciding.

Solutions such as Optimy operate at this intersection. Not by adding security features, but by

aligning volunteering access with existing identity governance.

INSIGHT

Identity integration is less about protection and more about accountability.

Once access is anchored to corporate identity, responsibility becomes explicit.

The decision point Security teams
recognize

INSIDE OR OUTSIDE THE PERIMETER

At some point, every organization faces a choice.

OPTION A OPTION B
Treat volunteering systems as external Bring them inside the same identity,
tools with informal controls access, and evidence model as other

employee-facing platforms

That choice is rarely stated explicitly. Yet it shapes exposure more than any individual control.

INSIGHT




Leaving identity outside the perimeter is still a decision, even when it is not declared.



What responsible ownership looks like

FROM IDENTITY TO GOVERNANCE

Ownership here is not a title.

It is the ability to state clearly which systems authenticate through corporate identity, where
MFA is mandatory, how access is granted and revoked, and how identity decisions are logged

and reviewed.

Without that clarity, security remains advisory. With it, governance becomes defensible.

Closing the gap

Volunteering programs do not require exceptional security.
They require intentional identity decisions.

This quide exists to surface where those decisions have been postponed, delegated, or
quietly assumed. Not to prescribe tools, but to make the absence of choice visible enough

that it demands resolution.

Where identity is aligned, security can operate. Where it is not, exposure
I grows without friction.

READY TO ALIGN YOUR VOLUNTEERING PROGRAM WITH CORPORATE
IDENTITY?

Optimy’s platform integrates seamlessly with your existing SSO, MFA, and access
management infrastructure—making identity governance explicit, auditable, and

defensible.

TALK TO OUR SPECIALISTS



https://www.optimy.com/contact/contact-us

www.optimy.com




