= EFO SOLUTIONS SAMPLE / FICTIONAL SCENARIO

e Engineer. Automate. Secure.

01/ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Understand the risk.
Choose the next step.

Sample Operations Portal - a fictional internal application for request intake, approvals, and operational reporting.

SAMPLE - not a client assessment
Every scenario and evidence description in this document is constructed for illustration. No tests were executed, no
configuration was inspected, and no client results are represented.

The decision this review supports

Should the portal proceed to its next release, and which quality, automation, and security-readiness work should come
first? This sample recommends agreeing release evidence and ownership before using a passing test run as the sole
release decision.

Priority lllustrative concern Recommended decision

High F-01: approval state consistency Verify the selected state rules before release.

High F-03: access ownership and review Agree role boundaries and the review owner.
Medium F-02 / F-04: feedback and visibility Build repeatable checks and useful release signals.

Scope and review basis
- In scope: request state transitions, selected roles, regression strategy, delivery evidence, and operational handoffs.

- Evidence types to request: requirements, authorized role matrix, selected test results, release checklist, and monitoring
ownership notes.

- Outside scope: penetration testing, production access, performance benchmarking, regulatory certification, and
third-party systems.

Priority reflects this fictional scenario's proposed business impact and urgency. It is not a vulnerability score. Evidence
status is illustrative and unverified throughout; actual assessment findings require authorized review of the real
environment.
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02 / QUALITY & AUTOMATION FINDINGS

Make release evidence
repeatable and useful.

Finding format: priority, evidence type, business impact, action, owner, and acceptance criteria.
HIGH / F-01 / Approval state consistency

Scenario: A reopened request could be displayed as approved while its supporting review remains incomplete. This is a
hypothetical requirement gap, not an observed defect.

Evidence type: Proposed review of the state diagram and expected-result examples; no execution evidence collected.
Business impact: Staff could act on an ambiguous approval state or repeat review work.

Action: Agree valid transitions and their prerequisites. Implement consistent checks at the relevant application boundaries.
Owner: Backend lead with product owner; actual names assigned during engagement.

Acceptance: For the agreed transitions, valid requests reach the expected state; incomplete prerequisites are explained and
leave the state unchanged.

Verification: Review agreed examples and retained results for the exact release candidate. Resolve exceptions with the
product owner.

MEDIUM / F-02 / Regression feedback lacks an agreed boundary

Scenario: A hypothetical release checklist names screens but does not state the behavior each check protects.

Evidence type: Proposed comparison of the checklist, critical journey map, and representative test reports; no reports
inspected.

Business impact: A passing suite may leave important journeys unevaluated; failures may require unnecessary investigation.
Action: Define a small regression pilot for intake, approval, and reporting, with controlled data and understandable failures.
Owner: QA/automation lead with engineering contributors.

Acceptance: Each selected journey has an expected result, test-data setup, owner, and report linked to its application version.

Verification: Demonstrate expected pass and controlled failure cases in an authorized test environment. Record maintenance
responsibilities.
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03 / SECURITY & OPERATING READINESS

Connect controls
to clear responsibilities.

Process and readiness examples only. This sample provides no exploit instructions or assurance that a system is
secure.

HIGH / F-03 / Role boundaries have no named review owner

Scenario: Requester, reviewer, and administrator responsibilities are assumed in the fictional project, without a shared
approval matrix.

Evidence type: Proposed role-matrix review and authorized acceptance cases; no accounts, identifiers, or access settings
inspected.

Business impact: Teams may disagree about who can make consequential workflow decisions.

Action: Document permitted responsibilities, approval authority, and the join/change/leave review process. Assign an
accountable owner.

Owner: Application owner with the organization's access-management owner.

Acceptance: The selected roles and operations have agreed allow/deny expectations; role changes have documented
approval and follow-up.

Verification: Review the matrix and authorized test evidence using abstract sample roles. Record any unassessed boundaries.

MEDIUM / F-04 / Release signals and response handoffs are unclear

Scenario: The fictional release process confirms deployment completion but does not define who checks important application
behavior afterward.

Evidence type: Proposed review of release notes, observation checklist, and response responsibilities; no live telemetry
reviewed.

Business impact: Unexpected behavior may take longer to recognize and route to an appropriate owner.
Action: Choose relevant post-release checks, specify where results appear, and document an approved escalation path.
Owner: Delivery/operations lead with application owner.

Acceptance: The release checklist names observation signals, owners, and escalation decisions. A discussion exercise
identifies the next responsible person.

Verification: Walk through a hypothetical failed reporting job and capture unresolved handoffs. This is readiness evidence, not
an incident-response guarantee.
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04 / VALIDATION & NEXT STEPS

Turn findings
into owned work.

A practical blueprint for the next assessment and implementation discussion.

lllustrative verification plan

Review area Evidence to retain Proposed acceptance

Workflow quality Agreed state examples and release-specific Selected state transitions match approved
results expectations.

Automation pilot Data setup, results, failures, and owner Checks repeat consistently in the agreed test
notes environment.

Access readiness Role matrix and authorized acceptance Selected role boundaries and review ownership are
cases agreed.

Release visibility Observation checklist and handoff exercise Each selected signal has an owner and an escalation

path.

Suggested closure sequence

- First: confirm scope, owners, evidence access, and the highest-priority workflow and role expectations.

- Next: validate F-01 and F-03 in an authorized environment; document the release decision and unresolved boundaries.

- Then: implement the regression pilot and release-observation handoffs. Review reliability before expanding the suite.
Measurement status

No baseline, defect rate, coverage percentage, release time, savings, or security effectiveness was measured. Proposed
criteria above are planning gates. Targets and dates must be agreed using evidence from the real project.

Handover and limits

A real deliverable would include the agreed scope, reviewed versions, evidence references, prioritized findings, owners,
and decisions. Findings are closed only when acceptance evidence is reviewed; an implementation update alone does not
establish closure.

This sample is not a certification, security guarantee, or substitute for a project-specific assessment. Discuss a software
quality review, automation plan, or technical roadmap with EFO Solutions.

Next step: efosolution.com/contact
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