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Cover Letter

William Kehoe, Washington State Chief Information Officer (CIO) with Washington Technology Solutions (WaTech)

RE: One Washington Quality Assurance Services

Master Contract No. 08215

Monthly Quality Assurance Report – December 2025

WaTech Leadership, 

Gartner, Inc. is pleased to provide this Monthly Quality Assurance Report – December 2025 for the One Washington 

Program. The report was prepared in an independent manner by the Gartner team based on a combination of evidence, 

knowledge of industry standards, knowledge of the project, and professional judgment drawn from the Gartner team’s 

experience

Thank you for the opportunity to provide QA services to the One Washington project. 

Heide Cassidy

Senior Managing Partner, Market Lead

heide.cassidy@gartner.com
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01 — Executive Summary
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Bright Spots

Executive Summary
One Washington Monthly QA Report – Key Takeaways (1 of 5)

▪ The Program has established a go-live date range, is currently communicating this to stakeholders, 

and is working to rebaseline the Phase 1A schedule by the end of January

Establishing a go-live range is a major milestone that provides greater clarity for the Program and its stakeholders. This achievement 

enables more effective planning and prioritization of remaining work—particularly agency readiness efforts—and allows the Program to 

align with agencies, the Legislature, and the Governor on expectations and timeframes. The go-live range also forms the foundation for 

rebaselining the Phase 1A schedule, a critical task for overall Program management and driving progress toward successful 

implementation.

▪ The Program has shared the Transformation Layer Playbook with select agency financial staff and 

has requested feedback

The Program previewed the Transformation Layer Playbook with financial staff from agencies who participate in the Executive Steering 

Committee (ESC). The meeting oriented agency financial staff to the objectives of the Transformation Layer (TL) and how using the TL 

will impact current processes for transmitting data between agencies and the State’s core financial system (i.e., Workday instead of 

AFRS). The Program asked these agency staff members for review and feedback. This will enable the Program to incorporate into the 

Playbook the guidance necessary for agency financial staff to understand and plan for TL adoption.

▪ A new Testing Director has joined the Program and has begun engaging with the Testing team

The new Testing Director brings an extensive history with the Program and a deep understanding of the Program’s testing plans and 

challenges. The Testing Director has quickly begun engaging the Testing team and setting meaningful priorities. 
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Recommendation

Executive Summary
One Washington Monthly QA Report – Key Takeaways (2 of 5)

Key Challenge

▪ Track workload increases resulting from approved change requests and address any schedule 

impacts

Track the cumulative workload impact of approved change requests on the development team and include the duration of the resulting 

development work in the Phase 1A schedule. Additionally, ensure the schedule includes sufficient time for the development team to 

complete approved change requests and for the testing team to complete appropriate testing. Address any impacts on downstream 

activities resulting from these tasks.

▪ Change requests continue to be considered and approved, and there does not appear to be an 

assessment of the cumulative workload impact on the developers within the technical team

Continued approvals of change requests increase the workload for the development team, could impact the team’s ability to complete 

additional activities according to the current schedule, and may impact the testing of integrations if the resulting workload continues into 

the testing window.
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Recommendation

Executive Summary
One Washington Monthly QA Report – Key Takeaways (3 of 5)

Key Challenge

▪ Collect, record, and track information from Primary systems that may impact the Program schedule, 

dependencies, or resources 

The Program should collect, record, and track information for each Primary system that may impact the Program schedule, 

dependencies, and resources. For example, the Program should document which Primary systems have maintenance windows that may 

impact agency testing or remediation activities. Collecting and documenting this information will provide increased Program visibility into 

potential obstacles and constraints as agency-related tasks and activities are considered by the Program. 

▪ Without clearly understanding the constraints and obstacles associated with each Primary system 

that will interface with Workday, the Program is as at an increased risk of making plans that will not 

be achievable 

The Root Cause Analysis (RCA) conducted during 2025 indicated that agency readiness will be a significant element in implementing 

Phase 1A functionality. An agency’s readiness for go-live will stem, in large part, from its constraints or obstacles to completing Workday 

remediation or adopting the Transformation Layer. Without visibility to these constraints or obstacles, the Program is at an increased risk 

of making plans that are unachievable within the expected timeframe. 
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Recommendation

Executive Summary
One Washington Monthly QA Report – Key Takeaways (4 of 5)

Key Challenge

▪ Leaders of the ART and Testing teams should prioritize developing and communicating testing 

roles and responsibilities

Once the roles and responsibilities are confirmed and approved by Program leadership, the outcomes from this understanding should be 

included as the Program develops testing tasks, plans, and schedules. 

▪ Coordination between the Testing team and ART team will be essential in planning and efficiently 

executing testing 

A thorough and predictable testing process will be critical for validating that each system expected to interface with workday is able to do 

so through remediation or the Transformation Layer. Currently, it is unclear how the accountability and responsibilities for system testing 

will be owned by the ART and Testing teams. Without clear responsibilities and accountability, the testing (as of 12/22/25)effort will be 

less efficient, less predictable, and have lower quality. 
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Recommendation

Executive Summary
One Washington Monthly QA Report – Key Takeaways (5 of 5)

Key Challenge

▪ Finalize the communications pyramid defining the order of communicating decisions to key 

stakeholders. Use it to proactively create a Communication Matrix to provide clarity and structure in 

Program communications 

Using the communications pyramid as a starting point, the Program should develop a targeted Communication Matrix that defines the 

key elements needed to effectively communicate key decisions. Key decisions may include things like the determination of a go-live 

range or date, the filling of key Program roles, and other Program actions. The Communication Matrix should provide a consistent set of 

elements to consider and tailor for each decision. The matrix should be populated well before decisions are made, enabling timely 

execution of communication activities. The Communication Matrix should include the following elements: 

• Stakeholder groups 

• Objective of the communication (i.e., to inform, request input) 

• Timing of communication for each relevant stakeholder group (i.e., X hours or days after decision) 

• Communication channel for each stakeholder group (i.e., individual briefings, group meetings, emails, newsletter, website, etc.) 

• Responsibilities for drafting, approving, and delivering (signing) the communication 

• Feedback mechanisms for questions and feedback 

• Status and completion tracking from development through execution

▪ The approach to communicating key decisions to stakeholders is not well defined 

While the Program has a draft communication pyramid for the distribution of critical information, this pyramid is not yet consistently used. 

Key decisions are being made and sometimes those decisions do not have clear communication next steps associated with them. This 

can delay communication of critical information and/or result in communications reaching stakeholders in a less than optimum order.  
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One Washington Program Health Indicators – December 23, 2025 Prior Ratings

Domain & Risk 

Severity

December 2025

Trend Domain Overview & Recommendations
Nov

2025

Oct 

2025

Sep 

2025

1. Strategy & 

Business Value 

• The Program shared the Transformation Layer Playbook with financial staff from ESC agencies and requested review and feedback.

• Transformation Layer continues to be a critical strategy for achieving Phase 1A go live across the enterprise. There are significant unknown 

impacts on agencies resulting from data sent from Workday (outbound data).

• The Program should apply focused efforts to determine these unknown impacts and develop mitigation strategies. 

MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM

2. Governance 

& Schedule

• The Program established a go-live range and is communicating this to stakeholders. This important milestone reduces go-live risk, provides 

greater clarity for the program and stakeholders, and enables more effective planning and prioritization of work and agency readiness tasks.

• The program should “pressure test” the new schedule with agencies. Agency understanding of and commitment to the re-baselined Phase 

1A schedule is critical to the State’s success in the One Washington Program.

HIGH HIGH HIGH

3. Scope & 

Delivery 

Assurance


• Coordination between the Testing team and ART team will be essential in planning and efficiently executing testing. Currently, it is unclear 

how the accountability and responsibilities for system testing will be owned by the ART and Testing teams. 

• Leaders of the ART and Testing teams should prioritize developing and communicating testing roles and responsibilities, and use those in 

developing testing tasks, plans, and schedules. 

HIGH HIGH HIGH

4. Supplier 

Management

• The Program reset and improved its relationship with suppliers while completing the work to update the Program schedule and planning 

future work. These reset relationships will be proven as the Program experiences the challenges of moving forward in 2026 using the 

updated schedule, particularly those activities associated with agency readiness. 

MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM

5. Budget & 

Financials 
• Agencies whose Tech Pool Funding allocations were significantly less than requested will need to being identifying other funds within the 

agency’s current year budget , and in decision packages for the next fiscal year, that can be used for remediation activities . 

• Program should provide guidance for agencies about the need to request funding for ongoing, post-go-live OneWA-related work. 

MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM

6. People & 

Change 

• The Program has determined that the AWE will remain open past its originally planned 1/31/25 closure date. Use of the AWE remains 

strong, with 1161 total unique users as of 11/28/25. 

• Understanding the total expected users of Workday is becoming critical now, as the Program can still take action to increase the percentage 

of expected users in AWE as long as the tenant is still open. 

MEDIUM MEDIUM LOW

7. Technology & 

Architecture 
• The Program is nearing completion of updating the Workday tenant management plan which will inform what environments are used in to 

complete Program activities such as testing and training.
LOW LOW LOW

Executive Status Dashboard – One Washington Program
The overall risk level for the One Washington Program is MEDIUM as of December 23, 2025. 

The overall risk level has decreased to Medium due to a variety of positive factors, including determining a go-live range that provides a significant amount of time for program and agency 
activities, provides flexibility to select the optimum go-live date from several potential dates within the range, and forms the basis for a rebaselined Phase 1A schedule. Additional risk 
reduction comes from building and staffing the Cohort model for agency readiness support and hiring a Testing Director with deep knowledge of the Program and its testing difficulties. 
Challenges remain in timely testing of a cost allocation approach, understanding schedule impacts of change requests, and timely “pressure testing” of schedule assumptions with agencies.

Overall Program Risk Rating

MEDIUM

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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One Washington QA Risks & Issues Dashboard – Totals
Data reported as of:

12/23/2025
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02 — Domain Level Risk 

Assessment
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Gartner’s Risk Assessment Framework
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1. Strategy & Business Value (1 of 2)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period MEDIUM

Observations

1.1 Business Strategy Alignment 

• The Program has completed an updated Program schedule consistent with an enterprise implementation and adoption of Phase 1A functionality. This is significant as the Root Cause Analysis (RCA) 

completed in 2025 identified a concern that the Program was not adequately preparing for agency readiness and enterprise adoption. The updated schedule intends to address this concern. 

Carried over from November 2025 QA Report 

• Agencies continue to express their uncertainty of technical requirements and shifting project timelines. Some agencies are hesitant to commit to go-live dates in the absence of detailed information 

and clarity regarding the distinction between remediation and transformation layer pathways. The ongoing lack of clear communication and finalized technical specifications from the Program poses 

a risk to agency readiness and may ultimately delay implementation.

Carried over from July 2025 QA Report 

• The Program reports that the Program Charter is on a priority list of documents to be updated by the PMO. 

Carried over from February 2025 QA Report 

• The Project Charter for Phase 1A provides clear guidance on the vision, goals, and objectives for Phase 1A. Gartner does not anticipate significant changes to the Program’s vision, goals, and 

objectives but the critical success factors and project approach may need to be reviewed and appropriately updated.

• The Program Charter was last updated in 2021 and the timeline, scope, stakeholder information etc. are no longer accurate. Given the results of the assessment effort (previously called 

reassessment), the Project Charter for Phase 1A may need to have an updated implementation strategy, constraints, assumptions, stakeholder information etc.

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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1. Strategy & Business Value (2 of 2)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period MEDIUM

Observations

1.2 Benefits Realization

• The Program previewed the Transformation Layer Playbook with financial staff from agencies that participate in the Executive Steering Committee (ESC). The meeting oriented agency financial staff 

to the objectives of the Transformation Layer (TL) and how using the TL will impact current processes for transmitting data between agencies and the State’s core financial system (i.e., Workday 

instead of AFRS). The Program asked these agency staff members for review and feedback. This will enable the Program to incorporate into the Playbook the guidance necessary for agency 

financial staff to understand and plan for TL adoption.

• The Transformation Layer Playbook mentions that some data will not come back in the outbound files (e.g., transaction code, modifier or grant information). Agencies need a simple “cheat sheet” 

that clearly shows what data they will and will not receive, along with easy steps for fixing errors in addition to the denser Playbook. This should be shared in Cohort communications with direct links.

Carried over from November 2025 QA Report 

• Error handling and reporting capabilities may compromise TL reliability and agency confidence in data integrity.

Carried over from October 2025 QA Report 

• While the Transformation Layer holds promise as a path to go live for agencies that will not have completed legacy system remediation to Workday, there are significant unknowns about how the 

data sent from Workday (outbound data) will impact agency business processes, financial reporting and inter-system processing. 

• Because it is not currently known how the outbound data from Workday will impact agency business processes, financial reporting and inter-system processing, there is a risk that a significant 

investment from agencies may be required to effectively use this data. The Program does not currently have enough information to evaluate or establish appropriate mitigation efforts for this risk.

• The Program reports that there is a Transformation Layer Workgroup that is working to move the Transformation Layer forward and develop related documentation for agencies on what they 

start/stop/change by using the Transformation Layer. 

• The Program should apply focused efforts to determine the unknown agency impacts resulting from outbound data from the Transformation Layer in order to develop appropriate mitigation 

strategies. 

• In order to identify, evaluate and determine appropriate mitigation steps, the Program should apply a focused effort involving the technical team, functional team and a group of representative 

agencies. These efforts should focus on identifying the impacts to agencies related to outbound data and determining the critical path for addressing any issues. The Program should determine 

a date by which the outbound data impacts are identified and the viability of using the Transformation Layer for each agency is determined. This focused effort on identifying and evaluating 

outbound data impacts will allow the Program and agencies to develop appropriate mitigation approaches while ensuring the Program has realistic scheduling related to the Transformation 

Layer. Given the criticality of the Transformation Layer to the overall strategy of the State’s implementation, Gartner believes these activities should be given high priority.

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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2. Governance and Schedule (1 of 8)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period HIGH

Observations

2.1 Executive Support

• While the Program has a communication pyramid indicating the order in which stakeholders will receive critical communications, the degree to which this pyramid is being used for communications 

about the go-live range is unclear. At the time of wiring this QA Report (12/13/25), Agencies are still waiting to hear specifics around the go-live range. Timely communication of key decisions is 

critical for Agency leadership engagement. See Gartner’s recommendation in Section 2.5 Program Communication and Collaboration.

Carried over from November 2025 QA Report 

• Agencies, and some Program areas, are expressing concern over clarity on the go-live date or date range. Gartner understands there is a communication process in place and the Program is 

engaging in this process, but the goodwill leadership has built could erode if agencies do not have a go-live date or date range to plan and execute against soon.  

Carried over from October 2025 QA Report 

• The Agencies are very pleased with the Leadership engagement that they are experiencing from One Washington. They are feeling heard and have expressed appreciation for the new collaboration 

at the leadership level that they reported as missing in the past. There continues to be some trepidation from agencies that this new way of working may not continue, but most are hopeful that it will.  

• Leaders from the Program, WaTech, and Deloitte are fully engaged and actively involved in grappling with critical topics and moving to decisions. Program leaders model and encourage 

collaboration and teamwork among Program participants resulting in insightful questions being asked and discussed, and decisions being made based on sharing of views. This is creating an 

environment of open, honest communication about issues and the viability of potential solutions. For example, the Program is working collaboratively to understand and plan testing milestone 

activities. 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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2. Governance and Schedule (2 of 8)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period HIGH

Observations

2.2 Governance (Program Organization)

• Two key leadership roles have been filled. The Testing Director has been filled and is actively engaged. A new Program Executive Director has been hired and will start in January 2026.   

• The ART Deputy Director role has been filled with a person with extensive leadership experience in the State. Given the importance of the Cohort teams going forward, it is a positive step that the 

ART Director and ART Deputy Director are able to work together in the mobilization and launch of the teams.

• The Strategic Program Management Office (SPMO) organization structure is being refined and finalized by the Program. Gartner looks forward to receiving and reviewing the new structure.

Carried over from October 2025 QA Report 

• McKinsey has been contracted to lead the Strategic Program Management Office (SPMO), which is a positive step for the Program in building PMO capability. The Program Management Office 

(PMO) has been combined into the SPMO. As Gartner stated in the August 2025 QA Report, the new SPMO will need to occupy a stronger role in driving and managing Program activities. The 

SPMO will need to maintain the increased volume, cadence, and coordination of activities across both immediate change efforts and ongoing Program operations to drive effective execution across 

the Program. The Program reports that specific roles within the SPMO have been defined. Gartner looks forward to receiving and reviewing that information. The roles in the new SPMO will need to 

be clarified to ensure full coverage across key areas of responsibility and define how the SPMO and PMO efforts are complementary.

. 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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2. Governance and Schedule (3 of 8)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period HIGH

Observations

2.3 Schedule Management

• The Program has established a go-live date range, is currently communicating this to stakeholders, and is working to rebaseline the Phase 1A schedule by the end of January. Establishing a go-live 

range is a major milestone that provides greater clarity for the Program and its stakeholders. This achievement enables more effective planning and prioritization of remaining work—particularly 

agency readiness efforts—and allows the Program to align with agencies, the Legislature, and the Governor on expectations and timeframes. The go-live range also forms the foundation for 

rebaselining the Phase 1A schedule, a critical task for overall Program management and driving progress toward successful implementation.

• Without clearly understanding the constraints and obstacles associated with each Primary system that will interface with Workday, the Program is as at an increased risk of making plans that will not 

be achievable. The Root Cause Analysis (RCA) conducted during 2025 indicated that agency readiness will be a significant element in implementing Phase 1A functionality. An agency’s readiness 

for go-live will stem, in large part, from its constraints or obstacles to completing Workday remediation or adopting the Transformation Layer. Without visibility to these constraints or obstacles, the 

Program is at an increased risk of making plans that are unachievable within the expected timeframe. 

• The Program should collect, record, and track information for each Primary system that may impact the Program schedule, dependencies, and resources. For example, the Program should 

document which Primary systems have maintenance windows that may impact agency testing or remediation activities. Collecting and documenting this information will provide increased 

Program visibility into potential obstacles and constraints as agency-related tasks and activities are considered by the Program. 

• There is still a risk around "pressure testing" the schedule with agencies through the Cohort teams as the time required to get the program and the agencies working in this new model may be longer 

than planned. Gartner continues to recommend that this work be structured with clear roles, responsibilities, and timeframes.  

• Defining terms and processes in the schedule and getting consensus on both will be critical for success. The Program should clearly define "code freeze“, identify how it will be implemented, 

determine governance for who has the authority to decide when code freeze starts, ends, and potentially restarts, etc.  

Carried over from November 2025 QA Report 

• While the Program plans to use the ART Cohort teams to “pressure test” with agencies the agency-related assumptions underpinning the schedule, there is a risk that schedule discussions with 

agencies may not receive the timely attention they deserve. (See R13)

• To help ensure that the work to review with agencies the assumptions underpinning the new schedule happens in a timely manner and does not get lost in the Cohort teams’ other tasks, the 

Program should establish a clear approach and deadline for completion of the work, identify specific roles and responsibilities, clarify communication frequency with Program Leadership and 

the ESC, and give this critical task the priority and focus that it requires. 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

• R13 - Setting a Phase 1A go-live date without resolution of key factors may result in an unrealistic date

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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2. Governance and Schedule (4 of 8)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period HIGH

Observations

2.3 Schedule Management – CONTINUED 

Carried over from October 2025 QA Report 

• The information being used to develop the re-baselined Phase1A schedule is being drawn from within the Program and does not yet include information from agencies, which may cause the new 

Phase 1A schedule to be unrealistic. 

• The Program is appropriately working to develop a re-baselined schedule for Phase 1A. Without agency information, the Program will rely on scheduling assumptions which may not accurately 

reflect the activities, resources, and durations required to prepare for go-live. This increases the risk that the near-term re-baselined schedule will not be achievable and require subsequent 

updates, which may be significant. 

• Prior to committing to the re-baselined Phase 1A schedule, conduct an assumption validation effort with agencies to allow the Program to evaluate the viability of schedule and make changes as 

necessary. 

• The Program should validate or update the scheduling assumptions used in developing agency activities, resources, and durations in the Phase 1A schedule by engaging a focus group of 

agencies to provide their insights and perspectives. Agency understanding of, and agreement to, the re-baselined Phase 1A schedule will reduce the risk that the schedule will require significant 

adjustments due to inaccurate assumptions related to agency responsibilities. Agency understanding and commitment to the re-baselined Phase 1A schedule is critical to the State’s success in 

the One Washington Program

Carried over from January 2025 QA Report 

• Setting a Phase 1A go-live date without resolution of key factors may result in an unrealistic date (See R13). 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

• R13 - Setting a Phase 1A go-live date without resolution of key factors may result in an unrealistic date

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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2. Governance and Schedule (5 of 8)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period HIGH

Observations

2.4 Risk and Issues Management

• The RAID process continues in a similar situation as the observations below, but many items are being pushed into the middle or end of January 2026 as the Program, staff and vendors, prepare for 

staff time off during the holiday season. 

• The Program has updated the RAID Project Management Playbook, has reviewed and closed 27 risks in the RAID log that were no longer relevant, and has updated 51 risks to clarify them.

• As we move into January 2026 the Cohort teams have the potential to help with exposing agency level risks that have not been captured at the Program level. 

• Change requests continue which will impact the development cycle and the schedule. If the number of change requests do not slow down or stop soon, the Program may be challenged to adopt the  

"code freeze" as currently planned. 

Carried over from November 2025 QA Report

• The Program is planning to conduct RAID management workshops to gain a common understanding of Program risks and their associated mitigation activities between the Program and oversight 

stakeholders, (i.e., WaTech, QA and IV&V). 

• The team is doing a good job of parsing the RAID items and closing some that originally had one or two items embedded in the risk and opening independent risks, especially when one of the 

internal risks has been resolved. 

• QA still believes visibility and transparency with the Agency partners around risks, especially those that impact them directly, would foster increased collaboration and trust with agencies. Currently, 

agencies only see their own identified risks and not the full log or the RAID process the Program engages in. 

Carried over from September.2025 QA Report

• RAID meetings are well organized, and the meetings are run expertly. There continues to be a large number of new RAID items coming from the Change Request (CR) process, the development 

work on the outstanding items, and internal and external partners which at some point in the near future will need to stop/freeze so a solid go-live date, and associated work such as end-to-end 

testing and cutover, can be identified, communicated and realized. 

Carried over from March 2025 QA Report

• Agency internal risks must be discussed at a Program level and a workstream level, so all understand agency risk impacts on the overarching forward movement of the Program and specific work.

• A high-level RAID overview with mitigation strategies should be socialized broadly with advisory groups so they can support the Program with their perspective on mitigation strategies as well as 

their take on level of risk and likelihood that the risk will occur. The expertise in these committees is deep and they will likely help with solutions that have not been explored. 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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2. Governance and Schedule (6 of 8)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period HIGH

Observations

2.4 Risk and Issues Management (Continued)

Carried over from February 2025 QA Report

• To date there has been little movement on incorporating Agency Risk into the overall project risk log. The RAID process the project is engaging in is good, but specific agency risks need the same 

level of rigor that the project risk log is being given. This is especially critical for agency risks that will impact enterprise go-live.

Carried over from January 2025 QA Report

• Agencies, at some level, should be involved in the overall One Washington RAID process. Having agencies understand the overarching risk profile of the project will help collaboration and 

communication. 

• Criteria for how agency risks are determined high enough to rise to the level that they need to be included on the overall One Washington RAID log is needed and this criteria should be discussed 

with the agencies so there is some agreement. Once this work is completed it needs to be transparent and socialized to all One Washington and Agency Staff. 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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2. Governance and Schedule (7 of 8)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period HIGH

Observations

2.5 Program Communication and Collaboration 

• The approach to communicating key decisions to stakeholders is not well defined. While the Program has a draft communication pyramid for the distribution of critical information, this pyramid is not 

yet consistently used. Key decisions are being made and sometimes those decisions do not have clear communication next steps associated with them. This can delay communication of critical 

information and/or result in communications reaching stakeholders in a less than optimum order. 

• The Program should finalize the communications pyramid defining the order of communicating decisions to key stakeholders. Use it to proactively create a Communication Matrix to provide 

clarity and structure in Program communications. Using the communications pyramid as a starting point, the Program should develop a targeted Communication Matrix that defines the key 

elements needed to effectively communicate key decisions. Key decisions may include things like the determination of a go-live range or date, the filling of key Program roles, and other Program 

actions. The Communication Matrix should provide a consistent set of elements to consider and tailor for each decision. The matrix should be populated well before decisions are made, enabling 

timely execution of communication activities. The Communication Matrix should include the following elements: 

• Stakeholder groups

• Objective of the communication (i.e., to inform, request input)

• Timing of communication for each relevant stakeholder group (i.e., X hours or days after decision)

• Communication channel for each stakeholder group (i.e., individual briefings, group meetings, emails, newsletter, website, etc.)  

• Responsibilities for drafting, approving, and delivering (signing) the communication

• Feedback mechanisms for questions and feedback

• Status and completion tracking from development through execution

Carried over from the November 2025 QA Report

• The Cohort model will likely introduce new communication challenges to the Program such as efficient and accurate communication between Cohorts. 

• The Cohort model should support a greater collaborative model between the Program and agencies as well as between the agencies themselves. Agencies were already informally meeting and 

sharing with each other, but this model will support a more transparent collaboration that includes the Program. 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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2. Governance and Schedule (8 of 8)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period HIGH

Observations

2.5 Program Communication and Collaboration (Continued)

Carried over from the July 2025 QA Report

• The OnePortal efforts are a big step in transparent and accessible information to and from agencies. OnePortal is expected to provide a platform for agencies and OneWA to exchange information 

quickly, including agency self-reporting on LSR activities. These efforts, as they continue to build, will have a big impact on OneWa's communication efforts with agencies. 

• Unfortunately, the definition and actions around collaboration have different expectations at the agency vs. the Program level. Gartner is hearing from agencies that true collaboration is needed for 

success, and they do not believe it is happening. The Program believes that they are collaborating with agencies through their efforts around OnePortal, the working groups and the OCM efforts. 

The Program should work to resolve this disconnect through the timing of their interactions, the questions and concerns they bring to agencies, the way the Program resolves issues, etc. 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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3. Scope and Delivery Assurance
(1 of 6) 

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period HIGH Prior Period HIGH

Observations

3.1. Scope Management

• The Program has evaluated transaction codes for their compatibility with the Transformation Layer (TL) and created a list of transaction codes which will work with the TL. However, the analysis to 

determine which systems can utilize the TL based on the transaction codes is incomplete. In addition, the analysis to understand which systems are likely to  leverage the TL based on schedule and 

agency capacity is also incomplete. The Program began developing a formal Transformation Layer Governance Process in November, but this work is also incomplete. Until there is an analysis 

performed of which systems are likely to utilize the TL, the overall scope of Program activities will remain fluid. In addition, without a defined system list, it is difficult to determine the full set of 

activities each system must complete in preparation for go-live.

• The Elevated Agency Support (EAS) and Technical Support Teams (TST) were providing Program leadership with visibility into Agency blockers. However, the new agency cohort model launched 

internally within the Program at the beginning of December and will launch with agencies in January 2026 and therefore the new process has not been fully developed. Previously, a summary of 

agency blockers were included in a weekly report from the EAS/TST Teams which were presumably included issues which were impeding agency remediation work to their legacy systems and/or 

the development of agency future state agency-specific business processes. These blockers may represent critical elements of system functionality that are incomplete. With the transition to the 

agency Cohort model, it is unclear how this information will be collected in the future. However, we understand that the new support model is currently being developed. (See R16 and R18)  

• Change requests continue to be drafted and approved. While we understand that change requests go through an evaluation process and not all of them are approved, there are several which are 

approved. Each approved change request introduces the potential for scope instability and has the ability to impact multiple downstream activities and the overall schedule. Without implementing a 

clearly defined code freeze, the Program faces increased risks, including rework, instability in the build, and continued delays to testing and agency milestones.

• Additional agency systems have been identified that will need to be remediated before go-live. The addition of systems this late in the Program is an indicator that earlier discovery and scoping 

activities were incomplete and that further impacts to scope may still emerge.

Carried over from the November 2025 QA Report

• Although One Washington continues to report functional design as being complete, there are still some elements of the future state which are not fully designed, developed, or tested, such as the 

use of a new worktag for Cost Allocation, the Transformation Layer, and how to handle custom validation errors. These elements are in various stages of completion (e.g., Transformation Toolbox 

has a functional design but is not developed, cost allocation has not been validated with HHS agencies). (See R18)

 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

• R16 – Gaps may exist for critical system functionality

• R18 – Cost Allocation functionality has not been tested

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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3. Scope and Delivery Assurance
(2 of 6) 

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period HIGH Prior Period HIGH

Observations

3.1. Scope Management

Carried over from the October 2025 QA Report

• There are several large pieces of functionality that have not been scoped or defined with sufficient detail to understand the level of effort and dependencies required for baselining the P1A schedule.

• There are several large pieces of functionality that require in depth analysis to clarify requirements, determine a design approach and to integrate into the full test plan. These pieces of 

functionality include cost allocation, error reporting, the Transformation Layer, and outstanding change requests (CRs). There is a risk that, if the Phase 1A schedule is re-baselined without 

meaningfully understanding the scope, level of effort, and dependencies and responsible parties, the resulting schedule will be understated and unrealistic.

• Before publishing the re-baselined schedule, the Program should consider the full scope of SDLC work associated with these large functional gaps and identify dependencies and associated risks to 

the rest of the schedule. In addition, the Program should document and highlight the assumptions that are being made, include contingency and communicate when clarity will be achieved.

• Ideally the tasks and timeframes included in the re-baselined schedule would be based on a clear understanding of the requirements, design approach and testing and impacts to the overall test 

plan. Gartner acknowledges that fully understanding all details associated with these elements may be difficult during the re-baselining period. If that is the case, the Program should clearly define 

major tasks and estimate timeframes including contingency in the Phase 1A schedule. 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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3. Scope and Delivery Assurance 
(3 of 6)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period HIGH Prior Period HIGH

Observations (continued)

3.2 SDLC and Testing 

• A new Testing Director joined the Program in early January and has begun engaging with the Testing team. The new Testing Director brings an extensive history with the Program and a deep 

understanding of the Program’s testing plans and challenges. The Testing Director has quickly begun engaging the Testing team and setting meaningful priorities. Now that this role has been filled, 

the Program is positioned to address prior challenges in establishing and following a consistent overarching testing strategy and to move toward a more structured and cohesive testing framework.

• Coordination between the Testing team and ART team will be essential in planning and efficiently executing testing. A thorough and predictable testing process will be critical for validating that 

each system expected to interface with workday is able to do so through remediation or the Transformation Layer. Currently, it is unclear how the accountability and responsibilities for system 

testing will be owned by the ART and Testing teams. Without clear responsibilities and accountability, the testing effort will be less efficient, less predictable, and have lower quality. 

• Leaders of the ART and Testing teams should prioritize developing and communicating testing roles and responsibilities. Once the roles and responsibilities are confirmed and approved by 

Program leadership, the outcomes from this understanding should be included as the Program develops testing tasks, plans, and schedules. 

• We previously reported that Program team members, as well as agencies, do not have common understanding of the objectives, timeline, and activities that will occur within the phases of the 

Testing workstream. The Program is in the process of gaining internal agreement on the objectives and activities associated with each phase of testing and are currently revising the overarching 

strategy, which will also result in a updates to testing documentation. The Program, in collaboration with its partners and new Testing Director, are currently engaged in this process, bringing their 

expertise to support the refinement of testing phases, plans, scenarios, and timelines. This collaboration is expected to strengthen the testing framework and align testing activities with software 

quality assurance best practices. The outcome of this work is expected in the next month. In addition, once the Program gains internal agreement on the updated testing strategy and identifies 

testing activities and their sequencing, the Program should ensure that those tasks are also included in the Phase 1A schedule.

• One Washington has been using Smartsheet as its Test Tool. We previously reported that One Washington was exploring the potential to replace its current Test Tool Suite with Azure DevOps 

and had developed a decision paper. In December, the Program continues to consider the different Test Tool options.

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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3. Scope and Delivery Assurance 
(3 of 6)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period HIGH Prior Period HIGH

Observations (continued)

3.2 SDLC and Testing 

Carried over from November 2025 Monthly QA Report

• As the Program more fully engages agencies through the Cohort model, there will likely be confusion regarding what agencies expect as to Workday configuration, a design freeze, and defect 

testing. 

• Without a common understanding of how the planned milestones and testing will be used, agencies may have incorrect expectations of the Program or of their own responsibilities. For 

example, agencies should be aware what criteria will be used to determine if a defect found during testing is sufficiently critical to necessitate an adjustment in Workday configuration. Without 

aligned expectations, the Program and agencies will struggle to complete activities in a coordinated manner. 

• The Program should be prepared to share the definition of major agency milestones in conjunction with the initiation of the Cohort support effort. This will provide agencies with the information 

necessary to plan their internal activities in alignment with Program activities. 

• (Note: In the November 2025 QA Report, this item was placed in Section 6.1 Program Organization Staffing. It is more aligned to this section and has been moved here as a correction.)

Carried over from the October 2025 QA Report

• As mentioned, in Section 3.1, there are still some elements which are not fully designed or complete. Testing relies on a stable and well-defined design to ensure that test cases accurately reflect 

functional and technical requirements. Without finalized design specifications, there is a high risk that test efforts will be misaligned with the intended system behavior, leading to rework, invalid test 

results, or missed defects.

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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3. Scope and Delivery Assurance 
(4 of 6)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period HIGH Prior Period HIGH

Observations (continued)

3.3 Quality Assurance

• The Program continues to implement process improvements on current process based on insights from the internal team and their strategic partners. Some of these recent process improvements 

include changes to the change request process, the RAID process, recurring meetings, and agency engagement. In addition, in December, the Program kicked off the internal portion of the new 

agency cohort model and will kick off with the agencies in January 2026. These process improvements implemented by the Program should support a more streamlined and adaptive process. 

However, as these process improvements are new, it is imperative for the Program to follow a structured approach to evaluate whether they are achieving their desired results and adjust as 

needed.

• One of the Independent Verification & Validation (IV&V) vendor’s findings relates to non-compliance of updating the Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM) as requirements are added, removed, 

or modified and that the current process does not follow best practices. For a large and complex Program like One Washington, it is imperative that the RTM remains up-to-date for ensuring no 

requirement is missed during system validation. In addition, by linking requirements directly to test cases, the RTM ensures that all requirements are being validated through the testing process. 

The Program has opened a RAID item related to this finding and is currently determining their response. In addition, the Program's decision to move to testing to Azure DevOps should aid in 

improving requirements traceability and reduce the risks related to this IV&V finding.

• A key focus of the IV&V vendor is to verify that Workday is being designed and configured according to One Washington's specifications and validate that the final product meets users' needs. The 

IV&V vendor has presented the Program with its findings, and a RAID item has been created for the Program to address the findings. However, the information and strategy contained in the RAID 

item is currently limited. The Program has indicated that work is currently being done to address IV&V's findings and that a process is currently being developed of how the Program will address 

future findings and provide visibility to stakeholders.

Carried over from November 2025 QA Report

• The Program requested QA and IV&V to provide an orientation meeting to increase the understanding of the separate but overlapping roles of QA and IV&V. This meeting occurred during the 

reporting period and feedback from Program participants indicated an increased understanding of their relative roles and how the Program can constructively engage with QA and IV&V. 

Carried over from September 2025 QA Report

• McKinsey was engaged to perform a root cause analysis underlying the October 2024 reassessment. McKinsey has presented their findings from the root cause analysis exercise and has 

provided an Enhancement Report containing 36 recommendations. These recommendations have been distilled down to 10 Program Enhancements which the One Washington Program intends 

to implement. During September, the Program has continued its series of strategic workshops to create a plan to implement these recommendations. These sessions have included Leadership, 

technical SMES, the vendors, Gartner, and McKinsey as the facilitator. Completion of these sessions will pave the way for the rollout of a refreshed strategic approach. 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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3. Scope and Delivery Assurance 
(5 of 6)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period HIGH Prior Period HIGH

Observations (continued)

3.4 Migration and Release Strategy

• While migration and release activities remain important, the Program is understandably prioritizing near-term tasks and schedule baselining; we expect they will revisit these activities once those 

efforts are completed

Carried over from the November 2025 QA Report

• A Deployment Strategy (Deliverable18)  was completed March 2024 which outlines the high-level approach and responsibilities for deployment preparation and execution. The Strategy defines 

responsibility for go/no go decision making and defines the role and responsibilities of State Agencies in the development of remaining artifacts. A set of Go/No Go Criteria was developed. 

However, this body of work occurred before the strategic replanning workshops. Gartner anticipates that the Program will re-visit this work to ensure that it aligns with the Program’s current 

strategy, based on the outcomes of the strategic workshops within the Program. The current draft of the Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) shows this work occurring in approximately the 

December 2025 timeframe.

• The cutover team developed cutover schedule dates in February 2025. However, these dates became out of date during the replanning efforts. Gartner expected that these dates would be 

updated after the Program has performed the analysis of and update to the Phase 1A schedule. The current draft of the IMS includes cutover activities which are anticipated to begin in December 

2025, with the draft of the updated Cutover Plan anticipated to start 9-12 months before go-live. 

• An Agency Cutover Checklist was developed in November 2024 which identified specific agency tasks and timeframes related to remediation and cutover activities. However, Gartner anticipates 

that the Program will re-visit this work as agency Cohorts are formally engaged to ensure that it aligns with the Program’s current strategy and schedule based on the strategic workshops 

completed by the Program.

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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3. Scope and Delivery Assurance 
(6 of 6)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period HIGH Prior Period HIGH

Observations (continued)

3.5 Post Release Support

• In October, Gartner reported that the Program was conducting deep-dive sessions to develop and refine the Phase 1A Schedule, which focused on aligning deliverables, milestones, and 

dependencies across the various workstreams. However, at that time, we noted that we did not observe any considerations for post-release support and the required activities for the Workday 

Services Team pre and post go-live. Since October, the Program has provided a preliminary schedule and, upon review, it appears that while there are cutover activities, this continues to be a 

potential gap in schedule development, as post-release support is a critical component to ensuring system stability, user adoption, and issue resolution following go-live. It is recommended that 

post-release activities be included in the current scheduling efforts to ensure a comprehensive and realistic schedule.

Carried over from the November 2025 QA Report

• The expanded use of the Transformation Layer (TL), is the strategy One Washington is adopting to enable agencies to meet a new go-live date. The analysis of which systems will be able to utilize 

the TL is still underway and therefore no decisions have been made as to which specific systems will utilize the TL. The Program is currently in the process of developing a formal Transformation 

Layer Governance Process. While the documentation reviewed does reference a proposed two-year review cycle as part of the broader plan to eventually decommission or transition away from 

the transformation layer, the materials do not provide sufficient detail to assess the adequacy or feasibility of this portion of the Transformation Layer Governance Process. We understand that this 

work is in the beginning stages and encourage the Program to include additional details like review cycles, prioritization criteria, roles and responsibilities, and metrics for the post release support 

of the TL. 

Carried over from the October 2025 QA Report

• The burden of non-remediated systems that are utilizing the TL needs to be considered and planned for after go-live. These non-remediated systems will not be updated to or fully aligned with the 

new FDM, which will introduce operational complexities and additional ongoing support requirements. Therefore, it is imperative for the Program to proactively plan for the required post go-live 

support needed to continue state operations. This includes an understanding of the post go-live activities which must be supported for non-remediated systems and the volume of those activities. 

(R17)

• Previously, One Washington had stated that these efforts would need to be undertaken by agencies and would not be part of the One Washington Program and therefore budget, which would 

make post go-live remediation an unfunded liability for each agency who uses the Transformation Layer at go-live instead of completing remediation. However, One Washington has recently 

started to communicate that the TL will be utilized by an expanded number of systems and has recognized that this will increase the burden of post release support. We encourage the Program to 

analyze what systems will need to be supported and eventually remediated after go-live. To ensure long-term sustainability and reduce technical debt, it is essential that the Program develop a 

holistic plan to manage this body of work. This plan should include a clear strategy to transition agencies and systems off of the TL. In doing so, the Program will reduce reliance on the TL, 

streamline system interoperability, and align with the Program’s long-term modernization goals. In addition, a proactive offboarding strategy will also help manage risk, control costs, and ensure 

that system owners are engaged early in planning for remediation and full .

• The Workday Services Team continues to work on processes for post go-live support. The Team has set up the ticketing system (ServiceNow) that will be utilized post go-live to manage and track 

technical support requests for Workday, which may be piloted before go-live and implemented post go-live. 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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4. Supplier Management (1 of 1)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period LOW Prior Period MEDIUM

Observations

4.1 Sourcing Strategy and Contracts 

• The program's sourcing and maintenance of vendor contracts is in alignment with QA expectations. Further adjustments to the System Integrator (SI) agreement may be identified as the Program 

executes the updated Program schedule. 

Carried over from October 2025 QA Report

• The Program has taken steps to clarify and align roles and responsibilities between SPMO support (McKinsey) and State teams. Communication of these changes is occurring across multiple 

forums, including PMO staff stand-ups, Phase 1A briefings, and Leadership Team meetings. The Program reports that it has updated the PMP playbook to include processes related to SPMO 

support. Gartner looks forward to receiving and reviewing this information.  

4.2 Supplier Performance 

• As a component of the Program enhancement period following the Root Cause Analysis (RCA), the Program reset and improved its relationship with suppliers while completing the work to update 

the Program schedule and planning future work. These reset relationships will be proven as the Program experiences the challenges of moving forward in 2026 using the updated schedule, 

particularly those activities associated with agency readiness. With this rest, Gartner has closed Risk 11 though Gartner will continue to monitor. 

Carried over from September 2025 QA Report

• There has been a positive shift in Deloitte’s engagement, with new team leads actively participating in strategic workshops and planning sessions. 

• A Change Request triage team has been formed to review all change requests approved since July 1 and assess their alignment with re-architecture decisions. 

• The RTM Leadership Team, with input from Deloitte, TMS, WaTech, and OneWA, continues to address traceability risks.

Carried over from April 2025 QA Report

• In previous reports, Gartner has highlighted increased risk to the Program due to a relationship with the System Integrator that focuses more on contract management rather than on strategic 

advisement. We continue to see broad agreement from a variety of perspectives that the Program requires more strategic advisement from the System Integrator (SI) than what is currently being 

provided. This results in dissatisfaction and frustration among the parties. 

4.3 Suppliers Knowledge Transfer

Carried over from November 2024 QA Report

• A Knowledge Transfer Strategy and Knowledge Transfer Plan is in place through which Deloitte plans to empower the State teams to operate and manage the Workday system independently, 

through training, documentation and ongoing support.

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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5. Budget and Financials (1 of 2)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period MEDIUM

Observations

5.1 Financials Baseline 

• There remains one agency for which Agency Readiness Pool Funding and Technology Pool Funding has not been agreed upon and allocated. The Program is actively working with the agency to 

reach agreement. 

• Agencies whose Tech Pool Funding allocations were significantly less than requested will need to begin identifying other funds within the agency’s current year budget that can be used for 

remediation activities. Agencies should consider including funding that can be used for OneWA work (if needed) in their decision packages for the next fiscal year. 

• After implementation, agencies will need funds for any work related to regular Workday updates that occur every 6 months. Agencies will need to request these funds in agency budgets in time to 

have them post go-live. Now that a go-live range is established, the Program should begin communicating with agencies about the need to request funding for ongoing OneWA-related activities.

Carried over from November 2025 QA Report

• All but one agency that requested Agency Readiness Pool Funding or Technology Pool Funding were notified of their funds allocation in October. The average allocation of Agency Readiness Pool 

Funding is 86% of the requested amount. The allocation percentage ranges from 74% to 100%, with one outlier agency lower than that range. Eight agencies received 100% of their requested 

funds. The difference between the requested and allocated amount of Readiness Pool Funding, referred to here as unmet need, is generally low for each agency and totaled $3.8M for all agencies. 

Given the size of the unmet need in Agency Readiness Pool Funding, it is likely that agencies will be able to find alternative funding for their agency readiness activities.

• It is now clear that there is a significant unmet funding need in Technology Pool Funding.  The average allocation of Technology Pool Funding is 64% of the requested amount. The allocation 

percentage ranges from 42% to 100%. Five agencies received 100% of their requested funds. The unmet need is significant for larger agencies, some of which have unmet needs of $1.1M to 

$2.0M. The overall unmet need totals  ~$17.4M for all agencies. Given the size of the unmet need in Tech Pool funding, many agencies have a significant gap in LSR funding. Since agencies 

cannot request funds themselves for OneWA activities, the source for significant additional LSR funding is not clear at this time. 

• The risk related to agencies potentially having insufficient funds for LSR due to limited Technology Poll funding (R14) has now been realized and has become an issue. As a result, R14 has been 

closed and a new issue has been opened. (See I19)

• The risk level in this domain remains at medium due to the Tech Pool funding issue and impact on agency LSR activities (See I19).

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

• I19 – Agencies have a significant unmet funding need for legacy system remediation due to limited Technology Pool funding

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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5. Budget and Financials (2 of 2)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period MEDIUM

Observations

5.2 Change Request Estimation

• Change requests continue to be considered and approved, and there does not appear to be an assessment of the cumulative workload impact on the developers within the 

technical team. Continued approvals of change requests increase the workload for the development team, could impact the team’s ability to complete additional activities 

according to the current schedule, and may impact the testing of integrations if the resulting workload continues into the testing window.

• The Program should track the cumulative workload impact of approved change requests on the development team and include the duration of the resulting development 

work in the Phase 1A schedule. Additionally, ensure the schedule includes sufficient time for the development team to complete approved change requests and for the 

testing team to complete appropriate testing. Address any impacts on downstream activities resulting from these tasks.

Carried over from November 2025 QA Report

• While Gartner has been monitoring active CRs in the pipeline, that data is not a reliable indicator of risk related to CRs. While the CR pipeline indicates potential effort related to 

unadjudicated CRs, it does not reflect actual work associated with approved CRs and how that workload grows and accumulates over time. Gartner has been recommending 

since March 2025 that the Program should have ongoing visibility into the number of CRs submitted, approved, and the associated level of effort. For example, the number of 

CRs submitted last month, number approved and associated level of effort, number deferred and associated level of effort, number escalated, and number rejected. 

5.3 Financial Tracking

Carried over from November 2025 QA Report

• As part of the Readiness Pool funding requests, agencies are required to provide the specific outcomes or results that they expect to achieve through the use of allocated funding. While that allows 

the Program to review the achievement of expected results or outcomes as part of determining whether the release of held-back funds is warranted, a process for that has not yet been put in 

place, and responsibility for conducting that review have not yet been established.

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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6. People and Change (1 of 3)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period MEDIUM

Observations

6.1 Program Organization Staffing 

• The Cohort model has kicked off and is starting to clarify roles and operating norms. There are a number of roles on the Cohort teams that have not been filled. While the Program works to fill 

those, some Cohort teams will be staffed lower than planned. This could affect the support received by the agencies in those Cohorts until the roles are filled. 

• The ART Deputy Director role has been filled with a person who has extensive leadership experience in the State. The Deputy Director is becoming familiar with the Program and is actively 

engaged in planning ART activities. 

Carried over from October 2025 Monthly QA Report

• While the Cohort model for agency readiness support is expected to roll out in January 2026 and bring important benefits to agency readiness, it also creates a significant amount of change in the 

Program organization in a short time. There is a risk that the Program will not be able to roll out the Program and be fully effective in January 2026 due to a number of factors: 

• Potential for staff hired into new Cohort roles to not be as effective as expected by January 2026. Staff hired in from outside the Program will have a ramp-up period to understand the 

complexities of not only the State, the Program, and agencies, but also the specifics of Workday as it is configured for One Washington.

• Potential for lack of clarity on the responsibilities, authority, boundaries of the new Cohort model roles. The Cohort teams will be made of some new and some existing roles working together in 

a new way. There will likely be a period of time during which the operating norms of the team are being refined, resulting in gaps and overlaps among team member activities and agency 

support activities that do not meet Program or agency expectations. For example, there could be a lack of clarity around who on the Cohort team is responsible for answering which agency 

questions, by when, and based on what data or authoritative source. 

• Potential for loss of skilled Program staff members through voluntary departure due to the re-application process. While there is always a possibility of strong team members leaving the 

Program for opportunities outside the Program, the re-application process that nearly all ART staff will be participating in may be an impetus for a higher-than-typical number of qualified staff 

members to seek employment elsewhere.

• The Program should proactively apply organizational change management principles internally within the Program to help Program staff members understand the changes, how they are impacted 

by the changes, and what constructive steps they can take to successfully move through the changes.

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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6. People and Change (2 of 3)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period MEDIUM

Observations

6.2 Organizational Change Management

• Usage of the AWE remains strong, with 1161 total unique users as of 11/28/25. Understanding the total expected users of Workday is becoming critical now, as the Program can still take action to 

increase the percentage of expected users in AWE as long as the tenant is still open. But the time remaining for the AWE to stay open is getting shorter. 

• The Program has determined that the AWE will remain open past its originally planned 1/31/25 closure date. The new closure date has not yet been communicated. This additional time will be 

critical for the Program, likely through the Cohort teams, to ensure that key users get access to the AWE to check security roles at a minimum, and ideally to become familiar with navigation and 

basic functions. The Program should take action to strongly encourage at least minimal use of the AWE by all expected users for the reasons cited here. 

Carried over from November 2025 Monthly QA Report

• The Monthly Agency Support Team (AST) meetings, attended by 300-400 AST community members from agencies, resumed in October, have continued in November and meetings are scheduled 

for December. This is a positive step for the Program, as regular touchpoints and consistent communication with AST Sponsors and Leads is critical for agency awareness of Program directions 

and for gathering timely agency input.  

• The number of users and hours spent in the AWE continues to grow. These numbers are good indicators of agency staff gaining familiarity and practical, hands-on experience with the AWE. The 

Program should gain clarity on the total number of expected users of Workday once it goes live. Knowing the pool of expected users and the extent of their work in the AWE will be a good indicator 

of agency staff familiarity with basic Workday functionality and business processes. This data can be used to identify agencies with higher or lower levels of staff participation, which may be 

informative for the Cohort teams supporting agencies. 

Carried over from October 2025 Monthly QA Report

• The Program presented a summary of the draft framework for measuring agency readiness, including specific deliverables by phase, to the ESC on 10/8/25. Gartner understands that the details of 

this framework are nearing completion and Gartner looks forward to reviewing it. 

• While getting ESC feedback on the high-level summary of the approach is a positive step, Gartner understands that agency representatives other than WaTech have not been part of the 

development of framework. The success of this framework will depend on agencies ability to execute it, and their agreement that it adequately represents their readiness to go live. Without 

agency understanding and input at the more detailed level, there is a risk that the framework will not be as effective as expected. Therefore, it is important that the Program gather and 

incorporate agency input on the agency readiness measurement framework at a more detailed level before it is finalized. 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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6. People and Change (3 of 3)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period MEDIUM Prior Period MEDIUM

Observations

6.3 Training 

• Instructor Led Training (ILT) is expected to start approximately 6 months prior to go-live. While the go-live range is helpful, the Training Team will likely need to select the earliest potential go-live 

date within the range and start planning for training activities against that date. Once the actual date is known, planned activities and timeframes can be adjusted. 

• Although the Training Team was planning to onboard an additional trainer prior to ILT to have sufficient staffing for the training workload, that role is no longer part of the plan. There is some risk 

that the Training Team may not have sufficient resources to execute the training development and execution work that is ahead. There have been some changes in staffing on the Training Team 

due to the ART reorganization. Gartner understands that Training leadership is working to adjust activities and assignments given the new team composition. 

Carried over from November 2025 Monthly QA Report

• Additional users continue to complete the AWE prerequisite training. There are ~1900 State staff users in AWE now, plus another ~100 contractors. This early participation in the prerequisite 

training continues to build foundational understanding of Workday concepts in staff members. 

• User hours in the AWE continues to grow as well, reaching a peak of 1066 user hours per week during the week of 10/24/25. The practical, hands-on experience gained by using the AWE will 

better prepare staff for the concepts they will learn in Instructor Led Training (ILT).

• The Program should gain clarity on the total number of expected users of Workday once it goes live. Knowing the pool of expected users, and what portion of them have completed their 

prerequisite training and spent time in the AWE will provide insight into staff readiness going into ILT. 

• Given that the Program has determined a new go-live range, Gartner expects the schedule for ILT previews and other key training tasks to be modified accordingly.

Carried over from September 2025 Monthly QA Report

• Given the importance of the Transformation Layer in the Program’s overall implementation strategy, and the fact that multiple agencies may ultimately use it, the Program should begin early 

planning for training requirements related to the Transformation Layer. 

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse



37 © 2025 Gartner, Inc. and/or its affiliates. All rights reserved.

330088284 | RESTRICTED DISTRIBUTION

Content contained in this document is as of 12/23/25

7. Technology and Architecture (1 of 2)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period LOW Prior Period LOW

Observations

7.1 Architecture and Design 

Carried over from November 2025 QA Report 

• Transformation layer architecture for long term scalability may result in costly remediation post go-live. This may lead to accumulation of additional technical debt.

• Architecture documentations and governance are not yet finalized, and definition across technical and functional teams that are not aligned may lead to testing gaps and inconsistent design 

decisions.

Carried over from October 2025 QA Report 

• The Technical team is in the process of completing the changes to the  architecture. 

• The Program is working through deep dive scheduling sessions to align the completion of the architecture updates with subsequent testing activities. 

Carried over from September 2025 QA Report 

• The State and SI are exhibiting strong commitment to collaboration within the technical workstream through efforts to determine a revised technical architecture. 

Carried over from August 2025 QA Report 

• The Program needs to create updated architecture documentation to reflect rearchitecting outbound s and the impact of new technical leadership. INT001 and INT002 s are being re-architected to 

address performance issues, with a small expert group formed to evaluate the proposed architecture.

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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7. Technology and Architecture (2 of 2)

Domain Level Risk Assessment Domain Risk Severity & Trend Current Period LOW Prior Period LOW

Observations

7.2 Architecture and Technical Governance

• The Program is nearing completion of updating the Workday tenant management plan which will inform what environments are used in to complete Program activities such as testing and training.

7.3 Architecture Quality 

• Within the Program’s enhancement period following the Root Cause Analysis (RCA), Deloitte and the Program revisited the architecture for integrations and identified performance improvements 

for INT-001 (inbound data) and INT-002 (outbound data). The program has completed the development associated with updating INT-001 and is currently developing the improved INT-002 

integration. 

Carried over from September 2024 QA Report

• Workday being the key component of the architecture, by itself provides a level of extensibility and scalability. Using Informatica, the State’s chosen  platform, allows for seamless communication 

between multiple data sources ensuring real-time data synchronization and batch processing.

• OneWA's enterprise architecture principles that guide the development and evolution of the enterprise architecture are based on the core The Open Group Architecture Framework (TOGAF) 

standards. Per the Solution Architecture document (Del#43, dated 6/1/21), to align the solution with the appropriate security controls, the National Institute of Standards Technology (NIST) 

Cybersecurity Framework (CSF) guidelines is leveraged. 

7.4 Data Management

Carried over from November 2025 QA Report 

• Agencies expressed concern about readiness for data validation and reconciliation activities. Delays in finalizing conversion scope and validation plans may compromise data integrity and reporting 

accuracy post-go-live.

• Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) validation and data conversion activities are tightly coupled with redesign and TL implementation. Misalignment across these streams may create bottlenecks 

for enterprise testing.

Risk / Issue Recommendations and Status (see link) 

Risk Low Medium High Not Assessed

Trend Better No Change Worse
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03 — Individual Risks and 

Recommendations
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ID Risk Title Date Opened Days Open Probability Impact Severity Key Action / Need Trend*

I1
Program schedule is not fully resourced and may not align 

with agency schedules
8/30/24 471 ISSUE

Complete resource loading for all workstream schedules 

and roll up to an overarching resource total needed.

I2
Agency Schedules and work are not included in the 

overarching schedule
8/30/24 471 ISSUE

Review agency schedules for alignment to the Program 

schedule and identify any potential issues with overall 

Program schedule tasks or dates.

R11
Enhanced strategic vendor partnerships are needed to 

improve future results
11/20/24 389

Evaluate opportunities for targeted vendors to assist with 

improving specific processes and for the SI to become 

mutually accountable for achieving Program goals.

R13
Setting a Phase 1A go-live date without resolution of key 

factors may result in an unrealistic date
1/24/25 324

Resolve key factors including budgeting time in the 

schedule for addressing AWE-driven design items, 

consensus on root causes, and identifying an early success

R16 Gaps may exist for critical system functionality 9/4/25 101
Include defect and change request remediation activities 

within the Program schedule for critical system functionality 

R17 Use of the Transformation Layer and Ongoing Support 10/24/25 51

Proactively plan for the required post go-live support 

needed to continue state operations. This includes an 

understanding of the post go-live activities which must be 

supported for non-remediated systems and the volume of 

those activities.

R18 Cost Allocation functionality has not been tested 11/25/25 19
Prioritize the work related to validating Cost Allocation 

functionality and ensure dedicated functional and technical 

resources are available.

I19
Agencies have a significant unmet funding need for legacy 

system remediation due to limited Technology Pool funding
11/25/25 19 ISSUE

Work with agencies to determine and plan for mitigations for 

funding issues that would affect timely work completion.

Risk and Issue Summary – One Washington Program

VH C

CVH

*Note: Trend indicates a change in Severity as compared to the previous reporting period.

Trend Better No Change Worse

VH VHM

VH VHM

H H VH

Per WaTech policy, a Program response is required for the risks and issues included in this section of the QA Report.

M H H

VH VHM

M VH

CLOSED
CLOSED

CLOSED

CLOSED

CLOSED

CLOSED
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I1 – Program schedule is not fully resourced and may not align with agency schedules
 

Background / Context

• There is not a resource loaded schedule. Resource loading is reportedly being done at the workstream 

level. However, no workstream level schedules with the resources loaded are available. 

• If the resource loaded schedules are at the workstream level, a roll up for the whole Program must be 

conducted to make sure that workstreams are not using the same resources. 

• The analysis should also be performed to determine whether there is capacity at the workstream level. In 

multiple interviews stakeholders expressed that the demand for resources at the workstream level does not 

match the capacity available. 

• The Phase 1A schedule contains agency LSR tasks, but the Program may not have visibility into other 

agency tasks that must be addressed or completed before go-live (e.g., internal agency business process 

redesign, training development and delivery, replacement/upgrades of other systems related to Workday 

functionality, etc.). This does not refer to all Agency activities, but to a finite set of key tasks that could 

significantly impact go-live readiness or success. The Program should have visibility into the due dates and 

completion status of these key activities to determine potential impact. Gartner understands that the Agency 

Readiness Radar (ARR) is intended to address this to some degree, but it is not clear to Gartner at this time 

whether the ARR work will get to the level of critical tasks, due dates, and ongoing completion status. 

Risk & Issue Statement

If the Program schedule continues to not consider the resources available to do the work, and does not have 

visibility into completion status of key agency tasks, there may be unexpected delays and impacts to the overall 

Program schedule. 

Risk & Issue Analysis

Probability Impact = Severity

ISSUE

Risk & Issue Details

Owner Date Opened Days Open

TBD 8/30/24

Domain(s) Type

2. Governance & Schedule Strategic

ID Mitigation / Resolution Description Mitigation / Resolution Status

I1.a Complete resource loading for all workstream schedules and roll up to an overarching resource 

total needed. 

12/14/25: The Program has developed an updated Program schedule that will be communicated across 

stakeholders. The Program has acknowledged the need for the updated Program schedule to incorporate 

resourcing requirements

I1.b Once agency mandatory for go-live s are finalized, estimate the resources and the time needed 

to complete related work, and determine impact on the Program schedule.

10/6/25: See I1.a above.

I1.c Continue to integrate the improvements outlined in WaTech's schedule report into the 

overarching Program schedule.

10/6/25: See I1.a above.

I1.d Identify the critical agency tasks that must be completed before go-live, identify required 

timeframes, align or map those timeframes to the Program schedule, and monitor completion 

status. 

10/6/25: See I1.a above.

Updates / Changes this Period Current QA Findings & Recommendations

12/14/25: The Program has developed an updated Program schedule that is in the process of being 

communicated across stakeholders. The Program has acknowledged the need for the updated Program 

schedule to incorporate resourcing requirements.

12/14/25: In recognition of the updated Program schedule, QA is closing this risk and will work with the 

Program to understand and validate that appropriate resourcing requirements is incorporated within the 

updated Program schedule. 

VH C

CLOSED
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I2 – Agency Schedules and work are not included in the overarching schedule

Background / Context

• Agency project schedules are not visible to the Program. There is also a lack of consistency across 

agency schedules.

• It cannot be determined how many agencies have project schedules, what the level of quality is for 

agency schedules, and if they are resource loaded or aligned to the overarching One Washington 

schedule. 

• The workload associated with any newly designated mandatory for go-live systems is very likely to  

impact the overarching schedule. The extent of that schedule impact is to be determined as One 

Washington is still performing an analysis of the potential mandatory go-live systems.

Risk & Issue Statement

If agency schedules continue to not be included in the overarching Phase 1A Schedule, and this issue is not 

addressed, then the dependencies on agency work is not accounted for which may have significant impacts 

on the Program’s go-live target.

Risk & Issue Analysis

Probability Impact = Severity

ISSUE

Risk & Issue Details

Owner Date Opened Days Open

TBD 8/30/24

Domain(s) Type

2. Governance & Schedule Strategic

ID Mitigation / Resolution Description Mitigation / Resolution Status

I2.a Review agency schedules for alignment to the Program schedule and identify any potential 

issues with overall Program schedule tasks or dates.

12/14/25: The Program has developed a re-baselined Program schedule that is in the process of being 

communicated to stakeholders. The Program has acknowledged the need to communicate the agency related 

scheduling assumptions within the schedule with agencies and to fact check these assumptions to understand 

where agencies will have challenges or obstacles meeting the planned go-live date range. This work will begin 

in January 2026 as the agency Cohort model is implemented. QA will continue to monitor the situation.  

I2.b Establish standards for agency schedules and a process for ongoing visibility into agency 

schedules.

10/6/25: See status mitigation / resolution status provided for I2.a

I2.c Once the list of agency systems which are mandatory for go-live is finalized, estimate the 

resources and the time needed to complete related work, and determine impact on the 

Program schedule.

12/11/24 Mandatory go-live systems have been identified by the Program and analysis is being done to 

understand the resources and time needed to complete those remediation. 

7/15/25: See status mitigation / resolution status provided for I2.a

Updates / Changes this Period Current QA Findings & Recommendations

n/a 12/14/25: Gartner will reassess this issue in early 2026 following the pressure testing of agency related 

assumptions within the re-baselined schedule. 

VH C

CLOSED
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R11 – Enhanced strategic vendor partnerships are needed to improve future results

Background / Context

• The Program needs enhanced ongoing strategic guidance from vendor partners. Large enterprise 

projects like One Washington are a once in a lifetime project for most State staff. Successful programs 

typically incorporate partners with deep expertise who provide strategic guidance to help the Program to 

not only complete tasks, but to help navigate the challenges that an enterprise implementation brings. 

This guidance may come from strategic vendors focused on specific areas (e.g., testing, s), and can 

come from the system integrator (SI). Typically, the SI also has some level of mutual accountability and 

responsibility for the ultimate outcome, which is system success. The strategic partner support and SI 

support that is typically part of successful enterprise projects does not appear to be in place on One 

Washington. 

• The Program should evaluate the system integrator partnership as part of the continuation of the 

reassessment effort. This evaluation should consider ways to enhance the SI’s role in providing strategic 

guidance to the Program, leverage the SI’s experience in contributing to agency readiness, and ensure 

that the SI has a contractual stake in the Program’s and the State’s overall success.

Risk & Issue Statement

If the Program does not receive strategic guidance from its vendor partners, there is a risk that new target 

schedules may not be achieved or expected quality will not be met.

Risk & Issue Analysis

Probability Impact = Severity

Risk & Issue Details

Owner Date Opened Days Open

TBD 11/20/24

Domain(s) Type

4. Supplier Management Financial

ID Mitigation / Resolution Description Mitigation / Resolution Status

R11.a Evaluate opportunities for targeted vendors to assist with improving specific processes 

(e.g., testing planning and management)

10/6/25: McKinsey has been hired to provide Strategic PMO services. The IV&V Vendor has been onboarded 

and has begun to produce findings. RESOLVED.

R11.b Evaluate opportunities for the SI to become mutually accountable for achieving Program 

goals. 

12/14/25: The Program and Deloitte are engaging more productively to address strategic issues. RESOLVED.

R11.c Evaluate opportunities for the SI to take on additional responsibilities in supporting 

agencies in achieving readiness.  

12/14/25: Deloitte and the State have updated their contract through Amendments 19 and 20. These 

amendments include several areas with increased support of agency readiness, including mutual support of the 

agency Cohort model which will begin with agencies in January 2026. QA will continue to monitor the situation. 

Updates / Changes this Period Current QA Findings & Recommendations

n/a 12/25/25: See Mitigation/Resolution Status above (R11.c). QA will continue to monitor the situation. 

VHM VH

CLOSED
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R13 – Setting a Phase 1A go-live date without resolution of key factors may result in an 
unrealistic date

Background / Context

• Several factors that have not yet been adequately resolved will likely have an impact on the Phase 1A 

go-live date. 

Risk & Issue Statement

If the Program does not resolve key factors that have a significant impact on required timeframes, there is a 

risk that the go-live date selected will not be achievable.

Risk & Issue Analysis

Probability Impact = Severity

Risk & Issue Details

Owner Date Opened Days Open

TBD 1/24/25 324

Domain(s) Type

2. Governance & Schedule Strategic

ID Mitigation / Resolution Description Mitigation / Resolution Status

R13.a Determine and communicate the process and timeframe for addressing design items 

through use of the Agency Workday Environment (AWE).

12/14/25: Gartner understands the Program has determined to continue to provide access to agencies for use 

of the AWE, though the associated timeframe has not been determined or communicated. 

R13.b Complete Mitigation Action R12.b. (Thorough root cause analysis on the underlying issues 

that led to the reassessment)

11/25/25: Root cause analysis work is complete and Risk 12 is closed. RESOLVED

R13.c Complete Mitigation Actions R10.a, R10b, and R10c all related to R10 – Stakeholder 

support may decline without a demonstrated success. 

11/25/25: Stakeholder support continues and Risk R10 is closed. RESOLVED

R13.d Identify any other critical factors that could have a significant impact on go-live date and 

either resolve or adjust within the schedule as needed.

12/14/25: Gartner currently has concerns that the following critical factors are not fully accounted for in the 

current re-baselined schedule:

• Pressure testing agency related scheduling assumptions of the go-live date range for Workday remediation 

and utilization of the Transformation Layer  

• Validating Cost Allocation solution and addressing any subsequent challenges

• Incorporating changes in Testing objectives and activities to the re-baselined schedule 

• Schedule and resource impacts if the Program decides to implement an updated Testing Tool  

Updates / Changes this Period Current QA Findings & Recommendations

The Program recognizes the risk associated with prematurely publishing a go-live date. 12/14/25: Revised the critical factors for Program consideration within the Mitigation / Resolution Status of 

R13.d

VH VHM
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R16 – Gaps may exist for critical system functionality

Background / Context

• The Program has reported that Design, Development, and Configuration task is complete. However, 

agencies have outstanding questions related to specific processes, for example cash management, 

and high-volume journal adjustments, which are likely to impact downstream activities.

• Agencies have unanswered questions related to future state business processes and whether the future 

state business processes will meet the agencies’ specific business requirements. We expect that the 

number of unanswered agency questions will increase as agencies are provided with access to the 

Agency Workday Environment, which  may uncover additional system requirements which have not 

previously been identified or considered during the design.

Risk & Issue Statement

If there are gaps in outstanding critical system functionality, which is currently late in the process, then 

agencies may not be able to complete legacy system remediation and future business process mapping 

activities, which could impact the overall schedule. 

Risk & Issue Analysis

Probability Impact = Severity

Risk & Issue Details

Owner Date Opened Days Open

TBD 9/4/25 101

Domain(s) Type

3. Scope and Delivery 

Assurance
Technical 

H H VH

ID Mitigation / Resolution Description Mitigation / Resolution Status

R16.a Solicit feedback from agencies regarding what specific gaps in system 

functionality agencies have identified, which may be agency specific, in order to 

create a comprehensive list of outstanding functionality.

11/25/25: The Program reports that the Functional Team is working with the ART team to understand where there are 

agency questions about design or business process. The new agency Cohort model is expected to engage with agencies in 

January 2026.

R16.b Utilize the Agency Workday Environment to capture additional feedback, and 

potentially additional design requirements, and allow time and resources in the 

schedule for this body of work

11/25/25: The new agency Cohort model is expected to engage with agencies in January 2026.

R16.c Analyze unanswered and aging questions from all different sources like the 

EAS, TST, and questions on the One WA portal.

11/25/25: The new agency Cohort model is expected to engage with agencies in January 2026.

R16.d Include in the Program schedule sufficient time with appropriate resource 

support to evaluate, design, develop, address and retest the defects and 

change requests submitted by agencies. Resourcing of these events should 

consider both Program and agency resources. These efforts should follow 

receiving test results from Enterprise Testing with agencies. 

10/6/25 The Program is currently working on re-baselining the Phase 1A schedule

Updates / Changes this Period Current QA Findings & Recommendations

No change this period. 12/14/25: The Program continues to work toward validating the proposed approach for cost allocation functionality. This has 

not yet been fully tested. The Program needs a structured, agreed upon plan for completing the steps related to this critical 

functionality. Gartner will monitor activity related to this work. 
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R17 – Use of the Transformation Layer and Ongoing Support

Background / Context

• The expanded use of the Transformation Layer (TL), is the strategy One Washington is adopting to 

enable agencies to meet a new go-live date. The analysis of which systems will be able to utilize the TL 

is still underway and therefore no decisions have been made as to which specific systems will utilize the 

TL.

• The burden of non-remediated systems that are utilizing the TL needs to be considered and planned for 

after go-live as they will introduce operational complexities and additional ongoing support 

requirements.  

Risk & Issue Statement

If the number of systems which utilize the TL and the level of effort to support those systems after go-live is 

not adequately identified or planned for, then the TL may become a bottleneck to state operations, introduce 

performance issues, increase the amount of technical debt which must be supported by the Workday 

Services Team, and result in higher ongoing maintenance costs. 

Risk & Issue Analysis

Probability Impact = Severity

Risk & Issue Details

Owner Date Opened Days Open

TBD 10/24/25 51

Domain(s) Type

3. Scope and Delivery 

Assurance
Technical 

ID Mitigation / Resolution Description Mitigation / Resolution Status

R17.a Develop a comprehensive strategy and set of criteria to guide and govern which systems will 

utilize the Transformation Layer (TL). This strategy should be informed by a combination of 

technical, functional, and operational factors, and include a criteria for when a system 

would move from being remediated to the TL.

11/25/25: The Program has begun working on a TL Governance Plan. However, this work is in the 

beginning stages and additional details are needed to understand if it will adequately address this 

mitigation approach.

R17.b Proactively plan for the required post go-live support needed to continue state operations. This 

includes an understanding of the post go-live activities which must be supported for non-

remediated systems and the volume of those activities.

11/25/25: The Program has begun working on a TL Governance Plan. However, this work is in the 

beginning stages and additional details are needed to understand if it will adequately address this 

mitigation approach.

R17.c Proactively create a holistic strategy to remediate systems post go-live and transition those 

systems off of the TL. 

11/25/25: The Program has begun working on a TL Governance Plan. However, this work is in the 

beginning stages and additional details are needed to understand if it will adequately address this 

mitigation approach.

Updates / Changes this Period Current QA Findings & Recommendations

The Program is developing the TL Governance Process No changes this period.

H HM
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R18 – Cost Allocation functionality has not been tested

Background / Context

• The Program has reported that Design, Development, and Configuration of Cost Allocation for HHS 

agencies as being complete. However, the cost allocation design has not been tested and validated with 

HHS agencies to ensure that the functionality functions as designed and that it meets the needs of the 

HHS agencies. 

• HHS agencies, who rely on cost allocation do not have sufficient information to complete future state 

business processes and are unable to confirm whether the future state business processes will meet 

their agencies’ specific business requirements. 

Risk & Issue Statement

If Cost Allocation, which is a critical component to the success of the One Washington Program, has not 

been designed correctly or does not meet the needs of the HHS agencies who use Cost Allocation, then  

the current design will need to be reworked, which may impact downstream tasks, the overall One 

Washington schedule, and the State of Washington's ability to receive the highest federal funding matches. 

Risk & Issue Analysis

Probability Impact = Severity

Risk & Issue Details

Owner Date Opened Days Open

TBD 11/25/25

Domain(s) Type

3. Scope and Delivery 

Assurance
Technical 

ID Mitigation / Resolution Description Mitigation / Resolution Status

R18.a Prioritize the work related to validating Cost Allocation functionality and ensure 

dedicated functional and technical resources are available.

12/14/25 - No update

R18.b Include affected HHS agencies and solicit their feedback throughout the testing 

of the cost allocation to ensure alignment, validate that the design meets the 

needs of end-users and does not create undue administrative burden, and 

promote shared ownership of the outcome

12/14/25 - No update

R18.c Perform a gap analysis of the newly designed process. 12/14/25 - No update

R18.d Create a standing Cost Allocation Workgroup which includes functional and 

technical staff from the Program and representatives from each of the affected 

HHS agencies that can quickly and in an agile manner work through any issues 

which arise.

12/14/25 - The agency cohort might address the need for a Cost Allocation Workgroup.

Updates / Changes this Period Current QA Findings & Recommendations

n/a New this period.

VHM VH

19
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I19 – Agencies may have a significant unmet funding need for legacy system remediation 
due to limited Technology Pool funding – NEW

Background / Context

• There is a significant unmet funding need in Technology Pool Funding.  The average allocation of 

Technology Pool Funding is 64% of the requested amount. The allocation percentage ranges from 42% 

to 100%. Five agencies received 100% of their requested funds. The unmet need is significant for larger 

agencies, some of which have unmet needs of $1.1M to $2.0M. The overall unmet need totals  ~$17.4M 

for all agencies. Given the size of the unmet need in Tech Pool funding, many agencies have a 

significant gap in LSR funding. 

• Since agencies cannot request funds themselves for OneWA activities, the source for significant 

additional LSR funding is not clear at this time. 

Risk & Issue Statement

If agencies with unmet funding needs are not able to redirect funds from other agency funding sources, 

agencies may not be able to complete LSR activities according to the current schedule.  

Risk & Issue Analysis

Probability Impact = Severity

ISSUE

Risk & Issue Details

Owner Date Opened Days Open

TBD 11/25/25 19

Domain(s) Type

1. Budget & Financial Financial

ID Mitigation / Resolution Description Mitigation / Resolution Status

I19.a Work with agencies to determine and plan for mitigations for funding issues that would 

affect timely work completion.

Updates / Changes this Period Current QA Findings & Recommendations

n/a n/a

M VH
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04 – Contract Compliance 

Journal Summary
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Contract Compliance Journal 
Purpose and Approach

Purpose

▪ Gartner maintains a Contract Compliance Journal which assesses and tracks submission, approval, and payment for 

deliverables for which Deloitte has primary or support responsibilities.

– This Contract Compliance Journal does not replace the Program’s vendor management activities or responsibilities. It provides an 

additional perspective on Deloitte’s compliance with contractual obligations.

Approach

▪ For deliverables that were due during the November QA reporting period (11/26/25 – 12/14/2025), Gartner reviewed 

actual vs. expected deliverable submission dates using a variety of information:  

– The contractual due date

– Any change requests that have changed the contractual due date or deliverable structure (i.e., separated, combined)

– Due date that is stated in the OneWA Deliverable and Milestone Tracker. (Note: The Tracker is the tool used by the Program and Deloitte 

to track the status of deliverables.)

▪ This report includes a summary of the following:

– Differences between expected and actual deliverable due dates, rationale explaining the differences, and identified issues where 

the reason for the differences is not apparent.

– List of deliverables that are coming due during the next QA reporting period. These are provided here for visibility. Gartner will 

monitor progress against expected submissions in the next reporting period. 

Note: This information is as of 12/14/25
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Contract Compliance Journal 
Summary of Gartner’s Compliance Review

▪ Schedule Note: Some deliverable due dates have not been modified for some time as the new go-live date and 

associated timeline have not yet been finalized. The new go-live date will drive the updated contractual due dates for 

impacted deliverables.

▪ Gartner identified issues or questions for the following deliverables: 

– Transformation Layer Implementation Plan​ (Deloitte DEL 1C-2): Deliverable has not yet started. 11 days late so far.

– Toolbox and Large Volume Accounting Journals Implementation Plan​ (Deloitte DEL 1C-4): Deliverable has not yet started. 11 days 

late so far.

– Amended Data Conversion Strategy​ (Deloitte DEL 24.1): Deliverable is pending signature. There does not appear to be a change 

order specifying the new delivery date. 

– Operating Model (Sustainment) Plan​ (State DEL 29): Deliverable in draft. No deliverable due date in the Tracker.

– Reports Developed and Unit Test - State​ (State DEL 60): Deliverable has not yet started. 43 days late so far.

– Tenant Copies for Bronze (Deloitte DEL 122b): Deliverable blocked. Not tracking days late pending new due date​.

– Knowledge Transfer Updates (Quarterly)​ (Deloitte DEL 124e): Deliverable blocked. Not tracking days late pending new due date​.

– Enterprise Testing Approach​ (Deloitte DEL 154): Deliverable status as “Responding – Readiness”. 43 days late so far.

Note: This information is as of 12/16/25
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Contract Compliance Journal
Summary of Deloitte Deliverables Due During December QA Reporting Period: 
11/26/25 – 12/16/25 (1 of 3)
▪ The table below summarizes Gartner’s analysis of deliverable compliance with contractual submission dates. 

Contract 

Section 

& Page #

Primary

Respon

sibility

Deliver

able #
Deliverable Name

Deliverable 

Status

Delivery 

Due Date 

(Contract)

Deliverable 

Contracted 

Submit Date 

(Tracker)

Actual 

Submit 

Date

Submittal 

Days Late 

or Early**

Notes**

SOW 1C

p. 6
Deloitte 1C-2

Transformation 

Layer 

Implementation Plan

Not Started 1/6/26 12/2/25
Not 

Submitted

20 days 

late so far 

(as of 

12/22/25)

Notes say: DED: (12/4) Deloitte to work with State Owner next 

week to progress on draft and prepare for Readiness.

Recommendation: Identify the contractual basis. Include update 

in the Tracker and identify next steps.

SOW 1C

p. 7
Deloitte 1C-4

Toolbox and Large 

Volume Accounting 

Journals 

Implementation Plan

Not Started 1/6/26 11/25/25
Not 

Submitted

20 days 

late so far

(as of 

12/22/25)

Notes say: DED: (12/4) Deloitte to work with State Owner next 

week to progress on draft and prepare for Readiness.

Recommendation: Identify the contractual basis. Include update 

in the Tracker and identify next steps.

Amd. 20

17.6

p. 217

Deloitte 24.1
Amended Data 

Conversion Strategy

Submitted / 

Pending 

Signature
11/21/2025

Orig: 11/21/25

New: 12/19/25
12/15/25

Orig: 36 

days late

New: 4 

days early

Issue: There does not appear to be a change order specifying 

the new date. 

Notes say: Notes say: DEL: New submission is 12/19

Recommendation: Identify the change order for the new data 

and add to the Tracker. 

**See Schedule Note on page 51

Note: This information is as of 12/16/25 or 12/22/25 as noted above
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Contract Compliance Journal
Summary of Deloitte Deliverables Due During December QA Reporting Period: 
11/26/25 – 12/16/25 (2 of 3)
▪ The table below summarizes Gartner’s analysis of deliverable compliance with contractual submission dates. 

Contract 

Section 

& Page #

Primary

Respon

sibility

Deliver

able #
Deliverable Name

Deliverable 

Status

Delivery 

Due Date 

(Contract)

Deliverable 

Contracted 

Submit Date 

(Tracker)

Actual 

Submit 

Date

Submittal 

Days Late 

or Early**

Notes**

Amd. 20

17.6

p. 158

State 29
Operating Model 

(Sustainment) Plan
Drafted N/A

Not in 

Tracker

Not 

Submitted
N/A

Issue: There is no due date for this deliverable in the Tracker. 

The notes related to this deliverable are far out of date. The most 

recent status is from June 2022.

Recommendation: Include new due date in the Tracker. 

Amd. 20

17.6

p. 166

State 60
Reports Developed 

and Unit Test - State
Not Started N/A 10/31/25

Not 

Submitted

43 days 

late so far

Issue: The notes related to this deliverable are far out of date. 

The most recent status is from June 2022.

Notes say: No recent notes

Recommendation: Include update in the Tracker.

Amd. 20

17.6

p.239

Deloitte 122b
Tenant Copies for 

Bronze
Blocked TBD 5/20/25

Not 

Submitted

Not 

tracking 

days late 

pending 

new due 

date

Notes say: On hold pending review for proper timing of 

deliverable. (10/14/25) Still on hold until a decision is reached on 

when the next tenant build will be and when copies will be made. 

(12/2/25)

Recommendation: Gartner understands that the timing of this 

deliverable cannot be determined until the Phase 1A schedule is 

rebaselined. Gartner will discontinue tracking number of days 

late pending a new due date. 

**See Schedule Note on page 51Note: This information is as of 12/16/25
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Contract Compliance Journal
Summary of Deloitte Deliverables Due During December QA Reporting Period: 
11/26/25 – 12/16/25 (3 of 3)
▪ The table below summarizes Gartner’s analysis of deliverable compliance with contractual submission dates. 

Contract 

Section 

& Page #

Primary

Respon

sibility

Deliver

able #
Deliverable Name

Deliverable 

Status

Delivery 

Due Date 

(Contract)

Deliverable 

Contracted 

Submit Date 

(Tracker)

Actual 

Submit 

Date

Submittal 

Days Late 

or Early**

Notes**

Amd. 20

17.6

p.246

Deloitte 124e
Knowledge Transfer 

Updates (Quarterly)
Blocked TBD 10/17/2025

Not 

Submitted

Not 

tracking 

days late 

pending 

new due 

date

Issue: The notes related to this deliverable are far out of date. 

The most recent status is from February 2025.

Recommendation: Recommendation: Gartner understands 

that the timing of this deliverable cannot be determined until the 

Phase 1A schedule is rebaselined. Gartner will discontinue 

tracking number of days late pending a new due date. 

Amd. 20

17.6

p.254

Deloitte 154
Enterprise Testing 

Approach

Responding - 

Readiness
TBD 11/3/25

Not 

Submitted

43 days 

late so far

Notes say: DED: Deloitte continuing to work with State on 

resolving comments (12/4). DEL: Reviewers to complete by 12/5. 

Changes to be applied by 12/12. Final version due on 

12/15.(12/04/25). DED: Will be ready to move forward once 

schedule tables are updated. (12/05/25) DED: Approved 12/8 by 

State. Awaiting Deloitte signing. (12/09/25) DED: Stephanie to 

confirm with Lisa on timing of Deliverable. (12/11/25)

Recommendation: Gartner cannot determine from the Tracker 

whether the deliverable has been submitted or not. The 

information provided is not clear. Update Tracker with current 

information.

Amd. 20

17.6

p.258

Deloitte 170

Schedule Update for 

Inclusion of Agency 

Activities – Operating 

Plan

Approved 11/7/25 11/7/25 11/7/25
Submitted 

on time

Notes say: DED: Signed by State 11/13; Deloitte 11/17. 

(11/17/25) DEL: Sent for acceptance/approval 11/24. (11/24/25) 

DEL: Linda implemented edits requested by Stephanie in 

document 11/25. (11/25/25) DEL: Sent back to Stephanie for 

approval (12/04/25) DEL: Approved by State 12/4 and signed. 

Awaiting Deloitte signature.(12/9/25)

Recommendation: None

**See Schedule Note on page 51Note: This information is as of 12/16/25
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Contract Compliance Journal
Summary of Deloitte Deliverables Coming Due During January QA Reporting 
Period: 12/16/25 – 1/24/26

Contract 

Section & Page

Primary

Responsibility
Deliverable # Deliverable Name Deliverable Status

Delivery Due Date 

(Contract)

Deliverable Contracted Submit 

Date (Tracker)

SOW 1C

p. 5
Deloitte 1C-1

Transformation Layer Implementation 

Plan
Drafted 12/5/25 12/19/25

SOW 1C

p. 6
Deloitte 1C-3

Toolbox and Large Volume Accounting 

Journals Implementation Plan
Drafted 12/5/25

12/19/25

Amd. 20​

17.6

p.256

Deloitte 168 ART Cohort  SI Advisement Drafted 12/19/25 12/19/25

Amd. 20​

17.6

p.257

Deloitte 169a
ART Cohort Workday SMA Support 1 

(Transition Period)November 2025 – 

December 2025

Drafted 12/19/25 12/19/25

▪ The table below summarizes the deliverables that are due during the upcoming January QA reporting period. Gartner’s analysis of 

compliance associated with these deliverables will be conducted during the upcoming reporting period.  

Note: This information is as of 12/22/25
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Appendices
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Appendix A – QA Assessment 

Approach
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Gartner Project Scope: Provide Program Quality Assurance for One 
Washington Phase 1A Implementation

Baseline Assessment of Vendor 

Contracts

Review of One Washington solution vendor and 

system integrator contracts to identify gaps and 

ambiguities in contract terms, deliverables, and 

contract management processes.

Monthly QA Services

Monthly QA Reports identifying risks observed 

during the reporting period and recommendations 

for mitigation; tracking of vendor compliance with 

contracts; white papers on topics as needed, etc.

Baseline Readiness Assessment

Independent review of potential Program risks 

using Gartner’s Risk Assessment Framework. 

Gartner will provide observations and practical 

recommendations for reducing risk and driving 

Program success. 

Future Phase Planning Assessment 

Review of the Program’s planned schedule, 

staffing and costs for Phase 1B and Phase 2 to 

inform the Program’s 2025-27 Biennium Decision 

Package.

Gartner 

Project Scope

Gartner will apply its frameworks, data, and research to identify risks that require action by the One Washington Program 

to increase the likelihood of Program success.

THIS DELIVERABLE
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Gartner’s Risk Assessment Framework

1.1 Business Strategy 

Alignment
1.2 Benefits Realization

2.5 Program 

Communication and 

Collaboration

2.4 Risk and Issue 

Management
2.1 Executive Support

2.2 Governance 

(Program Organization) 
2.3 Schedule 

(Program Tracking)

3.5 Post Release 

Support

3.4 Migration and 

Release Strategy
3.1 Scope Management

3.2 Software 

Development Lifecycle 

and Testing

3.3 Quality Assurance

4.1 Sourcing Strategy 

and Contracts

4.2 Supplier 

Performance

4.3 Suppliers 

Knowledge Transfer

5.1 Budget

(Financial Baseline)

5.2 Change Requests 

Estimation
5.3 Financial Tracking

6.1 Program 

Organization Staffing

6.2 Organizational 

Change Management
6.3 Training

7.4 Data Management
7.1 Architecture and 

Design

7.2 Architecture and 

Technical Governance
7.3 Architecture Quality

1. Strategy & 

Business Value

2. Governance & 

Schedule

3. Scope & 

Delivery 

Assurance

4. Supplier 
Management

5. Budget & 

Financials

6. People & 

Change

7. Technology & 

Architecture
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Risk Rating Scale for Domain Level Assessment 

Risk Rating Criteria

Not Assessed The domain has minimal impact on Program health and was not assessed during this reporting period.

Low

Limited to no variance from approved project scope, schedule, budget or planned progress toward outcomes (overall 

health). Best practice project management processes and controls in place and/or limited to no adverse impact 

anticipated. 

Medium

Moderate variance from approved project scope, schedule, budget or planned progress toward outcomes (overall 

health). Project management processes and controls could adversely impact the project and/or correction, or 

remediation is recommended. 

High

Significant variance from approved project scope, schedule, budget or planned progress toward outcomes (overall 

health). Project management processes and controls are highly likely to adversely impact the project and/or correction, 

or remediation recommendations require immediate attention. 

▪ Gartner uses a color-coded rating to describe the potential or realized negative impact to the OneWA Program for each domain assessed.

▪ The rating for a domain is based on all the observations, risks, and issues within that domain and the associated potential impact to the 

Program. 

▪ The Risk Rating Criteria defines the level of urgency related to the rating. The greater the risk to the Program, the greater the urgency 

management should place on taking action to mitigate the risk. The rating criteria are taken from WaTech assessment definitions.
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Risk Rating Scale for Individual Risks
Probability and Impact = Severity

VERY LOW 1 LOW 2 MODERATE 3 HIGH 4 VERY HIGH 5

VERY HIGH 5 Medium 5 High 10 Very High 15 Critical 20 Critical 25

HIGH 4 Medium 4 Medium 8 High 12 Very High 16 Critical 20

MODERATE 3 Low 3 Medium 6 Medium 9 High 12 Very High 15

LOW 2 Very Low 2 Low 4 Medium 6 Medium 8 High 10

VERY LOW 1 Very Low 1 Very Low 2 Low 3 Medium 4 Medium 5

P
ro

b
a
b

il
it

y

Impact

Risk Probability:

1.Very Low Probability: This level indicates that the risk 

event is extremely rare or almost impossible to occur. It 

may be based on historical data or expert judgment that 

suggests the likelihood of this risk materializing is 

exceptionally low, perhaps occurring once in a very long 

time or under highly unlikely circumstances.

2.Low Probability: A low probability suggests that while 

the risk event is not common, it is not entirely improbable. 

There is a chance, albeit small, that the risk scenario 

could unfold. This level of probability may warrant some 

attention and monitoring but may not be a primary focus 

for immediate action unless it intersects with high impact.

3.Moderate Probability: At this level, the likelihood of the 

risk event occurring is moderate, meaning there is a 

reasonable chance it could happen under typical 

operational conditions. This level of probability often 

requires proactive risk management measures and 

monitoring to prevent or mitigate the risk's potential 

impact.

4.High Probability: A high probability indicates that the 

risk event is likely to occur based on current conditions or 

trends. There is a significant chance that the risk scenario 

will materialize, necessitating immediate attention and 

action to mitigate or prevent its impact on the Program.

5.Very High Probability: This level signifies that the risk 

event is almost certain to occur or is highly probable. The 

conditions or factors leading to this risk are well-

established, making its occurrence almost inevitable 

without intervention. Risks with very high probability 

demand urgent and comprehensive risk management 

strategies to minimize their impact.

Risk Impact:

1.Very Low Impact: Risks with very low impact have minimal or negligible consequences on the Program. They may cause minor 

inconveniences or negligible disruptions that do not significantly affect operations, services, or outcomes.

2.Low Impact: A low impact indicates that the consequences of the risk event are relatively minor and manageable. While they may 

require some resources or attention to address, they do not pose significant threats to Program objectives, stakeholder satisfaction, 

or financial stability.

3.Moderate Impact: Risks with a moderate impact can cause noticeable disruptions or challenges within the Program. These risks 

may affect operational efficiency, service delivery, or stakeholder experience to a moderate extent, requiring proactive measures to 

mitigate their effects.

4.High Impact: High impact risks have significant consequences that can disrupt Program operations, incur substantial costs, or 

damage reputation and stakeholder trust. They pose a serious threat to Program goals, financial health, and overall performance, 

necessitating immediate and comprehensive risk management actions.

5.Very High Impact: Risks with very high impact have severe consequences that can lead to critical failures, substantial financial 

losses, legal liabilities, or irreparable harm to the Program's reputation. These risks represent existential threats that require urgent 

and decisive risk mitigation strategies to prevent catastrophic outcomes.
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Risk Type Definitions and Examples

Strategic Operational Technical Financial Environmental

Risks that impact the Program's 

alignment with organizational 

goals, mission, and long-term 

objectives.

Risks associated with day-to-day 

Program operations, processes, 

and workflows.

Risks related to the Program's 

technology infrastructure, 

software applications, and data 

management systems.

Risks related to budgetary 

constraints, funding sources, cost 

management, and financial 

sustainability of the Program

Risks arising from environmental 

factors outside the Program's 

control, including political, 

economic, social, and 

environmental influences.

Strategic risks should also 

consider legislative dynamics, 

agency priorities, and 

technological advancements that 

could impact the Program's 

strategic direction.

Operational risks should also 

encompass risks related to data 

quality, security, and privacy in 

handling sensitive applicant 

information

Technical risks should also 

address risks associated with 

system scalability, performance 

optimization, and ongoing 

maintenance requirements

Financial risks should also 

address risks associated with 

procurement processes, contract 

management, and vendor 

performance in delivering 

contracted services.

Environmental risks should also 

consider regulatory compliance 

with state and federal laws, as 

well as risks related to 

partnerships with external 

agencies and vendors.

1. Changes in government 

policies or regulations 

affecting eligibility criteria and 

Program requirements.

2. Lack of alignment between 

Program goals and 

stakeholder expectations, 

leading to confusion or 

resistance.

3. Strategic decisions, such as 

system upgrades or 

expansion, that may not align 

with budgetary constraints or 

resource availability.

1. Inefficient or outdated 

application processing 

workflows leading to delays 

in eligibility determinations.

2. System outages or technical 

glitches disrupting enrollment 

services and customer 

support.

3. Insufficient training or 

capacity gaps among staff, 

affecting service quality and 

responsiveness.

1. Incompatibility issues 

between legacy systems and 

new software solutions, 

causing  challenges.

2. Data migration errors leading 

to loss of applicant data or 

inaccuracies in eligibility 

determinations.

3. Cybersecurity threats, such 

as data breaches or 

ransomware attacks, 

compromising system 

integrity and confidentiality.

1. Budget overruns or cost 

escalations in implementing 

new technology solutions or 

Program enhancements.

2. Uncertainty in funding 

streams, grants, or revenue 

sources affecting Program 

planning and resource 

allocation.

3. Inadequate financial controls 

leading to mismanagement of 

funds or fraudulent activities

1. Changes in federal funding or 

budget allocations impacting 

Program resources and 

sustainability.

2. Public perception or media 

scrutiny affecting stakeholder 

trust and confidence in the 

Program.

3. Natural disasters or 

emergencies disrupting 

Program operations and 

service delivery.
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Assessment Category Definitions

Key Dimension Topic Area Definition

1. Strategy & 

Business Value

1.1 Business 

Strategy 

Alignment

The extent of alignment between the enterprise’s business vision, goals and objectives and the Program’s vision, goals and 

objectives. This category considers the breadth and consistency of understanding of the Program’s vision, goals and 

objectives by the Program stakeholders and team, and the extent to which they provide clear guidance to the Program.

1.2 Benefits 

Realization

The extent to which Program benefits (quantitative and qualitative) have been articulated, are linked to the Program scope, 

and vetted with key Program stakeholders. This category assesses the Program’s alignment to the business case benefits, 

management of expectations for achieving benefits, the accountability and metrics for measuring benefits and the 

framework for ensuring they are achieved throughout the life of the Program.
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Key Dimension Topic Area Definition

2. Governance 

& Schedule

2.1 Executive 

Support

The extent to which the Program has executive sponsorship committed to the success of the Program and executive 

(business and IT) leadership is engaged. This category assesses sponsorship and accountability, executive understanding, 

buy-in and commitment, ability and willingness to support the Program and the actual effectiveness of such support.

2.2 Governance 

(Project 

Organization) 

The extent to which enterprise and Program governance are aligned and adequate to meet Program needs. Category 

assesses the Program’s adherence to a defined system of decision rights and accountabilities for Program decision making 

as well as the Program’s ability to execute according to agreed-upon models which describe who can take what actions and 

when they can take them. 

2.3 Schedule 

(Program  

Tracking) 

The extent to which the schedule, to the degree required for the scale and complexity of the Program, is effectively defined, 

planned and managed for the solution being implemented. Category considers the Program’s work breakdown structure, its 

inputs to schedule, especially critical path activities and milestones as well as the extent that these schedule deliverables 

exist and are sufficiently defined, estimated, scheduled, communicated, maintained, managed, and updated. This category 

also assesses the reasonableness, comprehensiveness, duration, dependencies and resourcing that pertain to scheduling 

as well as alignment to scope, resources, and budget (for example).

2.4 Risk & Issue 

Management

The extent to which Program risks and issues, to the degree required for the scale and complexity of the Program, are 

effectively planned for and managed for the solution being implemented. Category considers processes for actively 

identifying, prioritizing, monitoring, communicating and mitigating potential events that could have a negative impact on the 

delivery of the Program solution and/or benefits. Category also assess effectiveness of the Program in addressing risks and 

issues. 

2.5 Program 

Communication 

& Collaboration

The extent to which the Program collaboration is proactively facilitated and is executed on a Program to the degree required 

for the nature and complexity of the Program. Communication considers the planning and executing clear internal 

communication and collaboration, as well as using the appropriate mechanisms / tools. This category assesses the 

effectiveness of Program communication structures and tools (e.g., e-mail, document management site, scrums) across the 

Program team, including cross-work stream and cross-partner collaboration.

Assessment Category Definitions
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Assessment Category Definitions

Key Dimension Topic Area Definition

3. Scope & 

Delivery 

Assurance

3.1 Scope

Management

The extent to which the Program’s scope, to the degree required for the scale and complexity of the Program, is defined, 

planned and managed for the solution being implemented. Category considers functionality, workflows, process changes, 

data conversion, interfaces/s, applications being replaced, reporting / analytics, infrastructure, impacted stakeholders, 

business units (for example). This category assesses the clarity, adequacy, and specificity of the stated scope as well as the 

ongoing management of scope, such as, identifying, justifying and managing any changes to Program or solution scope 

(e.g., Change request processes).

3.2 Software 

Development 

Lifecycle and 

Testing

The extent to which the Program has defined their software development methodology, the appropriateness of the defined 

methodology and the degree the Program is following the defined software development methodology. Evaluates key 

elements of the software development lifecycle including requirements gathering and validation, development and 

configuration approach, testing, development of interfaces/s, development of reports, data conversion and user acceptance 

testing. 

3.3 Quality 

Assurance

The extent to which the Program has implemented appropriate quality assurance processes to ensure the Program’s quality 

objectives are met. Includes the appropriate definition of quality assurance processes (e.g., organizational standards, 

Program standards, deliverable reviews, peer reviews), appropriate resources to support evaluation of quality (e.g., 

resources with appropriate skills and time to evaluate quality) and effective remediation of quality issues.

3.4 Migration & 

Release Strategy

The extent to which the Program has a plan, a process and can move a new solution (or new version of a solution) across 

environments (i.e., change and release management, technical change management) and into production and/or to a new 

set of users. Category assesses the procedures leading up to go-live (including legacy decommission), the stability of the 

solution after go-live, potential roll-back or contingency procedures (e.g., run book, business continuity, disaster recovery) 

as well as alignment to user support and transition to production support.

3.5 Post Release 

Support

The extent to which the Program has planned and implemented the proper end user support structures for deployment and 

after go-live, including clear roles, responsibilities and service level agreements. Category assesses the overall processes, 

procedures and support for business processes and policy, infrastructure / devices, written materials, help desk, and other 

business and technical support.
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Assessment Category Definitions

Key Dimension Topic Area Definition

4. Supplier 

Management

4.1 Sourcing 

Strategy & 

Contracts

The extent to which the Program has effectively sourced vendor offerings including identifying potential vendor offerings and 

evaluating their ability to meet Program needs. The extent that an appropriate contractual relationship is established with 

vendors including appropriate legal documents (e.g., contracts and change orders) that define vendor scope, vendor roles 

and responsibilities, vendor processes, deliverable definitions, service level agreements, and payment terms (for example).

4.2 Supplier 

Performance

The extent to which suppliers meet Program expectations. This category evaluates supplier’s performance relative the 

Program including their ability to meet contractual expectations, their ability to collaborate with the Program, and ability to 

assign appropriate resources to the Program (for example). Category also evaluates Program leadership and team’s ability 

to engage, build, maintain and manage supplier relationships.

4.3 Suppliers 

Knowledge 

Transfer

The extent to which the Program plans, manages and delivers the appropriate level of technical knowledge transfer to staff 

responsible for maintaining solution in production. Assess the comprehensiveness and appropriateness of knowledge 

transfer including schedule, tools/methods, documentation to allow solution support teams to be ready to support the 

solution when it goes live. 
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Assessment Category Definitions

Key Dimension Topic Area Definition

5. Budget & 

Financials

5.1 Budget 

(Financial 

Baseline)

The extent to which Program financial baseline, to the degree required for the scale and complexity of the Program, is 

defined. This category assesses if the baseline funding is adequate to address the Program’s scope given the approach to 

deliver the Program (e.g., schedule, resources, development methodology, technology).

5.2 Change 

Requests 

Estimation

The extent to which Program change requests accurately reflect their impact on the Program costs, schedule and scope. 

This category also assesses the process by which the Program evaluates, tracks and accepts change requests. 

5.3 Financial 

Tracking

The extent to which Program financials, to the degree required for the scale and complexity of the Program, are effectively 

managed and tracked for the solution being implemented. This risk area assesses the ability to track and monitor Program 

financials, the extent to which the Program is currently adhering to the budget (i.e., planned vs. actual expenditures) and 

the budget alignment to current Program scope, schedule, and resources (for example).
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Assessment Category Definitions

Key Dimension Topic Area Definition

6. People & 

Change

6.1 Program 

Organization 

Staffing

The extent to which resourcing, to the degree required for the scale and complexity of the Program, is effectively defined, 

planned and managed for the solution being implemented. Category considers the ability to plan for and create an efficient 

and effective team capable of delivering the planned solution and including / accounting for the appropriate density (full-

time, part-time), mix (business, technical) and source (internal, external) for resources. This category assesses the 

appropriateness (e.g., comprehensiveness, capacity, and skillset) of resource plans and degree of alignment to other critical 

Program areas (e.g., Program scope, schedule, and budget).

6.2 

Organizational 

Change 

Management

The extent to which the Program identifies, analyzes, manages and implements the required changes to the organization as 

well as its processes and structure in order to maximize the benefits of the new solution being implemented, helps end 

users accept change, and/or gets the organization ready for the change to take place. Category assesses the depth and 

completeness of the stakeholder and/or business impact analysis as well as the level of alignment / synchronization 

between the business processes changes, communications and training to execute changes in procedures, activities and 

behaviors.

6.3 Training

The extent to which the Program plans, manages and delivers the appropriate level of end-user (internal and external) 

training to support changes resulting from a new solution. This category assesses the comprehensiveness and 

appropriateness of training audience, schedule, tools/methods, and high-level content to allow intended audiences to be 

self-sufficient at go-live.
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Assessment Category Definitions

Key Dimension Topic Area Definition

7. Technology & 

Architecture

7.1 Architecture 

& Design

The extent to which the Program understands the overall composition of the solution architecture and system components, 

including how they address specific solution requirements, level of customization vs configuration and how they fit together. 

Category assesses the Program’s understanding of how the various solution components will be developed or configured 

and interfaced/integrated in the context of the architecture.

7.2 Architecture 

& Technical 

Governance 

The extent to which there is appropriate and effective governance of the architecture and technical standards. Category 

assesses appropriate definition of enterprise standards, architectural governance roles and responsibilities and the 

effectiveness of governance in providing direction to the Program. 

7.3 Architecture 

Quality

The extent to which the technical architecture is adequate to support the Program’s needs. Category assesses the technical 

quality of the architecture including its impact on Program maintainability, extensibility, scalability, security and robustness.

7.4 Data 

Management

The extent to which enterprise and Program Data Management (e.g., governance, stewardship, security) are aligned and 

adequate to meet Program needs and effectively provide guidance to the Program. The extent to which the Program has 

the processes, resources and tools for cleansing and migrating legacy data to a new solution. Category assesses the plans 

and processes to ensure data quality, including what will be converted, how it will be cleansed and converted (including 

extraction, transformation and loading) into the new solution’s environment and how the quality and quantity of the legacy 

data is assessed.
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