
CL-2026-07-31-SQA-AF2B

Client Quality Assurance Health

SAMPLE REPORT · ILLUSTRATIVE

PULSE  REPORT ·  PREPARED FOR

SQALogic Technologies Inc.
Software, SaaS & IT services · Under 25 people · CA

People 92

Processes 89

Products 93

QE MATURITY  COMPOSITE

91 / 100

Strong posture
Your quality engineering function shows

resilience across People, Processes, and

Products, built to absorb incidents

instead of being surprised by them. The

signal here isn't a grade; it's a

structured read of where your practice

sits today and where the highest-

leverage refinements live. Strong

posture is a position to build from, with

room to go further. The conversation

ahead is about protecting it as the

organization scales.

CARELOGIC 2.0

CareLogic 2.0 by SQALogic Technologies, Inc.  · Privacy Terms

https://sqalogic.com/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/personnal-info-ANG-2-juin.pdf
https://carelogic.sqalogic.com/en-CA/legal/terms


CareLogic 2.0 by SQALogic Technologies, Inc. Privacy · Terms CL-2026-07-31-SQA-AF2B · Page 2 of 21

CareLogic PULSE REPORT

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY

Where SQALogic Technologies Inc. sits, what drives
the read, and what's worth a conversation

QE MATURITY  COMPOSITE

91 / 100

Strong posture
Under 25 people · Software, SaaS & IT services · CA

Benchmark calibration: Scores and colour bands are criterion-referenced against recognized industry quality engineering maturity

standards (aligned with CMMI/TMMi operational frameworks).

WHERE YOU SIT

Your composite lands at 91/100, a Strong posture. This isn't a grade; it's a structured
read of where your quality engineering practice sits today across People, Processes,
and Products. What it shows is resilience: the structure is built to absorb incidents
instead of being surprised by them. The findings ahead are about where the highest-
leverage refinements live.

WHAT DRIVES THE SIGNAL

The three pillars move together here. People (92), Processes (89), and Products (93) sit

within a narrow band of each other. That's its own signal: no single dimension is

carrying or dragging the others, so the read is less about one weak link and more about

overall altitude. Moving the composite means lifting the practice broadly rather than

patching one gap.

WHAT'S WORTH YOUR ATTENTION

Nothing in your diagnostic rose to the level of an urgent finding, and your answers hold

together without the contradictions we often see. The findings that follow are the

texture behind the score: what's working, what's worth watching, and where the next

stage of maturity tends to ask more. We've framed where a conversation would start:

not as a list of services to buy, but as a working agenda for the 1:1.
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3-P  DASHBOARD

People, Processes, Products: where each lands

PEOPLE

45% OF COMPOSITE

92 / 100

Strong posture

PROCESSES

40% OF COMPOSITE

89 / 100

Strong posture

PRODUCTS

15% OF COMPOSITE

93 / 100

Strong posture

Reading the dashboard

Your three pillars plot close together, with People (92), Processes (89), and Products (93)

clustered, so the dashboard reads as altitude rather than asymmetry. No single pillar is

holding the others up or dragging them down.

Healthy practices clear the green threshold (75) on all three. Where your cluster sits

relative to that line is the story here: the move is to lift the whole practice rather than

chase one number.

44 75 44 75 44 75
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DETAILED F INDINGS

Grouped by pillar, severe signals first

People 13 findings · 13 routine

Production incident frequency ROUTINE

Your answer: 1-3 incidents

Incident count is the single most useful number in the diagnostic. It's observable, it has a

definition the team can usually agree on, and it correlates with almost everything else:

recovery posture, accountability, knowledge concentration, learning culture. Other

questions reveal the texture; this question reveals the volume.

The teams who track this well do so because they've learned to. The teams who can't

answer it usually have either very few incidents (the clean-record case) or very many (the

firefighting case). The middle is where measurement gets neglected.

Knowledge concentration and key-person risk ROUTINE

Your answer: Disruptive but manageable: successors exist and knowledge is documented

Bus factor isn't about pessimism; it's about resilience. People leave. They get promoted,

take other jobs, retire, get sick. The question is whether the team has built institutional

knowledge that survives those moves, or whether the capability lives in specific heads.

QA functions are unusually exposed to this. Test strategies, environment quirks, regulatory

context, customer-specific patterns: much of this lives in tacit knowledge that doesn't get

written down because nobody asked for documentation. Then the senior person leaves and

the team discovers what wasn't documented.
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Knowledge transfer ROUTINE

Your answer: Mixed: some documentation, knowledge sharing happens but not systematically

Knowledge transfer is the practice that determines whether a team gets stronger over time

or merely older. Strong teams build institutional capability: patterns, conventions,

embedded knowledge that survives turnover. Weaker teams rely on the same people

knowing the same things, and when those people leave, the knowledge leaves with them.

The distinction worth watching is between knowledge that's been written down and

knowledge that still lives in people's heads. Codified knowledge (documented processes,

decisions, the things someone took the time to record) transfers cleanly and survives

turnover. The institutional knowledge that's never been written down anywhere doesn't

transfer the same way; it leaves with the person who holds it.

Where accountability for quality sits ROUTINE

Your answer: Dedicated QA/QE function with clear authority

QA has a long-standing observation: when accountability for quality is unclear, it becomes

downstream. Mistakes get assigned to whoever is closest to the customer, usually the QA or

operations team, regardless of where the mistake originated.

Mature operations have made explicit choices about where quality lives. Either a dedicated

function with real authority, or distributed ownership with clear accountability per team. The

teams who handle it less well have organizational structures that say one thing and

operational patterns that produce another.

Escalation from engineering to leadership ROUTINE

Your answer: Within the last year

This question is about whether engineering's quality concerns can reach the people who

could act on them. Healthy organizations have escalation paths that work: engineers can

name a structural problem and see something change. Less healthy ones have escalation

paths that don't.

The pattern this surfaces is usually one of two things: either engineering doesn't escalate

because escalation hasn't worked before, or engineering escalates and leadership doesn't

fund changes because the business case doesn't reach them in a form they can use. Both

produce the same outcome: quality concerns die between engineering and leadership.
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Trust ROUTINE

Your answer: Trust is strong: members share information quickly and ask for help without fear

We ask this directly because trust is the foundation underneath every other team dynamic.

Without it, healthy disagreement, alignment, and accountability all become theatrical. The

signal that matters most is whether risks get surfaced quickly when projects are in trouble.

Teams with strong trust have engineers walking into a manager's office saying 'this isn't

going to work' two weeks before the deadline. Teams without it have those same engineers

staying quiet until the deadline arrives, hoping the problem will solve itself.

Conflict ROUTINE

Your answer: Difficult subjects are addressed directly, quickly, and constructively

Healthy disagreement is the practice that distinguishes teams that improve from teams that

stagnate. The myth is that 'good teams' don't disagree. The reality is that good teams

disagree constantly and constructively. We look at how difficult subjects get handled

because it's the leading indicator of whether the team is actually learning from its own work,

or just executing on yesterday's decisions.

Collaboration ROUTINE

Your answer: Collaboration is fluid: information flows well and roles work together at the right

moments

We ask about collaboration explicitly because it's the practice that most often breaks

silently as organizations grow. Small teams collaborate naturally; large organizations require

deliberate practices to maintain what small teams take for granted. The signal we look for is

whether collaboration depends on individuals or on practices. Individual-dependent

collaboration breaks the moment any of those individuals leave.

Alignment ROUTINE

Your answer: The team shares a clear understanding of objectives, priorities, and trade-offs

Alignment is one of those words that gets used so often it becomes meaningless. We look at

it operationally: when there are multiple competing demands, do people work toward

compatible answers, or do they work in parallel toward incompatible ones? The cost of

misalignment shows up as rework, contradictory decisions, and the kind of cross-team

friction that everyone blames on someone else.
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Accountability ROUTINE

Your answer: Roles and responsibilities are clear; people generally know who decides, who

contributes, who carries it

Role clarity matters most at the moment of friction, when something is stuck and someone

needs to unstick it. Clear roles in calm times don't mean much; clear roles when something

is on fire are diagnostic of actual maturity. We probe this because role ambiguity is one of

the most fixable cohesion patterns once it's named, and one of the most expensive when

left unaddressed.

QE in regulatory framework ROUTINE

Your answer: Partially: some practices are formally documented, others are operational only

Quality engineering in a regulated environment lives or dies by its integration with the

compliance framework. Practices that aren't documented in regulatory submissions aren't

credit toward regulatory posture, even when they're operationally excellent.

Mature operations treat QE practice documentation as part of the same workflow as

compliance documentation. Less mature ones usually discover the gap during an audit,

when an examiner asks "show me how this practice is documented" and there's no answer.

Internal AI adoption ROUTINE

Your answer: Most engineers, daily, for substantial work

AI-assisted coding is becoming the default engineering tool, not an experimental one. Most

engineering teams in 2026 have substantial AI usage. The question now is less whether they

use it and more whether they use it well.

The lawyer analogy applies here: AI is good in the hands of engineers with strong base

knowledge. They can spot when the AI is wrong because they know what right looks like.

Engineers without that base knowledge are using AI as substitute for understanding, and

the resulting code has subtle problems that surface later. Adoption rate matters less than

the discipline behind it.
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AI quality ownership ROUTINE

Your answer: Shared between QE, ML/data science, and product: with defined collaboration model

AI quality has multiple potential owners (QE, ML engineering, data science, product) and

without an explicit ownership model, accountability tends to drift toward whoever isn't in

the room when things go wrong.

When accountability is unclear, it becomes downstream. The team closest to the customer

gets the question "why did the AI do that?" regardless of where the responsibility for the AI's

behaviour actually lives.

Processes 22 findings · 1 watch · 21 routine

Code provenance: can you tell AI code from human code WATCH

Your answer: Partially: some teams track, others don't

Code provenance is the question of whether the team knows what part of the codebase was

written by a human and what part was generated by AI. The reason it matters: AI-generated

code has different failure modes, different review needs, and different long-term

maintenance characteristics than human-written code.

QA has seen analogous questions before. When code is generated rather than written, who's

responsible for understanding it? In 2026, the teams furthest along treat AI-generated code

as a tracked category, the way you'd track third-party code or generated code in previous

eras. Less mature ones are betting that AI code is just code, which may turn out to be true

and may not.

Deployment cadence ROUTINE

Your answer: Multiple times per day

Cadence isn't a maturity score by itself. High cadence in a high-incident environment is a

problem, and low cadence in a regulated environment can be exactly right. What matters is

whether the cadence matches the validation posture. Teams shipping multiple times per day

with manual code review have a structural mismatch; teams shipping quarterly with

sophisticated automation are leaving capability unused.

The deeper signal here is whether cadence is a deliberate choice or a default. Most teams

haven't chosen; they ship at whatever rate the system happens to permit.
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Learning from incidents ROUTINE

Your answer: Within the last 3 months

QA has a long-standing observation: an incident that doesn't change anything is just

expensive. The teams that get stronger over time are the ones where incidents trigger

process change: a new check, a removed dependency, a different review pattern, an

automated test that wasn't there before.

The pattern this question surfaces isn't whether incidents happen. It's whether the team

treats them as information. Teams that do tend to converge toward fewer incidents over

time. Teams that don't tend to repeat the same patterns.

Code validation method ROUTINE

Your answer: Primarily manual human review

Validation method matters less than its match to your deployment cadence and your risk

surface. Manual review at quarterly cadence with low complexity can be perfectly fine;

manual review at daily cadence is reviewer fatigue waiting to happen.

The teams who think clearly about this know what each layer is for. Automated gates catch

what's mechanically testable, human review catches what isn't, and AI analysis catches

what's expensive to check at scale. Less mature ones tend to over-rely on one and under-

instrument the others.

Shift-left ROUTINE

Your answer: During requirements or design phase

Shift-left is one of the older ideas in modern QA, and one of the most frequently claimed and

least frequently practiced. The team that says QA starts at design and the team that says

QA starts at coding may both be telling the truth; the question is whether QA actually

shapes the work at that stage, or whether QA is informed of it.

The teams that practice shift-left well make QA's involvement structural: review of

requirements artifacts, presence in design discussions, test architecture defined alongside

system architecture. Less mature ones have QA in the meetings as observers rather than

participants.
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Recovery posture ROUTINE

Your answer: Defined process, recovery typically under 4 hours

Recovery posture is what separates teams that experience incidents from teams that suffer

from them. A team with 10 incidents and 30-minute MTTR has a manageable year; the same

team with 4-hour MTTR has a difficult one.

The teams that recover well treat the runbook as a living document, updated when each

incident reveals what wasn't covered. Less mature ones have a runbook from two years ago

that nobody opens because everyone knows it's stale.

Customer feedback loop ROUTINE

Your answer: Major issues feed back into QE; routine feedback is more anecdotal

Customer feedback is the most accurate quality signal an organization can receive, and the

one most likely to be siloed away from the people who could act on it. Support teams collect

it; product teams sample it; QE rarely sees it in structured form.

Customer feedback is the truth about your quality from outside the build. Internal metrics

tell you what you tested; customer feedback tells you what your customers found anyway.

Without a path from the second back into the first, the team is improving against the wrong

measurement.

Test data management ROUTINE

Your answer: Synthetic or fully masked data only: no real personal data outside production

Test data management is one of the quieter QE disciplines and one of the fastest to expose

an organization. The question isn't whether the team has data in test; it's whether that data

is real. Masked or synthetic data means a breach of a test environment is a non-event;

unmasked production data means every staging box is a copy of the crown jewels.

The teams that get this right treat masking or synthesis as a pipeline step, not a manual

favour: data is de-identified on the way into non-prod by default. Less mature teams 'grab a

prod dump' when they need realistic volume, and the realistic volume is real people.
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Regulatory triage speed ROUTINE

Your answer: Sometimes, depending on incident type and who's available

Regulatory triage speed is the difference between meeting reporting obligations and

discovering you missed them. Most regulatory regimes have specific timelines (24 hours, 72

hours), and the clock starts when the incident occurs, not when the team realizes it was

reportable.

Mature operations have criteria the on-call engineer can apply during the incident itself, and

a path to escalate to the regulatory team in parallel with technical response. Less mature

ones usually catch reportability after the fact, which often means after the reporting window

has closed.

AI-generated test review depth ROUTINE

Your answer: Lighter review than human-written: generally trusted

AI-generated tests have a specific failure mode that's easy to miss: they often pass against

the code they were generated from, because the AI's understanding of "the code" and the

AI's understanding of "the test" are coming from the same model. A test that passes against

the implementation it was generated against isn't necessarily testing anything.

Mature operations treat AI-generated tests as starting points that need human validation.

Less mature ones ship tests that confirm the implementation does what the AI thought it

did. That isn't the same as testing whether it does what the customer needs it to do.

Agentic incident recovery ROUTINE

Your answer: Ad-hoc but contained: the engineer who initiated the agent handles it

Recovery posture for agentic tool incidents is where the good/bad/ugly framing becomes

most concrete. Strong teams treat agent-initiated incidents the same as any production

incident: documented, owned, and debriefed. Weaker teams treat them as one-off engineer

mistakes that don't warrant systemic learning.

The latter pattern is how organizations end up surprised when the third or fourth similar

incident reveals it was never just one engineer's mistake.
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Agentic tool security ROUTINE

Your answer: Some protections in place; varies by tool and team

Agentic tool security is the operational layer that lags policy. A team can have a clean

autonomy-boundary policy on paper and still expose every credential the engineer has

access to the moment the agent runs.

The strongest pattern we see is treating agentic tools like service accounts, with scoped

permissions, sandboxed execution, and full audit. The weakest pattern is letting agents

inherit the engineer's full credential set without any constraint.

Evaluation harness ROUTINE

Your answer: Ad-hoc evaluation: engineers test outputs manually against expected behaviour

AI validation is fundamentally different from traditional software validation. You're not

testing for constants; you're testing for variables. Ask an AI the same question three times

and you'll get three responses that may all be technically correct, or may not.

Mature operations have built evaluation harnesses: curated sets of inputs with expected

behaviour, run against every model change. Less mature ones are essentially shipping AI

features and hoping the variance doesn't surface in customer-visible ways.

Model drift detection ROUTINE

Your answer: Periodic evaluation against test sets, scheduled but not continuous

Model drift is the slow erosion in AI feature quality over time. The model itself doesn't

change, but the world around it does: user inputs evolve, data distributions shift, and

related systems update. The drift is real even when the model is static.

The teams who detect drift early have baselines and continuous monitoring. Less mature

ones usually detect drift through customer complaints, which is the slowest and most

expensive way to learn the same information.
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Prompt injection and adversarial testing ROUTINE

Your answer: Formal red-team exercises with a documented attack library, run at release

Prompt injection is ranked #1 on OWASP's Top 10 for LLM Applications LLM01:2025. The

term was coined by Simon Willison in September 2022 by direct analogy to SQL injection

simonwillison.net. Both arise when trusted instructions and untrusted user input share the

same channel. The UK National Cyber Security Centre has since argued the analogy may

understate the problem ncsc.gov.uk: SQL injection had deterministic fixes (parameterized

queries), and prompt injection currently doesn't.

Teams that take this seriously maintain a documented attack library, run red-team

exercises, and integrate adversarial testing into the release process. Teams that don't are

betting nobody will try attacks that academic papers and public demonstrations have shown

work.

Golden test sets ROUTINE

Your answer: Versioned, team-owned, updated as production patterns shift

Golden sets are the AI validation equivalent of regression test suites: curated examples with

known expected behaviour, used to detect when something changes. They earn their keep

by being maintained.

Mature operations own the golden set as deliberate infrastructure. Less mature ones end up

with test inputs that drift from production reality, which means validation is happening

against examples that no longer represent the work.

Bias and fairness testing ROUTINE

Your answer: Periodic bias review, no formal criteria

Bias testing is the discipline of asking whether your AI feature behaves the same way across

different user populations. The pattern most teams discover is that bias enters in places the

model designers didn't anticipate: training data composition, prompt design, downstream

use that wasn't in scope when the model was selected.

Mature operations treat bias as a measurable variable with documented acceptance criteria.

Less mature ones usually discover bias when a customer or regulator surfaces it.

https://owasp.org/www-project-top-10-for-large-language-model-applications/assets/PDF/OWASP-Top-10-for-LLMs-v2025.pdf
https://simonwillison.net/2022/Sep/12/prompt-injection/
https://www.ncsc.gov.uk/blog-post/prompt-injection-is-not-sql-injection
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AI latency SLOs ROUTINE

Your answer: Latency measured continuously but not bounded by formal SLO

AI feature latency is a different problem than traditional API latency. It has higher variance

and often depends on factors outside your control: upstream model provider load, how

complex the prompt is, and the size of the context.

Without SLO discipline, the latency floor and ceiling drift over time and customer-

experienced performance degrades silently. The teams furthest ahead treat AI latency as a

tracked SLO with the same rigor as traditional service reliability.

AI observability and reconstructibility ROUTINE

Your answer: Full observability: inputs, model version, parameters, outputs logged and queryable

Reconstructibility is the foundation of any post-hoc analysis of AI behaviour, whether that's

an incident review, a regression investigation, a regulatory inquiry, or resolving a customer

complaint. Without it, every AI behaviour question becomes "we'll try to reproduce it" rather

than "here's what happened."

The strongest pattern treats AI observability as a first-class operational requirement: inputs,

model version, system prompts, parameters, outputs all logged with correlation IDs that

make reconstruction routine.

Counsel review: operational governance meets legal posture ROUTINE

Your answer: Yes: comprehensive counsel review, with periodic re-review

Counsel review of AI policy and vendor agreements is the layer that converts operational

intent into legal defensibility. It's also the layer that engineering teams and even leadership

sometimes assume has happened when it hasn't.

The pattern is straightforward: the AI policy looks legal because it's structured like legal

documents. The vendor agreements look reviewed because they're signed. Counsel review

of both is what separates "we have a policy" from "we have a policy that would hold up in

front of a regulator."

Mature operations treat AI policy as a counsel-touch artifact from the beginning, not at the

end. Less mature ones typically discover the gap when an incident, audit, or regulatory

question forces the question.
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Regulatory mapping: abstract awareness vs operational defence ROUTINE

Your answer: Yes: comprehensive jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction mapping, maintained as regulations

evolve

Regulatory mapping for AI use is the discipline of connecting your specific AI applications to

the specific obligations in the jurisdictions you operate in. It's tedious work, and it's the work

most often deferred until something forces it.

For Canadian organizations, the regulatory layer is multi-jurisdictional: Law 25, OSFI

guidance for financial services, emerging federal AI legislation, and the regulatory

frameworks of customers' jurisdictions. Each has specific implications for AI use that don't

map cleanly to general policy.

Mature operations maintain a living mapping of what we do, where regulation touches it,

and what specific obligations apply. Less mature ones have an abstract awareness that

"regulations exist" which doesn't translate to operational defence.

Validation mismatch consequence ROUTINE

Your answer: We've adapted, and the system works for us

Manual review at high cadence is the validation pattern that doesn't scale linearly. At low

cadence, manual review is rigorous. At high cadence, something gives: the cadence slows

down, the review quality drops, or the review becomes selective.

Mature operations know which of these is happening in their context. Less mature ones

usually find out when a defect that should have been caught surfaces in production.

Products 10 findings · 1 watch · 9 routine

AI provider degradation fallback WATCH

Your answer: Fallback strategy exists for critical features only

Dependency on third-party AI providers introduces a reliability surface most organizations

haven't fully internalized. The provider experiences a degradation; your feature experiences

the same degradation; your customer experiences your feature.

Without fallback strategy, you've outsourced your reliability posture to a vendor whose SLA

doesn't match what your customers expect from you. The teams furthest ahead have

planned graceful degradation paths and tested them under realistic conditions.
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Tooling adoption ROUTINE

Your answer: Integrated into process, training delivered, adoption measured against clear success

criteria

Tools are leverage on existing capability, not substitutes for it. A team with strong practice

gets enormous leverage from the right tool. A team without strong practice gets accelerated

failure from that same tool. This is why CareLogic weights Products at 15% (a third would be

33%). The tool doesn't do the work; the team does.

The first 90 days after tool adoption is where you can see this most clearly. Teams that

integrate tools into process get value; teams that buy tools and hope for the best get

shelfware. The discipline that converts the purchase into the outcome is the diagnostic

signal.

Tool integration ROUTINE

Your answer: Tightly integrated: single source of truth, signal flows automatically

Tool integration is where the team learns whether their tools are amplifying capability or

creating overhead. Tight integration means signal flows automatically: a defect found by

one tool surfaces in the others, status stays consistent across views, and the team works in

one operational reality. Loose integration means manual reconciliation, which means the

integration cost is paid in engineer time.

Mature operations treat integration as part of tool selection, not as an afterthought. Less

mature ones typically end up with a stack of capable tools that don't talk to each other and

a team that spends its time bridging the gap.

Agentic tool guardrails ROUTINE

Your answer: Convention-based: engineers follow informal team norms

The shift from AI-as-assistant to AI-as-agent has happened faster in tooling than in

governance. Most engineering teams have adopted agentic tools (Claude Code, Cursor's

agent mode, autonomous deployment helpers) without updating their internal policies on

what actions those agents are permitted to take.

The good is real: leverage and velocity. The bad is governance debt accumulating quietly.

The ugly is the moment a credentialed agent does something destructive that no human

authorized, and the team realizes their policy was "whatever the engineer running the agent

thought was OK."
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Model version regression ROUTINE

Your answer: Full eval harness re-run before promoting, with a comparison against the prior

version

Model version changes are the AI equivalent of upgrading a critical library. The behaviour

can change in subtle ways the team doesn't expect, and without comparison against the

prior version, the change is invisible until customers notice.

Mature operations have an evaluation harness and re-run it against the new version before

promotion. Less mature ones are essentially trusting the provider's release notes, which

describe what the provider tested rather than what your feature needs.

AI cost economics ROUTINE

Your answer: Aggregate cost visibility; no per-feature breakdown

AI feature economics moved from engineering footnote to CFO concern faster than most

cost governance frameworks adapted. Token-based pricing means a single feature's cost

can vary 10-100x with prompt design choices that engineers may not realize they're

making.

The teams that get ahead of this treat AI spend like cloud spend, with per-feature

attribution, budget governance, and alerts when consumption looks anomalous. Less

mature ones are typically the ones whose CFO walks into engineering with a quarterly bill

that doesn't match anyone's expectations.

Written AI use policy ROUTINE

Your answer: Yes: comprehensive policy, reviewed and updated regularly

A written AI policy isn't just a document. It's the way an organization makes its AI-use rules

visible and reviewable. Without one, the rules exist in everyone's head, they vary across

teams, and they drift over time as new tools emerge.

Mature operations treat the policy as a living document. It's reviewed when new AI tools

enter the market, which is monthly, not yearly. It identifies what's sanctioned, what's

restricted, and what's prohibited, and it gives engineers a way to ask without fearing a slow

approval process.

Less mature ones, the ones without a written policy, aren't necessarily reckless. They're

operating on shared understanding that worked at small scale and gets harder to scale as

the team grows. The transition from informal to formal usually happens after a specific

incident reveals the gap.
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Data sovereignty: where the data actually lives ROUTINE

Your answer: Data residency is explicit per tool, contractually guaranteed, and validated in

vendor agreements

Data sovereignty for AI tools is the question of where your data physically lives when it's

processed, and that's harder to answer than most teams realize. An AI vendor's marketing

page says "enterprise-grade"; their actual data flow may route through multiple jurisdictions

before the response comes back.

For Canadian organizations specifically, this isn't an academic question. Law 25 imposes

specific obligations around data leaving Quebec, and federal frameworks around personal

information add additional layers. "Our data is in the cloud" isn't an answer.

Mature operations have explicit, contractual data residency commitments per tool, with

periodic validation that what was committed is what's happening. Less mature ones usually

discover the gap when a customer or auditor asks the question.

AI vendor review: questions standard procurement doesn't ask ROUTINE

Your answer: Standard vendor review extended to include AI vendors

Vendor review for AI tools needs to ask different questions than vendor review for traditional

SaaS. The risk surface is different: AI vendors may use your data for training, may retain it

longer than they claim, may have different deletion guarantees than the marketing implies.

QA practitioners recognize this pattern from previous technology shifts. New tool categories

get adopted faster than vendor-review frameworks adapt to them. The vendors that look

like enterprise-grade software vendors at first glance often have AI-specific contractual

terms that wouldn't pass standard procurement review if it had been calibrated for them.

Mature operations have an AI-specific addendum to their vendor review, covering training-

use rights, retention periods, deletion guarantees, and model-update notification. Less

mature ones usually discover the gap when they realize the vendor's terms aren't what they

assumed.
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Enforcement: the difference between a policy and a guideline ROUTINE

Your answer: Active enforcement: DLP (data-loss prevention), blocking controls, monitored AI

traffic, alerts

A policy without enforcement is a guideline, and a guideline without monitoring is a hope.

The teams who've thought clearly about AI use policy know that the policy document is the

easy part. The enforcement layer is what determines whether the policy is operative or

aspirational.

QA has seen this pattern at every major technology transition. Whether it's security policy,

privacy policy, or code quality, the gap between written rules and operational reality is

typically much larger than leadership assumes.

Mature operations have technical enforcement matched to the risk profile of each policy

clause: DLP for data-loss prevention, blocking controls for unsanctioned tools, monitored AI

traffic for visibility. Less mature ones have a policy on paper that becomes visible to auditors

as primarily aspirational.

QUALITY  V ITALS

Three leading indicators, and where each stands

STRONG

INCIDENT RATE

Low
A clean-to-low incident

record over the last 12

months, with quality being

caught before it reaches

production, not after.

STRONG

DEPLOYMENT CADENCE

Multiple/day
Daily or near-daily

production deployments, a

real signal of investment in

the small-batch

infrastructure that keeps

risk per release low.

STRONG

KEY-PERSON RISK

Low
Successors exist and the

operational knowledge is

documented, so the

function would absorb a

departure without losing its

footing.
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Where the consultation begins.

RECOMMENDED NEXT  STEPS

Your practice doesn't show signals that demand immediate action, and that's a strong
place to be, as well as a useful place to talk from. The 1:1 is still where the most useful
conversation starts: what to focus on for continuous improvement, where the
diagnostic raised questions worth exploring, and what "good" looks like at the next
stage of maturity for an organization like yours.
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WHAT COMES NEXT

Let's walk through this together.
The 1:1 is on us. It's our investment in you, like every part of

CareLogic, not a sales call. A senior practitioner takes the findings

above as the working agenda, and we talk through what they mean

in your context: where you'd actually start, and what's worth your

next six to twelve months. That conversation is the point. It's where

we engage your specific situation instead of handing you something

generic from outside it.

60 minutes
Enough to walk the

findings that matter

without rushing the

conversation.

At our cost
No bill, no obligation. The

conversation is the

deliverable.

Built around your
context

A senior practitioner reads

your diagnostic before the

call. No pitch deck.
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