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See what a $295 review looks like

Four fictional blank forms. Three practical priorities. No new binder required.

Important: This is an invented demonstration using the structure of our Findings Memao. It is not a customer case, an assessment of any real
operator, or evidence of measured results. No resident information was used.

Scope and executive summary

This example examines how four forms connect, not whether they satisfy a licensing rule. The set already includes shift
notes, follow-up, revision tracking and staff acknowledgment. The main weakness is that an open item can pass between
those forms without a named next owner or a reliable link to closure.

Start here: make ownership, the record reference and the current document version explicit. Keep the existing forms; a
full replacement is not indicated by this fictional evidence.

Evidence supplied for this demonstration

D1 - Shift handoff, blank, page 1. Fields: date, shift, outgoing staff, tasks completed, notes. There is no receiving-staff
acknowledgment, next owner or target time field.

D2 - Follow-up log, blank, page 1. Fields: date, concern, contacted by, outcome. There is no shared item reference,
next check time or closure verification field.

D3 - Document revision log, blank, page 1. Fields: document title, version, approval date, approver, change summary.
These are useful controls worth keeping.

D4 - Staff acknowledgment, blank, page 1. Fields: document title, staff name, signature, date. It does not identify which
version was reviewed.

What this evidence does not establish

Blank-form design does not show actual staff practice. Equivalent controls may exist elsewhere. These findings identify
questions and design improvements, not missed care, staff misconduct, a legal violation, or a clinical decision. Confirm
the real workflow before changing it.
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Three priorities, with a way to test each

1. Give every open handoff an owner

Observed: D1 has a notes area but no dedicated next-owner or receiving-staff field. D2 does not supply that missing
ownership.

Practical next step: The operator decides where open tasks are tracked. Record the item reference, next owner, target
time and receiving acknowledgment there; avoid creating a second competing task list.

Acceptance check: In a fictional nonclinical handoff exercise, the receiving worker can identify who owns each
unfinished item and when it is next reviewed, without asking the outgoing worker.

2. Connect the concern to its closure

Observed: D1 and D2 have no shared reference. An outcome written in D2 cannot reliably be matched to an item in D1
by a dedicated field.

Practical next step: Use one internal reference for the originating item and follow-up. Identify the responsible closer,
completion date/time, and the evidence or location supporting closure.

Acceptance check: Using synthetic examples only, an administrator can trace an open item from handoff to follow-up
and closure. An incomplete item remains visibly open; it is not closed merely because someone wrote a note.

3. Tie acknowledgment to the approved version
Observed: D3 records a version and approval, but D4 records only a document title. The title alone cannot identify the
version acknowledged.

Practical next step: Keep D3. Add the approved version or effective date to the acknowledgment record and point staff
to one current master copy.

Acceptance check: For a fictional version change, the administrator can match the acknowledgment to the approved
revision and distinguish the superseded copy.

One leadership question

Where will the team maintain its single authoritative open-item list, and who will confirm that the next shift has accepted
responsibility?

Paid implementation? Not recommended on this evidence alone. An operator may be able to make these limited changes internally.
Discuss a separately scoped Sprint only if coordination or implementation exceeds available capacity.

Service boundary: The $295 Check reviews up to five agreed documents and delivers a findings memo, three priorities and one written
follow-up question. Custom drafting is not included. Scope, document length, safe transfer and timing are confirmed before payment.
Operational review only; not legal, clinical, licensing or regulatory advice, or a guarantee of outcomes.
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