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POST-WEBINAR WORKING RESOURCE
Integration Trust Scorecard
A simple assessment for whether an integration reflects the real workflow and can earn user trust.
	HOW TO USE THE SCORE: This scorecard is not a formal technical audit. It is a structured way to identify where an existing or proposed integration may need deeper review before users can rely on it.



Response Scale
	Response
	Points
	Use when

	Yes
	2
	The design clearly accounts for this item.

	Partially
	1
	The item is addressed in some situations, but gaps or informal workarounds remain.

	No
	0
	The item is not addressed or is unknown.

	N/A
	Excluded
	The item does not apply to this workflow or integration.



Integration Being Reviewed
	Workflow or process
	____________________________________________________________

	Integration reviewed
	Existing / proposed / in design: __________________________

	Review participants
	____________________________________________________________

	Date
	____________________





1. Score the Core Design Areas
For each item, select one response. Use notes to identify the rule, risk, open question, or evidence behind the answer.
	Question
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	N/A
	Notes

	Workflow Alignment
	
	
	
	
	

	The integration starts from the actual workflow trigger, not only from system availability.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Major workflow steps, handoffs, and required outcomes are reflected in the design.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Known alternate paths or branches are handled without informal workarounds.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	The integration supports the business outcome users need to trust.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Data Ownership and Quality
	
	
	
	
	

	The source of truth is defined for each important record or field.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Required information is checked before it moves forward.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Conflicting information is detected and routed for review.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Incomplete or invalid information is prevented from creating downstream work.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Business Rules and Decisions
	
	
	
	
	

	Rules currently applied by employees are documented in plain business language.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Validations, thresholds, approvals, and comparisons are applied consistently.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	The integration distinguishes routine rules from decisions requiring judgment.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Rule changes can be identified, approved, and updated without guesswork.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Exception Handling
	
	
	
	
	

	Expected exceptions are detected before they cause hidden downstream problems.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Failure messages explain what happened and what action is required.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Exceptions are routed to the right owner or team.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Exception status is tracked until resolved.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	





2. Score Trust, Change, and Support
These areas determine whether users can rely on the integration after it is live and after the business changes.
	Question
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	N/A
	Notes

	Visibility and Auditability
	
	
	
	
	

	Users can see whether the integration ran, succeeded, failed, or paused.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	The integration keeps a useful record of what changed and when.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Users can identify which records need attention.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Monitoring does not depend on one person's memory or inbox.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	User Confidence
	
	
	
	
	

	Users do not need to repeat the same checks manually after the integration runs.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	The result is clear enough for the next person or system to rely on.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Review steps are reserved for judgment, exceptions, or approvals.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Users know when to trust the result and when to investigate.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Maintainability
	
	
	
	
	

	The integration can adapt to new locations, users, customers, vendors, products, services, or rules.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Changes in the workflow can be reviewed before they break the integration.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Configuration or rule ownership is clear.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	The design avoids relying on undocumented personal workarounds.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Ownership and Support
	
	
	
	
	

	Responsibility is defined for monitoring routine operation.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Responsibility is defined for resolving exceptions and failures.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Responsibility is defined for approving rule or process changes.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	

	Support expectations are clear when something stops working.
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	





3. Calculate the Score
Exclude Not Applicable items from the maximum possible score. Use the percentage as an indicator of where further investigation is needed.
	Calculation step
	Value

	A. Number of Yes responses x 2
	________ x 2 = ________

	B. Number of Partially responses x 1
	________ x 1 = ________

	C. Number of No responses x 0
	________ x 0 = ________

	D. Total points earned
	A + B + C = ________

	E. Applicable items
	Total questions minus N/A = ________

	F. Maximum applicable points
	E x 2 = ________

	G. Trust score
	D divided by F x 100 = ________%



Result Ranges
	Score
	Category
	What it suggests

	80-100%
	Designed for Trust
	The integration appears to reflect the workflow, apply known rules, and provide appropriate visibility and exception handling.

	60-79%
	Functional with Gaps
	It may perform well under normal conditions but still relies on manual verification or informal workarounds.

	40-59%
	Fragile
	Important rules, exceptions, ownership, or visibility may be incomplete.

	Below 40%
	High Manual Risk
	The integration may move information without sufficient control, clarity, or confidence.





4. Summarize Findings and Next Actions
Use the score to guide discussion. A low score does not prove the integration is bad, and a high score does not replace testing. It shows where trust depends on additional design, validation, ownership, or visibility.
	Strongest areas
	____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________

	Largest gaps
	____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________

	Manual verification still required
	What are users still rechecking?

____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________

	Exception-handling concerns
	What may fail, stop, or require review?

____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________

	Ownership questions
	Monitoring, issue resolution, rule updates, support:

____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________

	Recommended next action
	[ ] Proceed   [ ] Improve design   [ ] Continue discovery   [ ] Pause until ownership is clear



	CLOSING PERSPECTIVE: Strong integrations begin with understanding the work. Manual steps often reveal important rules and controls. Predictable work should move automatically, while exceptions should remain visible, explainable, and manageable. Trust is created through thoughtful workflow design, validation, and accountability.
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