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Executive summary
Customer Portal 2.0 launched on September 29, 2026, six weeks after the planned date and 14% over budget. Customers can now file and track claims online, and online claims reached 38% of all claims in the first three weeks against a target of 30%. The delay came mainly from late discovery of the claims system’s rate limits and from a single shared test environment. We recommend five changes, listed in Section 7.
Goals and results
Table 1. Goals against results
	Goal
	Target
	Actual
	Met?

	Share of claims filed online (first month)
	30%
	38%
	☒

	Launch date
	Aug 18, 2026
	Sep 29, 2026
	☐

	Budget
	$640,000
	$729,600
	☐

	Customer satisfaction (portal CSAT)
	4.2 / 5
	4.4 / 5
	☒


Budget and schedule variance
Table 2. Budget variance by category
	Category
	Budget
	Actual
	Variance

	Internal staff
	$352,000
	$398,200
	+$46,200 (13%)

	Contract developers
	$188,000
	$221,400
	+$33,400 (18%)

	Software and hosting
	$64,000
	$71,000
	+$7,000 (11%)

	Testing and accessibility audit
	$36,000
	$39,000
	+$3,000 (8%)

	Total
	$640,000
	$729,600
	+$89,600 (14%)


Table 3. Schedule variance by phase
	Phase
	Planned end
	Actual end
	Slip

	Discovery and design
	Apr 10
	Apr 17
	1 week

	Build
	Jul 3
	Jul 31
	4 weeks

	Testing and fixes
	Aug 7
	Sep 18
	6 weeks

	Launch
	Aug 18
	Sep 29
	6 weeks


What went well
1. Customer research in discovery: the five claim journeys we designed around matched real usage almost exactly.
1. Weekly demos to the claims team caught 23 wording and workflow issues before testing.
1. The accessibility audit found no critical issues because accessibility checks ran in every sprint.
1. Launch day itself was smooth: phased rollout to 10%, 50% and 100% of customers over three days.
What went wrong
Claims system rate limits found late
Load testing in week 22 showed the claims system accepts only 20 requests per second from the portal. Nobody had asked the claims team for this limit, and the architecture assumed real-time calls for every page view. Caching and a queue added four weeks.
One shared test environment
Portal, claims and payments teams shared one test environment. Each team’s deployments broke the others’ tests, and about 30% of testing time was lost to resets.
Scope added after design sign-off
Document upload for repair estimates was added in June. It was the right call for customers but was not re-planned, so it squeezed testing.
Root causes
Using “five whys” on the biggest delay (rate limits):
1. Why did testing run long? Load tests failed in week 22.
1. Why did they fail? The claims system throttles at 20 requests per second.
1. Why didn’t we know? Non-functional limits of connected systems were not part of discovery.
1. Why not? Our discovery template covers user needs and data, not integration limits.
1. Why? Integration risk has always been owned by each team informally, with no checklist.
Root cause:  We have no integration readiness checklist, so limits of connected systems surface only when we test at scale.
Lessons and recommendations
Table 4. Lessons learned
	Lesson
	Area
	Recommendation

	Integration limits must be known before architecture is fixed.
	Planning
	Add an integration readiness checklist (rate limits, uptime, test data) to the discovery template.

	Shared test environments cost more than they save.
	Environment
	Fund on-demand test environments for any project with three or more teams.

	Late scope needs a re-plan, not a squeeze.
	Scope
	Any change over five days of effort triggers a formal re-plan with the sponsor.

	Demos to end users work.
	Delivery
	Keep weekly demos as a standard for customer-facing projects.


Action items
Table 5. Action items
	Action
	Owner
	Due
	Status

	Publish integration readiness checklist
	G. Kim
	November 20, 2026
	In progress

	Business case for on-demand test environments
	T. Becker
	December 11, 2026
	Not started

	Update change control policy (5-day rule)
	R. Adeyemi
	November 30, 2026
	Not started

	Share this report with all project managers
	G. Kim
	October 28, 2026
	Done
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