Healthcare security is often described as a balance between protection and access, but the real work sits inside the
details. A door that sticks can delay a medication pass. A badge reader that rejects staff can strand a nurse outside
an operating suite. A monitoring system that is too sensitive can turn into an endless stream of alerts that nobody

has time to review.
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Access control in healthcare is not just “who can get in.” It is also “when,” “for what purpose,” “under which
conditions,” and "how quickly we can tell what happened afterward.” When the design is done well, staff experience
it as friction that is mostly invisible: smooth entry, appropriate visibility, and fewer surprises during emergencies.
When it is done poorly, you feel it immediately in workflow breakdowns, late documentation, and compliance

headaches that have nothing to do with clinical care.

This article covers how access control decisions affect compliance and care, how to think through risk without

freezing operations, and what practical implementation looks like across facilities of different sizes.

The compliance pressure is real, but it is not only about checklists

Most healthcare organizations have multiple compliance obligations that touch access control directly or indirectly.
Some requirements are explicit about protecting systems that handle patient information. Others are about
physical safety, incident response, and auditing. Even when a regulation does not say “install X reader model” or
“use Y credential format,” it tends to demand outcomes: controlled access, accountability, and the ability to

investigate when something goes wrong.
A useful way to frame it is to separate three concerns:

1. Protecting people. You need to keep unauthorized individuals out of restricted areas, and you need to make

sure that legitimate staff can reach emergencies without delay.

2. Protecting patient information. Physical access can become an entry point to systems and records. The

wrong access path can also change who can observe patient data, signage, screens, or printed materials.

3. Protecting the organization. Your ability to prove what happened, when it happened, and who had access

matters during incident investigations, insurance claims, and internal audits.

In practice, compliance work becomes easier when you align your access control design with operational reality. If
your plan assumes staff will tolerate long authentication delays or frequent re-credentialing, you will struggle
during high workload periods. If it assumes security teams can manually manage exceptions for every edge case,

you will eventually pay for it in late responses and inconsistent handling.

| have seen that pattern in multiple forms. One facility used a very strict credential policy during a software
upgrade. The intent was sound, but the implementation caused intermittent badge failures. For two weeks, staff
bypassed door controls by propping doors, which defeated the entire point. The remediation was not just
technical. It required coordinated change management, temporary workflow adjustments, and a clear escalation

path so the team could fix issues quickly rather than normalize workarounds.

Start with the facility map, not the hardware

Before buying door hardware, assign access roles to actual spaces and workflows. Healthcare buildings are not

uniform boxes. They have zones that behave differently:

¢ clinical care areas where staff need fast, repeated access



e staff-only back corridors where visitors should never appear
® security-sensitive rooms where unauthorized entry creates disproportionate risk

® support areas like storage that still contain sensitive records, medication, or equipment

A good starting point is a “facility access model” that identifies what each area needs in terms of restriction and

auditability. This model is where you decide which doors require:

® badge plus door hardware state (locked, fail-secure, fail-safe)
* role-based authorization (employee type, department, or job function)

* enhanced controls for high-risk spaces (two-factor, additional verification, or time-based restrictions)

Some organizations jump straight to “every exterior door” and “every restricted door,” but that misses the nuance
of internal risk. For example, a staff-only corridor that seems low-risk may open directly into file storage where
printed records are handled. Conversely, a door labeled “limited access” might be repeatedly used by the same
small group for emergency response. That door needs a fast, reliable mechanism, with monitoring that supports

investigations.

| like to think of it as designing for the real movement of work. Medication handling, specimen transport, imaging
workflows, and patient transfers each create different access patterns. If the access control system mirrors those
patterns, staff trust it. If it ignores them, staff find alternatives.

Credentials: the foundation of accountability

Access control systems are only as accountable as the credentials that feed them. In healthcare, credentials need
to reflect employment status, role changes, and contractor behavior. Otherwise you get orphaned access (people

who should not have it still do), or friction (people who should have it cannot get in when they need to).

Common credential approaches include badge cards, mobile credentials, and in some cases biometric verification

for specific high-risk areas. Each option comes with operational trade-offs:

* Physical badge cards are familiar, relatively inexpensive, and easy to manage at scale. The weakness is

sharing risk, lost badges, and the need for frequent re-issuance when roles change.

* Mobile credentials can improve usability for staff who routinely carry phones, but they introduce new
troubleshooting needs: battery health, OS updates, device management policies, and how quickly the system

can revoke access if a phone is lost.

* Biometrics can reduce credential sharing, but they require careful privacy handling, calibration, and a robust
process for handling exceptions. You also have to consider what happens when a scanner fails during peak

hours.

The strongest designs treat credential management as an ongoing operations function, not a one-time project.
When staff move from one department to another, access should change quickly and predictably. When a
contractor ends, revocation should happen without manual reminders. When a badge is reported lost, you want a

clear internal process that reaches beyond “someone blocked it eventually.”

A practical insight: the credential lifecycle is where many incidents start. The incident is not necessarily a breach,
but a “policy gap.” For example, if a department’s manager delays notifying security about role changes, the access
control system continues to authorize doors based on outdated information. The fix is not a better lock, it is a

better join between HR events and access authorization updates.

Door hardware and failure modes are part of compliance



When people talk about cloud access control systems access control, they often focus on badge readers and
software. In healthcare, door hardware and failure behavior are just as important because they affect evacuation

safety, clinical operations, and auditability.
Doors typically fall into categories like:

e fail-secure (locking in a power failure scenario)
¢ fail-safe (unlocking in a power failure scenario)
® electromagnetic locks and maglocks

®* mechanical locks and local override

The right choice depends on local fire and life safety requirements, building code assumptions, and the facility’s
safety engineering design. Healthcare environments also require predictable behavior under emergency conditions.
A lockdown event, for example, must not strand staff who are authorized to move to critical areas, including

patient care and emergency response zones.

From an operations standpoint, | recommend that organizations map door behavior to scenarios. Think through

the questions security and facilities teams will ask during real events:

* During a fire alarm, does access control action support evacuation?
® During a network outage, do doors revert to a safe, predetermined state?
* During maintenance, what happens to controlled doors?

* |f a badge system becomes unavailable, can authorized staff still access critical care areas in a way that remains
accountable?

This is where compliance intersects with care. If you design a system that prevents access during emergencies
because it assumes the network will always be available, you risk creating a safety issue. But if you design it to
always allow access during outages, you increase risk of unauthorized entry. The “good” answer is not universal, it

depends on the building’s safety design and the risk profile of each zone.

Monitoring and logging: useful evidence beats “more alerts”

An access control system without meaningful logs is like a camera that records at low resolution, missing the

moment you actually need it. Logging needs to support the internal questions your organization will ask after an
incident or near-miss:

® Which door was accessed?

® Which credential was used?

® Which user account was associated with that credential at the time?

¢ What time and what event type occurred?

* Was access granted, denied, or granted due to an exception mechanism?

Healthcare organizations also have to think carefully about data retention and access to logs. If logs are accessible
to too many people without proper controls, the logs themselves become sensitive information. If logs are
retained too briefly, you cannot investigate longer-running issues. If logs are retained too long without policy and

governance, you create storage costs and compliance risk.

Alerting adds another layer. It is tempting to configure alarms for every denied attempt and every door held open

for longer than a threshold. In a busy facility, that can flood operations. Staff might see constant notifications, and
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eventually nobody trusts the system. The fix is to tune alerts around scenarios that matter, such as repeated

denied attempts at a high-risk room, unusual access times, or doors that are repeatedly forced or left open.

In one hospital, a new access control deployment generated hundreds of alerts on day one, mostly because door
hardware thresholds were not aligned with the real door usage during shift changes. Security staff spent evenings
clearing alerts that did not indicate wrongdoing. We ended up re-baselining thresholds after observing actual
patterns, and we prioritized alerts for forced openings, tailgating indicators (where implemented), and repeated

denials in restricted zones. That reduced noise while preserving the ability to investigate meaningful events.

If you are deciding between “log everything” and “alert only on a few things,” choose both, but be disciplined

about what triggers immediate action.

Visitors and escorts: controlled access without turning care into a
barrier

Visitors are a special case because they have to move through the building while your organization protects
controlled areas. Many healthcare facilities use a mix of locked doors, limited elevators, and visitor check-in
procedures. Access control systems can support this by limiting visitor badges to certain zones or time windows,

and by requiring escorts for certain areas.

The biggest operational pitfall is building a visitor workflow that assumes every unit has the same staffing and the
same response time. In reality, some units can escort quickly, others cannot. If the system design requires frequent
escorting for many doors, you can create a “security theater” effect where staff spend time managing movement

rather than delivering care.

A healthier approach is to define visitor permissions at the unit and purpose level. For example, visitors might be
allowed to move within patient care areas but not into medication preparation spaces, imaging control rooms, or
staff-only work corridors. The goal is not to prevent visitors from being present in the areas where they need to

be, it is to prevent unnecessary exposure of sensitive spaces and systems.

When you implement visitor controls, ensure you have a clear path for exceptional access. Sometimes a visitor
becomes an essential caregiver and needs temporary access to areas where they handle discharge education
materials. If your system locks down every step without an exception process, you push staff toward bypasses that

undermine security. The exception workflow should be simple, auditable, and fast enough for real clinical settings.

Role-based access: precision reduces both risk and friction

Role-based access control is where access control becomes truly useful. Instead of opening doors by department
name alone, treat access as a combination of role, job responsibility, and authorization level. This matters in

healthcare because two people with the same department title may have different responsibilities.
Examples that come up frequently:
® A unit clerk may need access to medication-related administrative offices but not to medication dispensing
areas.
* A biomedical technician may require periodic access to equipment rooms but not to clinical charting areas.
* A security officer might need broad visibility access but not the right to enter every clinical restricted zone at

any time.

Role-based access also helps during staffing changes. If you can manage approvals and mappings quickly, you

minimize the period of over-privilege when someone starts or switches roles. Over time, this reduces both incident



risk and audit effort.

The best role-based systems are tied to identity and lifecycle events. If the access model depends on manual
updates after every shift change, it will degrade. If it is linked to HR and contractor onboarding or offboarding

events, it holds up better.

Audit readiness: the security team needs more than logs

Auditors and internal reviewers rarely ask about the brand of the badge reader. They ask about process. They
want evidence that access is controlled, granted appropriately, reviewed, and promptly revoked. They also want to

see that the system can be used to investigate incidents.
A strong approach is to treat access control as an auditable business process. That means having:

* documented policies for access request, approval, and exception handling
* periodic access reviews that reflect current job responsibilities
® a documented inventory of controlled spaces and access control measures

* incident investigation procedures that tell staff how to use the access logs correctly
Here is a short practical checklist organizations can use when preparing for an access control review.

¢ Verify that staff access rights align with role definitions and current employment status
* Confirm that access exceptions have approvals and are time-bounded where possible
® Ensure that door events and access attempts are logged with the right level of detall

® Check that offboarding and contractor revocation are timely and measurable

* Test that emergency access pathways behave as designed during a controlled drill

That checklist should be supported by real evidence: reports showing recent access changes, logs for a sampling of
restricted doors, and documented outcomes from drills or maintenance cycles. You want the audit to be boring,

because boring audits indicate predictable operations.

Edge cases that break “perfect” designs

Healthcare is not static. People cover shifts, contractors appear unexpectedly, doors are temporarily unavailable,
and emergencies change traffic patterns. Access control designs that do not plan for edge cases end up creating

workarounds, and workarounds are where security fails.
Some edge cases that deserve explicit planning:

e Staff moving between units for coverage. If a nurse covers a neighboring unit and needs access to that
unit’s restricted rooms, the access model must handle short-term role or temporary permissions.

* Temporary facilities like pop-up clinics or infusion expansions. Construction and rapid onboarding can
leave gaps if your physical access controls are not updated quickly.

* Network or system outages. You need a policy for how doors behave and how authorized personnel
proceed without defeating accountability.

* Power or lock hardware maintenance. During maintenance, how do you prevent unauthorized access
while still allowing legitimate staff to do their job?

¢ Patients and long-term admissions. In some cases, controlled doors can create unintended barriers for

patients who need assistance. The key is to protect restricted zones while supporting safe patient movement.



One facility | worked with had a consistent issue during weekend maintenance. Facilities would disable a door
controller for repairs, and the security team would later forget to re-enable the intended access logic. The
hardware stayed in an insecure fallback state longer than expected. The eventual fix was not just better
communication, it was a maintenance ticket workflow that required security sign-off before the system returned to

production configuration, plus a dashboard view of doors in “nonstandard” states.

Your best defense against edge cases is not the perfect lock, it is a reliable process for change control.

Two access control models, same goal, different operational cost

Organizations usually deploy one of two broad models: centralized access control managed through an enterprise
identity and physical security platform, or unit-level or site-level control with heavier local configuration. Both can

be compliant and effective, but they behave differently in operations.
Here is the trade-off view | use when advising teams.

| Model | Strengths | Common failure modes | |---|---|---| | Centralized (enterprise-managed) | Consistent policies,
easier auditing, faster revocation when identity events flow correctly | Integration mistakes between HR and
security systems, change management complexity during upgrades | | Distributed (more local control) | Tailors
workflows access control companies by unit or site, can be simpler to deploy in phases | Policy drift between

locations, inconsistent exception handling, harder to generate uniform audit evidence |

In healthcare, the “right” model often depends on how many sites you have, how standardized your HR and

identity processes are, and how mature your facilities and security change management is.

Governance is the hidden technology

Even when the technical implementation is strong, access control fails when governance is weak. Governance

means decisions about ownership, escalation, and accountability.
In healthcare, access control usually touches at least three stakeholders:

® security leadership

e facilities and building engineering

® clinical leadership and unit operations
If these groups do not align, you get delayed responses or technical changes that disrupt clinical workflow. For
example, security might tighten access rules without coordinating with unit managers who schedule contractors or
have unique patient needs. Facilities might change door behavior during construction without updating access

control configurations or notifying security. Clinical leaders might prioritize patient flow so aggressively that staff

begin propping doors, especially during busy periods.
A mature governance structure includes:
® a clear owner for access control policies
* a defined workflow for access requests and exceptions

® escalation rules for urgent clinical needs

® scheduled reviews of access rights and door performance

One of the best practices | have seen is a cross-functional monthly review focused on exceptions and recurring

door issues. The meeting is not about blame, it is about patterns. If a door is frequently held open, you investigate
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why it is failing operationally, not just why someone triggered the alarm.

Implementation: where projects often go wrong

Access control projects tend to fail in a few predictable ways. The biggest is scope mismatch. Stakeholders assume
they are buying a system, but the organization actually needs a system plus processes. Another common issue is
underestimating “day two” work: credential management, re-mapping roles, updating door schedules, tuning
alarms, and handling changes from construction or staffing.

Implementation success usually depends on:

* thorough site survey and door inventory validation

® accurate mapping between physical spaces and access permissions

* identity integration that matches your real HR and contractor lifecycle
* a tested fallback plan for network outages

* training for security staff and for end users who submit exceptions or report issues
Training is more than telling staff how to scan a badge. It includes:

* what to do if a badge fails

* who to contact in urgent cases

* how to request temporary access

® how maintenance modes should be handled

* what behaviors are considered violations, like propping doors, even if it seems convenient

If you train only security, the system becomes fragile because it relies on a few people to keep it working. Staff

adoption is part of the control system.

Measuring success without turning it into surveillance theater

A common temptation is to measure success by the number of alerts or the number of doors “locked on time.”

That often leads to more alerts, more noise, and less trust.
Better success metrics focus on outcomes that reflect real risk and operational stability. Examples include:

® time to grant access for new staff and contractors

® time to revoke access after termination

® reduction in repeated denied attempts for authorized roles

* number of exceptions per unit and whether exceptions are time-bound and justified
e door reliability metrics, like failure rates and forced open incidents

¢ audit findings trend over time

The goal is to reduce incidents and reduce friction, not to create a constant monitoring experience for the entire

building.

Emergency planning: access control must support the moment that
matters



Healthcare organizations often run drills for fire, active threats, and system-wide emergencies. Access control

design must support those drills, not fight them. That means verifying that:

* emergency locking and unlocking behavior aligns with life safety plans
® authorized staff can reach critical areas even under degraded network conditions
® security teams can interpret logs and events quickly

¢ staff know how to request help in urgent situations

A critical detail is how you handle emergency exceptions. If you allow overrides, you need strict rules about who
can authorize them and how the override is logged. Otherwise, the emergency override mechanism becomes a

backdoor.

During a drill, it is worth paying attention to small friction points that can turn into delays. Is the badge reader still
functioning? Are door states consistent with expectations? Do staff know which doors are controlled and which are
emergency accessible? These are the kinds of questions that do not show up in a design document, but they

absolutely show up in real-world outcomes.

Final thoughts on compliance and care

Access control in healthcare is not a security checkbox and it is not an inconvenience-only project. It is
infrastructure that affects the pace of care, the safety of movement, and the ability to investigate what happened

when something unexpected occurs.

If you want a practical benchmark, aim for three outcomes. First, authorized staff should experience reliable access
with minimal delay. Second, controlled areas should remain controlled in practice, not just in diagrams. Third, your
organization should be able to explain access behavior during audits and incidents with evidence that is complete

enough to be trustworthy.

When those outcomes are met, access control becomes less about locks and more about confidence. Confidence
that staff can do their jobs. Confidence that patient environments stay protected. Confidence that the organization

can respond quickly, with accountability, when reality deviates from plans.

That confidence is the real compliance.



