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Executive Summary

Most major construction and infrastructure programmes do not fail at delivery. They stumble 
at handover. Despite months of successful work on the ground, project teams find themselves 
scrambling in the final weeks to compile asset information, reconcile conflicting data, and prove 
compliance to clients and regulators.

The root cause is consistent across the industry. Handover is treated as an end of project event rather 
than a continuous process. Requirements are agreed at day one. Delivery happens across months 
or years. The handover pack is then reconstructed in the final weeks, often from incomplete or 
conflicting evidence scattered across spreadsheets, photographs, paper forms and email threads.

This whitepaper introduces the Digital Handover Blueprint. It is a framework for building the handover 
pack as work progresses, not at the end. Projects that adopt this approach typically halve handover 
time, eliminate rejection cycles, and give clients and regulators contemporaneous evidence rather than 
reconstructed records.

The Blueprint is not a tool. It is a way of structuring information, defining accountability, and 
aligning the supply chain on what good looks like from day one. It is the first in a series of guides 
on progressive assurance and digital delivery from eviFile, published for tier one contractors, asset 
owners, and the supply chain that connects them.



1. The Handover Challenge

Why handover is where projects fail

On a well run programme, the work itself rarely 
falls over. Teams know how to build. Engineers 
know how to test. Supervisors know how to sign 
things off. What goes wrong is the evidence trail. 
Despite every discipline doing its job, the records 
that prove the job has been done correctly 
are rarely captured in a way that survives to 
handover intact.

Asset owners, regulators, and operations teams 
need clean, verifiable information to take on the 
asset. They do not want a box of paper records, 
three versions of a spreadsheet, and a folder 
of photographs with no metadata. They want 
contemporaneous evidence: records created at 
the moment work was done, not reconstructed 
afterwards.

When that evidence does not exist in the right 
format, handover becomes a remediation exercise. 
Teams that should be standing down are kept 
on site to chase missing certificates. Contracts 
that should be closing slip into dispute. Payment 
that should be flowing is held back until the asset 
owner is satisfied.

The hidden cost of fragmented capture

Most major programmes generate data across 
half a dozen disconnected systems. Common 
Data Environments hold drawings and documents. 
Inspection records sit in dedicated quality tools. 
Daily site information is captured in diaries, 
often on paper or in Excel. Photographs live on 
individual phones. Materials data sits in supply 
chain platforms. Asset information is held in ERPs 
such as Ellipse or Maximo.

Each of these systems does a reasonable job 
in isolation. The problem is that none of them 
talk to each other in a structured way. As 
soon as data needs to be brought together for 
reporting or handover, somebody starts copying 
numbers into a spreadsheet. The moment that 
happens, you have two versions of the truth, and 
reconciliation becomes manual.

This is often masked by polished Power BI 
dashboards. The output looks digital, but 
underneath sit hundreds of hours of manual data 
movement. People assume the project is digital 
because the reporting is digital. In reality, the 
inefficiency has been pushed one layer down 
and out of sight.

What fragmentation costs in real terms

On large programmes, eviFile has seen tier 
one teams of six or more people spend 
the final eight to twelve weeks of a project 
assembling handover packs by hand.

Each rejected handover triggers six weeks or 
more of remediation, with the same people 
pulled back onto a closed contract.

Hidden manual effort in reporting routinely 
consumes hundreds of person hours per 
month that should be spent on delivery.



Why regulation has raised the bar

Even five years ago, the industry tolerated reconstructed evidence as long as it added up at the 
end. That tolerance is disappearing. CDM and ISO 19650 now require contemporaneous audit trails. 
Major programmes like Crossrail and HS2 have shown what data chaos costs at scale. Asset owners 
are writing audit ready data requirements directly into contracts, and reserving the right to reject 
handovers that do not meet them.

The implication for contractors is straightforward. The cost of fixing handover at the end of a project 
is now greater than the cost of doing it properly from the start. The Blueprint exists to make that 
shift practical.

2. What a Structured Handover 
Looks Like

A governed handover is not a different document. 
It is a different way of producing the same 
documents. The principles below describe what 
changes when an organisation moves from 
reactive to progressive handover.

Requirements that are clear, traceable, 
and owned
Every deliverable in the handover pack should be 
defined upfront, with a named owner and a clear 
acceptance criterion. Not a generic statement 
that asset information will be provided. A specific, 
structured requirement that says which fields are 
required, in which format, signed off by whom, 
and verified against which standard. Where the 
supply chain does not have that clarity, ambiguity 
gets resolved in their favour, and the project pays 
the cost at handover.

Evidence captured at source, 
in structured form
Every test, inspection, sign off, and asset record 
should be captured at the point of work, on a 
device, in a format that already matches the 
eventual handover requirement. This is the heart 
of progressive assurance. The data does not 
need to be reformatted later because it was 

captured in the right shape the first time. 
A photograph taken on a phone with no metadata 
is not evidence. A photograph linked to an asset 
ID, a job reference, a timestamp, and a signed off 
inspection record is evidence.

Verification built in, not bolted on
Each piece of evidence should be validated 
against its requirement the moment it is captured. 
If the inspector misses a field, the form rejects the 
entry. If the asset ID does not match the design 
data, the engineer sees the mismatch before they 
leave site. Validation at source is dramatically 
cheaper than validation at handover, because the 
cost of fixing a record while standing next to the 
asset is a fraction of the cost of fixing it from an 
office three months later.

A single source of truth, governed centrally
Handover data should live in one governed 
environment, not in parallel spreadsheets 
maintained by individual disciplines. The moment 
a project allows local copies of master records 
to exist, reconciliation effort multiplies. A single 
source of truth is not a technology decision. It is 
a governance decision about who owns each 
data set and how it flows between systems.

The handover pack assembled continuously
If the four principles above are in place, the 
handover pack does not need to be compiled 



at the end. It is built incrementally as the project 
progresses, ready to be issued on day one of 
operation. This is what halves handover time. 
Not faster compilation, but no compilation at all.

Why the traditional model fails

The traditional approach to handover is reactive. 
Requirements are usually defined at a high level 
in contract documents, then translated by each 
contractor and subcontractor in their own way. 
Evidence is captured in whatever format suits the 
discipline. Verification happens at the end. The 
handover pack is assembled by a small team in 
the final weeks, often pulling data from people 
who have already left site.

It is not that the people doing this work are 
inefficient. It is that the model itself guarantees 
rework. By the time the pack is being assembled, 
the original context is gone. Engineers cannot 
remember why a particular photograph was 
taken. Supervisors cannot reconstruct the 
sequence of events. Subcontractors have 
demobilised. The result is a handover pack that is 
technically complete but practically thin, and an 
asset owner who knows it.

Three numbers worth holding on to

20 percent productivity uplift on the 
TransPennine Route Upgrade through 
progressive assurance.

Up to 30 percent reduction in reporting time 
across structured workflows.

900 to 1,500 hours saved on a single 
AtkinsRealis signalling scheme by digitising 
Wheel Detection Point records at source.

3. The Three Layers of 
a Governed Handover

In practice, the Blueprint sits within a wider 
data architecture made up of three layers. The 
connections between them matter as much as 
the layers themselves, because it is at the seams 
between layers that data fragmentation usually 
occurs.

Governance layer
At the top is the governance layer. This is where 
project requirements, assurance rules, reporting 
frameworks, and information standards are 
defined. It sets out what good looks like across 
the supply chain. Without this layer, everything 
downstream becomes guesswork. Engineers do 
not know what evidence is needed. Reporting 
cannot be standardised. Compliance becomes 
reactive rather than designed in. The governance 
layer should be in place before construction starts, 
not retrofitted once delivery is under pressure.

Operational systems layer
In the middle sits the operational systems 
layer. This is the existing toolset most major 
programmes already use, including Common 
Data Environments such as ProjectWise, Asite, 
or Autodesk Construction Cloud, alongside BIM 
platforms, design tools, planning software like P6, 
and asset management systems. These tools do 
good work, and the right approach is to use the 
data they produce rather than try to replace them. 
If your programme already has reliable design 
data, no engineer should be retyping it into a 
quality check sheet.

Site assurance layer
At the bottom is the site assurance layer. This 
is where evidence is actually captured, by 
engineers, supervisors, subcontractors, and 
inspectors as they do the work. The whole point 



of progressive assurance is that this bottom layer is properly connected to the layer above. The data 
being captured on site maps cleanly to the standards set in governance, and the operational systems 
are the channel that connects them. When the three layers are connected, data flows automatically. 
When they are not, you end up with engineers typing design data into forms by hand, and reports that 
are out of date the moment they are produced.

 
4. Case Study: Tier One Contractor, Major Highways Scheme

Challenge

A tier one contractor managing an £800 million 
highways scheme faced annual handover cycles 
to the asset owner. Traditional approaches left 
teams weeks behind schedule in the closing 
stages of each cycle, chasing missing test 
certificates and reconciling conflicting asset data 
between site records and the design. The two 
previous handovers had been rejected by the 
asset owner, with each rejection triggering more 
than six weeks of remediation. Teams that should 
have been demobilising were instead reopening 
work, reissuing certificates, and rebuilding 
photographic records from scratch.

Solution

The contractor implemented a digital handover 
approach built around the four principles 
described in this whitepaper. Information 
requirements for testing, commissioning, asset 
data, and certifications were defined upfront 

and mapped to the asset owner’s acceptance 
criteria. Digital workflows were configured to 
capture evidence at source on mobile devices, 
with validation built in so that incomplete or 
inconsistent records could not be submitted. 
A single data environment was used to bring 
records from quality, commissioning, and asset 
disciplines into one governed view. The handover 
pack was assembled incrementally as work 
progressed rather than at the end of the cycle.

Result

Handover completion in 4 weeks, compared 
to twelve weeks or more on previous cycles.

First time approval. No rejection from the asset 
owner, and no remediation cycle.

£3.1 million in costs avoided across rework, 
compliance effort, and operational delays. 
The asset entered service on schedule.



Phase Focus

• Clarify what must be handed over (testing, commissioning, asset 
data, certifications)

• Ensure evidence is recorded as work happens, linked to requirements

• Run progressive capture on a single workflow or worksite
• Validate evidence against requirements in real time

• Assemble the handover pack incrementally; it’s ready on Day 1 
of operation

• Deliver structured, auditable evidence to clients and regulators

Define and Captur

Pilot and Verify

Compile and Prove

Common pitfalls, and how to avoid them

Over nearly a decade of deploying progressive assurance across major UK programmes, the 
same handful of pitfalls come up repeatedly. They are worth flagging because each of them is 
avoidable with planning.

Starting too late
Most projects we see come to us just before construction starts. By that point, everyone is focused 
on delivery, and there is little appetite for structural change. Wherever possible, the data governance 
conversation should start at concept design, not at mobilisation. If you are already past that point, start 
anyway, but pick a pilot scope that does not depend on resequencing work already in flight.

Confusing digital output with digital process
A Power BI dashboard that takes two hundred hours a month to feed by hand is not a digital process. 
It is a polished surface on top of manual effort. Before deploying anything new, audit where data is 
actually being keyed, copied, or reformatted. The biggest savings tend to come from removing that 
hidden effort, not from new dashboards.

 
5. Getting Started: A Phased Approach

The Digital Handover Blueprint is not a revolutionary change. It is a practical reframing of work 
that is already being done. The most successful adoptions we have seen do not start by replacing 
every system at once. They start with one project, one workflow, and a clear plan structured around 
three phases. By the end of the third phase, the team has proof that the model works, supply chain 
confidence, and a foundation to scale from.

Below is the approach we recommend. The phasing matters more than the timescale, but skipping 
the definition work and going straight to deployment is the single most common reason that digital 
handover projects stall.



Treating change management as an afterthought
All the data architecture in the world will not deliver value unless the engineers on site use the 
system properly. Engagement, listening, and a continuous improvement loop matter as much as 
the technology itself. This is the elephant in the room on most digital transformation projects, and it 
deserves dedicated time and ownership.

Trying to do everything at once
A big bang rollout across four disciplines simultaneously is the most reliable way to overwhelm a 
delivery team and stall an initiative. Start with one workflow. Make it work. Use the proof to unlock the 
next one. Compounding small wins beats one large gamble.
 
6. From Blueprint to Delivery

Progressive handover is no longer optional. Across the UK, asset owners are writing audit ready data 
requirements directly into contracts. Regulators are tightening expectations. The major programmes 
that have already moved to progressive assurance are setting the benchmark for the rest of the sector. 
Programmes that fail to plan for it pay twice: once during delivery, in duplicated effort and manual 
workarounds, and again at handover, in delayed payment and strained client relationships.

The good news is that the path forward is well understood, and the gains are measurable. Halved 
handover time. First time approval. Hundreds of person hours released back to delivery. A handover 
pack that arrives complete on day one of operation, not weeks afterwards.

This whitepaper is the first in a series from eviFile on progressive assurance and digital delivery. 
Future papers in the series will go deeper on data taxonomy and governance, supply chain 
engagement and change management, and the integration patterns that connect site capture 
to common data environments and asset management systems.

Build with confidence. Deliver with evidence.

eviFile is the evidence platform behind digital construction. We work with tier one contractors, 
asset owners, and the supply chain that connects them to design governance into projects 
from day one and capture progressive assurance at source.

To discuss how the Digital Handover Blueprint applies to a specific programme, contact the 
eviFile team.

evifile.com
info@evifile.com
+44 (0)113 859 1669


