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Where this paper sits in the series

This is the second paper in the eviFile Progressive Assurance series, a set of guides on how to design 
governance into construction and infrastructure projects from day one and carry verifiable information 
all the way through to operations. Each paper stands on its own, but together they describe a 
connected approach to digital delivery.

Paper 1, The Digital Handover Blueprint, focuses on the end point: assembling a clean, audit-ready 
handover pack progressively rather than in a final-week scramble.

This paper, Paper 2, focuses on the foundation: the governance framework that should be in place 
upfront if the rest of the lifecycle is to work as intended.

Paper 3, the Progressive Assurance Playbook, focuses on what happens on site: capturing evidence at 
the point of work, with templates and KPIs.

Paper 4, Operate and Maintain: The Living Asset Record, focuses on what happens next: the asset 
record as a living artefact, maintained through the operational life of the asset and ready for the next 
refurbishment cycle.

Executive Summary

Most major construction and infrastructure programmes have governance in theory. They have 
requirements documents, contractual deliverables, quality manuals, and reporting frameworks. What 
they often do not have is a working thread connecting those requirements to what is actually being 
done on site, in real time, in a form a client or regulator can verify.

That gap is where risk accumulates. Requirements are agreed at the start. Delivery happens across 
months or years. Assurance is reconstructed at the end. By the time someone tries to answer the 
question “is what we are delivering meeting what was defined?”, the people who could answer it have 
moved on, and the evidence is fragmented across a dozen different systems.

This whitepaper introduces a practical framework for closing that gap. It is structured around four 
connected layers: Define, Control, Assure, and Hand over. Each layer answers a specific question that, 
if left unanswered, becomes a source of risk later. Together they convert governance from a paper 
exercise into a working operating model.

The framework is not theoretical. It has been built from nearly a decade of deployments across UK rail, 
infrastructure, power, and utilities, and is designed for implementation within weeks rather than years. 
It is the second paper in the eviFile Progressive Assurance series.



Where governance gaps most commonly 
show up

Supply chain submissions in inconsistent 
formats because requirements were not 
mandated contractually.

Engineering quality records that cannot be 
traced back to the specification they were 
built against.

Power BI dashboards built on top of hundreds 
of hours of manual data movement, masking 
inefficiency rather than removing it.

Multiple parallel copies of the same data set, 
with no agreed source of truth.

Handover packs assembled retrospectively 
from disconnected systems, with no 
contemporaneous audit trail.

1. The Governance Gap

Governance on paper is not governance 
in practice

Standards like ISO 19650 and frameworks like 
CDM describe what good governance looks like in 
principle. They define information requirements, 
responsibility chains, verification regimes, and 
handover obligations in considerable detail. The 
standards themselves are clear. The translation 
to practice is where most projects struggle.

On a typical major programme, governance 
documents are produced at contract award. 
They define what should be delivered, by whom, 
to which standard, and in what format. Delivery 
then begins. Months later, when reporting or 
handover requires those documents to be 
enforced, the delivery teams discover that the 
supply chain has been working to a different 
interpretation of the same requirements. Quality 
records have been captured in formats that do 
not match the eventual reporting need. Asset 
data has been recorded inconsistently across 
disciplines. The governance framework exists, 
but nothing is actually traceable back to it.

The contractual blind spot

One of the most common reasons governance 
fails to translate into practice is that the supply 
chain is not contractually mandated to deliver 
against it. Reporting and data requirements are 
often defined after contracts are signed, by 
which point subcontractors have a reasonable 
position to push back. They were not asked to 
use a particular system. They were not asked to 
capture data in a particular format. They will do 
what the contract says, and what the contract 
says often does not match what governance has 
subsequently decided is needed.

Mandating data and reporting requirements at 
the point of contract award is one of the single 
highest leverage actions an asset owner or tier 
one contractor can take. If the requirements 
are baked into the contract, the supply chain 
has to deliver. If they are bolted on later, every 
conversation becomes a negotiation.

The cost of the gap

When the thread between requirements and 
delivery breaks, risk accumulates silently. 
Quality issues that should be caught at source 
surface during commissioning. Asset information 
that should support operations turns out to be 
incomplete. Handover packs that should compile 
themselves require teams of people to assemble 
manually. None of this is visible while the project 
is running well. It becomes visible at the end, 
when there is no time to fix it.

 



2. The Framework: Four Connected Layers

Effective digital governance can be organised around four connected layers. Each layer answers one 
question. The connections between layers matter as much as the layers themselves, because it is at 
the seams where data fragmentation usually occurs.

Question it answersLayer What good looks like

A live, enforceable requirements register 
agreed with the client.

Standardised workflows with compliance 
checks built in at every step.

Evidence captured at source, validated 
against the requirement automatically.

A structured, auditable record assembled 
continuously, ready on day one of operation.

What must be delivered, 
and to which standard?1. Define

How will the work be done, 
and who signs it off?

2. Control

Is the work meeting the 
requirement, in real time?

Can the asset owner take 
this on with confidence?

3. Assure

4. Hand over

Layer 1: Define - requirements and standards

Clarity at the start. Layer one translates client expectations, regulatory obligations, and technical 
standards into a live, enforceable specification that guides every downstream decision. This is not a 
one-off exercise of writing a requirements document. It is the creation of a structured register that can 
be referenced, updated, and audited throughout delivery.

A well defined requirements layer answers three questions for every deliverable in scope. What 
needs to be produced, in which format, and to which standard? Who signs it off as compliant? 
What evidence proves the requirement has been met? If any of those questions are answered 
ambiguously, the supply chain will resolve the ambiguity in their favour, and the project will discover 
the consequence at handover.

This is also where alignment with standards like ISO 19650 stops being aspirational and becomes 
operational. ISO 19650 sets out information requirements at programme, project, and asset level. 
The Define layer is where those requirements are translated into the specific data the project will 
actually capture.



ELSEWHERE IN THE SERIES 

Go deeper on capturing evidence at source

The Assure layer is the operational heart of 
progressive assurance. Paper 3 in this series, 
the Progressive Assurance Playbook, covers 
the practical mechanics of evidence capture 
in depth, including templates for the three 
workflows most teams should standardise 
first, and the KPIs that show whether the 
approach is working.

See Paper 3: Progressive Assurance Playbook.

Layer 2: Control - workflow governance

Standardised execution. Layer two codifies 
repeatable workflows so that every project, 
every team, every vendor executes to the same 
standard. Inspection and test plans are defined 
once and reused across disciplines. Approval 
routes are mapped and enforced. Compliance 
checks sit inside the workflow itself rather than 
running alongside it as a separate exercise.

A common failure pattern here is digitising paper. 
Teams take the existing paper quality check 
sheets, scan them, put them on an iPad, and 
call the workflow digital. The form is digital, but 
the process behind it is unchanged. A genuinely 
controlled workflow takes the opportunity to lean 
the process before digitising it. Remove duplicate 
fields. Eliminate steps that produce nothing of 
value. Then digitise what remains. The goal is not 
to look paperless. It is to be governed.

Workflow governance also includes the people 
side. A clear control layer defines who approves 
what, who escalates when, and how disputes 
are resolved. Without that clarity, decision 
making slows down and bottlenecks form around 
individuals rather than processes.

Layer 3: Assure - evidence at source

Verification in real time. Layer three is where 
evidence is captured at the point of work, by the 
person doing the job, against the requirement 
that defined it. A test record is not a piece of 
paper handed to a QA team for later input. It is 
a structured digital artefact captured on site, 
linked to its requirement, validated automatically, 
and visible to the assurance lead the moment it 
is submitted.

The shift this layer enables is from reactive to 
proactive assurance. Instead of QA discovering 
defects weeks after the work was done, the 
system flags missing or non-compliant evidence 
in real time. Defects are caught while the 
engineer is still on site, the cost of rectification 
is minimal, and the assurance record builds itself 
as work progresses.

Critically, evidence at source is not a replacement 
for engineering judgement. It is an enabler of it. 
Engineers spend less time chasing paperwork 
and more time on the parts of the job that 
genuinely require their expertise.



Layer 4: Hand over - structured records

Complete, verifiable data. Layer four is where the 
work of the previous three layers comes together. 
Because requirements were clear, workflows 
were controlled, and evidence was captured 
at source, the handover pack does not need 
to be compiled at the end. It exists already, in 
structured form, ready to be issued.

This is the most visible outcome of a working 
governance framework. Asset owners receive 
structured, auditable records rather than PDFs 
in folders. Operations teams inherit usable data 
on day one rather than starting from scratch. 
Regulators see contemporaneous evidence 
rather than reconstructed records. None of this is 
achievable through a heroic effort at the end. It is 
achievable only when the first three layers have 
done their work throughout delivery.

ELSEWHERE IN THE SERIES 

Go deeper on building the handover pack 
progressively

If your immediate pressure point is handover 
itself, rather than the wider governance 
framework, Paper 1 in this series, the Digital 
Handover Blueprint, covers the practical 
approach to compiling a clean, audit-ready 
handover pack progressively, with a phased 
rollout plan and a tier one contractor case study.

See Paper 1: The Digital Handover Blueprint.

 
3. What This Delivers

When the four layers are working together, the practical benefits show up in four places.

Requirements traceability
Every requirement defined at the start can be traced through the workflow that delivers it, the 
evidence that proves it, and the handover record that confirms it. There are no orphaned requirements, 
no unverifiable claims of compliance, and no gaps to be discovered at audit.

Real time compliance
Governance failures become visible the moment they occur, not at the end of the project. If a workflow 
is producing non-compliant records, or if a discipline is missing required evidence, the dashboard 
shows it now. There is time to fix the problem while it is still cheap to fix.

Audit readiness
Regulators, insurers, and asset owners see contemporaneous evidence rather than reconstructed 
records. The audit trail is structured, complete, and traceable. The conversation moves from defending 
the record to discussing the substance.

Operational continuity
Asset operators inherit reliable, usable data from day one of handover. They do not need to 
re-survey the asset, re-key data into their own systems, or start from scratch. This is where the value 
of governance compounds beyond the project itself.



4. Case Study: A Professional Services Firm

Challenge

A consulting firm delivering complex infrastructure programmes for multiple clients faced a recurring 
problem. Every client had different governance requirements. Every project had a different approach 
to documentation. Compliance evidence was scattered across systems with no central view. Client 
audits routinely uncovered missing or inconsistent records, and each remediation cycle consumed 
several weeks of senior consultant time that should have been deployed elsewhere.

Solution

The firm implemented a digital governance framework structured around the four layers described 
in this paper. Client requirements were translated into a standardised assurance model that could be 
applied across all projects, with variations layered in where individual clients required them. Workflows 
were defined once and reused. Evidence was captured at source through a single digital environment, 
with compliance checks built into each workflow. A real time dashboard gave both project leadership 
and clients visibility on governance status across active programmes.

Result

Compliance visibility. Real time status of governance maturity across all active programmes, with no 
manual reporting effort.

Client confidence. Audits completed in days rather than weeks, with no remediation cycles required.

Staff efficiency. A 70 percent reduction in compliance documentation time, with senior consultants 
redeployed onto fee earning work.
 



5. Getting Started

Implementing a digital governance framework 
across an entire programme is daunting. The 
good news is that no one does it that way. The 
successful implementations we have seen all 
start small, prove the model on one workflow, and 
scale from there.

Start with one project, one discipline, one 
workflow

Pick a project where the pain point is clear, a 
discipline where governance gaps are causing 
visible problems, and a workflow that has a 
measurable outcome. Inspection records, non-
conformance reports, permit management, and 
daily site diaries are all good candidates. The aim 
of the first deployment is not to transform the 
project. It is to prove that the model works and 
create something the rest of the supply chain can 
point to.

Five practical steps

The path from first conversation to working 
governance generally follows the same five steps, 
each of which takes weeks rather than months on 
a focused workflow.

1. Map
Translate your key requirements into governance 
rules. What needs to be delivered, in which 
format, signed off by whom, verified against 
which standard. Do this in detail for the workflow 
in scope rather than at a high level for the whole 
programme. Specificity is what makes the rest of 
the work possible.

2. Standardise
Define how that workflow will execute. 
Inspection and test plans, approval routes, 
escalation paths, evidence formats. Lean 
the process before digitising it. Do not just 
convert paper forms into digital forms. Take 
the opportunity to remove duplicate fields and 
redundant steps so that the digital version is 
genuinely better than what came before.

3. Automate
Embed compliance checks into the process itself. 
Validation at source. Required fields that cannot 
be skipped. Automatic linking of evidence to its 
requirement. The aim is to make compliant work 
easier than non-compliant work, so that the path of 
least resistance is also the path of correct delivery.

4. Measure
Track compliance in real time. A live dashboard 
showing requirements met versus required, 
evidence captured versus expected, and 
approvals pending. This is the artefact that 
changes the conversation with the asset owner. It 
is also the evidence base for scaling the approach 
to the next workflow.

5. Expand
Once the first workflow is running well, the 
conversation with the rest of the supply chain 
becomes much easier. There is something real 
to point at. Use the proof to unlock the next 
workflow, then the next discipline, then the next 
project. Compounding small wins beats one large 
transformation programme.



6. From Framework to Operating Model

Digital governance is not a destination. It is an operating model that, once established, becomes 
the default way work is done. The framework described in this paper is the foundation. Progressive 
assurance is what sits on top of it on site. A clean digital handover is what comes out the other end. A 
living asset record is what carries the value forward into operations.

None of these outcomes is achievable through technology alone. All of them are achievable when 
governance is treated as something that has to work in practice, not just on paper. The framework 
gives you the structure. The first workflow gives you the proof. The rest follows from there.

Continue with the series

Paper 3: Progressive Assurance Playbook covers the operational mechanics of evidence 
capture at source, with templates and KPIs you can apply to your first pilot workflow.

Paper 1: The Digital Handover Blueprint covers the practical path to a clean, audit-ready 
handover pack assembled progressively rather than at the end.

Paper 4: Operate and Maintain, The Living Asset Record covers what happens after handover, 
and how the asset record evolves through the operational life of the asset.
To discuss how the framework applies to a specific programme, or to be notified when the 
next paper in the series is published, contact the eviFile team.

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


