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Where this paper sits in the series

This is the third 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.

Paper 2, The Digital Governance and Assurance Framework, focuses on the foundation: the
four-layer governance model that should be in place before delivery begins.

This paper, Paper 3, focuses on what happens on site: the practical shift from end of line
inspection to evidence captured at the point of work, with the templates and KPIs to make it
real. If Paper 2 describes the Assure layer, this paper is the operating manual for it.

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.

Executive Summary

Traditional quality assurance is built around inspection. Work is completed, then checked. By
the time a defect is found, the cost of fixing it has multiplied, the schedule has moved on,
and the evidence trail is being reconstructed rather than captured. Teams end up arguing
over who holds the biggest stack of paper rather than whether the asset is right.

Progressive assurance inverts this. Inspection happens at the point of work, by the person
doing the job, against the requirement that defined it. Defects are caught immediately, while
they are still cheap to fix. Evidence is genuine because it is captured as the work happens,
not assembled afterwards. Rework is prevented rather than remediated.

This playbook sets out the three changes that make the shift real, the metrics that show
whether it is working, and the three templates that most teams should standardise first. It is a
practical companion to the governance framework described in Paper 2, and the operational
engine behind the clean handover described in Paper 1.



What end of line inspection costs

Defects discovered late, when rectification 
is most expensive and most disruptive to 
the schedule.

Evidence reconstructed from memory and 
inference rather than captured at the
moment of work.

Assurance reduced to an adversarial paper 
chase between parties.

Rework routinely consuming 8 to 12 percent 
of project budget on poorly assured work.

End of line inspection feels rigorous. A dedicated 
QA team checks the work, signs it off, and 
produces a record. The problem is timing. By the 
time the inspection happens, the work is already 
done. Any defect found at that point is expensive 
to put right.

The deeper problem is that the evidence is 
reconstructed rather than genuine. When a QA 
team documents work after the fact, they are 
recording what they were told happened, or what 
they can infer from the state of the asset, not what 
was observed at the moment of installation. That 
distinction matters enormously to a regulator or 
asset owner who needs contemporaneous proof.

The traditional model also breeds a particular 
kind of dispute. When assurance is settled at the 
end, the argument becomes about documentation 
rather than quality. Whoever has thebiggest, 
best organised stack of paper tends to win the 
assurance battle. That is a costly and adversarial 
way to run a project, and it does nothing to 
improve what was actually built.

1. The Problem with End of Line Inspection



2. The Shift: Three Changes to Make

Progressive assurance is not a single tool or a one-off decision. It is three connected
changes to how assurance works. The table below summarises them. Each is expanded
underneath. 

Move away fromThe shift Move towards

The delivery team capturing 
evidence as the work happens.

Real time validation of each piece 
of work as it completes.

Assurance embedded in the 
workflow itself.

A QA team inspecting work 
after it is complete.

From inspection 
to evidence

Weekly or monthly QA meetings 
reviewing work in arrears.

From scheduled checks 
to continuous validation

Spreadsheet tracking 
kept apart from execution.

From separate systems 
to integrated assurance

1. From inspection to evidence

In the traditional model, a QA team inspects work after it is complete. In progressive assurance, 
the delivery team captures evidence as the work happens. The person doing the job records the 
installation, the test, or the check at the moment it is done, in a structured digital form, linked to the 
requirement it satisfies.

This changes who is responsible for assurance. It is no longer something done to the delivery team 
by a separate function. It is something the delivery team does as part of the work. Verification then 
follows a clear chain: the person doing the work captures the evidence, their supervisor validates it, 
and the assurance lead approves it. Accountability is distributed to where the work actually happens, 
which is also where the knowledge sits.

A practical point worth stressing. Capturing evidence at source only works if the data being captured 
is genuinely useful. Photographs without metadata, free text fields with no structure, or forms that 
simply mirror an old paper sheet add effort without adding assurance.

The evidence has to be structured so it can be validated automatically and fed into reporting
without anyone re-keying it.



ELSEWHERE IN THE SERIES 

How this connects to the wider governance 
model

The three shifts in this paper operate inside 
the Assure layer of the four-layer governance 
framework. If you have not yet defined your 
requirements and workflows, the shifts will 
be harder to make stick. Paper 2 covers 
the Define and Control layers that sit above 
assurance, and explains why mandating data 
requirements contractually is so important.

See Paper 2: The Digital Governance and Assurance 
Framework.

2. From scheduled checks to continuous 
validation

In the traditional model, quality is reviewed 
at intervals, in weekly or monthly meetings, 
looking at work that may be days or weeks old. 
In progressive assurance, each piece of work is 
validated as it completes. The requirement it was 
built against is known, so the system can check 
the evidence against that requirement immediately.

The key metric here is verification timeliness: the 
share of evidence verified within 24 hours of the 
work completing. A good target is 95 percent or 
higher. When validation happens that quickly, 
problems are caught while the context is fresh 
and the team is still on site. When it happens 
weeks later, the cost of putting things right has 
already escalated.

3. From separate systems to integrated 
assurance

In the traditional model, assurance tracking lives 
in spreadsheets, separate from the systems
used to execute and manage the work. Someone 
has to move data between them, whic introduces 
delay, error, and the familiar problem of multiple 
versions of the truth. In progressive assurance, 
the assurance sits inside the workflow itself. 
There is no separate tracker to maintain because 
the act of doing the work is the act of capturing 
the assurance.

This is also where the connection to design data 
matters. Engineers should not be re-typing design 
information into a quality check sheet. If a value 
already exists in the design or planning system, 
it should flow into the assurance workflow 
automatically. Manual re-entry is not just 
wasteful, it introduces transcription errors that 
themselves become a source of rework.



3. Key Metrics to Track

Progressive assurance is measurable. Four metrics give a clear picture of whether the shift is working 
and where it needs attention. They should be visible in real time, not compiled monthly, because the 
whole point is to act on problems while they are still cheap to fix.

Two of these metrics deserve particular attention. Evidence captured at source is the leading indicator: 
if it is low, nothing else in the model works, because the assurance is still being reconstructed after 
the fact. Preventable rework cost is the lagging indicator that shows up on the bottom line: on poorly 
assured projects it routinely runs at 8 to 12 percent of budget, and progressive assurance is what 
brings it down towards 2 percent.

A word of caution on metrics. The goal is to improve the work, not to produce a flattering dashboard. A 
real time compliance view is only valuable if it reflects genuine capture on site. If teams are gaming the 
numbers, or if the dashboard is being fed by manual effort behind the scenes, the metric has become 
the objective and the assurance has been lost. Measure honestly, and use the measures to drive 
improvement rather than to decorate a report.

What it tells youMetric Target

100%

95%+

Under 3 days

Under 2%

Share of activities with real time evidence, 
rather than reconstructed records.

Evidence captured at source

Share of evidence verified within 24 
hours of the work completing.

Verification timeliness

Average days from a defect being identified 
to being closed out.

Share of budget spent on rework that earlier 
validation would have avoided.

Defect closure rate

Preventable rework cost



4. Case Study: A Specialist Subcontractor

Challenge

A mechanical subcontractor working across multiple sites struggled with quality consistency.
Too many defects were being discovered during final inspection, when they were expensive
and disruptive to correct. Rework was consuming between 8 and 12 percent of project budget, and the 
late discovery of defects was driving schedule delays that rippled through the wider programme.

Solution

The subcontractor implemented progressive assurance on a single site first. Site supervisors captured 
evidence of every installation, test, and commissioning check using mobile tools, with each record 
linked to the requirement it satisfied. Validation happened in real time, as work completed, rather than 
in scheduled meetings. The assurance record built itself as the work progressed, and the assurance 
lead could see live status rather than waiting for a weekly summary.

Result

First time quality of 94 percent.
The large majority of work was verified correct on first inspection.

Rework reduced from 10 percent to 2 percent of budget. 
Catching defects at source removed the bulk of preventable rework.

Defect-driven delays eliminated.
The schedule stopped being held hostage by late discovery of quality issues.

Scaled to five further sites within two months. 
The proof from the first site made the rollout to the rest straightforward.



Progressive assurance works best when the team 
is not starting from a blank page. Three templates 
do most of the heavy lifting. Each can be adapted 
to your own context, your own disciplines, and 
your own standards, but the underlying structure 
holds across almost every project we have seen.

Template 1: Evidence Capture

The evidence capture template defines what to 
record, when, by whom, and in what format. 
It is the foundation, because it determines 
whether the data captured on site is actually 
usable downstream. A good evidence capture 
template specifies the activity being evidenced, 
the requirement it satisfies, the structured fields 
to be completed, the photographs or attachments 
required and what they must show, the person 
responsible for capture, and the point in the job 
at which capture must happen.

The discipline here is to capture once, in structured 
form, in a way that feeds reporting automatically. 
If the same information has to be entered twice, 
or reformatted later, the template has failed. Avoid 
free text where a structured field will do, and link 
every record to the design or requirement data it 
relates to so that nothing has to be re-keyed.

Template 2: Verification Workflow

The verification workflow template defines the 
steps from evidence capture to sign off. It sets out 
who captures, who validates, who approves, and 
what happens when something fails validation. 
A clear verification workflow removes ambiguity 
about responsibility and makes the assurance 
chain auditable end to end.

The workflow should make the compliant path 
the path of least resistance. Required fields 
that cannot be skipped. Automatic rejection of 
records that do not match their requirement. Clear 
escalation when a defect is found, so that it is 
logged, owned, and closed out rather than quietly 
forgotten. The aim is for correct assurance to be 
the easiest thing to do, not an extra burden on top 
of the job.

Template 3: KPI Dashboard

The KPI dashboard template gives real time 
visibility of assurance health, using the four 
metrics described in Section 3. It should be 
accessible to the people who need it, from the 
site supervisor checking today’s capture rate to 
the project director reviewing programme wide 
assurance maturity, and to the client where the 
contract calls for it.

The dashboard is not a reporting afterthought. 
It is the mechanism that lets the team act on 
problems while they are still cheap to fix. A 
dashboard that is updated monthly, or that 
requires manual effort to populate, defeats the 
purpose. It must draw directly from the evidence 
captured on site, in real time, so that what 
leadership sees is what is genuinely happening.

Start with one high risk workflow

Do not try to template everything at once. Pick 
one high risk workflow, the one where defects are 
most costly or most common, and get the three 
templates working for it. Prove the approach, 
capture the metrics, and use the result to make 
the case for the next workflow. As with the rest 
of the series, compounding small wins beats one 
large transformation programme.

5. Getting Started: The Three Templates
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Bring the supply chain with you

The templates are necessary but not sufficient. The single biggest determinant of whether progressive 
assurance succeeds is whether the people on site actually use it. Engage the supply chain early, 
explain what the change is for, and give engineers a genuine route tofeed back when a form is clunky 
or a field is missing. If they feel heard, they will use the
tools. If they do not, they will put the device down and go back to paper. Build a continuous
improvement loop into the rollout from the start, and choose tools flexible enough to evolve
as the team learns.

6. From Playbook to Practice

The shift from end of line inspection to progressive assurance is one of the highest value changes a 
delivery team can make. It catches defects when they are cheap, produces evidence that is genuine, 
and turns assurance from an adversarial paper chase into a built-in property of the work. The metrics 
make the gains visible, and the templates make the change practical.

None of it works through technology alone. The templates have to be adopted by the people doing the 
work, the metrics have to be measured honestly, and the supply chain has to be brought along rather 
than pushed. Get those things right, start with one workflow, and the rest follows.

Continue with the series

Paper 2: The Digital Governance and Assurance Framework covers the Define and Control 
layers that sit above assurance, and why mandating data requirements contractually 
matters so much.

Paper 1: The Digital Handover Blueprint covers how evidence captured at source flows into a 
clean, audit-ready handover pack assembled progressively.

Paper 4: Operate and Maintain, The Living Asset Record covers how the evidence captured 
during delivery becomes a living record that serves the asset through its operational life.

To discuss how progressive assurance 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


