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Introduction
The strategy is set, the timeline mapped out, the assignments made–
each team member makes their contribution to the first draft and
submits the deliverable for review and approval. What happens now? If
yours is like most marketing teams, what comes next is a combination of
frustration and delays as your project enters the biggest bottleneck of
the marketing process: review and approval.
The two primary goals of the review and approval process are, first: to
collaborate with team members to ensure the highest quality project
deliverables; and second, to give stakeholders an opportunity to inspect
the project before it’s finalized. But those thorough reviews can be time
consuming and complicated, even under the best of circumstances.
Add different types of content, collecting and actioning feedback,
controlling document versions, and maintaining legal compliance to the
mix and it’s easy to see how projects can get delayed or fail, leading to
frustrated staff and disappointed stakeholders.
These issues aren’t just frustrating, though. The delays and failures in
the review and approval process have real, quantifiable impacts on your
team and your business–and it may be more serious than you think.
That’s why we put together six common review and approval
process problems, each of which is wasting both time and money.
But don’t worry–we also include ready-to-implement solutions to
each of these problems.
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1

Problem: Your review and approval
process is very complex
Your marketing projects require the coordination of many moving parts
as production teams and stakeholders conceptualize and execute
campaigns and deliverables. Today’s marketers are producing more
content than ever, and 92 percent expect that rate to grow even more in
the next 2 years.5 But the process doesn’t end there.

is that unlike quality checks in other project-oriented industries, your
projects are so varied that it can be difficult to find enough commonality
to create a true template.

Before it’s complete, each project must be meticulously checked in
order to catch errors, meet stakeholder expectations, follow brand and
compliance standards, and, of course, to make sure it represents a
compelling and engaging experience for your consumers. In most cases,
this process calls upon the talents and perspectives of multiple people
from your internal team and stakeholders, and many projects also
involve external talent or clients.
In fact, 47 percent of marketing teams said their review and approval
process involves four or more people, each juggling several different
projects and content file types at once.6 Maintaining organization and
efficiency in those circumstances can seem like an overwhelming task.
To address this, your team most likely already uses project
management methods to create project templates and generalize
projects in an assembly-line style workflow. The challenge, though,

4

This means that while 36 percent of marketers cite a lack of standard
workflows as a top work inefficiency,7 it’s not an easy problem to solve:
you need a workflow that is rigid enough to quickly provide structure
and consistency to a project while remaining flexible enough to adapt to
project variations.
Not easy, but it is possible. The secret to an organized, efficient
review and approval process that doesn’t sacrifice quality is a
standardized workflow.

20+R
20%

Marketers report that up to 20% of
the week is spent looking for internal
information.1 That’s 8 hours per
week–a full workday.
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No access to consolidated internal information can
cause 8 hours of wasted time per person, per week.2

416

Hours wasted
per person3
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$15,000

Wasted per person4

5

1

Solution: S
 tandardize your workflows
The right review and approval workflow standardizes the parts of your
process that are repeatable and allows for flexibility in the areas that
will change. That way, you can focus on the truly important parts of the
process without sacrificing quality. Establishing a solid process that
makes sense will not only help to increase visibility and speed up your
time to market, it will keep your team engaged and productive.
Even though each project will have variables based on the content type
and teams involved, try to think in the most basic terms that apply to
most, if not all, of the projects you’re working on. To do so, implement
a workflow that outlines the parts of your review and approval flow that
need to be:
• Visible: You can only achieve true collaboration if everyone has
access to key project information. Provide each person involved in
the project with access to the creative brief and project timeline.
That way, they will be able to follow the project and you can hold
them accountable for their part.
• Repeatable: Consider only the pieces of the project that are
consistent throughout all projects. This will allow you to quickly
make assignments and plan timelines based on past experience.

6

It will also enable your team to complete familiar projects without
constant supervision.
• Consistent: Establish which pieces of information and processes
are needed for all team members to make meaningful
contributions, such as project scope, relevant due dates, and
brand guidelines. Organize this information into a comprehensive
creative brief and distribute it to everyone involved. This will
help to ensure that all projects reach the level of quality your
stakeholders expect.
For example, while your team’s process for creating video assets,
content marketing pieces, and websites might be very different, the
review and approval workflow can remain fairly consistent. For each
content type, your team will need three approval stages: after the
outline/creative brief phase, after the draft phase, and after the final
layout/design phase.
Within each of those three stages, you may have several review rounds
before the project moves on to approval. Planning the repeatable
processes up front and giving all participants access to the correct
internal information will create consistency and eliminate confusion.
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2

Problem: You’re wasting too much time
waiting for feedback
Your creative team sent off copies of the first project draft to multiple
reviewers for edits and comments days ago, and after sending several
pestering emails, the comments start flooding back in. The problem,
though, is that because there’s no standard way for comments to be
submitted, the feedback flood includes emails, notes scrawled on
printed proofs, a pile of sticky notes, and even several comments
delivered in person.

Although it may be tempting to trim down or even eliminate multiple
review cycles to avoid dealing with the feedback flood, this is the one
part of your process that you definitely don’t want to rush. Not having
adequate time to thoroughly check each deliverable for errors and
quality doesn’t benefit anyone, especially in creative projects where
fostering collaboration and getting feedback from several different
perspectives is so vital to success.

Not only has the project been delayed waiting for that feedback, now
comes the burdensome task of sorting, organizing, and actioning those
comments. To gain clarification, you might call a meeting or send even
more emails. However, since most marketers are already spending
up to 8.28 hours a week managing their email inboxes and sitting in
unproductive meetings,13 not only do both of those methods represent
a huge time-suck for both you and your team, but by nature they are
siloed and may end up causing even more conflicts.

It’s also good to remember, though, that just because this process
is important doesn’t mean it needs to last for weeks and weeks or
impose a time-consuming and confusing process on your creative
team. Finding the right balance between efficiently bringing projects to
market and allowing enough time for a no-stones-left-unturned review
for each project may be as simple as establishing more effective ways of
delivering and tracking feedback.

Even worse, feedback that is delivered outside the context of the work
it references can be extremely confusing. Emails with feedback such as
“change the color on page 2” and scrawled meetings notes that you’re
pretty sure say something about a typo aren’t helpful. Additionally, without
the option to track changes that have already been made, reviewers
have no way to be sure whether or not their feedback was actioned, and
creatives have no way to ensure that all feedback has been incorporated.
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30+R
1/3

More than 1/3 of marketers say delayed
approvals make work late twice a week
or more.8 That’s up to 100 delayed
projects for a team that delivers on
1,000 projects or more each year.9

7

Two delayed approvals per week can result in
100 late projects per year.10

43

Hours wasted
per person11

8

$1,500

Wasted per person12
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Solution: Get

specific with when and
how to deliver feedback
The first step to cutting down the time spent waiting for feedback is
to specify exactly how long each reviewer has to submit comments.
Limiting the turnaround time to one or two business days, for example,
sets a standard that both the reviewer and the producer can depend on.
That way, the creative team member knows that they will need to spend
those two days working on other tasks, and the reviewer knows that she
will need to plan time for that review within the allotted time period or
else be blamed with holding up the entire project.
Once the overall amount of time allowed for each review is established,
you will still want to clarify with reviewers how to deliver feedback to the
waiting creative team. Feedback and comments should be delivered in
a way that is easy to understand, contextualized, and trackable. Many
online proofing solutions solve this problem by allowing reviewers to
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collaborate and make comments directly on the same digital proof.
Reviewers can see each other’s comments in context, which reduces
conflicting feedback. If they need further clarification, creative team
members can reply directly to the reviewer regarding their feedback and
even mark comments as “complete” once the changes have been made.
If you don’t have a digital proofing solution yet, you can still implement
a feedback process that is clear and simple. First, determine how
feedback is to be delivered–is it possible to achieve visibility and track
changes with any of your current systems? Solutions like email, hand
written notes, and in-person feedback won’t fit the bill. Instead, you
can try using a simple form or shared spreadsheet to keep track of the
comments. That way, the comments are all kept in the same place, are
visible to all team members, and can be marked as complete.

9

3

Problem: No one knows which version
is the most current
Review and approval is a chance to change, refine, and perfect each
asset before publication. All those changes and refinements do come
at a cost, though. There may be multiple revision rounds included in
each review stage, each one producing a new version of the asset.
Somewhere along the line, they’re bound to get confused.
One incorrect version in the mix can cause hours of frustration and
unnecessary rework. Reviewers believe their contributions aren’t valued
when their feedback isn’t actioned, and creatives tear their hair out
wondering how they can possibly align a paragraph “more” when it’s
already completely aligned.
Unfortunately, though, if you’re using printed copies, emailed files,
or shared folders to distribute assets, there aren’t many options for
ensuring that everyone has the correct copy when they need it. Even
though your team’s calendars and inboxes are overflowing with review
meetings and emailed files, chances are high that someone will
accidentally review the wrong version. If you’re using a shared folder
for assets, should reviewers guess that the most recently modified
version is the one they are to review? Or the one with the highest
version number in its name? And how many drafts do we need to name
Version3FINAL, Version2finalFINAL before we learn that “final” in the
title may not actually mean final?

10

Even if everyone does end up reviewing the correct version and offering
feedback that is relevant to the round they’re on, they’ve still wasted
a significant amount of time. The person responsible for sending out
versions has wasted time making sure everyone is copied on the email
with the file. The reviewers waste time digging through their inboxes
and opening multiple files trying to find the correct asset to review. And
finally, the creative team is left waiting far too long to gather feedback on
their creation.
There’s got to be a better way.

5 to 25

minutes

It can take between 5 and 25
minutes to find the right version of
a document.14 Even if it only takes 5
minutes, with 3 rounds in 3 stages
with 4 reviewers for each stage, that’s
a minimum of 3 hours just to find the
document–and if it takes 25 minutes,
that’s a waste of 15 hours.
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Finding the right document could take between
5 and 25 minutes.15

1,250

Hours wasted
per person16
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$46,000

Wasted per person17
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3

Solution: Standardize

file storage and
naming conventions
...And there is! The first step to getting everyone on the same page
is to work delivery of documents and version updates into your initial
workflow. Specifying where the newest document version can be found
will establish consistency that everyone can rely on, eliminating the
rework that comes from delivering feedback on the wrong version.
The best option for storing the most recent version of an asset may
vary from team to team, but it should be a place that everyone can view
and access at any time from anywhere, like a folder on a shared drive.
Instead of including the file in an email attachment, send the file location
path or hyperlink to the reviewer so it can be accessed quickly and
there’s no ambiguity regarding which file is correct.
You can even separate the files into project specific folders, and keep
all versions created in the same stage together. For instance, instead of

12

keeping all 10 versions of a document in a single “Project _____” folder,
make folders for the draft, design, and finalized versions so they can be
found easily.
Once you’ve clarified the place where all files should be kept, the next
step is to set a standard naming convention. No more finalFINAL files.
Files should be labeled clearly in a way that makes sense to the people
who will be opening them. A good practice is to use the project name,
stage and version number, and date in the file name. For example, a file
might be named “Online Ad Copy_Draft 3_2-10-2017.”
With a name like that, reviewers can quickly scan files and see which
one is the most recent by date and review round without opening up
several or guessing which file is correct.
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4

Problem: You just have too much
content to review
In the ideal world of marketing bliss, implementing the suggestions
we’ve already covered would create a peaceful, steady review flow that
moves projects through the predetermined stages in smooth harmony.
In the real world, though, we all know that won’t always be the case.
Even the most streamlined, well-planned workflow can cause
frustration and failure if your reviewers are drowning in content to
review–it doesn’t matter how organized your process is, “too much”
is still “too much”. Project plans will change, additional revisions will
be required, timelines will end up a few days ahead of or behind
schedule, a team member will get sick–and the result will be review
requests piling up in an unmanageable heap.
Like a snowball rolling down a mountain, review woes grow as they go.
If reviewing content is taking a significant amount of time away from
tasks that your team sees as being of greater value, they’re bound to
put off digging into the review avalanche for as long as possible. That
strategy just exacerbates the problem as even more work is left to build
up. In addition, a huge backlog of reviewable content feeds into other
issues with the review and approval process, such as your creative
team members waiting too long to receive feedback.
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The problem is that many times, reviewers may view requests as
favors that lie outside their primary duties, especially if they receive
the request in an informal way, like an instant message or email.
Reviewers then find time wherever is most convenient for them–30
minutes one day, an hour the next, and so on. Not only does this
mean that projects drag on for days longer than they should, but
overall productivity takes a hit as well. Switching between tasks can
decrease productivity up to 40 percent. That’s 24 minutes per hour
lost each time reviewers switch in and out of review mode.
The issue here is two fold: first, how do you prevent work from piling
up in the first place? And second, when work once again starts
piling up, where should reviewers start? At the bottom of the pile
with the oldest requests or top with projects due soon? Or starting
in the middle and slowing digging themselves out? Without a set
standard for prioritizing which requests should be completed first,
their preference (or guess) can leave high-priority tasks languishing in
approval limbo.

40+R
40%

Switching between tasks has been shown
to decrease productivity by 40%.18

13

Workers lose 24 productive minutes out of every
hour when switching between tasks.19

187

Hours wasted
per person20

14

$6,900

Wasted per person21
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4

Solution: Set
 up a request queue and
process for prioritization
Review requests don’t have to be either a guess at the beginning or a
last minute scramble–there is a middle ground. You can easily provide
creatives with the feedback they need without overburdening your team
or delaying the project by establishing a request queue for reviews.
If you have access to project or work management software that
features request queue creation, simply set the new queue up and
communicate the new process to your team. If not, a shared Google
doc or specific email alias (reviewrequest@yourcompany.com) can make
a reasonable alternative. Once someone submits a request, the traffic
coordinator will be able to make assignments in real time based on both
available resources and staff expertise.
Take this solution a step further by requiring your staff to set aside a
block of time each week specifically for reviews. For example, ask that
each person allocate three consecutive hours to reviewing assets and
offering feedback once a week. You can even assign each team member
a day of the week so everyone from creatives to project managers
know who to count on having that time earmarked for tackling pending
reviews without taking away from other projects.
Consolidating the time spent on reviews to one day per week as
opposed to stretching it out over the course of several days will provide
three key benefits for your team. First, it will reduce the productivity lost
due to constantly switching between tasks, allowing your team to get
more done in less time. Next, it will ensure that reviews don’t pile up
network workfront.com   telephone2 + 1 866 441 0001    telephone2 +44 [0] 1256 807352

and overburden any team members. Lastly, it will keep projects moving
through the queue quickly so your creative team isn’t left waiting. Your
team will also appreciate the reliability and consistency that a formal
request process and review schedule provides both on the part of the
reviewers who give feedback and the creative team waiting to apply
those comments.
The second piece to resolving this problem is to provide a clear
standard for prioritizing pending reviews. To help alleviate ambiguity
and confusion about which tasks take priority, train your creative
team and others making review requests to provide three key priority
indications for each request: overall project importance, impending
due date, and an estimate of the time needed to complete the review.
Requiring review requests to include these three priority indicators will
ensure that the traffic coordinator has all the information they need to
prioritize and assign work without spending too much time searching
for project information.
This information can be syndicated for quick communication, for
example: “Project Name_High/Med/Low_12/12_0 Hours.” That
way, communicating review priority is as easy as including “Spring
Campaign_High_1/31_3 Hours” in the subject line of the request email,
corresponding cell on the shared document spreadsheet, or with the
content brief or other project information supplied to the reviewer–or all
of the above, just to be sure.

15

5

Problem: Your reviewers give
inconsistent feedback
Is a great workflow enough to fix all your review and approval
problems? Well, no. Even the most streamlined, well-planned workflow
can still cause frustration and end in failure if reviewers aren’t aligned
when it comes to project goals, brand standards, style and tone,
and other relevant information. The review and approval process
is meant to be collaborative, but if your team doesn’t have a set
standard to follow as well as the feedback that others have provided,
inconsistencies are almost inevitable, and can end up tearing a project
apart in every direction.
One commenter who is not aware of brand guidelines or appropriate
writing or design style and offers feedback that isn’t consistent
with project goals can lead to hours of frustration and unnecessary
rework. Traditional methods for delivering feedback like marking up
physical proofs or delivering comments via email also open the door
to conflicting feedback. What happens if one commenter suggests
expanding a section that another commenter has recommended
deleting altogether?

In addition to reviewing assets for errors, style, and design, a recent
survey reported that 73 percent of organizations say they must comply
with regulatory standards or legal guidelines.28 Failing to thoroughly
check that marketing materials meet compliance standards could cost
thousands of dollars in fines, damaged loyalty, and lost business, not
to mention tarnishing your brand’s reputation. In fact, further research
shows that organizations that forwent an established compliance
process ended up spending 2.65 times more due to non-compliance
than the original cost to comply.29

A project with a budget of $10,000 can
incur anywhere from $4,000 to $6,000
in reworking costs alone.22 Not only is
rework expensive, it is listed as one of
the main causes of productivity loss23
and is often blamed for late projects.24

The receiver of the feedback then must figure out which comments to
follow, a process which often involves wasting even more time to track
down reviewers, explain the issue, and piece together a solution.

16
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Failing to set internal standards for review and approval
could cost millions of dollars in extra rework and
repercussions due to non-compliance.25

1,450

Hours wasted
per person26
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$1.45

Million wasted
per person27
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5

Solution: Set your standards
If you’re running into issues with conflicting reviews causing endless
rework, there is a solution: establish and communicate your standards to
everyone involved in the review and approval process. Generally, these
standards will fall into one of these three categories:
1.

2.

18

Brand guidelines: If there are brand-specific colors, fonts, and
design styles that are to be used in creating marketing content
and collateral, make sure they are well thought-out and can easily
apply to all your content types and delivery channels. For instance,
if your official font isn’t a web font, make sure you specify which
fallbacks are appropriate to use in websites and online assets. For
colors, provide more information than just color names. Hex codes
and pantone numbers can ensure consistency no matter which
type of asset you’re producing.
Formatting style: Stylistic and grammatical issues in written copy
should be resolved before conflicts arise in order to maintain
consistency and establish authority. In addition to basic spelling
and grammar, it’s a good idea to use a reference guide for
stylistic elements in written content. Will you use footnotes or
endnotes? Sentence case or title case? Some industries may
have specific styles that are more appropriate than others, such
as APA formatting or Chicago style. Use whatever style works

best for your specific marketing needs; just make sure that it’s
applied consistently.
3.

Voice and tone: While some marketing projects may exhibit
“outside-the-box” thinking or strategic rule-bending, it’s a good
idea to set a standard for the overall voice and feel of your
projects. Will the voice be light and fun, or more serious? Is casual
language appropriate, or should the tone be more formal?

4.

Compliance: Maintaining legal and industry compliance in
your marketing projects is one of the most important goals of
the review and approval process. Bringing in legal reviewers
and other key stakeholders for quick checks at strategic times
throughout the process will prevent rework due to fourth-quarter
coaching and last minute changes. Make sure that you establish
an easy way to record time-stamped comments, changes, and
approvals that might be needed for audit trails.

Keep in mind that none of these standards will do anyone any
good unless they’re accessible and distributed. Variations from the
standard outlined in your company’s official content policy should be
articulated in the creative brief, which should be included for each
reviewer to reference.
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Problem: You have so many different
content types to review
Websites, online advertisements, podcasts, videos, and other non-static
deliverables all have different requirements for review and approval
cycles, so although your workflow works well for digital or printed text
and images, it may not adapt well to interactive assets. Printing every
frame of a video would not only be wasteful and costly, but the reviewer
would also miss out on the most important aspect of the asset.
This issue goes far beyond simply figuring out a way for everyone to
deliver feedback and centralizing file storage. If a video file is produced
in Adobe Premier, for example, the reviewers will need their own license
of Premier in order to open the file–not to mention training for how to
navigate that program. Exported files may need another special program
in order to open certain file extensions, or may not be high-quality
enough to adequately review. Even within the same project, the initial
storyboard for a video or wireframe for a website will require a different
program to open while the final product may be yet another file type and
require a different program to open or view.
Websites with live links, multiple pages, and triggered effects present
a myriad of new problems. Often, the web development team will
deploy the proposed design in a “sandbox” environment in order
to work out any issues. But the sandbox environment isn’t made for
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revision and comments, so feedback must be delivered separately and
loses its context. And what happens if the project requires approval
from an external reviewer who typically would not have access to the
development environment?
Once again, your reviewers are left to their own devices to figure
out how to view assets and deliver feedback, and the creative or
development team wastes time sorting and clarifying feedback that is
given out of context.

56+R
56%

Today’s marketing teams produce
an average of 13 different kinds of
content.30 Marketing teams with a
consolidated proofing tool that allows
revision of multiple content types
saw a 56% improvement in speed to
market–a project that took 4 weeks
before consolidation now takes fewer
than 2 weeks.31

19

Utilizing multiple tools to support all the file
types your team works with can increase time
in your review and approval process by 56%.32

750

Hours wasted
per team33

20

$4,500

Wasted per team34
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6

Solution: F
 ind a solution that allows you
to review everything in the
same place
Instead of investing in several disparate tools to review and approve
each new type of content that your team produces, focus on finding one
solution with the capability to handle every type of content. Ideally, this
tool should also be cloud-based to eliminate the need for bulky, outof-date software downloaded onto each person’s computer and allow
anywhere, anytime access.
The benefit of using an online proofing tool that can manage all the
file types your team produces is that unlike make-shift solutions for
proofing rich media or interactive content, like notating the timestamp
for a comment on a video, for instance, the ability to tie comments to
the asset can make your review and approval workflow consistent and
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precise. Despite the variety of file types, if the process and tool used
for commenting and providing feedback is the same, it will save your
reviewers both the time it takes to find a tool to view the asset and
eliminate the need for guessing about how to adapt your workflow to
fit the type of content being reviewed.
Consolidating tools benefits both the reviewers who are providing
comments as well as the creative team responsible for actioning
those comments. In fact, users of an online tool that has the ability to
proof many different types of content saw a 59 percent reduction in
effort for managing proofs and 75 percent of users increased their
speed to market.35

21

Save your team time and money with
Workfront’s ProofHQ
If the do-it-yourself solutions in this eBook aren’t a fit for your organization, or if you’re more interested in a
one-stop solution to all these common challenges, consider ProofHQ from Workfront. ProofHQ is an online
proofing tool that provides solutions to the biggest time and money wasting aspects of the review and
approval process. With ProofHQ, you’ll be able to:
• Effortlessly track progress with multi-stage review templates and automated workflows
• Make comments directly on the proof and keep feedback contextualized
• Upload new versions of the asset in the same proof so everyone is on the right page
• Maintain consistency across multiple reviewers, reducing revisions by as much as 29%36
• Review more than 150 different file types including video, HTML5, and audio files
• Assign roles and permissions, communicate priority, and send automatic reminders to reviewers
• Maintain compliance standards and produce audit trails automatically
Download a sample proof to experience ProofHQ for yourself.

Try a sample proof
22
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Appendix A
The average hourly rate for those involved in the review and approval process of $28 was figured based on the 2017 Salary Guide from The Creative
Group37 plus an additional 35 percent burdened rate. According to the Office of Hopkins Internal Audit at John Hopkins University, the average
burden rate is between 30 and 40 percent of a worker’s base salary.38

Role

Average Annual Base
Compensation

Average Hourly Rate

Burdened Hourly Rate

Graphic Designer (2)

$39,750

$19

$26

Project Manager

$64,000

$31

$41

Copy Writer

$44,250

$21

$29

Web Designer

$70,500

$34

$46

Video Producer

$69,250

$33

$45

Marketing Director

$101,000

$48

$65

Copy Editor

$42,500

$20

$27

Proofreader

$41,000

$20

$27

Content Manager

$65,000

$31

$42

AVERAGE:

AVERAGE:

$28

$37
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Appendix B
1.

Eight hours multiplied by 52 weeks amounts to 416 hours wasted per person every year.

2.

A staff member with a burdened salary rate of $37 per hour who wastes 416 hours a year searching for internal information would waste over
$15,000 salary dollars per year.

3.

A team completing 1,000 projects per 52-week year would complete an average of 19 projects per week; two project delays due to late
feedback would amount to ten percent of the total projects completed during any given week. Multiplied by an entire year, the number of
delayed projects would equal 100.

4.

Marketers indicate that they spend 25 percent of their week managing email and 14 percent of their week in unproductive meetings. Over the
course of a year, they’ll spend just over 430 hours on emails and unproductive meetings. That’s over ten workweeks! If meetings related to
review and approval account for only ten percent of those emails and meetings, the average review and approval participant would still waste
43 hours per year.

5.

For an employee with a burdened salary rate of $37, spending 430 hours in email and meetings per year costs more than $15,000 salary
dollars. If review and approvals account for only 10 percent of emails and meetings, that’s over $1,500 salary dollars per year wasted.

6.

Each reviewer spending 25 minutes to locate the correct file per review round in a three-round process would amount to 1.25 hours per
project. That’s 1,250 hours per person for a team completing 1,000 projects per year.

7.

For a team completing 1,000 projects a year, 1.25 hours of wasted time per project for with a blended burdened hourly rate of $37 would result
in more than $46,000 salary dollars wasted over the course of a year.

8.

A worker spending only 3.6 hours a day being productive39 whose productivity was further reduced by 40 percent due to switching tasks40
would see an increase of 3.6 hours per week back in their schedule if review time were consolidated to a single, 3.6 hour block of time one
day per week instead of multiple 1.44 hour blocks every day. This would result in just over 187 hours gained over the course of a year.
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9.

A worker with a burdened salary rate of $37 wasting 187 hours per year switching between tasks would save more than $6,900 salary dollars
by consolidating review time.

10. A team completing 1,000 projects per year whose creatives are producing 5 revisions per project41 and spending even a single hour per
revision would result in 5,000 hours revising assets per year. Reducing the number of revisions by 29 percent by using an online proofing
tool42 would result in producing only 3.55 revisions, a time waste reduction of 1,450 hours.
11. Rework accounts for an average of 40 to 60 percent of total project cost.43 A project with a budget of $10,000 would experience an average
rework cost of $5,000. Reducing rework by 29% as users of ProofHQ report44 would result in a decrease in reworking costs of $1,450 per
project. A team completing 1,000 projects per year is thus wasting $1.45 million dollars in reworking expenses per year.
12. A team completing 1,000 projects per year and spending an average of three hours reviewing and approving each project with four people
involved in the review and approval process could be wasting as many as 750 hours per person a year.
13. A team using 13 tools that each cost an average of $500 per month who replaced 3 separate tools for proofing videos, PDFs, and websites
with an integrated tool with the capability to proof all 3 would see annual savings totaling $18,000. That’s $4,500 per person on a team with
four people involved in the review process.
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