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About the Author

Christopher J. Wilkinson came to methodology design from an unexpected direction.

His career began in business — marketing, product development, and commercial strategy —

in a world where the gap between promise and delivery was treated as a problem to be

solved, not a reality to be managed.

When he moved into enterprise technology delivery, he brought those expectations with him.

Progressing from analyst to functional consultant to solution architect, he delivered in

banking, manufacturing, logistics, telecoms, government, and research organisations across

Europe. What drew him was a relentless instinct for solutions that were simpler, smarter, and

leaner — staying across emerging technologies for their practical advantages, not their

novelty. The industries varied. The platforms evolved. But one pattern remained constant: the

gap between what businesses expected and what delivery methodologies produced.

Most people in technology delivery had grown up inside it. They had learned to rebrand

rework as iteration, elevate bug triage into a standing meeting, and treat 30% waste as the

cost of doing business. Christopher J. Wilkinson had crossed into it from business, and from

that vantage point, the waste was visible, measurable, and unnecessary.

For years, he believed Agile could work — but only under conditions rarely met: rigorous

solution design before build, genuinely competent people on both sides, realistic budgets, and

complete alignment on the target solution. When those conditions existed, Agile delivered.

When they did not — which was most of the time — it became an elaborate framework for

managing the consequences of insufficient understanding. Then AI changed the equation.

Thorough analysis — always cut short because there was never enough time — became

accessible at scale.

Everyone was diagnosing the problem. Nobody was building the replacement. Based in

Antwerp, Belgium, Christopher J. Wilkinson found the same observation surfacing in

conversations with colleagues, clients, and practitioners: the industry needed a structured

alternative, and it did not exist. Adaptive Flow Delivery emerged from those conversations —

not as a planned creation, but as an answer to a question nobody else was answering.

He also co-founded Moonbase, the firm that builds custom enterprise applications using AFD

as its delivery method — but this book is about the methodology, not the tooling.

Across two decades in enterprise technology delivery, he has shaped programmes spanning

multi-million-euro transformation budgets and multi-year roadmaps — work that surfaces the

gap between methodology promise and practice at the scale and pressure where the gap

matters most.
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Preface

I did not set out to create a methodology. What happened was slower and more reluctant.

Years of quiet observation. The same patterns surfacing on different projects, in different

industries, with different teams. A growing suspicion that something fundamental was broken

— not the people, not the tools, but the assumptions underneath everything the industry had

collectively agreed to stop questioning. And then, gradually, the realisation that the

assumptions were not the only thing that had changed. The tools had changed. The

economics had changed. The processes surrounding delivery had shifted as fundamentally as

the technology itself — and the ways of working had not kept up.

It started with a spreadsheet.

I was reviewing the post-delivery metrics for a project that had, by every conventional

measure, succeeded. Delivered on time. Stakeholders signed off. Team celebrated. But the

numbers told a different story. 31% of build effort spent on rework. 14% of the testing cycle

consumed by defects traceable to requirements misunderstood in the second sprint. Forty-

seven ceremonies, consuming roughly a quarter of total capacity. And buried in the

retrospective: "We knew by sprint four that the data model was wrong, but we were already

committed."

I dug into the why. The requirements were not wrong — they were incomplete, unchallenged,

and accepted on insufficient authority. Stakeholders had provided feedback from their limited

window into the process. A decision made by one person was never confirmed by the three

others whose processes depended on it. People gave input shaped by what they knew — and

sometimes by what served them — but nobody had validated across all affected parties. The

methodology did not require it. So nobody did it.

The team itself was skilled. Individually, there was nothing to fault. But the composition was

wrong for the challenge. Two strong developers, neither with domain depth. A business

analyst stretched across three workstreams. No one who could see the full picture. The

resource mix — the blend of skills, experience, and domain knowledge on the team — was a

silent variable that nobody had explicitly designed for. And it determined everything.

The project succeeded — expensively, slowly, and with waste everyone had accepted as

normal. A good team operating inside a model that treated uncertainty as a given and rework

as an acceptable cost. The result: a project that took twice as long as needed, cost 40% more

than it should have, and left a codebase the maintenance team would spend eighteen months

untangling.

The moment that made the gap undeniable was smaller and more recent. I was discussing

estimates with a developer for a straightforward change. Without hesitation: two days. We
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both knew the change was trivial. When I pushed back, he said: "We always say two days for

this sort of thing. And don't forget — testing, documentation, deployment..."

While he was talking, I had already generated the code. By the time he finished justifying the

estimate, I had the working solution, the documentation, and the CI/CD configuration on my

screen.

This was not an isolated moment. Across projects, I was watching developers from partners

and customer teams adopt AI capabilities at pace — but always within the narrow scope of

their current sprint, with no broader design context. The pattern was universal: AI bolted onto

the existing process. Good for short-term personal efficiency — finishing far under the

estimate, freeing up hours for other things — but not transformative. The overall project did

not change. Support partners were handing back ChatGPT-generated answers to open

questions, providing volume without value. Everyone was optimising locally. Nobody was

transforming structurally. I started calling this Bolted Intelligence — the illusion of progress

created by applying powerful new capabilities to fundamentally unchanged ways of working.

This is never going to hold. Not just the estimate. The entire system. When AI removes

development as the bottleneck, everything built around managing development becomes the

bottleneck itself. Agile was, at its core, a capacity management framework masquerading as a

quality framework — and AI has just made the capacity constraint it was managing irrelevant.

I looked backward through my own delivery history. The projects that had gone smoothly

shared a common trait: disproportionate investment in understanding the problem before

building the solution. Not partial understanding — not "enough for the sprint" — but complete

functional and technical knowledge before build began. Every surprise that sprint-based

delivery treats as normal had been anticipated and resolved upstream. Requirements had

been expanded, challenged, and validated before a line of code was written. And when build

began, it was calm. Predictable. Almost boring.

I began calling this the Quiet Build. The best projects were the ones where build was the least

dramatic phase. The worst were daily firefights of changing requirements, architectural pivots,

and stakeholder conversations starting with "that is not what I meant" or "this is going

nowhere."

On the hardest projects — the ones where pressure was highest, where things could have

gone sideways — one discipline made the difference: relentlessly pulling every conversation

back to the outcome. Not the task, not the sprint goal, not the current disagreement — the

outcome the project existed to deliver. The teams that practised this did not just deliver

better. They were appreciated on the customer side in a way that went beyond normal project

satisfaction. Outcome focus was not a soft skill. It was a structural requirement.

Then I started building myself. Not advising, not architecting — writing code, designing

systems, shipping working software. And something shifted. What became undeniable was

how much context determined what was possible. With deep understanding of the domain,

ADAPTIVE FLOW DELIVERY  ·    FRONT MATTER — FREE EXCERPT AFDINSTITUTE.COM



the requirements, the constraints, the adjacent systems — AI could produce extraordinary

results. Without that context, the same tools produced mediocre output that required

constant correction. The difference was not the technology — it was the knowledge feeding it.

Context had become the single most important variable in delivery — and no methodology

was designed to maximise it.

That experience triggered a systematic evaluation. What in the established ways of working

was still valid? What had AI made obsolete? What tools existed to capture and preserve the

knowledge that made projects succeed? The answers were unsettling. The tools to capture

and reuse knowledge existed — but none were woven into a delivery framework. Estimation,

testing, and deployment had changed beyond recognition, yet the methodology wrapping

them had not.

The correlation was clear, the conclusion uncomfortable: every methodology I had been

taught, certified in, and paid to implement assumed you could not fully understand the

problem before building. Waterfall tried and froze understanding too early. Agile accepted

uncertainty and built a framework around managing the consequences. Neither questioned

whether the uncertainty itself could be eliminated.

The diagnosis was everywhere. The prescription was nowhere. That gap is why this book

exists.

Adaptive Flow Delivery is built from practice, tested on real projects, and refined through

honest assessment of what worked and what did not. It takes the Double Diamond model

from the Design Council and extends it into a complete, AI-native lifecycle — one where AI is

woven into every phase rather than bolted on afterwards, the deliberate opposite of the

Bolted Intelligence described above. At its core is the Analysis Dividend: the effort you put

into understanding the problem before you build the solution pays back twice — once as

knowledge that prevents rework, and again as the capacity that rework used to consume,

handed back to the team. And where Agile's unit of control was the sprint, AFD's is

understanding itself — carried through Confidence Gates, the checkpoints where it must

prove solid before the next phase earns its investment. That single shift is what makes AFD a

candidate to become the default for serious work whose problem can be understood before it

is built.

On every project where AFD is applied with discipline — analysis done properly, Confidence

Gates respected, the team resisting the pressure to skip ahead — the results are consistent.

Dramatically reduced rework. Sharply lower defect rates. Build phases that are calm and

predictable. And stakeholders who rarely need to say "that is not what I meant."

What follows is not a critique. It is a method.
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How to Read This Book

Part 1: The Methodology (Chapters 1–14) is for everyone. It builds the shared language and

conceptual foundation that makes AFD work. Read Part 1 from start to finish — the chapters

build on each other, and the terminology introduced early is used throughout.

Part 2: In Practice (Chapters 15–22) opens with a short introduction (Chapter 15, AFD for

Every Role) that maps each role's contribution across every phase. It is followed by seven

persona-specific chapters (Chapters 16–22) with tailored guidance for each role: CEO, CIO,

Portfolio Manager, Project Manager, Solution Architect, Business Analyst, and Developer.

Read Chapter 15 first, then your own chapter, then skim at least two others — cross-role

empathy is a structural requirement in AFD, not a soft aspiration.

Readers who prefer to land on their own role first can start with the matching persona

chapter in Part 2, then return to Part 1 for the mechanisms.

The Appendices are reference material: templates (A), gate checklists (B), the financial

calculator (C), the AFD Lexicon (D), the Governance View with PRINCE2, ITIL, and TOGAF

mappings (E), Sources & Further Reading (F), and a closing note on continuing the work (G). A

comprehensive Back-Index follows the appendices. Keep them within reach. You will return to

them repeatedly once you begin applying AFD in practice.

K E E P  R E A D I N G

This is the opening of the book.

The full paperback ships in about 10 to 15 days. Pre-order today at

afdinstitute.com — you won't be charged now; payment only comes when

your copy is on its way.

Pre-order at afdinstitute.com
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