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Abstract 

At Draper & Associates, we understand that effective project controls are not defined by 

metrics alone, but by measurable outcomes in the field. Drawing on more than 40 years 

of industry experience, this white paper challenges the overreliance on schedule 

evaluation tools within construction management practices. While these platforms serve 

a vital role in identifying logical flaws, tracking progress trends, and supporting contractual 

compliance, they are ultimately advisory instruments not execution strategies. 

 

This paper outlines the limitations of focusing too heavily on diagnostic tools and 

underscores the importance of proactive schedule control, field coordination, and critical 

path management. By refocusing on execution as the primary objective, Draper & 

Associates advocate for a balanced, field-driven approach where tools enhance but do 

not dictate the project delivery process. 
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Introduction 

In today’s construction landscape, the increased use of automated schedule evaluation 

platforms reflects a broader industry shift toward data-driven accountability and contract 

compliance, particularly within construction projects.  

These systems offer capabilities to assess baseline quality, analyze monthly updates, 

and align schedules with established benchmarks such as the DCMA 14-Point 

Assessment, UFGS Section 01 32 01.00 10, and other internal QA/QC protocols. 

 

When used appropriately, these tools support essential functions including: 

- Schedule validation and compliance verification 

- Baseline acceptance and quality control 

- Update integrity and performance scoring 

- Forensic delay analysis 

- Portfolio-level reporting and oversight 

 

At Draper & Associates, we recognize the value of these tools  but also their limitations. 

A technically sound schedule, if not properly managed or executed, contributes little to a 

project’s success. Diagnostic insight must translate into actionable control. When project 

teams treat evaluation tools as outcomes rather than instruments, they risk losing focus 

on what truly drives results which are: schedule execution, critical path control, and 

disciplined field coordination. 

 

This white paper sets out to realign the industry’s understanding of schedule evaluation. 

It reinforces the principle that while analysis supports project performance, it is execution 

that delivers it. 
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The Value of Schedule Evaluation Tools 
Schedule evaluation tools serve a critical and increasingly indispensable function within 

the broader project controls ecosystem. They act as a bridge between technical schedule 

development and strategic project execution, transforming raw CPM data into actionable 

intelligence. When applied judiciously, these platforms not only help project teams assess 

the technical health of schedules but also identify hidden logic flaws, ensure compliance 

with contractual or regulatory standards, and ultimately enhance decision-making at every 

phase of a project’s lifecycle. 

Below are the primary ways in which these tools deliver value supported by real-world 

applications across construction projects. 

 

1. Schedule Validation and Compliance Verification 

Oftentimes, before a baseline schedule is accepted, it must undergo rigorous validation 

to ensure alignment with both the contract’s technical requirements and recognized 

industry standards such as the DCMA 14-Point Assessment, UFGS 01 32 01.00 10, or 

other internal QA/QC criteria. Schedule evaluation tools automate this process, scanning 

thousands of data points within seconds to flag common deficiencies such as: 

• Dangling activities (missing predecessor or successor logic ties) 

• Improper or excessive use of constraints 

• Excessive lags and leads that distort logic 

• High float fragmentation or unrealistic activity density 

Automating these checks dramatically accelerates review cycles and reduces the 

likelihood of costly rework downstream. 

Example: On a Navy waterfront construction project, the initial baseline was rejected after 

an automated evaluation flagged more than 120 “Start-No-Earlier” constraints a clear 

violation of contractual scheduling requirements. By leveraging the diagnostic report, the 

scheduling team quickly revised their approach, resubmitting a fully compliant schedule 

within two weeks. As a result, the Notice to Proceed (NTP) remained on track, avoiding 

a potential 30-day administrative delay. 
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2. Baseline Acceptance and Quality Control 

Baseline development is one of the most critical and scrutinized stages of the project 

schedule lifecycle. Schedule evaluation platforms help standardize and objectify the 

review process, providing measurable quality metrics rather than relying solely on 

subjective visual inspection. 

These metrics not only validate the structural integrity of a baseline but also ensure 

consistency across subcontractor inputs, prevent logic conflicts during schedule 

integration, and provide an auditable record of the baseline approval process, a key 

requirement on many federally funded projects. 

Example: During the baseline phase of a USAF dormitory construction project, evaluation 

tools were used to review and reconcile schedule submissions from multiple 

subcontractors. The platform flagged discrepancies in float distribution and logic ties, 

which were then corrected prior to integration into the master CPM. The result was a 

unified, high-quality baseline that met all contractual metrics and reduced downstream 

coordination risks. 

 

3. Update Integrity and Performance Scoring 

Monthly schedule updates are the heartbeat of project controls providing the most current 

view of project status and forecasting. Evaluation tools enhance this process by 

automatically flagging: 

• Out-of-sequence work (activities progressing without proper predecessors) 

• Missing or misaligned actual dates 

• Data conflicts between reported progress and physical status 

• Changes in critical path continuity or float consumption 

Beyond identifying anomalies, many platforms also generate performance indices such 

as the Schedule Performance Index (SPI) and Baseline Execution Index (BEI), providing 

early warning signs of schedule drift or execution inefficiencies. 

Example: On a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers civil works project, a monthly update 

evaluation revealed that 23% of activities along the critical path were advancing out of 

logical sequence. This discovery triggered a corrective action plan including resequencing 

work and realigning subcontractor interfaces which ultimately prevented a projected 45-

day slippage from materializing. 
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4. Forensic Delay Analysis 

When delays occur, and they inevitably do, schedule evaluation tools become 

indispensable forensic instruments. By comparing multiple schedule versions over time, 

they can pinpoint: 

• Shifts in the critical path and their root causes 

• Logic changes or re-sequencing that impact delay entitlement 

• Concurrency events and their effect on compensable vs. non-compensable time 

• Cumulative impact trends across multiple updates 

This capability is vital for both defending and challenging time extension claims, as it 

provides a clear, data-driven narrative of what happened, when, and why. 

Example: In a dispute involving a 90-day delay on a military airfield renovation project, a 

forensic analysis revealed that the contractor had deliberately altered successor logic in 

a mid-project update effectively rerouting the critical path to obscure the source of the 

delay. Armed with this evidence, the government successfully limited compensable time 

exposure, saving an estimated $1.2 million in potential claims. 

 

5. Portfolio-Level Reporting and Oversight 

For agencies, program managers, or general contractors managing multiple 

simultaneous projects, the real power of schedule evaluation tools lies in their ability to 

provide portfolio-wide visibility. Through enterprise dashboards and roll-up analytics, 

these platforms can aggregate data across dozens or even hundreds of projects, 

highlighting: 

• Systemic quality issues (e.g., chronic excessive constraints across multiple 

contracts) 

• Portfolio-wide risk trends (e.g., extended critical paths or high activity density) 

• Resource conflicts and potential bottlenecks 

• Performance benchmarking across contractors, programs, or regions 

This birds-eye view enables leadership to prioritize interventions proactively and make 

strategic decisions about staffing, resource allocation, and funding. 
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Example: Within a regional Army Reserve construction portfolio, a dashboard generated 

by a schedule evaluation system identified that three out of seven active projects were 

trending toward extended durations due to a high percentage of long-duration critical 

activities. With this insight, leadership redirected additional resources and technical 

support to those projects — mitigating risk before delays became inevitable. 

When integrated into a disciplined project controls framework, schedule evaluation tools 

do far more than flag errors they strengthen accountability, drive proactive risk 

management, and elevate the strategic value of schedule data. Whether used to validate 

a baseline, audit monthly updates, dissect delays, or manage an entire program portfolio, 

these platforms transform scheduling from a reactive reporting function into a proactive 

management discipline, ultimately improving cost, time, and performance outcomes 

across the board. 

However, even with these benefits, the effectiveness of these powerful tools can be 

undermined if the construction teams do not actively manage to not fall to either of these 

two challenges: 

1. Misplaced Focus on the Score Rather Than Execution: Too often, project teams 

become fixated on achieving a high evaluation score obsessively adjusting activity 

logic, modifying calendars, or over-engineering float usage rather than using the 

analysis to drive real-world coordination and field execution. This “score-chasing” 

mentality can create the illusion of quality without addressing the underlying 

operational realities that actually determine project success. 

2. Stakeholder Deadlock Due to Tool Discrepancies: A more damaging scenario 

emerges when owners, contractors, or program managers rely on different 

evaluation platforms and receive conflicting results. What should be a 

straightforward review process devolves into a back-and-forth debate over metrics 

and thresholds, wasting time, delaying decisions, and in some cases eroding trust 

between parties. The focus shifts from resolving project risks to defending software 

outputs a distraction that benefits no one. 

For schedule evaluation tools to truly deliver their intended value, organizations must treat 

them as decision-support instruments not compliance scorecards. Success lies not in 

“passing the test,” but in translating the insights they provide into actionable strategies 

that align all stakeholders around the ultimate objective: executing the work safely, 

efficiently, and on time. 

 

  



 

www.draperandassociates.com 

 

Misplaced Focus on the Score Rather Than Execution 
One of the most common and dangerous pitfalls in modern schedule management is the 

overemphasis on achieving a “perfect” evaluation score rather than leveraging the 

analysis to improve actual project performance. As evaluation tools become increasingly 

central to project controls workflows, many teams start to confuse passing the evaluation 

tool’s test with delivering the project. This shift in focus can subtly but significantly distort 

priorities, leading to decisions that look good on paper but have little to no impact or 

worse, a negative impact on field execution. 

The pattern is predictable: once evaluation metrics are introduced into contract language 

or executive dashboards, project teams feel pressure to meet or exceed those 

benchmarks. Instead of treating the tool’s results as a diagnostic starting point, they begin 

“gaming” the system obsessively tweaking activity logic, arbitrarily splitting tasks, 

artificially redistributing float, or manipulating calendars to satisfy tool thresholds. These 

manipulations may boost a schedule’s numerical quality score, but they often do so at the 

expense of its practical utility as a field management tool. 

The result is a false sense of confidence. A schedule that scores 95% on a compliance 

assessment might still contain unrealistic logic flows, omit critical procurement 

sequencing, or fail to reflect on-the-ground resource constraints — all factors that directly 

influence execution but are invisible to the evaluation engine. This disconnect creates a 

dangerous blind spot: stakeholders assume the project is “healthy” because the score 

says so, when in reality, major risks remain unaddressed. 

Examples of Score-Driven Behavior and Its Consequences: 

• Artificial Activity Fragmentation: On a federal building renovation project, the 

contractor split multiple 30-day construction activities into dozens of shorter tasks 

solely to meet the tool’s “activity density” metric. While the score improved by 

nearly 20 points, the resulting schedule became overly granular and difficult to 

manage in the field, leading to confusion during sequencing and increased 

administrative overhead for monthly updates. 

• Float Manipulation: A subcontractor on a transportation project intentionally 

modified logic ties and added non-critical relationships to reduce total float beyond 

a tool’s “acceptable” threshold. The schedule passed the evaluation, but the 

manipulated logic obscured true float availability, resulting in misallocated crews 

and a three-week delay when critical path activities required resequencing. 
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• Calendar Over-Engineering: In an effort to improve their “calendar use” metric, a 

project team on a data center buildout created multiple highly specific work 

calendars that were never implemented in the field. This added complexity made 

resource leveling and progress reporting significantly more difficult, with no actual 

benefit to execution. 

• Constraint Over-Removal: On a large military housing project, the scheduler 

removed legitimate finish constraints — intended to align work with regulatory 

inspections — simply because the evaluation tool flagged them as excessive. 

Although the score improved, the schedule lost critical contractual logic, leading to 

misalignment with required milestone reviews and subsequent administrative 

delays. 

In each of these examples, the appearance of schedule quality was achieved, but the 

underlying reality remained unchanged or in some cases, worsened. These scenarios 

illustrate a fundamental truth: a high-quality score does not automatically equate to a 

high-quality schedule. The real measure of success is how effectively the schedule 

supports coordination, resource allocation, risk mitigation, and ultimately, field execution. 

To prevent this pitfall, organizations must emphasize a “score-informed” rather than 

“score-driven” approach. Evaluation results should guide conversations and highlight 

potential weaknesses, not dictate superficial changes. Project controls teams, 

schedulers, and field leadership must work collaboratively to ensure that improvements 

made for scoring purposes are operationally meaningful and directly support the project’s 

execution strategy. 
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Stakeholder Deadlock Due to Tool Discrepancies 
Perhaps even more damaging than “score-chasing” is the situation that arises when 

different stakeholders rely on different evaluation platforms each using its own proprietary 

algorithms, scoring criteria, and reporting logic and the results don’t align. What should 

be a simple validation exercise quickly deteriorates into a deadlock of conflicting 

interpretations, where the conversation shifts from addressing project risk to defending 

software outputs. 

While most tools are built around similar industry standards (like the DCMA 14-Point 

Assessment) their definitions, weightings, and thresholds often differ significantly. One 

platform may count near-critical paths within a certain float range, while another might 

exclude them altogether. One might penalize high-logic density, while another rewards it. 

Even the order in which tests are applied can influence the final score. The end result? 

The same CPM schedule can be labeled as “compliant and low risk” by one system and 

“non-compliant and high risk” by another leaving stakeholders unsure whom (or what) to 

believe. 

This divergence is more than a technical nuisance it can halt progress entirely. Instead of 

focusing on execution, teams are drawn into long, often heated debates over which tool 

is “more accurate” or “more aligned” with the contract language. Review meetings devolve 

into comparisons of spreadsheets and screenshots rather than discussions about 

sequencing, procurement strategies, or field coordination. The project’s momentum stalls, 

and decision-making slows to a crawl. 

The situation becomes particularly problematic when contractual language references 

“industry-standard quality metrics” without specifying which tool or methodology will 

govern compliance. In such cases, both sides may have a legitimate argument, and 

neither is willing to concede. The schedule, meanwhile, sits in limbo. 

Examples of Tool-Based Deadlock and Its Consequences: 

• Baseline Approval Stalemate: On a large federal courthouse project, the owner’s 

project controls team used Platform A, which flagged the baseline schedule as 

non-compliant due to excessive lags and a high percentage of activities missing 

successor relationships. The contractor’s team, however, relied on Platform B, 

which showed the schedule passing all quality checks. Both sides spent three 

weeks debating which platform’s interpretation was “correct,” delaying baseline 

acceptance and pushing procurement sequencing into the rainy season ultimately 

increasing costs and extending the critical path. 
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• Update Acceptance Dispute: During a Department of Veterans Affairs hospital 

project, monthly schedule updates were being evaluated using two different tools 

one by the owner and one by the construction manager. The owner’s tool flagged 

a “critical path break” due to out-of-sequence work, while the CM’s platform did 

not. Rather than resolving the root cause, the teams exchanged multiple rounds of 

technical memos defending their respective outputs. This delayed the issuance of 

the progress payment certificate by almost 30 days and created tension that 

lingered for the rest of the project. 

• Claim Dispute Escalation: In a delay dispute on a wastewater treatment facility, 

the contractor used Tool X to demonstrate that a 45-day delay was caused by 

owner-directed design changes, while the owner’s analysis in Tool Y suggested 

that logic resequencing by the contractor was the primary cause. The conflicting 

findings became the centerpiece of a legal battle that cost both parties millions in 

legal fees before a third-party forensic consultant was brought in to reconcile the 

discrepancies and provide a neutral assessment. 

• Portfolio Oversight Breakdown: At a state DOT overseeing more than 20 active 

construction projects, inconsistent scoring between two enterprise-level evaluation 

tools made it impossible to accurately benchmark schedule quality across 

contracts. Some projects were flagged as “high risk” by one system but “low risk” 

by another, leading to misallocated oversight resources and missed early warning 

opportunities on truly problematic jobs. 

In all these cases, the central problem was not the tools themselves but the misalignment 

between them and the inability (or unwillingness) of stakeholders to establish a shared 

standard for interpretation. The result is wasted time, strained relationships, and delayed 

decision-making all of which erode the fundamental purpose of schedule evaluation: 

supporting proactive management and execution. 

To mitigate this risk, projects should adopt a “single source of truth” approach early in the 

lifecycle, clearly defining which tool or methodology will govern compliance and ensuring 

that all stakeholders are aligned on definitions, thresholds, and reporting logic before 

schedule submissions begin. If multiple platforms are used for cross-validation, their 

differences should be documented and understood upfront, so the focus stays on 

actionable schedule intelligence not software semantics. 
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The Real Priority: Execution and Control  

In practicality, the essence of project success still lies in how well the schedule is 

executed. A schedule with flawless logic offers no value if the work is not sequenced 

properly in the field, if resources are not mobilized effectively, or if procurement delays go 

unaddressed. 

 

Field execution requires active coordination, real-time decision-making, and disciplined 

control of the critical path. These cannot be delegated to automated tools. For instance, 

a project may pass every technical metric during a monthly update, yet still fall behind if 

subcontractor performance slips or long-lead items are delayed. 

 

At Draper & Associates, we emphasize field integration. This means ensuring 

superintendents, trade partners, and procurement managers are aligned with the latest 

schedule realities. Tools may flag late progress or increasing float, but it is the project 

team's response resequencing work, adding crews, fast-tracking critical activities that 

keeps the project on track. 

 

Execution is also about foresight. Look-ahead planning, earned value tracking, and 

resource smoothing must complement schedule evaluation, not be replaced by it. The 

ability to anticipate and resolve issues before they impact milestones is what defines 

robust project controls. 

While schedule evaluation tools play a supportive role in ensuring technical correctness 

and compliance, they do not drive construction. Projects are not delivered in software 

they are delivered in the field, under dynamic conditions where leadership, coordination, 

and responsiveness make the difference between delay and success. 

Execution and control refer to the continuous process of aligning planned activities with 

real-world events, managing constraints, and making proactive decisions to maintain 

progress. It is this work, not the schedule scoring that determines project outcomes. Here 

are some examples of how Field Teams focus on execution and controls rather than the 

software score: 

Aligning the Plan with Field Realities 

The Field team manages to translate the schedule into an actionable field plan by: 

• Validating logic against constructability 

• Sequencing work to match site constraints 

• Coordinating access, safety zones, and laydown areas 
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Example: On a design-build vehicle maintenance facility, the master schedule showed 

foundation, slab, and steel erection on a linear path. However, field access issues and 

subcontractor overlap required a re-sequenced steel phase to begin at the rear elevation 

first. Adjusting this in coordination with superintendents ensured uninterrupted work and 

maintained the milestone. 

Managing the Critical Path Proactively 

Identifying the critical path is only the beginning. The true challenge lies in managing it 

through: 

• Weekly look-ahead meetings 

• Field verification of work status 

• Monitoring material submittals and long-lead item deliveries 

• Assessing subcontractor productivity and readiness 

Example: During a water treatment plant upgrade, the critical path shifted from process 

piping to electrical installations due to a 4-week transformer delay. The team responded 

by pulling forward electrical ductbanks and adjusting the tie-in window. This kept the final 

commissioning milestone intact, a move no evaluation tool could have prescribed. 

Execution Control Through Collaboration 

No tool replaces the value of engaged project teams communicating in real time. 

Execution control requires: 

• Daily superintendent-foreman coordination 

• Weekly progress walks 

• Cross-trade scheduling sessions 

• Alignment between procurement and installation needs 

Example: On a fast-tracked federal housing barracks, the project team held rolling 3-week 

lookahead meetings that included subcontractor leads and purchasing. As drywall crews 

flagged insulation hold-ups, procurement was adjusted to expedite delivery. That decision 

kept interior finishes off the critical path and preserved end-date integrity. 
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Response to Deviations and Field Risks 

Schedules are living documents. Deviations will happen. Effective schedule control 

requires timely and calibrated responses to: 

• Weather events 

• Delayed approvals or inspections 

• Trade performance gaps 

• Unforeseen site conditions 

Example: In a hangar renovation, a 10-day weather delay was compounded by an out-

of-sequence steel delivery. Rather than shifting the entire critical path, the team split slab 

pours and rerouted mechanical rough-ins absorbing the delay without formally requesting 

an extension. This level of agility only comes from hands-on execution control. 

Execution and control are not abstractions, they are boots-on-the-ground disciplines that 

connect planning to outcome. Tools may help evaluate schedules, but only leadership, 

coordination, and real-time decision-making can execute them. 

At Draper & Associates, we view schedule execution as the active management of time, 

resources, and risk, rooted in field awareness and powered by foresight. Metrics may 

signal trouble, but execution determines whether you recover or fall behind. No score 

replaces the value of real-time action. 
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Conclusion  

Schedule evaluation tools are indispensable assets for any project controls team, 

particularly in complex, compliance-driven environments. They provide clarity, 

consistency, and diagnostic precision. However, they must not supplant the foundational 

principles of proactive planning and disciplined execution. 

 

At Draper & Associates, our approach integrates both using tools to illuminate issues but 

always anchoring decisions in field realities. A high score may indicate readiness, but 

only execution proves it. By maintaining this balance, we ensure that schedules remain 

not just technically sound, but operationally effective. 

 

Project success is not defined in software, it is defined in concrete, steel and drywall 

delivered, installed and inspected on time. 

 

 


