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Assessment Best Practices 
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Abstract 

In today’s economic environment, with Clients and supporting contracting companies tightening 

their purse strings to developing Oil and Gas projects, there is a definite requirement to enhance 

the quality of project schedules. It is the author’s opinion that the tools are available but 

schedule quality continues to dwindle. By adopting the GAO’s Schedule Assessment Guide as a 

basis, this paper develops a scoring template along with appropriate wording for inclusion in 

contractual documents, raising awareness to Project Management of the quality required.  A 

scoring template was developed using multiple iterations of Multi-Attribute Decision Making 

methodology, and a case study performed to determine the quality of an old Oil & Gas project 

schedule. The result being benchmarked against two schedule quality software packages. A 

recommendation on the contractual wording, and cognizance to minimize delays by accepting 

schedules “subject to” implementation of corrections/improvements are a way ahead to getting 

schedule definition where it needs to be.  

 

Keywords: Scoring model, planning and scheduling, GAO Schedule Assessment Guide, project 

management, multi attribute decision making  

 

Introduction 

In the current Oil and Gas (O&G) economic climate, the multi-national Oil giants are holding 

back development of new facilities, and those being sanctioned as viable need to be managed 

effectively and efficiently. These viable projects require a ‘Best in class’ schedule increasing 

their chances of success. 

 

Research is based on the author’s real-life experience dealing with numerous O&G projects, 

where analysis shows that the quality of the schedules being presented to clients is far from 

satisfactory, but accepted due to tight client imposed deadlines. Analysis demonstrates that 

current schedule development practices need to be reinforced by moving O&G scheduling 

practices towards the GAO’s Scheduling Best Practices
 [1]

 and to do so a scoring model needs to 

be developed to assist fellow practitioners.  

 

The O&G industry recognizes that even with the tools and technology available to project 

planners and schedulers nowadays the quality of the resultant schedules produced fall well short 

of minimum requirements.   
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When it comes to cost and schedule, very few projects meet stakeholder’s expectations. This 

paper proposes a scoring model to compliment the GAO’s Scheduling Best Practices providing 

recommendations to management as to what changes need to be made to the Project Planning 

and Scheduling sections of the contractual documents. 

 

Specifically, this paper wants to put forward a scoring model methodology that can be utilized 

by fellow professionals to: 

 

1. Incorporate into Contracting documents. 

2. Quickly assess the quality of a contractor’s schedule being presented for review. 

3. Provide the relevant contractors with a score card that can be used to enhance any 

subsequent submission(s). 

 

Background  

The GAO’s Schedule Assessment Guide was developed by the US Government to address the 

numerous projects that were over-running in both schedule and cost, projects that were funded 

by public money. They solicited assistance from a team, both Owner’s and Contractor’s, of 

scheduling experts worldwide to develop the guide, 108 whom provided contributions and 148 

who reviewed the guide and provided valuable feedback to complete the final product. Its 

purpose, is that it be used in conjunction with the Cost guide, as “A cost estimate cannot be 

considered credible if it does not account for the cost effects of schedule slippage”
1
. The 

document raises awareness that a well-prepared schedule is a fundamental management tool and 

provides readers with several chapters and Appendix’s with valuable checklists, auditor 

questions, and measures for assessing schedule quality. However, there is no scoring mechanism 

to determine the quality of schedules as presented by contractors to their respective clients. 

 

Presently, crude oil is one of the most essential resources in everyday life, with the O&G 

industry being one, if not the most, powerful branches in the world economy, yet contractors 

providing services to the multi-nationals fall short in providing quality schedules to compliment 

the industry’s status. Thus, this paper will use a real project (identified as “Project X”) coming 

from the O&G sector as a “case study” to test the scoring model.  

 

This subject will commence by identifying the appropriate MADM method, applying the 

available criteria to it, removing any ambiguous criteria, and developing a scoring template to be 

applied to a previous O&G project called ‘Project X’ to determine the quality of the schedule as 

presented. The result will then be benchmarked against results from two commercially available 

schedule analysis software packages ‘Deltek Acumen’ and ‘XER Schedule Toolkit’. 

 

 

Development of the Scoring Method 

As the GAO checklists, and items shown in Appendices II and VI are extensive, using multi-

attribute decision making methods was deemed appropriate.  In using Multi-attribute decision 

making (MADM), there are two methods, Compensatory and Non-Compensatory.  

                                                 
1
 According to the GAO’s Schedule Assessment Guide (2015), “A cost estimate cannot be considered credible if it 

does not account for the cost effects of schedule slippage” (P. i) 
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Compensatory MADM has two methods; Non-dimensional scaling and Additive Weighting 

Technique, while Non-Compensatory MADM has four methods; Dominance, Satisficing, 

Disjunctive Reasoning and Lexicography. Overall there were six techniques available to choose 

from. 

Challenged with the opportunity to develop a scoring model to support the GAO’s Schedule 

Assessment Guide’s Best Practices. Using the Multi Attribute Decision Making (MADM) 

process the development of such a scoring model need to have several iterative steps: 

  

1) What model was best suited for use? 

2) What GAO criteria set should be used? 

3) What, if any, acceptance should be used? 

 

With these three specific questions, augmented with the need to keep the process simple and 

transparent for Project Management to understand, further research commenced. 

 

The initial question: What model is best suited? Review of the GPCCAR Module 10-3 – 

Managing Change – The Owner’s perspective, identified the MADM methods available to me, 

but the initial choice needed to be made between the Non-Compensatory method and the 

Compensatory method.  

 

There were benefits to using either method, see table 1 below. 

 

 
 

Table 1 MADM Method Benefits
2
 

 

The benefits for each scoring model type were then analyzed by allocating a priority scale for 

the criteria and then a ‘meeting requirement’ score applied. The priority scale was applied to 

show the importance of the item – low importance (1) / important (3) / essential (5). Then the 

“Meeting requirement’ score applied to each criteria item; Did not Meet (0) / Partially Met (2) / 

Met Requirements (4) / Exceeded Requirements (6).  

The ‘Weighted score’ is determined by multiplying the ‘Score’ by the ‘Priority Scale’. 

  

                                                 
2
 By Author 
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Figure 1 MADM Method Selection Analysis
3
 
4
 

 

The results of analysis answered the first question “What model was best suited for use?” was to 

use a weighted scoring model. This may sound like a perfectly simple conclusion, but this in 

turn raises the question what kind of weighting should be used.  

 

The scoring model to be developed needs to weight the criteria, and provide quantitative 

acceptance limits to provide a final score i.e. for example Best Practice 1 ‘capturing all 

activities’ what determines the pass criteria for the schedule to meet GAO guidelines; 100%, 

90%...thoughts anybody, it does not appear that ‘one rule suits all’.  

 

The solution requires to be determined in two parts; a) Vertical scoring achievement, and b) 

horizontal scoring achievement.  

 

Vertical scoring has two alternatives; i) a system that treats all the criteria as being equal, or ii) a 

system that imposes rankings against the criteria. The benefits for each are shown in table 2. 

 

 
 

Table 2 Vertical Scoring Choices
5
 

                                                 
3
 Source: 10.3.3.7 Multi-Attribute Decision Making. (2015, November 2). Retrieved from http://GUILD OF 

PROJECT CONTROLS COMPENDIUM and REFERENCE (CaR) | Project Controls - planning, scheduling, cost 

management and forensic analysis (Planning Planet). (n.d.). Retrieved from 

http://www.planningplanet.com/guild/gpccar/managing-change-the-owners-perspective 
4
 Format developed by Author 
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The above benefits were again input to the similar model to that used to determine the scoring 

type, applying a priority and a score to provide a weighted score result. Comparing the 

alternatives using the information from the benefits table provided the assessment of which 

method to be used. Please note that the lower two items (scoring flexibility / data manipulation 

potential) did not relate to A1 and scored zero (Refer to figure 2 below) but results of A2 were 

brought closer to A1 due to this.  

 

 
 

Figure 2 Vertical Scoring Analysis
6
 
7
 

 

A similar iterative process was adopted to evaluate choice of criteria to be used: 

 

i) Best Practices checklists,  

ii) Appendix II – An Auditor’s Key Questions and Documents,  

iii) Appendix VI – Standard Quantitative Measurements for Assessing Schedule Health 

 

The result determined that in certain cases, the criteria was ambiguous, and as all items would be 

weighted equally with each data set having different check totals; i) 152 (0.658% for each 

point), ii) 87 (1.149% for each point) and iii) 74 (1.351% for each point, results solely depended 

on which criteria set used with weight variations significant across each (see table 3 below).  

 

Equation 1: “GOA Data Set Weightings” Basis - 100% / Number of Data Set items (100% / 152 

= 0.658% | 100% / 87 = 1.149% | 100% / 74 = 1.351%) 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
5
 By Author  

6
 Source: 10.3.3.7 Multi-Attribute Decision Making. (2015, November 2). Retrieved from http://GUILD OF 

PROJECT CONTROLS COMPENDIUM and REFERENCE (CaR) | Project Controls - planning, scheduling, cost 

management and forensic analysis (Planning Planet). (n.d.). Retrieved from 

http://www.planningplanet.com/guild/gpccar/managing-change-the-owners-perspective 
7
 Figure format developed by Author 
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Table 3 Weighting Comparison using GAO’s Data
8
 

 

The development of a ‘Hybrid’ data set from the three GAO criteria sets is the proposed way to 

establish a concise listing that specifically addresses the quality of the schedule being presented 

for review.  

 

As with any scoring method, there needs to be questions specific to the schedule development as 

well as pass/fail metrics based on acceptance criteria (see table 4 below).    

 

                                                 
8
 By Author  
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Table 4 Typical Determination of Criteria

9
 
10

 

 

Development of the ‘Hybrid’ criteria provided 82 scoring items, plus 33 key information items, 

in which to assess the development and quality of the schedule. A summary table of the check 

items against each Best Practice along with weighting factor is shown below.  

 

Equation 2: “Hybrid Data Set Weightings” Basis - 100% / Number of Data Set items (100% / 82 

= 1.219%) 

                                                 
9
 Table developed by Author 

10
 United States. (2015). Best Practice Checklists, Appendix II and Appendix VI. In GAO schedule assessment 

guide: Best practices for project schedules (pp. 25/26, 46/47, 61/62, 68/69, 73/74, 89, 96/97, 119/120, 132/133, 

146/147, 151/165, 183/188). U.S. Government Accountability Office.  
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Table 5 Best Practice Summary using Hybrid Criteria
11

 

The final step in the process and applying the Best Practice information from table 5 against the 

GAO’s Table 7 Best Practices Entailed in the Four characteristics of a Reliable Schedule, the 

results are shown in figure 3.  

 

 
Figure 3 GAO’s Four Characteristics Weightings

12
 
13

 

                                                 
11

 By Author 
12

 United States. (2015). Best Practices Entailed in the Four characteristics of a Reliable Schedule. In GAO schedule 

assessment guide: Best practices for project schedules (pp. 149). U.S. Government Accountability Office.   
13

 Figure developed by Author 
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With all the components available; MADM Method, Vertical and Horizontal Scoring, and 

Hybrid data set, the final step is to generate the scoring template to be used to determine the 

result. The template will include each of the GAO’s Ten Best Practices along with the Schedule 

Development and Acceptance questions, showing columns for a pass/fail and a percentage 

earned for each question passed. To the far right a column which provides a guide with regards 

the acceptable ‘Pass criteria’.  

 

Figure 4 shows an extract of a ‘typical’ scoring template, in this case for Best Practice 1 – 

Capturing All Activities. The full template covering all Ten Best Practices can be viewed in 

Appendix V of this paper.  

 

 
Figure 4 Typical Best Practice Scoring Template

14
 

 

                                                 
14

 By Author 
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To complete the Scorecard data-input the scorer needs pull together information from several 

areas;  

 Schedule Log from Primavera 

 XER file from Primavera (Using an XER Reader) 

 

It is necessary to obtain the information from the individual XER files (P6 File) in a Microsoft 

Excel format, the use of a XER Reading macro based spreadsheet “XER-

READER_0.75.3.xlsm” or similar is necessary. It also allows the user to easily and quickly 

obtain the data required for analysis.  

 

Once the analysis has been performed, what overall percentage is going to determine how good 

the schedule is… 75%, 80% … …95%, 100%? Obviously the higher the figure the better, but 

projects need to move ahead and the quality of the schedule process is key to their success. 

Management need to actively reinforce what their acceptance limits are and include in the 

Tender documents, and Final contract, that should a schedule quality review be below a given % 

that the schedule will be rejected as being in non-compliance of the agreement. 

 

 

Case Study using the Scoring Template for Project ‘X’ 

 

An old O&G Project, Project ‘X’, had a baseline of 3,999 activities with the provision of rolling 

wave scheduling for the completion activities finally reached 4,816 activities. It was for the 

fabrication and minor completions of 10,500 tonnes of modules (12) destined for the Middle 

East. The schedule was resource loaded with direct workhours but did not contain costs as this 

was part of the EPC Managements team lump sum the breakdown of which was not made 

known to the Client. 

 

Project ‘X’ XER was uploaded in the macro-based XER-READER Excel spreadsheet and along 

with the Primavera Schedule Log file, populated all the cells requiring input to provide an 

overall assessment figure. Figure 5 below shows a summary of the results using the score card 

showing that the schedule quality has scored 59.8%.  
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Figure 5 Scorecard Results Summary

15
 

  

What does 59.8% mean? It would indicate that the schedule while functional needs work done to 

it to improve the overall quality. As a seasoned Senior Project Controls practitioner, I would 

recommend that 80% be the best starting point for an acceptable score. In this case, the schedule 

as presented falls short of that mark, so my recommendation would be for the schedule to be 

accepted with the proviso that the contractor addresses the areas that need improvement and 

resubmit, but in the meantime let the work continue as it should not be administrative tasks to 

delays completion of the project.  

 

The scoring criteria of 80% was chosen as it is consistent with several legal and common socio-

economic definitions: 

 

1) It meets the “reasonable person” test, is “a fair pass mark based on numerous years’ of 

knowledge and experience in the industry as a senior project controls specialist, 

reviewing and accepting contractor’s schedules. The pass mark is based on the key 

elements of the schedule being present (activities captured, logic sequencing complete, 

simple IDs, detailed descriptions, resource loaded, and correct critical path identified, 

etc.,) providing the quality basis for the product.”
16

   

 

2) It meets the “Clear and Compelling Evidence” test, which means that there is “between 

75% to 80% chance” that what has been presented as a pass mark is highly and 

substantially more probable to be correct than incorrect, and has met the burden of proof 

obligations
17

. 

                                                 
15

 By Author 
16

 Negligence legal definition of negligence. (n.d.). Retrieved from http://legal-

dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/Negligence 
17

 Clear and convincing evidence standard | LegalMatch Law Library. (n.d.). Retrieved from 

http://www.legalmatch.com/law-library/article/clear-and-convincing-evidence-standard.html  
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3) 80% is consistent with Pareto’s “80/20” rule.
18

 

 

4) 80% (Letter grade of B-) is consistent with the minimum acceptable grade for most 

graduate school
19

  

 

If the GAO Assessment Guide is used as a basis, developed schedules should be hitting close, if 

not, better than the recommended 80% figure. 

 

With that in mind, we need to address one of the purposes of this paper, “incorporation into the 

contractual documents”.  Within the ‘Schedule Development’ section of the contractual 

documents includes contractual/legal words to the effect “CONTRACTOR shall develop, submit 

and maintain a Project Execution Schedule in line with the coordination procedures. The initial 

submittal which when accepted will be termed the ‘Project Baseline’ must achieve a minimum 

score of 80% using the ‘self-assessment scorecard’ which shall be submitted along with the 

schedule for review and acceptance by COMPANY. As a reference CONTRACTOR shall be 

familiar with the GAO document, GAO-16-89G, Schedule Assessment Guide.”    

 

 

Benchmarking 

As a check, two commercially available schedule analysis software packages; 1. Deltek Acumen 
20

and 2. XER Schedule Toolkit 
21

were reviewed to determine if the developed scoring model 

was ‘in the ballpark’ so to speak. Both packages mentioned are available on the open market, 

and provide comprehensive analysis of how good the schedule quality is. The choice to select 

these two packages; Acumen Fuse (now called Deltek Acumen) has long being regarded as a 

leader in performing this type of analysis, mainly using the DCMA’s 14-point check
22

, but can 

be adapted to view the GAO schedule check also – This package is a significant outlay of funds 

to purchase with high cost yearly maintenance fees.  

 

The other package XER Schedule Toolkit is an excellent piece of software that every planner 

and scheduler reviewing schedules should have in his toolkit. The software is very reasonably 

priced and very reasonable maintenance plans. For those interested, there are an excellent 

number of training videos for both packages online. These packages produce a schedule quality 

dashboard which is backed up with individual key metrics. 

 

As mentioned above, Deltek Acumen have metrics for “Industry Standards” both DCMA and 

GAO are listed alongside NASA
23

. For the GAO, they have 82 checks over 12 sections as it 

appears Best Practice 8 and 10 have been split into two sections. A cursory review of their 

acceptance criteria suggests that the developed scoring model is within range, but Deltek has a 

middle ground on some items whereas the scoring model is a straight pass or fail.   

                                                 
18

 Understanding the pareto principle (the 80/20 rule) – BetterExplained. (n.d.). Retrieved from 

https://betterexplained.com/articles/understanding-the-pareto-principle-the-8020-rule/ 
19

 Test grade percentage calculator. (n.d.). Retrieved from 

http://www.csgnetwork.com/test_grade_percentage_calculator.html 
20

 DELTEK ACUMEN 8.0 [Computer software]. (2016) 
21

 XER SCHEDULE TOOLKIT version 132-0-0-19 [Computer software]. (2016 
22

 DCMA (Defense Contract Management Agency), Date unknown, Generally Accepted Scheduling Practices 

(GASP). 
23

 Schedule Management Handbook, NASA/SP-2010-3403, March 2011.   
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XER Schedule Toolkit uses the DCMA as its basis and has 21 checks listed, as with Deltek 

Acumen there is some middle ground. 

 

Using the Project ‘X’ XER file the following results were returned with regards the quality of 

the schedule. 

 

Deltek Acumen 

 

The suite of reports that Deltek Acumen can produce are extensive so I’ve run the Schedule 

Quality Executive Summary along with the associated Ribbon and Phase Analysis. There are 

total of 5 figures providing the Schedule Quality information. Amongst the analysis Deltek 

Acumen advises that the schedule is rated as having an 18.5% of success. 

 

 
 

Figure 6 Deltek Acumen Executive Summary – Trend Analysis
24

 

                                                 
24

 DELTEK ACUMEN 8.0 [Computer software]. (2016) Trend Analysis Report 
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Figure 7 Deltek Acumen Executive Summary – Ribbon Analysis
25

 

                                                 
25

 DELTEK ACUMEN 8.0 [Computer software]. (2016) Ribbon Analysis Report 
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Figure 8 Deltek Acumen Schedule Quality Analysis
26

 

 

 
 

Figure 9 Deltek Acumen Ribbon Analysis
27

 

                                                 
26

 DELTEK ACUMEN 8.0 [Computer software]. (2016) Schedule Quality Analysis Report 
27

 DELTEK ACUMEN 8.0 [Computer software]. (2016) Schedule Quality Ribbon Analysis Report 
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Figure 10 Deltek Acumen Phase Analysis
28

 

 

Another aspect that Deltek Acumen provides is checking of the schedule metrics against their 

online database of Project Schedules contained in their database returning an Index value and 

percentile ranking for both Schedule and Logic Indexes. 

 

                                                 
28

 DELTEK ACUMEN 8.0 [Computer software]. (2016) Schedule Quality Phased Analysis Report 
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 Figure 11 Deltek Acumen Schedule Index
29

   

 

 

 
Figure 12 Deltek Acumen Logic Index 

30
 

 

 

 

                                                 
29

 DELTEK ACUMEN 8.0 [Computer software]. (2016) Schedule Index Ranking 
30

 DELTEK ACUMEN 8.0 [Computer software]. (2016) Logic Index Ranking 
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XER Schedule Toolkit 

 

The twenty-one checks performed by XER Schedule Toolkit provide various ways to view the 

results. The two figures below ‘12’ and ‘13’ show the typical output after analyzing the 

imported XER file. The schedule, as checked, shows 10 Green, 1 Orange, and 10 Red results 

there is no overall score, but indications are that the schedule quality is not great, potentially 

around the 50% mark. 

 

 
Figure 13 XER Schedule Toolkit Compliance Results

31
 

 

                                                 
31

 XER SCHEDULE TOOLKIT version 132-0-0-19 [Computer software]. (2016) Schedule Quality Compliance 

report 
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Figure 14 XER Schedule Toolkit Quality Dials

32
 

 

Reviewing the Schedule update against the Original Baseline only checks the valid Tasks 

that appear in both XER files. The activity count is 3,923 while the update has 4,816 due to 

rolling wave development of system completion activities.  

 

Figure ‘X’ provides an indication of the how the contractor performed against its baseline. 

 

 
Figure 15 XER Schedule Toolkit Adherence Report

33
 

 

Results from both Deltek Acumen and XER Schedule Toolkit support that the schedule 

submitted is not of a great quality, Deltek Acumen suggests it has a 18.5% chance of 

achievement, while XER Schedule Toolkit although it does not cite a figure, indicates that 10+ 

points out of 21 are not meeting the criteria. 

                                                 
32

 XER SCHEDULE TOOLKIT version 132-0-0-19 [Computer software]. (2016) Schedule Quality Report 
33

 XER SCHEDULE TOOLKIT version 132-0-0-19 [Computer software]. (2016) Baseline Adherence Report 
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Argument in support of thesis 

 

The author’s research goal was to provide a scorecard that would reside in the Schedule section 

of the Contractual documents which supported the GAO’s Best Practices to determine whether 

the schedule as submitted meets the acceptable 80%.  The paper demonstrates the available 

options used to select a suitable scoring method, and scoring criteria, before finally developing 

the scorecard. The scorecard was then tested in a case study using an old O&G project providing 

a result of 59.8% indicating that the schedule quality needed improvement. The O&G Project 

was analyzed using two professional software packages Deltek and XER Schedule Toolkit. Both 

packages scored the schedule as being low quality and in need of refinement, Deltek Acumen 

(18.5% chance of succeeding) and XER Schedule Toolkit (circa 50%+). It should be noted that 

although both packages indicated the quality % was lower than the developed scorecard, they 

supported the fact that the schedule quality needed improvement.  

 

 

Conclusion 

 

The original purpose of this paper was to: 

 

1. Incorporate into Contracting documents; 

 

2. Quickly assess the quality of a contractor’s schedule being presented for review; and 

 

3. Provide the relevant contractors with a score card that can be used to enhance any 

subsequent submission(s). 

 

Point 1 was established by proposing that clear direction be provided that the Contractor is 

familiar with the GAO Schedule Assessment Guide, and develops a schedule in accordance with 

its guidance. In addition, there is a need to perform a self-assessment on the schedule which 

must score a minimum of 80%, and be submitted with the schedule for acceptance. Projects are 

dynamic and there may be the need to accept a lower figure ‘subject to’ the contractor making 

improvements to reach the minimum % within a stipulated timeframe, as there is a need to keep 

the project moving ahead and not being delayed due to what could be termed as administrative 

noise.  

 

Point 2 was developed as shown in Figure 4, with the full version contained in Appendix V. The 

Scorecard as developed adopts a scoring method that the author who is a senior project controls 

professional considers acceptable to meet the requirements of a quality schedule. The scorecard 

when completed against a previous project provided a score of 59.8% suggesting that it was 

lower than the required 80%. This was supported by the benchmarking exercise using the 

commercially available software packages, Deltek Acumen (which provided an 18.5% of 

success for the schedule) and XER Schedule Toolkit (approx. 50%). This paper provides a ‘free’ 

score card for fellow professionals to use, or develop further, without having to purchase 

software.  
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Point 3 can be seen in Appendix V, and covers the Ten Best Practices as outlined by the GAO. 

Recognizing that both Deltek Acumen and XER Schedule Toolkit are leaders in schedule quality 

analysis, there is a need to gain alignment between software products. There needs to be a 

standardized approach to scoring of the quality of a schedule, resulting in better alignment 

between scoring methods, be it the developed scorecard for this paper, Deltek Acumen, XER 

Schedule Toolkit, or any other schedule quality analysis software. 

 

With all three points addressed, the author urges fellow professionals to adopt the ‘Scorecard’ as 

an alternate, manual schedule analysis method to the commercial software packages to 

determine schedule quality of their current and future schedules. 

  

To conclude, the author recommends that the following wording be included in the ‘Schedule’ 

section of the contract documents to require that the contractors schedule meet or exceed the 

GAO’s requirement “CONTRACTOR shall develop, submit and maintain a Project Execution 

Schedule in line with the coordination procedures. The initial submittal which when accepted 

will be termed the ‘Project Baseline’ must achieve a minimum score of 80% using the ‘self-

assessment scorecard’ which shall be submitted along with the schedule for review and 

acceptance by COMPANY. As a reference CONTRACTOR shall be familiar with the GAO 

document, GAO-16-89G, Schedule Assessment Guide.” and that to minimize delays to the 

project by not having a schedule that meets the requirements, that the schedules be accepted 

“subject to” making the corrections/improvements on/before the next required submittal date.  
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