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Date: 17 April 2023 

Subject: Target – Dynamic versus As-planned v As- built Critical Path Delay Analysis  

1. Introduction 

2. This paper briefly advises how the P6 data from the Boulevard Heights Contract between 
EMAAR & TARGET ENGINEERING & CONSTRUCTION COMPANY L.L.C was used to 
perform an As-planned v As-built Delay analysis to determine the factual As-built critical path 
compared to the Dynamic critical path that the P6 output provides (which is a forecast of any as-
planned for activities to the right of any programme update data date and therefore is not fact).  

3. The data was entirely taken from the P6 XER files provided by Target. The data has not been 
modified or changed in any way and is “as is”. The data used to produce the APAB delay analysis 
is therefore exactly as per the data contained in the approved Baseline P6 file and likewise exactly 
the same as the data contained in all the P6 XER updates which were provided to the Employer’s 
Representative. These programmes were submitted as Monthly progress programme updates that 
accompanied the monthly progress reports.  

4. The Problem, 

5. Primavera P6 produces critical paths based on a forecast of as-planned for activities still to 
complete and therefore any critical path analysis derived from Primavera P6 software can only 
provide forecast theoretical statements of criticality. The critical forecast statements Primavera P6 
produces are not factual.  

6. Retrospective Time Impact Analysis and why As-planned v As-built Delay Analysis is more 
Factual 

7. It is often the case that Time Impact Analysis (TIA) is employed to determine critical delay. TIA 
should be employed contemporaneously. However, TIA used retrospectively has many shortfalls. 
There are several problems with Time Impact Analysis delay analysis applied retrospectively (see 
“Retrospective TIAs: Time to Lay Them to Rest” - John C. Livengood, PSP).  

8. The main criticism of TIA analysis either performed prospectively or retrospectively is as 
follows: 

“The critical path in a TIA is always a projection of what may occur. The TIA critical path is a 
series of forward-looking critical paths. For example, if the TIA is done on a monthly basis, the 
critical path for the first month of the project is the projected critical path as of Notice to proceed 
(NTP). The critical path for the second month is the projected critical path calculated at the end of 
the first month looking forward. In this manner, the TIA critical path is never actually what 
happened, but is always a projection of what is anticipated to happen. Assuming the TIA was done 
in the best manner possible, this forward-looking critical path will usually be close to the actual 
critical path unless significant changes occurred during the course of a month. If significant 
changes to work on the project did occur, then the proper TIA methodology would be to perform a 
new TIA snapshot at the time of the change so the alterations in the critical path more closely 
reflect the timing of the events. 
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This raises another potential problem with TIAs. If the periods used for the TIA are too long, even 
if regularly occurring, they may be missing key changes that could affect the critical path. Careful 
selection of the periods when each TIA projection is performed is a key element in the analyst’s 
application of a TIA methodology. By selecting a period that excludes certain events, an analyst 
may be excluding certain fragnets that ought to have been inserted. The selective exclusion of 
fragnets is mentioned above in more detail1.” 

9. A factual analysis would employ an as-planned v as-built (APAB) delay analysis. Where the 
actual critical path is identified as a matter of fact. A daily delay measure between updates within 
each ‘window’ can then be applied to identify the actual critical path within each ‘window’; the 
start of the ‘window’ update being the de facto baseline and the last update in a series of updates 
within any given ‘window’ being the end of the ‘window’ period/threshold. Applying this APAB 
methodology determines criticality as a matter of fact and not on the basis of what may occur.  

10. John Livengood, had this to say as regards, APAB delay analysis: 

“If accurate data is available, APAB can be done on a monthly basis. This methodology has 
sometimes been called a “windows” approach.  

The accuracy of the APAB analysis can be assisted by the use of the Daily Delay Measure 
methodology (DDM). [10] In this methodology, the analyst can calculate on a daily (or any other 
periodic basis) basis the delay of every activity against its late planned dates. This highly 
mathematical approach can assist the analysis by quickly identifying candidates for the critical 
path. The addition of this methodology could likely assist a user of the APAB methodology to 
overcome a Daubert challenge where an allegation that the APAB is “unscientific” has been 
raised.2” 

11. Forward looking updates that determine their criticality on the basis of what may occur, can also 
be used to help aid the determination of the actual critical path. TIAs can be helpful, however, but 
for them to be helpful in determining the actual critical path, the planned logic post any update 
data date should follow closely the as-built order and sequence of the works. To emphasis this 
point, part of the previous quote (Footnote 3) is repeated:  

“Assuming the TIA was done in the best manner possible, this forward-looking critical path will 
usually be close to the actual critical path unless significant changes occurred during the course 
of a month. If significant changes to work on the project did occur, then the proper TIA 
methodology would be to perform a new TIA snapshot at the time of the change so the alterations 
in the critical path more closely reflect the timing of the events3.” 

12. However, an APAB analysis performed accurately with programme updates to determine the 
actual critical path will still require some subjective opinion:  

 
1 Appendix 3 - “Retrospective TIAs: Time to Lay Them to Rest” - John C. Livengood, PSP – page 7 - CDR.08.7, sub section 
“IDENTIFICATION OF THE CRITICAL PATH”, para 6 & 7.  
2 Appendix 3 - “Retrospective TIAs: Time to Lay Them to Rest” - John C. Livengood, PSP – page 3 - CDR.08.03, sub section 
“RELEVANCE OF THE PLANNED SCHEDULE”, para 7 & 8.  
3 Appendix 3 “Retrospective TIAs: Time to Lay Them to Rest” - John C. Livengood, PSP – page 7 - CDR.08.7, sub section 
“IDENTIFICATION OF THE CRITICAL PATH”, para 6 & 7 
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“Since the analyst is making the determination, the APAB methodology has been criticized as being 
too dependent on opinion and not readily reproducible in order to qualify as scientific fact. But if 
that opinion is “expert opinion” based on a thorough review of the schedule and the facts, it 
probably is more accurate that rote reliance on the logic identified in the schedule. Further, by the 
additional use of the DDM methodology, the vagaries of expert opinion are reduced, and the 
transparency of the choices made is enhanced.”4 

13. The Solution – As-planned v As-built Delay Analysis from P6 Programme Data.  

 

14. The solution is to produce an As-planned v As-built (APAB) factual critical path delay analysis 
from the same P6 Programme data.  

15. APAB Calculation 

16. Calculating the APAB criticality is a simple exercise. For example, an activity ID: A1020  titled: 
“New Activity 1 (please refer to figure 001 below), it has a baseline planned start date for say 02 
January 2016 and planned finish date for 10 January 2016 and has a planned late finish date of 
say 16 January 2016. This means the baseline activity has 5 days total float.  

17. Now look at the same activity in an actual update (let’s say the update data date is 10 January 
2016), it has its progress recorded on an update data date (progress update date) of 10%.  
Therefore as the original duration was for 10 days, 9 days’  work still remain before the activity 
will be complete. The completion date at the 10 January 2016 update (data date) therefore means 
the activity is scheduled to finish 9 days later. So, the scheduled finish of the activity is 18 
January 2016. This, therefore, means the activity is in 2 days critical delay in terms of as-planned 
v as-built (please refer to figure 003 below).  

18. Let’s now say on 10 February 2016 the same activity is 80% complete and therefore its remaining 
duration is 1 day. This makes the forecast date for its completion to be 11 February 2016. 
Therefore, it is in (16 January 2016 (planned late finish date baseline) – 11 February 2016 (finish 
date as of the 10 February 2016)) -26 days delay (please refer to figure 003 below).  

19. The next update is on 10 March 2016 and the same activity finished (100%) on 12 Feb 2016. 
Therefore, the activity when it finished was (16 January 2016 – 12 Feb 2016) in 27 days in delay 
(please refer to figure 003 below).  

20. Now let’s look at an updated programme with three activities with a constrained finish date of 3 
February 16. Each activity is 10 days long. 

Figure 001 

 
4 Appendix 3“Retrospective TIAs: Time to Lay Them to Rest” - John C. Livengood, PSP – page 7 - CDR.08.7, sub section 
“IDENTIFICATION OF THE CRITICAL PATH”, para 2 
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21. Now the update progresses on 10 January 1016, 10 February 1016 and 10 March 2016 and 
compare back to the baseline on figure 001 (please refer to figure 002 below).  

22. The programme according to the Total Float on 10 January 2016 all activities are in -3 days 
delay, and this is based on a forecast (please refer to figure 002 below).  

23. On 10 February 2016 the project suffered yet more delay and the Total Float column indicates all 
activities are in -17 days delay (please refer to figure 002 below), 

24. On 10 March 2016 Activity ID: A1020 titled: “New Activity 1” has finished and is 100% 
complete on 12 Feb 16, no Total Float delay is recorded. The rest of the activities are shown to be 
all in -43 days delay (please refer to figure 002 below).  

Figure 002 

 

 

25. Now let’s look at the delay in terms of an As-planned v As-built calculation (See figure 003).  

26. (Note: As-planned finish date is the Late Finish Date of the Baseline, the As-built =finish date is 
the Finish Date of the Update).  

27. On the 10 January 2016 update the most critical activity (APAB Calculation) is an Activity ID:   
A1000 and it is in -3 days delay.  
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28. On the 10 February 2016 update the most critical activity (APAB Calculation) is Activity ID:   
A10020 and it is in -26 days delay (note the forecast P6 CP said it was in -17 days delay) 

29. On 10 March 2016 Activity ID: A1020 was complete on 12 February 2016 and was in delay 
relative to its baselined late finish -27 days. The driving critical delay (APAB Calculation) on 10 
March 216 was Activity ID:   A1010 and it was in -45 days delay (APAB Calculation). Activity 
ID: A1000 was in -40 days delay.  

30. Figure 003 shows the APAB calculation criticalities in red in the column titled: “APAB - BASE 
LATE FINISH - UPDTAE FINISH”.  

Figure 003 

 

 

 

Figure 004 shows the P6 forecast calculation in Red in the column titled: “Total Float”. 

 

BASELINE 01 JAN 2016

ivity ID Activity Name Original 

Duration

Start Finish Late Finish Duration % 

Complete

Total 

Float

Baseline 

Late 

Finish

APAB ‐ BASE LATE 

FINISH ‐ UPDTAE 

FINISH

  A1020 New Activity 1 10 2‐Jan‐16 10‐Jan‐16 16‐Jan‐16 0% 5 16‐Jan‐16 6

  A1010 New Activity 2 10 11‐Jan‐16 19‐Jan‐16 25‐Jan‐16 0% 5 25‐Jan‐16 6

  A1000 New Activity 3 10 20‐Jan‐16 28‐Jan‐16 3‐Feb‐16 0% 5 3‐Feb‐16 6

  A1030 New Activity 4 0 03‐Feb‐16* 3‐Feb‐16 0% 0

UPDATE 10 JAN 2016

ivity ID Activity Name Original 

Duration

Start Finish Late Finish Duration % 

Complete

Total 

Float

Baseline 

Late 

Finish

APAB ‐ BASE LATE 

FINISH ‐ UPDTAE 

FINISH

  A1000 New Activity 3 10 27‐Jan‐16 6‐Feb‐16 3‐Feb‐16 0% ‐3 3‐Feb‐16 ‐3

  A1020 New Activity 1 10 02‐Jan‐16 A 18‐Jan‐16 16‐Jan‐16 10% ‐3 16‐Jan‐16 ‐2

  A1010 New Activity 2 10 18‐Jan‐16 27‐Jan‐16 25‐Jan‐16 0% ‐3 25‐Jan‐16 ‐2

  A1030 New Activity 4 0 06‐Feb‐16* 3‐Feb‐16 0% ‐3

UPDATE 10 FEB 16

ivity ID Activity Name Original 

Duration

Start Finish Late Finish Duration % 

Complete

Total 

Float

Baseline 

Late 

Finish

APAB ‐ BASE LATE 

FINISH ‐ UPDTAE 

FINISH

  A1020 New Activity 1 10 02‐Jan‐16 A 11‐Feb‐16 26‐Jan‐16 80% ‐17 16‐Jan‐16 ‐26

  A1010 New Activity 2 10 18‐Jan‐16 A 14‐Feb‐16 30‐Jan‐16 70% ‐17 25‐Jan‐16 ‐20

  A1000 New Activity 3 10 27‐Jan‐16 A 18‐Feb‐16 3‐Feb‐16 50% ‐17 3‐Feb‐16 ‐15

  A1030 New Activity 4 0 18‐Feb‐16* 3‐Feb‐16 0% ‐17

UPDATE 10 MAR 16

ivity ID Activity Name Original 

Duration

Start Finish Late Finish Duration % 

Complete

Total 

Float

Baseline 

Late 

Finish

APAB ‐ BASE LATE 

FINISH ‐ UPDTAE 

FINISH

  A1010 New Activity 2 10 18‐Jan‐16 A 10‐Mar‐16 31‐Jan‐16 90% ‐43 25‐Jan‐16 ‐45

  A1000 New Activity 3 10 27‐Jan‐16 A 14‐Mar‐16 3‐Feb‐16 70% ‐43 3‐Feb‐16 ‐40

  A1020 New Activity 1 10 02‐Jan‐16 A 12‐Feb‐16 30‐Jan‐16 100% 16‐Jan‐16 ‐27

  A1030 New Activity 4 0 14‐Mar‐16* 3‐Feb‐16 0% ‐43
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31. The date used to calculate the As-planned v As-built comes direct from the P6 database and has 
not been changed in any way.  

32. The P6 data from the Boulevard Heights Contract Primavera Programmes. 

33. There are 10513 activities in the Boulevard Heights Contract Primavera Baseline Programme and 
31 620 relationships. 

34. The information provided in the tables titled: “TASK” and “TASKPRED” are used to process the 
data without changing any of the data into a format where the APAB CP calculation advised in 
Section xxx can be performed across multiple of updated progressed programmes either from the 
original baseline or any update thereof that can also be used as a baseline.  

35. The result is the analysis provides both a Dynamic delay analysis based on a forecast of planned 
intent post any data date update and an As-planned v As-built Critical path delay analysis based 
on fact.  

BASELINE 01 JAN 2016

ivity ID Activity Name Original 

Duration

Start Finish Late Finish Duration % 

Complete

Total 

Float

Baseline 

Late 

Finish

APAB ‐ BASE LATE 

FINISH ‐ UPDTAE 

FINISH

  A1020 New Activity 1 10 2‐Jan‐16 10‐Jan‐16 16‐Jan‐16 0% 5 16‐Jan‐16 6

  A1010 New Activity 2 10 11‐Jan‐16 19‐Jan‐16 25‐Jan‐16 0% 5 25‐Jan‐16 6

  A1000 New Activity 3 10 20‐Jan‐16 28‐Jan‐16 3‐Feb‐16 0% 5 3‐Feb‐16 6

  A1030 New Activity 4 0 03‐Feb‐16* 3‐Feb‐16 0% 0

UPDATE 10 JAN 2016

ivity ID Activity Name Original 

Duration

Start Finish Late Finish Duration % 

Complete

Total 

Float

Baseline 

Late 

Finish

APAB ‐ BASE LATE 

FINISH ‐ UPDTAE 

FINISH

  A1000 New Activity 3 10 27‐Jan‐16 6‐Feb‐16 3‐Feb‐16 0% ‐3 3‐Feb‐16 ‐3

  A1020 New Activity 1 10 02‐Jan‐16 A 18‐Jan‐16 16‐Jan‐16 10% ‐3 16‐Jan‐16 ‐2

  A1010 New Activity 2 10 18‐Jan‐16 27‐Jan‐16 25‐Jan‐16 0% ‐3 25‐Jan‐16 ‐2

  A1030 New Activity 4 0 06‐Feb‐16* 3‐Feb‐16 0% ‐3

UPDATE 10 FEB 16

ivity ID Activity Name Original 

Duration

Start Finish Late Finish Duration % 

Complete

Total 

Float

Baseline 

Late 

Finish

APAB ‐ BASE LATE 

FINISH ‐ UPDTAE 

FINISH

  A1020 New Activity 1 10 02‐Jan‐16 A 11‐Feb‐16 26‐Jan‐16 80% ‐17 16‐Jan‐16 ‐26

  A1010 New Activity 2 10 18‐Jan‐16 A 14‐Feb‐16 30‐Jan‐16 70% ‐17 25‐Jan‐16 ‐20

  A1000 New Activity 3 10 27‐Jan‐16 A 18‐Feb‐16 3‐Feb‐16 50% ‐17 3‐Feb‐16 ‐15

  A1030 New Activity 4 0 18‐Feb‐16* 3‐Feb‐16 0% ‐17

UPDATE 10 MAR 16

ivity ID Activity Name Original 

Duration

Start Finish Late Finish Duration % 

Complete

Total 

Float

Baseline 

Late 

Finish

APAB ‐ BASE LATE 

FINISH ‐ UPDTAE 

FINISH

  A1010 New Activity 2 10 18‐Jan‐16 A 10‐Mar‐16 31‐Jan‐16 90% ‐43 25‐Jan‐16 ‐45

  A1000 New Activity 3 10 27‐Jan‐16 A 14‐Mar‐16 3‐Feb‐16 70% ‐43 3‐Feb‐16 ‐40

  A1020 New Activity 1 10 02‐Jan‐16 A 12‐Feb‐16 30‐Jan‐16 100% 16‐Jan‐16 ‐27

  A1030 New Activity 4 0 14‐Mar‐16* 3‐Feb‐16 0% ‐43
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36. The following point needs to be understood. If the works were to be built (actually) exactly as 
planned, the Dynamic critical path and the As-planned v As-built critical path would be the 
same.  

 

37. The activities and the relationship from the Baseline programme and all updates thereof can be 
downloaded as follows: 

 

Figure 005 shows the spreadsheet export function in P6.  

 

 

 

Figure 006 shows the columns= heads that can be chosen in the Activities and the Activity Relationship 
tables.  
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38. The tables that P6 provide are called “TASK” and “TASKPRED”, respectively when Activities 
and Activity Relationships are downloaded from P6 from the spreadsheet download function built 
into Primavera P6.  

 

Figure 007 shows the TASK and TASKPRED tables available for each P6 Programme.  
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39. The data from the TASK table columns required to enable the APAB Calculation to be 
undertaken is as follows:  
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40. The data from the TASKPRED table columns required to enable the APAB Calculation to be 
undertaken is as follows:  

Activity ID

Activity Status

WBS Code

(*)Critical

(*)Longest Path

Activity Name

Original Duration(h)

(*)Actual Duration(h)

(*)Start

(*)Finish

(*)Early Start

(*)Early Finish

(*)Planned Start

(*)Planned Finish

Actual Start

Actual Finish

Remaining Duration(h)

(*)Duration % Complete(%)

(*)Total Float(h)

(*)WBS Name

(*)WBS Path

(*)Activity Type

(*)Physical % Complete(%)

(*)Late Finish

Delete This Row
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41. The Baseline and the Update data from each programme is then collated together and line up 
using Vlookup formula to be able to perform the APAB Calculation for every update and thereby 
identify the As-planned v As-built critical path as it travels across the works, as the works 
progress by reference to the data downloaded and un-changed from the P6 Primavera 
programmes.  

Figure 008 shows the combined sheet made from the baseline and the updates taken from “TASK” and 
“TASKPRED”.  

 

 

Predecessor

Successor

Relationship Type

(*)Predecessor Activity Status

(*)Successor Activity Status

(*)Critical

(*)Driving

(*)Predecessor Activity Name

(*)Predecessor Start

(*)Predecessor Finish

(*)Remaining Duration(h)

(*)Duration % Complete(%)

(*)Total Float(h)

(*)Predecessor WBS

Lag(h)
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42. After the calculations have been made the data is transferred into what is known as a Dynamic 
Versus As-planned v As-built Critical Path Calculation sheet.  

43. The sheet identifies the most critical P6 Forecast activities and the near critical activities and 
identifies the As-planned v As-built most critical and near critical activities.  

44. Detailed Appraisal of How the As-planned v As-built Delay Analysis Calculation is 
Performed. 

45. The document titled: “01. As-planned V as-built methodology”5 provides a comprehensive of 
why the ABAP CP is undertaken and the document titled: “02. File Note 001-Delay 
Methodology-18-July-166” provides a narrative the explains and supports the APAB Critical Path 
and draws reference to established authors on the subject.  

46. Simple Appraisal of the Dynamic versus As-planned v As-built  

47. The following is a very simple statement that provides the reasoning as to why ABAP is the 
sensible factual way of establishing critical delay factually. Whereas, Dynamic method simply are 
not factual, they are a forecast but can aid the sensible determination of EOT (the file this simple 
appraisal of Dynamic v APAB delay analysis methods are provided in the footnote7.) 

 

 
5 01. As-planned V as-built methodology 
6 02. File Note 001-Delay Methodology-18-July-16 
7 03. Simple Appraisal of Dynamic v ABAP Delay Analysis 
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48. Graphics showing the Dynamic CP and As-built v As-planned |CP. 

49. Dynamic CP Across Multiple Updates from the Baseline (This is Boulevard Heights Delay 
Analysis)  
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50. Dynamic CP compared to the As-planned v As-built CP from the Baseline (Dynamic CP is the 
filter for comparison purposes (the APAB Column is to the right of the Total Float Column (the 
Dynamic CP)) 
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51. As-planned v As-built CP compared to the Dynamic CP from the Baseline (APAB CP is the filter 
for comparison purposes (the APAB Column is to the right of the Total Float Column (the 
Dynamic CP)) 

 



DYNAMIC VERSUS AS-PLANNED v AS-BUILT CP CALCULATION – THE DATA TO 
PERFORM THE APAB CALCULATION IS TAKEN EXCLUSIVELY FROM THE P6 PROJECT 
APPROVED BASELINE AND UPDATE PROGRAMMES THEREOF – NO CHANGES TO THE 

DATA FROM P6 IS MADE. THE DATA IS “AS-IS”. 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

18 | P a g e  
 

 

 

 

 

 



DYNAMIC VERSUS AS-PLANNED v AS-BUILT CP CALCULATION – THE DATA TO 
PERFORM THE APAB CALCULATION IS TAKEN EXCLUSIVELY FROM THE P6 PROJECT 
APPROVED BASELINE AND UPDATE PROGRAMMES THEREOF – NO CHANGES TO THE 

DATA FROM P6 IS MADE. THE DATA IS “AS-IS”. 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

19 | P a g e  
 

 

52. The Dynamic v APAB CP Calculation Sheet for Window 1  

53. The Dynamic v APAB CP Calculation Sheet for Window 1 comprises the following P6 
programmes: 

54. Baseline8 

 

55. The Updates from the Baseline9 

 

 
8 Baseline 
9 Updates from the Baseline.  
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56. The “TASK” and “TASKPRED” files used and downloaded from the XER files advised above to 
provide the As-planned v As-built Delay Analysis.10  

 

 

57. P6 Programme Directory showing Baseline used and Updates thereof for Window 111. 

 

 
10 The “TASK” and “TASKPRED” files used and downloaded from the XER files advised above to provide the As-
planned v As-built Delay Analysis 
11 Programme  Directory  
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58. Combined calculation Sheet – SH-1 Single12 

 

 

 
12 SH1 – Single  



DYNAMIC VERSUS AS-PLANNED v AS-BUILT CP CALCULATION – THE DATA TO 
PERFORM THE APAB CALCULATION IS TAKEN EXCLUSIVELY FROM THE P6 PROJECT 
APPROVED BASELINE AND UPDATE PROGRAMMES THEREOF – NO CHANGES TO THE 

DATA FROM P6 IS MADE. THE DATA IS “AS-IS”. 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

22 | P a g e  
 

59. Dynamic Versus As-planned V As-built CP Calculator Presentation Sheet13 

60. The file titled: “DYNAMIC COMPARED TO AS_PLANNED V AS_BUILT CRITICAL 
PATHS.webm14” provides a video to explain how the Dynamic Versus As-planned V As-built CP 
Calculator Presentation Sheet works and how to comprehend the differences with the Dynamic 
CP compared to the APAB CP.  

61. The following snapshots are taken from the Video.  

62. Figure 009 shows the As-Built activities horizontally traversing the updated programmes. The 
vertical lines are the programme update data from the P6 Primavera Programmes.  

 

 

 

63. Figure 010 shows Dynamic Critical Path (the P6 forecast). The red-coloured bars are the most 
critical.  

 
13 Dynamic Versus As-planned V As-built CP Calculator Presentation Sheet 
14 DYNAMIC COMPARED TO AS_PLANNED V AS_BUILT CRITICAL PATHS.webm 
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64. Figure 011 shows the APAB CP compared to the Dynamic CP. The filter is for the APAB CP, 
note how different the APAB CP (Factual) is compared to the P6 Dynamic (Forecast).  

 



DYNAMIC VERSUS AS-PLANNED v AS-BUILT CP CALCULATION – THE DATA TO 
PERFORM THE APAB CALCULATION IS TAKEN EXCLUSIVELY FROM THE P6 PROJECT 
APPROVED BASELINE AND UPDATE PROGRAMMES THEREOF – NO CHANGES TO THE 

DATA FROM P6 IS MADE. THE DATA IS “AS-IS”. 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

24 | P a g e  
 

 

 

65. The conclusion is the Works were not built as per the P6 forecast for the as-planned works to 
complete after any data date.  

66. Therefore, if the planned intent and order and sequence of the works has not been largely 
followed, can the P6 Primavera forecast be relied upon to provide an accurate assessment of a 
factual Extension of Time. Or, for that matter, can it also be relied upon to determine parallel 
concurrent critical paths factually. 

67. The answer: No! 

 


