11. Example of the Evaluation of Proposals with Weighted Criteria

An example of a proposal evaluation effort is provided below to illustrate the effects of the ranking method for scoring proposals and the use of weighted proposal evaluation criteria. Inherent difficulties associated with ranking a large number of proposals may be addressed through use of the adjective or color scoring method to narrow a large number of proposals to a workable number of finalists. The weighted criteria used in this example are shown below in Figure 12-1
	Figure 12-1

	Addition to the RFP Advising Prospective Contractors of the Use of Weighted Criteria in the Proposal Evaluation Process

	Weighted Criteria:  The government agency has elected to assign weights to the evaluation criteria.  The weights assigned to each of the criteria are indicated in the example below:

	Criterion
	Weight

	Past Performance
	10

	Environmental Considerations
	20

	Risk Assessment
	20

	Project Plan
	5

	Outsourcing
	5

	Life Cycle Cost
	40

	TOTAL WEIGHT
	100


The end result of an evaluation of the proposals by a proposal evaluation team, based on ranking and weighted criteria, would be a final scoring tally such as in the format presented in Figure 12-2.

	Figure 12-2

	Format for Combined Weighted Scores by All Three Evaluators for All Three Proposals

	COMBINED WEIGHTED SCORES

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

A
	PROPOSAL

B
	PROPOSAL

C

	Past Performance
	
	
	

	Environmental Considerations
	
	
	

	Risk Assessment
	
	
	

	Project Plan
	
	
	

	Outsourcing
	
	
	

	Weighted Life Cycle Cost
	
	
	

	WEIGHTED SCORES
	
	
	


To develop combined weighted scores, such as the ones that would be inserted in Figure 12-2, it is necessary to start with proposal scoring sheets prepared by each of the individual evaluators to record their ranking of each proposal at the evaluation criterion level. In this example, there are three proposals and three members of the proposal evaluation team. Therefore, there are three such rating sheets; one for each evaluation team member.  Examples of such individual scoring sheets are provided in Figures 12-3 through 12-5.

	Figure 3

	Total Scores by Evaluator Alvarez for All Three Proposals

	Evaluator Alvarez

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

A
	PROPOSAL

B
	PROPOSAL

C

	Past Performance
	3
	2
	1

	Environmental Considerations
	2
	3
	1

	Risk Assessment
	3
	2
	1

	Project Plan
	2
	3
	1

	Outsourcing
	1
	3
	2

	TOTAL SCORES
	11
	13
	6


	Figure 4

	Total Scores by Evaluator Chung for All Three Proposals

	Evaluator Chung

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

A
	PROPOSAL

B
	PROPOSAL

C

	Past Performance
	2
	1
	3

	Environmental Considerations
	3
	1
	2

	Risk Assessment
	3
	2
	1

	Project Plan
	2
	3
	1

	Outsourcing
	1
	3
	2

	TOTAL SCORES
	11
	10
	9


	Figure 5

	Total Scores by Evaluator Davis for All Three Proposals

	Evaluator Davis

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

A
	PROPOSAL

B
	PROPOSAL

C

	Past Performance
	3
	1
	2

	Environmental Considerations
	2
	1
	3

	Risk Assessment
	1
	2
	3

	Project Plan
	2
	3
	1

	Outsourcing
	1
	3
	2

	TOTAL SCORES
	9
	10
	11


The rankings in Figures 12-3 through 12-5 are carried through Figure 12-11 where the combined weighted scores for all three members of the proposal evaluation team are recorded in a single table. Figure 12-11 reflects the final results of the proposal evaluation team wherein the successful contractor has the highest score. The ranking scheme may use either low scores or high scores to represent the highest ranked proposals. The one caveat is that if low numbers are assigned to the best proposals, then low scores are also be assigned to the lowest life cycle cost (or lowest price). Likewise, if high numbers are assigned to the best proposals, then high numbers are also assigned to the lowest life cycle cost. Assigning high scores to the best proposals with respect to some criteria, while assigning low scores to the best proposals with respect to other criteria, would obviously negate the entire scoring process. Since it is relatively simple to assign low scores to the best proposals and life cycle cost, the example illustrates the slightly more difficult scheme that involves the assignment of high numbers to the best proposals and high numbers to the lowest life cycle cost. In the example shown in Figure 12-3, Evaluator Alvarez judged Proposal A to have the highest score and Proposal C to have the lowest score with respect to Past Performance as well and Risk Assessment. Although the criteria are weighted, it is not necessary to consider the weighting at this beginning stage of proposal evaluation.

In the above examples, all the criteria except the weighted life cycle cost are based on a ranking scheme wherein the best proposal for a particular criterion is assigned a three, the second best proposal for that criterion is assigned a two and the lowest ranked proposal for that criterion is assigned a one. The practice of assigning high numbers for the best proposal as shown in Figure 12-9 continues to be used throughout this example.  The life cycle cost is assigned a score of one, two or three because it is an objective number that can be evaluated on a proportional basis as described below.  

In addition to the use of proportional numbers for the weighted life cycle cost, all the evaluators use the same score since all of the proposal evaluation team members have access to the proposed life cycle cost from each of the finalists. Certain agencies may elect to have the life cycle cost (or price) evaluated separately by a different team or person.  The life cycle cost proposed by each of the three finalists is illustrated in Figure 12-6.

	Figure 12-6

	Calculation of Weighted Life Cycle Cost when High Scores are Favorable

	A
	B
	C
	D

	Proposal
	Proposed Life Cycle Cost
	Proposed LCC/

Criterion Weight
	Weighted Score =Lowest Proposed Amount/(Proposed LCC/Criterion Weight)

	A
	5,000,000
	125,000
	32.0

	B
	4,000,000
	100,000
	40.0

	C
	4,500,000
	112,500
	35.6


Calculation of the weighted life cycle cost when high scores are favorable is accomplished by:

1. 
Enter the contractor name (or proposal identifier in the event that the contractor 


names are not revealed to the evaluation team members) in Column A.

2. Enter the proposed life cycle cost for each contractor in Column B.

3. Calculate the value for Column C by dividing the proposed life cycle cost (LCC) in 


Column B by the weight assigned to life cycle cost (40) as indicated in Figure 


12-1.

4. The weighted score for the lowest life cycle cost proposal is equal to the weight 


assigned to life cycle cost (40). To calculate the weighted score for the higher 


life cycle cost proposals, divide the lowest proposed price ($4,000,000) by the 

value in Column C.

There is also the necessity to calculate weighted scores for all possible rankings and weights for factors other than life cycle cost. This calculation is more straightforward than the similar calculation for life cycle cost. In the following example there are three possible rankings of 3, 2 and 1 representing the score assigned to the proposals by each of the evaluators. The highest ranked proposal for each factor is assigned a score of 3 while the lowest ranked proposal is assigned a score of 1. There are also three possible weights (the life cycle cost is excluded from this calculation) that apply to each factor. Therefore, it is possible to develop a matrix to reflect the weighted score determined by each evaluator for each factor and each proposal. The matrix developed for this example is provided in Figure 12-7:

	Figure 12-7

	Calculation of Weighted Scores for Factors Other than Life Cycle Cost

	WEIGHTED FACTOR SCORING TABLE

	Weight
	Ranking
	Multiplier
	Weighted Score

	5
	3
	1.67
	5.0

	5
	2
	1.67
	3.3

	5
	1
	1.67
	1.7

	10
	3
	3.33
	10.0

	10
	2
	3.33
	6.7

	10
	1
	3.33
	3.3

	20
	3
	6.67
	20.0

	20
	2
	6.67
	13.3

	20
	1
	6.67
	6.7


Calculation of weighted scores for factors other than life cycle cost is accomplished by:

1. 
Enter the possible weights (other than for life cycle cost) in the weight column while 


ensuring that the number of rows for each weight equals the number of 


proposals. In this example there are a total of nine rows. There are three 


rows (representing the three proposals) for the weight of 5, three rows for the 

weight of 10 and three rows for the weight of 20.

2. 
The rankings are merely the possible rankings of 3, 2 and 1 resulting from the 


evaluation of three proposals. These rankings are repeated for each weight.

3. 
The multiplier is calculated by dividing the weight by the highest possible ranking. In 


this example, the weight of 5 is divided by the ranking of 3 to calculate the 


multiplier of 1.67. The multiplier of 1.67 is used for all rankings with the 


corresponding weight of 5. The remaining multipliers are calculated in the 


same manner resulting in a multiplier of 3.33 calculated by dividing 10 by 3, 


and a multiplier of 6.67 calculated by dividing 20 by 3.

4. 
The weighted score is calculated by multiplying the ranking by the multiplier.

Once all members of the proposal evaluation team have ranked all the proposals as shown in Figures 12-3 through 12-5, weighted scores for the life cycle cost have been calculated as shown in Figure 12-6 and weighted scores for the other factors have been calculated as shown in Figure 12-7, it is possible to calculate weighted scores for all the proposal evaluation team members. The weighted score results, based on the example shown in Figures 12-3 through 12-5 are shown in Figure 12-8 through 12-10.

	Figure 12-8

	Weighted Scores for Evaluator Alvarez

	Evaluator Alvarez

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

A
	WEIGHT
	WEIGHTED SCORE

	Past Performance
	3
	10
	10.0

	Environmental Considerations
	2
	20
	13.3

	Risk Assessment
	3
	20
	20.0

	Project Plan
	2
	5
	3.3

	Outsourcing
	1
	5
	1.7

	Life Cycle Cost
	$5,000,000
	40
	32.0

	WEIGHTED SCORE
	
	
	80.3

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

B
	WEIGHT
	WEIGHTED SCORE

	Past Performance
	2
	10
	6.7

	Environmental Considerations
	3
	20
	20.0

	Risk Assessment
	2
	20
	13.3

	Project Plan
	3
	5
	5.0

	Outsourcing
	3
	5
	5.0

	Life Cycle Cost
	$4,000,000
	40
	40.0

	WEIGHTED SCORE
	
	
	90.0

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

C
	WEIGHT
	WEIGHTED SCORE

	Past Performance
	1
	10
	3.3

	Environmental Considerations
	1
	20
	6.7

	Risk Assessment
	1
	20
	6.7

	Project Plan
	1
	5
	1.7

	Outsourcing
	2
	5
	3.3

	Life Cycle Cost
	$4,500,000
	40
	35.6

	WEIGHTED SCORE
	
	
	57.3


	Figure 12-9

	Weighted Scores for Evaluator Chung

	Evaluator Chung

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

A
	WEIGHT
	WEIGHTED SCORE

	Past Performance
	2
	10
	6.7

	Environmental Considerations
	3
	20
	20.0

	Risk Assessment
	3
	20
	20.0

	Project Plan
	2
	5
	3.3

	Outsourcing
	1
	5
	1.7

	Life Cycle Cost
	$5,000,000
	40
	32.0

	WEIGHTED SCORE
	
	
	83.7

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

B
	WEIGHT
	WEIGHTED SCORE

	Past Performance
	1
	10
	3.3

	Environmental Considerations
	1
	20
	6.7

	Risk Assessment
	2
	20
	13.3

	Project Plan
	3
	5
	5.0

	Outsourcing
	3
	5
	5.0

	Life Cycle Cost
	$4,000,000
	40
	40.0

	WEIGHTED SCORE
	
	
	73.3

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

C
	WEIGHT
	WEIGHTED SCORE

	Past Performance
	3
	10
	10.0

	Environmental Considerations
	2
	20
	13.3

	Risk Assessment
	1
	20
	6.7

	Project Plan
	1
	5
	1.7

	Outsourcing
	2
	5
	3.3

	Life Cycle Cost
	$4,500,000
	40
	35.6

	WEIGHTED SCORE
	
	
	70.6


	Figure 12-10

	Weighted Scores for Evaluator Davis

	Evaluator Davis

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

A
	WEIGHT
	WEIGHTED SCORE

	Past Performance
	3
	10
	10.0

	Environmental Considerations
	2
	20
	13.3

	Risk Assessment
	1
	20
	6.7

	Project Plan
	2
	5
	3.3

	Outsourcing
	1
	5
	1.7

	Life Cycle Cost
	$5,000,000
	40
	32.0

	WEIGHTED SCORE
	
	
	67.0

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

B
	WEIGHT
	WEIGHTED SCORE

	Past Performance
	1
	10
	3.3

	Environmental Considerations
	1
	20
	6.7

	Risk Assessment
	2
	20
	13.3

	Project Plan
	3
	5
	5.0

	Outsourcing
	3
	5
	5.0

	Life Cycle Cost
	$4,000,000
	40
	40.0

	WEIGHTED SCORE
	
	
	73.3

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

C
	WEIGHT
	WEIGHTED SCORE

	Past Performance
	2
	10
	6.7

	Environmental Considerations
	3
	20
	20.0

	Risk Assessment
	3
	20
	20.0

	Project Plan
	1
	5
	1.7

	Outsourcing
	2
	5
	3.3

	Life Cycle Cost
	$4,500,000
	40
	35.6

	WEIGHTED SCORE
	
	
	87.3


The final step is to summarize all the weighted scores in one table such as the blank table in Figure 12-2 and the completed table shown in Figure 12-11.

	Figure 12-11

	Combined Weighted Scores by All Three Evaluators for All Three Proposals

	COMBINED WEIGHTED SCORES

	CRITERIA
	PROPOSAL

A
	PROPOSAL

B
	PROPOSAL

C

	Past Performance
	8.9
	6.7
	6.7

	Environmental Considerations
	15.3
	11.1
	6.7

	Risk Assessment
	15.6
	13.3
	6.7

	Project Plan
	3.3
	5.0
	1.7

	Outsourcing
	1.7
	5.0
	3.3

	Weighted Life Cycle Cost
	32.0
	40.0
	35.6

	WEIGHTED SCORES
	76.8
	81.1
	60.7


The combined weighted scores are calculated by determining the mean average of all the evaluators’ weighted scores for each criterion and for each proposal. For example, the Past Performance for Proposal A is calculated by adding the weighted score for Past Performance for Proposal A assigned by each evaluator (10.0 + 6.7 + 10.0 = 26.7) and then dividing the sum by the number of evaluators (26.7÷3 = 8.9). The combined weighted score for Past Performance for Proposal A is then entered in cell immediately to the right of “Past Performance” and immediately below “PROPOSAL A” in Figure 12-11.

The remaining combined weighted scores are calculated in the same manner and entered into the appropriate box in the table for the Combined Weighted Scores, Figure 12-11. The calculation of one additional example is provided to illustrate this process. The combined weighted score for Environmental Considerations for Proposal B is calculated by adding the weighed score for Environmental Considerations for Proposal B assigned by each evaluator (20.0 + 6.7 + 6.7 = 33.4) and then dividing the sum by the number of evaluators (33.4÷3 = 11.1).

The Weighted Scores in the bottom row of the Combined Weighted Scores (Figure 12-11) are calculated by adding the weighted scores in the cells in the column immediately above the bottom row. For example, the weighted score of 76.8 for Proposal A is determined by adding 8.9 + 15.3 + 15.6 + 3.3 + 1.7 + 32.0.

The process for selecting Proposals that are considered as the finalists normally includes a determination that the finalists are all responsible contractors that submitted responsive proposals. To do otherwise would be tantamount to a wasted exercise. However, once such a reasonable and responsible determination has been made, the contractor that submitted the proposal with the highest combined weighted score is the contractor awarded the contract or recommended for award of the contract.  Selection of the contractor with the highest combined weighted score is consistent with the agency’s intent to select the successful contractor based on submittal of a responsive proposal from a responsible contractor that best meets the agency’s needs with respect to the evaluation criteria stated in the solicitation.

