
The Practical Guide for Effective 
Evaluation of FM Service Proposals

Jake Smithwick, PhD, FMP, SFP



¢ƻŘŀȅΩǎ !ƎŜƴŘŀ

ÅSix recommendations to streamline evaluations

ÅExplain how this approach saves money

ÅRecommendations for industry partners



CŀƛǊΧhǇŜƴΧ¢ǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘ

ÅWhy?

ÅObvious reason is to stay out of jail or the courtroom 

ÅBut this is what drives good vendors to your projects, and gets 
them to invest their time and effort



Evaluation Period

AWA R D

Wr i t t e n
Ev a l u a t i o n N e g o t i a t i on s

All Participate Only 1

Å9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻǿƴŜǊǎΧ

ÅCan be an area where transparency and fairness both disappear
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Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) prepared and issued BEFORE 
the RFP is released



1) Have a SSPPrepared and Issued Before RFP 
is Released

ÅDo not try to figure out the evaluation process after RFP is 
ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜŘΧΦ¢hh [!¢9

ÅCreate a SSPprior to releasing RFP.  This allows the evaluators and 
{a9Ωǎ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƛƴǇǳǘ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǊŜƭŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ wCtΦ  

ÅMinimizes time spent trying to figure things out (or do something 
that is not permitted based on the RFP language)



Source Selection Plan



Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) prepared and issued BEFORE 
the RFP is released

2. Evaluators have bias



2) Evaluators Have Bias

ÅEvery human has had their own journey in life with different 
experiences and life lessons.  This results in biases in everything we do, 
including when we are asked to evaluate proposals.

Å.ƛŀǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŀ ΨōŀŘΩ ǘƘƛƴƎΧƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ǇŀƛƴŦǳƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ 
may cause an individual to be biased towards avoiding a similar 
situation from reoccurring.  That can be a benefit to an owner 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǊŜǇŜŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ΨōŀŘΩ ƳƛǎǘŀƪŜ ŀƎŀƛƴΦ

ÅIƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ōƛŀǎ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ōŜ ŀ ΨǘǊƛŎƪȅΩ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 
procurement process.



Example

ÅProject to renovate lighting in student dormitories throughout campus.

ÅWe received a number ofproposals, but one Contractors stated that one of the challenges the University may face is 
having male electricians work in female dorms (rooms, bathrooms, etc.).  Make female students uncomfortable.

ÅTherefore, to mitigate this concern, this vendor would hire only female electricians to work in the female dorms and 
male electricians to work in the male dorms.

Å²Ŝ ƘŀŘ р ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊǎΦ  п ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ƛŘŜŀΧΦōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƘƻǊǊƛōƭŜ idea, andgave this 
ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊ ŀ м ƻǳǘ ƻŦ мл ǊŀǘƛƴƎΦ  ²ƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǿƘȅΧƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛŀƴΣ ŀƴŘ Ƙƛǎ ŦŀǘƘŜǊ ǿŀǎ aelectrician 
for all his life.  Based on this long history, he knows that this contractor is lying because there is no such thing as 
ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛŀƴǎΗΗΗ  ²ƻǿΗ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇΦ  !ǘ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ƭŀǳƎƘŜŘΧŀǎǎǳƳƛƴƎ ƘŜ ǿŀǎ ƧƻƪƛƴƎΧōǳǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ 
ōŜŎŀƳŜ ŀǿƪǿŀǊŘ ǿƘŜƴ ǿŜ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŜŘ ƘŜ ǿŀǎ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎΦ  IŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ Ƙŀǎ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƳŜǘ м ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛŀƴΧŀƴŘ ǘƻ 
think that this contractor could get an entire team to perform the work is a straight out lie.  Therefore, gave them a 1 
score.

Å¢Ƙƛǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ΨōŀŘΩ ƎǳȅΦ  IŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ΨǿƻƳŜƴΩΦ  IŜ ƘƻƴŜǎǘƭȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ όōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ Ƙƛǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ 
experience and person bias), that this was not a feasible option.  

ÅThis is a REAL example.  It shows you how personal experience is not always a good thing when it comes to bias.  



Number of Evaluators

Å{ƻ Ƙƻǿ Ŏŀƴ ȅƻǳ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊ ōƛŀǎΧǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ 
not be defendable???

ÅSuggestion = you have at least 3-5 evaluators.  The more evaluators 
ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜΧ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ōƛŀǎΦ

ÅMost simple projects you only need 3

ÅBut you should have 5 on more riskyΣ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄΧΦƻǊ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ 
worried about a biased evaluator



Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) prepared and issued BEFORE 
the RFP is released

2. Evaluators have bias

3. Avoid consensus meetings!



3) Avoid Consensus Meetings

ÅShould be avoided at all costs!!!

ÅNothing can increase your procurement risk as allowing influence into the 
evaluation process!

ÅConsensus meetings are basically meetings where evaluators change their 
scores to reflect what the boss (or someone that is superior in position) says

ÅObviouslyƴƻ ƻƴŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŜǾŜǊ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘΧǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƭŀƛƳ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ 
evaluators to discuss things and review things that other evaluators may have 
ƳƛǎǎŜŘΧōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀ ǘƻƻƭ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
evaluation process.



Example 1

ÅExample:  IT Project to install a Tax-Accounting system for a State

Å3 vendors proposed.

Åр ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊǎΦ  5ǳǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ L¢ άŜȄǇŜǊǘέΣ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ±ŜƴŘƻǊ м ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ Ƴŀȅ ǎƻǳƴŘ ƎǊŜŀǘΧΦōǳǘ 
they ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŘƻƴΩǘhave a major component of what the State needs (which is data warehousing).  This individual had 
done a lot of research and determined that this vendor is not capable of doing the work.

ÅSo the evaluators all adjusted their scores based on what their internal expert said (went from 9-10 ratings to 6-7 
ratings).

ÅHowever, since there were only 3 vendors, they were all invited into the interview period.

Å5ǳǊƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŀƳŜ ǾŜƴŘƻǊ ǿŀǎ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ΨŘŀǘŀ ǿŀǊŜƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΩΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊ 
laughed at the question, andsaid that they have one of the largest data warehousing systems in North America.  They 
went on to list major institutions that were using their systems.

Å!ŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƻǾŜǊΧǘƘŜ L¢ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ŀǇƻƭƻƎƛȊŜŘ ǘƻ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ 
suppliersbackground.  This is a rare occurrence for an internal expert to admit they were wrong (in most cases they 
ǿƛƭƭ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊ ƛǎ ƭȅƛƴƎύΧōǳǘ ǳƴŦƻǊǘǳƴŀǘŜƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŀŘƧǳǎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 
influence of one person.



Example 2

ÅIn another example, 7 evaluators reviewed the qualifications of 3 suppliers.

ÅThe individuals scores are shown:
Å5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΧǘƘŜȅ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻΩǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴΩǎΧƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƻƴŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊ 

(Rater 4), eventually took over the discussion, and kept providing reasoning why their score was 
ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜΦ  9ǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅΧŀŦǘŜǊ н ƘƻǳǊǎ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎΣ ƻƴŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊǎ ǎŀƛŘΣ άƻƪŀȅ ŦƛƴŜΣ L ƎƛǾŜ ǳǇΣ Ƨǳǎǘ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ Ƴȅ ǎŎƻǊŜ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘŜǾŜǊ ȅƻǳ ŀƭƭ ǿŀƴǘΧL ŘƻƴΩǘ ŎŀǊŜ ŀƴȅƳƻǊŜΧL Ƨǳǎǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ 
ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎέΗΗΗ  ¢ƘŜƴ о ƻǘƘŜǊ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊǎ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǿŜƴǘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ǿŜ ǎŀǿΣ ǿŀǎ 
that all the other evaluators changed their score to match what this one evaluator was saying!!!
ÅIƻǿŜǾŜǊΧΦǎǘƻǊȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƻǾŜǊΧΦŀŦǘŜǊ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǘƻΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ 

officer said, please provide me the justifications for these changes so I can defend your actions 
in court.  After a quick 15 minuteŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǘƻ уΩǎ ǎƻ 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǎŎƻǊŜǎΧŀƴŘ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƎŜǘ 
out of this meeting!!!



FIRM A FIRM B FIRM C

RATER 1 7.0 7.0 8.0

RATER 2 7.0 8.0 9.0

RATER 3 7.0 8.0 9.0

RATER 4 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER 5 7.0 8.0 9.0

RATER 6 5.0 6.0 7.0

RATER 7 7.0 7.0 8.0

RATER AVERAGE:7.0 7.3 8.3

FIRM A FIRM B FIRM C

RATER 1 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER 2 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER 3 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER 4 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER 5 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER 6 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER 7 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER AVERAGE:9.0 7.0 8.0

FIRM A FIRM B FIRM C

RATER 1 8.0 8.0 8.0

RATER 2 8.0 8.0 8.0

RATER 3 8.0 8.0 8.0

RATER 4 8.0 8.0 8.0

RATER 5 8.0 8.0 8.0

RATER 6 8.0 8.0 8.0

RATER 7 8.0 8.0 8.0

RATER AVERAGE:8.0 8.0 8.0



ÅLǘΩǎ ŀƳŀȊƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ actually happensbehind the scenes!!!!

Å¢ƘŜǎŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǳƴƛǉǳŜΧǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅΦ

ÅWhich is why we NEVER recommend consensus meetings.

ÅThey result in a lot of time being wasted, but more importantly, it encourages 
evaluator influence which goes against core procurement principles!

ÅIf you want to streamline your evaluation process, and improve the fairness, just use 
the average evaluator scores.  This is simple, takes less time, and easier to justify.



Individual Evaluations

ÅEvaluations must be performedindividually(not group consensus)

ÅEvaluators must not discuss with anyone (only contact Buyer for clarification)

ÅEvaluations should be non-biased(use logic and/or verifiable performance 
documentation to assist in determining the rating.)

ÅEvaluators must be honest and fair as possible with the rating (with the 
understanding that these ratings are not being used to award an actual project, but to 
pre-qualify vendors into an overall program). The Buyer reserves the right to clarify any 
ratings, request additional evaluator comments, or modify/reject a rating.



Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) prepared and issued BEFORE 
the RFP is released

2. Evaluators have bias

3. Avoid consensus meetings!

4. Have submittal forms



4) Have Submittal Forms

ÅaŀƧƻǊ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ǿƛǘƘ wCtΩǎΧΦƛǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ŀƘŜŀŘ ŀƴŘ Ǉƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ 
when proposals come in.

ÅYou can get a wide range of documents that are very difficult to 
navigate.

Å{ƛƳǇƭŜ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎΧŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ǘŜƳǇƭŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ EACH and EVERY
document you want them to submit.  Do not allow them to 
submit on their own template or forms.  



4) Have Submittal Forms

Å!ƭǎƻΧ5ƻƴΩǘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǾŜƴŘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ŦƻǊƳǎ όǘƘƛǎ 
Ŏŀƴ ƳŀƪŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ŦƻǊƳǎΧŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ L¢ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΧǾŜǊȅ 
time consuming to evaluate).

ÅLŦ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ŀ ά¸Ŝǎέ κ άbƻέ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ 
vendor should propose (do not allow comments)



Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) prepared and issued BEFORE 
the RFP is released

2. Evaluators have bias

3. Avoid consensus meetings!

4. Have submittal forms

5. Reduce length of evaluated documents



5) Reduce Length of Evaluated Documents

Åрл ǇŀƎŜǎ Ǿǎ р ǇŀƎŜǎΧΦǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ōŜǘǘŜǊΚ  ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻƴŜ ǿƛƭƭ ȅƻǳ actually 
readand evaluate?  Which one will contractors actually spend
more time preparing?



Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) prepared and issued BEFORE 
the RFP is released

2. Evaluators have bias

3. Avoid consensus meetings!

4. Have submittal forms

5. Reduce length of evaluated documents

6. Ask for the Right Info at the Right Time



6) Ask For the Right Info At Right Time

ÅIs asking for a Safety Plan on a $500 Million project good idea???



Case Study
(2017 High Tech Facility - $ Billion)

Contents included:
1. Cost

2. Experience

3. Capacity

4. Innovation

5. CX, QA, QC Processes

6. Management Approach

7. Cost Management

8. Cost Control Approach

9. Similar Experience

10.Contract Exceptions

11.Goals

12.KPI

13.Insurance

14.Safety Plan

Average Size of Safety Plan:356 Pages



Åbƻǘ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ŀŦŜǘȅ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΧōǳǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ΨŎŀƴƴŜŘΩ κ 
ΨŎƻǇȅ-and-ǇŀǎǘŜΩ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΦ

Å¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŜƭǇ ȅƻǳ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜ

ÅThey are a waste of time to try and read as evaluators

Åbƻǘ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴŦƻΧƎŜǘ ƛǘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ȅƻǳǊ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴ 
ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ŀǿŀǊŘΧōǳǘ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ л ǾŀƭǳŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ

Å{ŀƳŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǊƎ ŎƘŀǊǘǎΧǾŜǊȅ ǊŀǊŜƭȅ Řƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊǎ ƎƛǾŜ 
different scores for these documents.



ÅSo focus on documents/topics that truly differentiate vendors.

ÅOur research has found that this is primarily 2 documents (which 
ǿŜ ǿƻƴΩǘ ŎƻǾŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŜōƛƴŀǊύΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ wƛǎƪκǾŀƭǳŜΦ



Evaluation Period

Advertise / Issue the RFP1

2

3

P roc u remen t Ac t i v i t i es

Å Proposals Evaluated
Å Shortlisting
Å Interviews & Discussions
Å Negotiations

Proposal Due Date

Award Date

6-10
Weeks



The Proposal Format

ÅPaper size

ÅFont size

ÅLanguage

ÅPackage documents (& cost)

ÅNumber of copies

ÅHardcopy vs electronic



Templates



Approach & Methodology


