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Supplier ranking by multi-alternative proposal analysis

for agile projects
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.4 Discussion and future work

Uncertainty, changing requirements and on-going decision
making along the entire IT project period are well-known con-cepts in Agile methods. Nevertheless, when it
comes to the RFP stage, Agile projects use evaluation methods that do not take the uncertainty of cost-
-tbenefit tradeoffs into account. Instead (and similar to ’traditional’ approaches) they assume that the cos
benefit weight (w) is known at the RFP stage. We argue that this assumption runs counter the Agile

manifesto, and pre-sent a simple method which overcomes this difficulty by relax-ing this assumption. The
.method proposed here is both objective and consistent with the Agile approach
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