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What a Failed AI Proposal 
Looks Like
Six anonymized composite post-mortem case studies of federal AI proposals that

lost. Composite scenarios drawn from observed evaluation patterns. The findings

are real. The contractors are not identifiable. Read this before you submit your

next AI proposal.
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contractors. It is not a United States government program, certification, partnership, or endorsement. Use of this material does not create a

commercial, legal, or advisory relationship with Encore Services LLC. 



A. About these cases

These six case studies are composite anonymized post-mortems drawn from observed federal AI proposal

evaluation patterns. Each case represents a real pattern but is not traceable to any specific contractor,

agency, or solicitation. The findings are real. The identification details are altered. Read these to understand

the specific failure modes that surface during federal AI evaluation.

This is the only document in the EFAIRA Methodology Library that names failure modes directly. It is

published as a public good because no other party publishes this material at this level of specificity.

B. Case 1 — The implicit foundation model dependency

The capability. A contractor proposed an AI-driven document review capability for a civilian agency mission

system. The proposal described a custom-built classification pipeline with a clear human review checkpoint.

The finding. The proposal did not identify the foundation model that the custom pipeline depended on. The

reviewers identified the dependency through technical questions and downgraded the proposal for

incomplete capability description and undocumented supply chain risk.

The lesson. Every AI capability has dependencies. Identify them all in the proposal volume. The reviewer

will identify the gaps you did not.

C. Case 2 — The risk assessment that referenced the wrong

policy floor

The capability. An AI-driven decision support capability for a federal mission area with affected populations.

The finding. The contractor's risk assessment referenced an older OMB AI memorandum that had been

superseded. The reviewers noted the policy floor citation and the proposal lost technical credibility. The risk

methodology itself was sound. The citation undermined the substantive work.

The lesson. Verify your policy citations against the current authoritative text before submission. Federal AI

policy changes; your proposal needs to reference the current floor.

D. Case 3 — The human-in-the-loop that was not actually in the

loop

The capability. An AI triage capability described in the proposal as having human-in-the-loop oversight at

every decision point.
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The finding. Reviewer technical questions surfaced that the human review was actually a sample audit at 5

percent of decisions, not human review of each decision. The proposal had misrepresented the oversight

regime. The proposal was downgraded for material misstatement.

The lesson. Use the policy-accurate terms. Human-in-the-loop, human-on-the-loop, and post-hoc audit are

distinct concepts. Federal reviewers know the difference.

E. Case 4 — The bias screening with no fairness metric

The capability. An AI capability with documented bias screening but no specified fairness metric.

The finding. Reviewers asked the contractor which fairness metric was applied. The contractor did not have

a documented answer. The proposal lost evaluation points for incomplete bias methodology documentation.

The lesson. Bias screening without a named fairness metric is screening without standards. Pick the metric,

document it, and apply it consistently.

F. Case 5 — The drift detection threshold defined nowhere

The capability. A predictive AI capability with a stated commitment to drift monitoring during contract

performance.

The finding. The proposal stated that drift would be monitored but did not specify the metrics, the

thresholds, or the actions triggered. The reviewers identified this as an unenforceable performance

commitment and downgraded the proposal.

The lesson. Operational commitments need numbers. State the metric, the threshold, the cadence, and the

action. Vague commitments are evaluation deductions.

G. Case 6 — The transparency artifact that did not pass Section

508

The capability. An AI capability with a model card transparency artifact for end users.

The finding. The model card was accurate but was distributed as an image-only PDF. The accessibility

review surfaced that the artifact did not satisfy Section 508. The proposal lost evaluation points for

incomplete accessibility compliance even though the AI substance was sound.

The lesson. Federal AI transparency artifacts must satisfy Section 508 in addition to being substantively

complete. Accessibility is not a separate problem from AI policy compliance; they intersect.
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Pattern recognition. Five of the six cases above share a common pattern: the substance of the AI work was

sound but the documentation failed to meet federal evaluation criteria. The failure mode is not technical

capability. The failure mode is documentation that does not survive federal-grade reviewer scrutiny. 

H. Where independent assessment closes the gap

The failures above all share a property: they would have been visible to an independent third-party reviewer

running through the proposal volume before submission. Internal review struggles to surface them because

internal reviewers share the proposing organization's blind spots. An independent EFAIRA Readiness Audit

applies the federal evaluation lens before the federal evaluators do.

Composite scenarios. The cases above are composite anonymized scenarios drawn from observed evaluation

patterns. They do not represent any specific contractor, agency, or solicitation. Specific failure attribution to identifiable

parties is not represented or implied. 

A B O U T  E N C O R E  S E R V I C E S  L L C

Encore Services LLC is a federal contracting firm focused on AI software readiness assessment for federal

agencies and the contractors serving them. The EFAIRA methodology and this library are published as a

public reference for the federal acquisition workforce. The methodology itself is free to reference and cite.

Encore charges only for the application of the methodology to specific contractor or software assessments

under defined commercial engagements.

L I M I TAT I O N  O F  L I A B I L I T Y

Encore Services LLC publishes this material in good faith as a public reference for the federal acquisition workforce. Encore makes no

warranty, express or implied, as to the application of this material to any specific contractor proposal, agency acquisition, source selection

decision, or federal procurement outcome. Encore is not liable for losses, damages, evaluation deductions, award decisions, or adverse

outcomes of any kind arising from reliance on this material. Application of this material to a live federal procurement is the user’s responsibility

and must be reviewed with appropriate legal, compliance, and acquisition counsel. Use of this material does not create a commercial, legal, or

advisory relationship with Encore Services LLC absent a separate signed engagement agreement. 

C U R R E N CY  A N D  V E R I F I C AT I O N

This material reflects the federal AI policy, regulatory, and acquisition landscape as of the date shown on the cover page. Federal AI policy and

guidance change continuously. New executive orders, OMB memoranda, NIST framework revisions, agency-specific implementation guidance,

GAO and Inspector General reports, FedRAMP and CMMC updates, and judicial decisions can supersede or materially alter the references in

this document. Before applying any cited authority to a live procurement, contractor proposal, or agency acquisition decision, verify the current

text of the authority against the original publishing body and confirm that no superseding guidance has been issued. Encore updates this

library on a published cadence; consult the current version at encoresvcsllc.com/methodology before relying on any specific reference. 

U S E R  R E S P O N S I B I L I T I E S

Users of this material are responsible for verifying all cited authorities against the current authoritative text, confirming agency-specific

implementation guidance applicable to their procurement, consulting their own legal, compliance, and acquisition counsel before any decision,
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recognizing that federal AI policy and guidance evolve continuously, and citing original source documents in formal acquisition work product

rather than this reference. This material is a working tool. It is not a substitute for original authority and is not a substitute for counsel. 

I N D E P E N D E N C E  N O T I C E

Federal employees may reference this material and integrate it into agency training and acquisition guidance consistent with their agency’s gift

and ethics rules. Encore does not offer commercial engagements, paid services, advisory work product, or anything of value to federal

employees in connection with use of this library. Commercial EFAIRA engagements are offered exclusively to private-sector contractors and

subcontractors pursuing federal awards. The educational briefings associated with this library are structured consistent with 5 CFR 2635.205

standards for non-government-sponsored informational events. Federal employees should consult their agency designated ethics official

before attendance. 

C O N TA C T

Encore Services LLC

Web: encoresvcsllc.com/methodology

Email: info@encoresvcsllc.com

Library access requests: encoresvcsllc.com/contact 

© 2026 Encore Services LLC •

encoresvcsllc.com

Public Reference Document • Not a U.S. government program or

endorsement
Page 5 of 5


	What a Failed AI Proposal Looks Like
	A.About these cases
	B.Case 1 — The implicit foundation model dependency
	C.Case 2 — The risk assessment that referenced the wrong policy floor
	D.Case 3 — The human-in-the-loop that was not actually in the loop
	E.Case 4 — The bias screening with no fairness metric
	F.Case 5 — The drift detection threshold defined nowhere
	G.Case 6 — The transparency artifact that did not pass Section 508
	H.Where independent assessment closes the gap
	About Encore Services LLC
	Limitation of Liability
	Currency and Verification
	User Responsibilities
	Independence Notice
	Contact



