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AWARD RECOMMENDATION 
Notice of Intent to Award Number: 240000001203 

The Department of Technology, Management, and Budget’s Procurement office has 
completed the evaluation of RFP 240000000497 and has recommended an award to 
CHESS Health in the amount of $1,451,080 pending State Administrative Board approval, if 
applicable. More information on the State Administrative Board can be found at: State 
Administrative Board. 

Bidders who were not recommended for the award are encouraged to schedule a 
debriefing session with the Solicitation Manager. The debriefing session will provide the 
bidder with the State’s rationale on why the bidder was not recommended for the award. 
The Solicitation Manager may be contacted as follows: 

Shannon Romein, Solicitation Manager. 

RomeinS@michigan.gov 

517-898-8102 

 

Background Information: 

The Michigan Department of Health and Human Services will be piloting a new evidence-
based treatment for substance use disorder, called Recovery Incentives.  This Request for 
Proposal (RFP) was to solicit responses for selection of a Contractor to track drug test 
results and deliver incentives for providers and Medicaid beneficiaries.   Based on the 
bidder’s response for a three month implementation period followed by yearly license 
renewal, the term of this contract is 27 months, with up to 3 1-year renewal options. 

 

Bidders: 

The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on Wednesday December 6th, 2023. The following 
bidders submitted proposals by the published due date of Wednesday January 17th, 2024. 

Bidder Address, City, State, Zip Code SDVOB* GDBE** 

Chess Mobile Health Inc 333 West Commercial St. Suite 2500 

East Rochester, NY 14445 

NO NO 

Contingency 
Management 
Innovations 

134 Birch Drive 

Rindge, NH 03461 

NO NO 

DynamiCare Health 6 Liberty Square, Suite #2102 

Boston, MA 02109 

NO NO 

https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/policies/state-ad-board
https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/policies/state-ad-board
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Pyramid Solutions 30200 Telegraph Rd # 440, Bingham Farms, MI 
48025 

NO NO 

*SDVOB: Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Business 
**GDBE: Geographically Disadvantaged Business Enterprise  
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EVALUATION SYNOPSIS 
I. Evaluation Process 

A Responsible Vendor is a vendor that demonstrates it has the ability to successfully 
perform the duties identified by the solicitation. A Responsive proposal is one that is 
submitted in accordance with the solicitation instructions and meets all mandatory 
requirements identified in the solicitation. 

 

Proposal Instructions: Evaluation Process 

 Technical Criteria Name Weight 

1. Schedule A – Table 1 – Business Specifications Worksheet 50 

2. Schedule A – Statement of Work 25 

3. Attachment 1, Resume Templates 9 

4. Vendor Question Worksheet 8 

5. Adherence to State Terms and Conditions 8 

 Total 100 
 

The full evaluation process is stated in the RFP Proposal Instructions. 

 

II. Evaluation Method 

Responses to this solicitation were reviewed by the Joint Evaluation Committee, which 
consisted of the following individuals:  

Voting Advisory 

Marisha Curtis, Solicitation Manager 
DTMB, CPS-IT 

Leslie Bouldes, Agency Representative  
DHHS, Agency Services 

Rita Subhedar, Business Lead 
MDHHS, Bureau of Medicaid Care 
Management and Customer Service 

Melissa Potter, Business Delivery Liaison 
MDHHS, SIA 

Katie Postmus, Opioid Policy Specialist 
MDHHS, Office of the Chief Medical 
Executive 

Kenneth Young, Subject Matter Expert 
MDHHS, SIA 

Logan O’Neil, Opioid Response Program 
Specialist  
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Voting Advisory 

MDHHS, Adult Home and Community 
Based Services 
Angela Smith-Butterwick, Manager, 
Substance Use, Gambling & Epidemiology 
Section, 
MDHHS, Adult Home and Community 
Based Services 

 

Joel Nelson, Department Manager  
DTMB, Agency Services 

 

Danielle Green, Integration Specialist 
MDHHS, SIA 

 

 

III. Evaluation Results 

A. Chess Mobile Health Inc 

The Evaluation Team determined that Chess Mobile Health Inc (Chess) based on a score of 
92.51, met the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  However, the Evaluation 
Team noted the following deficiencies in their proposal. 

 

1.  Schedule A – Statement of Work 

Section Explanation Points Lost 

IT Environment - Section 4 Vendor cannot fully meet 
SLA .08 

ADA Compliance - Section 
5 Bidder is not AA compliant. .1 
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User Type and Capacity - 
Section 6 

Vendor stated they are not 
measuring their network 
latency response time 

.50 

Software - Section 10 Bidders proposed solution 
lacks a responsive design.  .06 

Software - Section 10 

Bidder does not describe or 
provide a list of features 
that can be performed via a 
mobile device. 

.15 

Transition Responsibilities -
Section 15 

The vendor does not 
commit to this work without 
an acceptable change 
order.  Vendor should have 
built this functionality into 
their proposal 

.50 

 

2. Schedule A - Resumes 

Section Explanation Points Lost 

Key Personnel Role - 
Contractor Security Officer 

The vendor did NOT supply 
references and their 
credentials in the security 
area were insufficient. 

1.50 

Key Personnel Role - 
Contractor Training and 
Support Lead 

Bidders proposed Training 
and Support Lead lacks 
experience and education 
in training. 

1.50 

 

3. Schedule A – Business Specifications  
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Section Explanation Points Lost 

35 

Vendor has some standard reports that 
allows the filtering of data but doesn’t 
have an ad hoc capability where the state 
gets to select the view of the data. 

.7 

38 Does not have the ability to run custom 
queries .93 

39 
Meets some of the required criteria but 
not all and does not provide a date or 
approach that meets the solution. 

.19 

41 
Does not have currently.  Will require 
customization and does not commit to 
having completed by go-live.    

.47 

42 Cannot filter by Zip Code at this point. .47 

 
Total Score:92.51/100 

 

B. Contingency Management Innovations 
The Evaluation Team determined that Contingency Management Innovations (CMI) 
based on a score of 99.62, met the requirements of this RFP. This determination 
was accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation 
Criteria.  The Evaluation Team noted the following deficiency. 

 
1. Schedule A, Statement of Work 
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Section Explanation Points Lost 

ADA Compliance - Section 
5 

Bidder has an accessibility 
protocol but did not include 
the required PAT with their 
proposal. 

.37 

 

Total Score:99.62/100 

 

C. DynamiCare Health 

The Evaluation Team determined that DynamiCare Health based on a score of 
88.72, met the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  However, the 
Evaluation Team noted the following deficiencies in their proposal. 
 

1. Schedule A – Statement of Work 

Section Explanation Points Lost 

ADA Compliance - Section 
5 

Bidder does not provide a 
PAT. .25 

Access Control and 
Authentication - Section 7 

Don't currently have ability 
to support SAML/MILogin 
but has committed to 
having it complete by Go-
Live 

.3 

Integration - Section 11 

As previously stated, they 
do not have the ability to 
integrate to SAML but 
committed to do so by go-
live 

.0 

2. Schedule A – Resumes 
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Section Explanation Points Lost 

Key Personnel Role - 
Contractor Training and 

Support Lead 

Bidder does not provide specific 
details on their training 

experience that is relevant to 
this project 

.6 

3. Schedule A – Vendor Questions Worksheet 

Section Explanation Points Lost 

State of Michigan Experience 
and Prior Experience 

Bidder does not provide 3 
projects of relevant size. .28 

4. Business Specifications 

Section Explanation Points Lost 

11 

This is indicated as a possible future 
enhancement and does not commit to 
having it ready by go-live or a specific 

date. 

.96 

12 

This is indicated as a possible future 
enhancement and does not commit to 
having it ready by go-live or a specific 

date. 

.96 

13 Cannot meet requirement without the 
ability set up and manage a PIHP Profile .96 
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14 Cannot meet requirement without the 
ability set up and manage a PIHP Profile .96 

15 Cannot meet requirement without the 
ability set up and manage a PIHP Profile .96 

19 Bidder does not provide a response to 
the question. .96 

22 

A move to another region is a move to 
another PIHP.   Since the proposal 
cannot support PIHPs, they cannot 

meet this requirement. 

.96 

34 
Cannot meet the requirement in terms 
of the user being able to create custom 

queries and extract the data. 
.72 

39 

The vendor cannot meet the 
requirement.   The vendor's assertion 
that State credentialed users with the 

need to see the data should not access 
the information does not apply.  The 
vendor does not choose which state 

information the state users have a right 
to see. 

.48 

41 

Not able to provide a graphical 
dashboard for the application.  Vendor 

considers it a possible future 
enhancement and provide reports as an 

alternative. 

.48 

42 

Not able to provide a graphical 
dashboard for the application.  Vendor 

considers it a possible future 
enhancement and provide reports as an 

alternative. 

.48 
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43 

Not able to provide a graphical 
dashboard for the application.  Vendor 

considers it a possible future 
enhancement and provide reports as an 

alternative. 

.48 

44 

Not able to provide a graphical 
dashboard for the application.  Vendor 

considers it a possible future 
enhancement and provide reports as an 

alternative. 

.48 

 

Total Score:88.72/100 

 

D. Pyramid Solutions Inc 

The Evaluation Team determined that Pyramid Solutions (Pyramid) based on a score of 
89.75, met the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  However, the Evaluation 
Team noted the following deficiencies in their proposal. 

 

1. Schedule A – Statement of Work 

Section Explanation Points 
Lost 

End User and Operating 
Environment - Section 9 

Did not provide a timeline / cadence for 
communicating system upgrades.  

Response was the general comment they 
would provide communication in 

advance. 

.08 

End User and Operating 
Environment - Section 9 

Did not respond to the requirement of 
collaborating with the customer 

concerning upgrades, maintenance and 
change control in the system. 

0.3 

Integration - Section 11 Vendor does not have the ability to 
integrate with MiLOGIN 0 
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Training Services - Section 14 Bidder did not answer the specific 
questions outlined in the requirements. .18 

Project 
Management/Milestones & 

Deliverables for 
Implementation - Section 24 

Bidders proposed alternative timeframe 
and deliverables does not align with the 
States' needs. 

.21 

 

2. Schedule A – Resumes 

Section Explanation Points Lost 

Key Personnel Role - 
Contractor Project Manager 

Bidder does not provide 3 
projects of similar scope and 

relevant experience 
1.50 

Key Personnel Role - 
Contractor Security Officer 

Resume does not provide 5 
years of experience or within the 

past three years 
1.50 

Key Personnel Role - 
Contractor Training and 

Support Lead 

Proposed resource does not 
appear to have training 

experience or education. 
.6 

 

3. Schedule A – Vendor Questions Worksheet 

Section Explanation Points Lost 
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State of Michigan Experience 
and Prior Experience 

Past project experience is not 
relevant to this project .7 

 

4. Schedule A – Business Specifications 

Section Explanation Points Lost 

2 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

3 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

7 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

10 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

11 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

12 
The requirement is for the solution to 

establish credentials for PIHPs, not the 
admins. 

.48 
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14 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

15 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

16 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

17 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

18 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

19 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

20 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

21 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 
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22 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

25 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

26 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

0.19 

27 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

29 

Bidder does not currently have the means to 
procure/supply the requirement, and the 

amount of discussions needed for this to be 
configured is not feasible within the States' 

timeline. 

.48 

35 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

39 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

41 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 
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42 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

43 
The amount of configuration needed for a 

custom vendor hosted solution is not 
feasible within the States' timeline. 

.19 

 

Total Score:89.75/100 

 

E. Technical Evaluation Summary  

 Selection Criteria Chess 
Health 

Contingency 
Management 
Innovations  

DynamiCare 
Health Inc 

Pyramid 
Solutions 
Inc 

1 Schedule A – 
Statement of Work 

23.35 24.63 24.45 24.23 

2 Schedule A – 
Resumes 

6 9 8.4 5.4 

3 Schedule A – 
Vendor Questions 
Worksheet 

16 16 15.72 15.31 

4 Schedule A – 
Business 
Specifications 

47.16 50 40.14 44.81 

 Total 92.51 99.62 88.72 89.75 

 

F. Pricing Summary 

Pricing was evaluated for the bidders who passed the technical evaluation. The following is 
a summary of their price proposals: 

 Deliverable Chess Health Contingency 
Management 
Innovations 

DynamiCare 
Health Inc 

Pyramid 
Solutions 
Inc 

1 Subscription 
License per year 

$275,000  $1,154,784 $520.5 per 
user 

$92,000 
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 Deliverable Chess Health Contingency 
Management 
Innovations 

DynamiCare 
Health Inc 

Pyramid 
Solutions 
Inc 

2 Implementation $76,080 $190,000 $986,000 $100,000 

3 Annual Solution 
Licensing 

N/A N/A N/A $95,000 

4 Annual Support 
and Maintenance  
Costs**  

N/A N/A N/A $75,000 

 Total for 
Duration of Two-
Year Pilot (Base 

Contract) 

$626,080 $2,499,568 $2,027,000 $549,000 

 Total Price 
including Base 
Contract and 3 

Option Years of 
Active Pilot 

$1,451,080 $5,963,920*  $3,588,500 $1,335,000 

*  Licensing costs for Contingency Management Innovations were subject to increase for 
Option Years based on cost-of-living adjustments 

** Annual support and maintenance costs for Pyramid begin Year 2 

G. Negotiations 

The State entered negotiations with CHESS Health and Contingency Management 
Innovations based on factors which included their technical evaluation score, quality of 
its solution, adherence to the State’s timeline and terms, and their proposed solutions 
pre-existing capability to connect with HIE with state specific configuration. The State 
conducted several rounds of negotiations with these bidders and was able to come to 
mutual agreement with CHESS Health. 

 

H. Award Recommendation 

The award recommendation is made to the responsive and responsible Bidder who offers 
the best value to the State of Michigan. Best value is based on the proposal meeting the 
minimum point threshold and offering the best combination of the factors stated in the 
Proposal Instructions Evaluation Process section, and price. 

CHESS Health provided the best value to the State. Key factors influencing this decision 
include experience providing contingency management services, adherence to project 
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timelines, comprehensive responses to follow-up questions, detailed action plan for 
enhancements, and competitive pricing.  

 

As part of the best value determination, overall economic impact to the State of Michigan 
was considered and is not a determinative factor in making this award. 

Therefore, the Award Recommendation is made to CHESS Health in the amount of 
$1,451,080 

 


