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AWARD RECOMMENDATION

Notice of Intent to Award Number: 250000000175
Notice of Intent to Award Date: 12/2/2024

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has
completed the evaluation of RFP 240000002334 for Highly Integrated Dual Eligible Special
Needs Plans (HIDE SNPs) and has recommended an award to the Bidders listed in section
VI. Award Recommendation in the amount of $6,881,800,009.00, 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:

Marissa Gove, Solicitation Manager.
Govem1@michigan.gov
517-499-8952

Background Information:

This Request for Proposal (RFP) was to solicit responses for selection of Contractors to
provide Highly Integrated Dual Eligible Special Needs Plans (HIDE SNPs). The term of this
contractis seven (7) years, with up to three (3) renewal options.

Bidders:

The RFP was posted on SIGMAVSS on June 6, 2024 for 57 days. The following bidders
submitted proposals by the published due date of August 1, 2024. DTMB cancelled the
original Award Recommendation on November 8, 2024, allowing bidders to submit
modifications to their proposals by the due date of November 21, 2024.

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

Aetna Better Health of 28588 Northwestern Hwy., Suite 380B, Southfield, No Yes

Michigan Inc. M1 48034

AmeriHealth Michigan, 4000 Town Center, Suite 1300, Southfield, M1 48075 | No No

Inc.

HAP CareSource 3031 W. Grand Blvd, Suite 110, Detroit, Michigan No Yes
48202

Humana Medical Plan of | 2000 Town Center, Suite 1900, Southfield, M1 48075 | No No

Michigan, Inc.
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Meridian Health Plan of | 777 Woodward Ave., Suite 700, Detroit, M| 48226 No Yes
Michigan, Inc.

Molina Healthcare of 880 W. Long Lake Rd., Troy, M| 48098 No No
Michigan, Inc.

Priority Health Choice, 1231 E. Beltline NE, Grand Rapids, M| 49525 No No
Inc.

UnitedHealthcare 3000 Town Center #1400, Southfield, Ml 48075 No No
Community Plan, Inc.

Upper Peninsula Health | 853 West Washington Street, Marquette, Michigan | No No
Plan, LLC 49855

Zing Health of Michigan, | 225 W. Washington Street, Suite 450, Chicago, No No
Inc. d/b/a Zing Health Illinois 60606

*SDVOB: Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Business
**GDBE: Geographically Disadvantaged Business Enterprise
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EVALUATION SYNOPSIS

I. Evaluation Process

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

requirements identified in the solicitation.

Proposal Instructions: Mandatory Minimum Requirements

To avoid disqualification, the bidder must provide documentation to support the following upon
request:

1. Licensed, in good standing, and financially solvent. MDHHS will verify this information
with the Department of Insurance and Financial Services (DIFS):

a. The bidderis licensed as a Medicaid Health Maintenance Organization (HMO) by the
Michigan Department of Insurance and Financial Services (DIFS);

b. The bidder holds a current Medicaid and/or Medicare Certificate of Authority; and

c. The bidder meets all applicable statutory financial requirements for HMOs as set
forth in the Michigan Insurance Code.

2. Achieved NCQA or URAC Health Plan Accreditation.

a. Bidders must provide proof of the organization’s National Committee for Quality
Assurance (NCQA) LTSS accreditation or distinction for Michigan or Utilization
Review Accreditation Commission by submitting a copy of all letters from the
accrediting entity(s) and a copy of the certificate(s) of accreditation(s). LABEL
LETTER AS NCQA LETTER OR URAC LETTER, based on what is appropriate.

b. This does not apply to bidders who did not hold a contract with the State of
Michigan as a mandatory minimum requirement. Bidders who are not currently
accredited in the State of Michigan are required to obtain this accreditation no later
than December 31, 2027. Bidders must submit a copy of their application to the
accrediting entity and information on their survey date, if set at the time of bid.
LABEL APPLICATION AS NCQA LTSS ACCREDITATION APPLICATION, based on
what is appropriate.

3. Submit a proposal by region (as indicated in Schedule O) and not by individual counties.
a. Allcounties in aregion being bid on must be covered in the bidder’s proposal. Only
one proposal submission is required when bidding on more than one region,
however, many exhibits require information to be provided for each region.

Proposal Instructions: Evaluation Process

Only proposals meeting the mandatory minimum requirements will be considered for
evaluation. EVALUATION PROCESS. The State will evaluate each proposal based on the
following factors:
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Technical Evaluation Criteria Weight
1. [Vendor Questions Worksheet - Experience 300
2. [Vendor Questions Worksheet — Excluding Experience 15

Schedule A. Section 21 Specific Standards through Section 30 30

3. |Contract Activities and Hosted Services

4. |Schedule O. Narrative Submission (includes Schedules L, Mand N) [1500

Total 1845

Proposals receiving 1,476 or more evaluation points will be considered for award. Scores
will be reevaluated based off any modifications that are identified and submitted per
Schedule P. If no modifications are submitted, your original proposal’s score will remain.

MDHHS has set forth the following criteria to award no more than 9 plan contracts
statewide.

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

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

Voting Advisory

Marissa Gove, Category Specialist Danielle Walsh, Departmental Specialist,
DTMB-Central Procurement Services DHHS-Bureau of Grants and Purchasing

Allison Beaudouin, State Administrative Manager | Alex Lilley, Senior IT Business Analyst,
DHHS-Integrated Programs Management Section | DTMB Agency Services supporting MDHHS

Mark Cooley, D-SNP Specialist Mike Bartkowiak, IT Security Architect
DHHS-Integrated Care Division DTMB-Cybersecurity and Infrastructure
Protection

Scott Wamsley, Director

DHHS-Bureau of Aging, Community Living and Allison Tribfelner, Quality Analyst
DHHS-Integrated Care Division

Supports
Matt Seager, Integrated Care Division Director Kayla Kowal, Policy Specialist
DHHS-Integrated Care Division DHHS-Integrated Care Division

Aimee Miller, Waiver Analyst
DHHS-Integrated Care Division
Jennifer Titsworth, Waiver Analyst
DHHS-Integrated Care Division
Kristin Guise, Departmental Analyst
DHHS-Integrated Care Division

Version 2024-2 Page 4 of 16



STATE OF MICHIGAN SR

PROGUREMENT: ~

Michigan.gov/MiProcurement

Voting Advisory

Keeley Wrook, Departmental Enrollment
Analyst

DHHS-Integrated Care Division

Karen Everhart, State Administrative
Manager

DHHS-Integrated Care Division

Rebecca Gillmore, Departmental Manager
DHHS-Enrollment & Payment Integrity Unit
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I1l. Evaluation Results

Regions Bid by Bidders

Aetna Better | AmeriHealth | HAP Humana Meridian Molina Priority UnitedHealthcare | Upper Zing Health of
Health of Michigan, CareSource | Medical Plan Health Plan | Healthcare of | Health Community Plan, | Peninsula Michigan, Inc.
Michigan of Michigan, of Michigan, | Michigan, Inc. | Choice, Inc. Inc. Health Plan, d/b/aZing
Inc. Inc. Inc. Health

Region 1

Region 2

Region 3

Region 4

Region 5

Region 6

Region 7

Region 8

Region 9

Region 10

Region 11

Region 12
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A. Aetna Better Health of Michigan Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Aetna Better Health based on a score of 1845, did
meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the response was satisfactory for this section.

2. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Excluding Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A. Section 21 Specific Standards through Section 30 Contract
Activities and Hosted Services
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Schedule O. Narrative Submission (includes Schedules L, M and N)
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

Total Score: 1845/1845

B. AmeriHealth Michigan, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Amerihealth Michigan based on a score of
1845, did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished
by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the response was satisfactory for this section.

2. Vendor Questions Worksheet - Excluding Experience

The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A. Section 21 Specific Standards through Section 30 Contract
Activities and Hosted Services

The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Schedule O. Narrative Submission (includes Schedules L, M and N)

The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

Total Score: 1845/1845
C. HAP CareSource
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The Evaluation Team determined that HAP CareSource based on a score of 1845, did
meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the response was satisfactory for this section.

2. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Excluding Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A. Section 21 Specific Standards through Section 30 Contract
Activities and Hosted Services
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Schedule O. Narrative Submission (includes Schedules L, M and N)
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

Total Score: 1845/1845
D. Humana Medical Plan of Michigan, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Humana Medical Plan of Michigan based on a
score of 1845, did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the response was satisfactory for this section.

2. Vendor Questions Worksheet - Excluding Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A. Section 21 Specific Standards through Section 30 Contract
Activities and Hosted Services
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Schedule O. Narrative Submission (includes Schedules L, M and N)
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

Total Score: 1845/1845
E. Meridian Health Plan of Michigan, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Meridian Health Plan of Michigan based on a
score of 1845, did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Experience
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The Evaluation Team determined that the response was satisfactory for this section.

2. Vendor Questions Worksheet - Excluding Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A. Section 21 Specific Standards through Section 30 Contract
Activities and Hosted Services
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Schedule O. Narrative Submission (includes Schedules L, M and N)
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

Total Score: 1845/1845
F. Molina Healthcare of Michigan, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Molina Healthcare of Michigan based on a score
of 1825, did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished
by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the response was satisfactory for this section.

2. Vendor Questions Worksheet - Excluding Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A. Section 21 Specific Standards through Section 30 Contract
Activities and Hosted Services
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Schedule O. Narrative Submission (includes Schedules L, M and N)
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Question 5, Access to Dental Care for Adults: The Bidder did not describe
specific strategies for facilitating timely dental care services.

b. Question 9, Coordination with Prepaid Inpatient Health Plans (PIHPs) for
Shared Enrollees: The Bidder did not provide adequate details related to care
coordination for members enrolled in Habilitation Supports Waiver.

c. Question 14, Quality Improvement: The Bidder did not describe quality and
outcome improvements specific to LTSS.

Total Score: 1825/1845
G. Priority Health Choice, Inc.

Version 2024-2 Page 9 of 16



STATE OF MICHIGAN <

PROGUREMENT

Michigan.gov/MiProcurement

The Evaluation Team determined that Priority Health Choice based on a score of 1840,
did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the response was satisfactory for this section.

2. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Excluding Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A. Section 21 Specific Standards through Section 30 Contract
Activities and Hosted Services
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Schedule O. Narrative Submission (includes Schedules L, M and N)
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiency was noted:

a. Question 25, Appeals and Grievances: The Bidder did not describe the
nature of appeals.

Total Score: 1840/1845
H. UnitedHealthcare Community Plan, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that UnitedHealthcare Community Plan based on a
score of 1845, did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the response was satisfactory for this section.

2. Vendor Questions Worksheet - Excluding Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A. Section 21 Specific Standards through Section 30 Contract
Activities and Hosted Services
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Schedule O. Narrative Submission (includes Schedules L, M and N)
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

Total Score: 1845/1845
I. Upper Peninsula Health Plan, LLC
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The Evaluation Team determined that Upper Peninsula Health Plan based on a score of
1845, did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the response was satisfactory for this section.

2. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Excluding Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A. Section 21 Specific Standards through Section 30 Contract
Activities and Hosted Services
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Schedule O. Narrative Submission (includes Schedules L, M and N)
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

Total Score: 1845/1845
J. Zing Health of Michigan, Inc. d/b/a Zing Health

The Evaluation Team determined that Zing Health based on a score of 1537 did meet the
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.
1. Vendor Questions Worksheet — Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the response was mostly
unsatisfactory, and the following deficiency was noted:

a. The Bidder did not provide their own relevant experience that supports their
ability to successfully manage a Medicaid managed care contract of similar
size and scope.

2. Vendor Questions Worksheet - Excluding Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
unsatisfactory, and the following deficiency was noted:

a. The Bidder had exceptions to the Standard Contract Terms.

3. Schedule A. Section 21 Specific Standards through Section 30 Contract
Activities and Hosted Services
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory for
these sections, but the following deficiency was noted:

a. The Bidder did not include Recovery Point Objectives (RPO) or Recovery Time
Obijectives (RTO) in their Disaster Recovery Plan.

4. Schedule O. Narrative Submission (includes Schedules L, M and N)
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:
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a. Question 1, Network Adequacy and Monitoring: The Bidder did not describe
their plan to create a provider network that will meet network and adequacy
requirements.

b. Question 2, Provider Education: The Bidder did not demonstrate strategies
for educating and supporting facility-based providers in making the transition
to the HIDE SNP model.

c. Question 3, Non-Emergency Medical Transportation (NEMT): The Bidder did
not describe their approach for mileage reimbursement.

d. Question 7, Person Centered Planning: The Bidder did not describe how they
would obtain signatures to signify members and family members understand
and consent to the care plan.

e. Question 7, Person Centered Planning: The Bidder did not demonstrate an
appropriate understanding of the self-determination/self-directed option for
service delivery and HCBS services.

f. Question 9, Coordination with Prepaid Inpatient Health Plans (PIHPs) for
Shared Enrollees: The Bidder’s approach for managed care for enrollees
does not accurately reflect the nature of the PIHP relationship.

g. Question 12, Management Information Systems: The Bidder did not describe
their fullimplementation cycle for systems change management related to
EVV.

h. Question 12, Management Information Systems: The Bidder did not describe
provider enrollment and network management in order to meet network
standards.

i. Question 14, Quality Improvement: The Bidder did not address that their
outcomes presented demonstrated improvement.

j.  Question 14, Quality Improvement: The Bidder did not provide enough data
to assess targeted areas forimprovement.

k. Question 14, Quality Improvement: The Bidder’s baseline data is not present
in areas where they suggested outcome improvements were made.

. Question 21, Enrollee Engagement: The Bidder did not describe innovative
uses of technology.

m. Question 23, Timeliness of Claims: The Bidder did not address steps that will
be taken to resolve systemic provider payment grievances and complaints.
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Total Score: 1537/1845

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary
Schedule A.
Vendor Section 21 Schedule O.

Questions Specific Narrative
Worksheet — Standards Submission Total

Excluding through Section (includes 1845 pts
Experience 30 Contract Schedules L, M P
300 pts 15 pts Activities and and N)

Hosted Services 1500 pts
30 pts

Vendor
Questions
Bidder Worksheet —

Experience

Aetna Better Health of 300 15 30 1500 1845
Michigan Inc.

AmeriHealth Michigan, 300 15 30 1500 1845
Inc.

HAP CareSource 300 15 30 1500 1845
Humana Medical Plan 300 15 30 1500 1845
of Michigan, Inc.

M.erltillan Health Plan of 300 15 30 1500 1845
Michigan, Inc.

Molina Healthcare of 300 15 30 1480 1825
Michigan, Inc.

Priority Health Choice, 300 15 30 1495 1840
Inc.

UnitedHealthcare 300 15 30 1500 1845
Community Plan, Inc.

Upper Peninsula Health

Plan, LLC 300 15 30 1500 1845
Zing Health of

Michigan, Inc. d/b/a 100 7 28 1402 1537
Zing Health

V. Pricing Summary

Bidders were not required to submit proposal pricing. Actuarially sound capitated rates
are established by the Michigan Department of Health and Human Services.

VI. Award Recommendation

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.
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The Bidders below provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award
Recommendation were strong demonstration of fostering integration and continuity,
reducing racial disparities, improving care delivery, promoting self-determination, building

a culture of quality, accreditations held by Bidders, and acceptance of the Standard
Contract Terms.

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.
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Region 1

Region 2

Region 3

Region 4

Region 5

Region 6

Aetna Better
Health of
Michigan
Inc.

Region 7

Region 8

Region 9

Region 10

AmeriHealth
Michigan,

HAP
CareSource

Humana
Medical Plan
of Michigan,
Inc.

Regions Awarded by Bidder

Meridian
Health Plan
of Michigan,
Inc.

Molina
Healthcare of
Michigan, Inc.

Priority
Health
Choice, Inc.
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UnitedHealthcare
Community Plan,
Inc.

Region 11

Region 12

Estimated Award Amount by Bidder

Bidder
Aetna Better Health of Michigan Inc.

Estimated Award Amount*

$807,881,584.00
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Upper
Peninsula
Health Plan,

Zing Health of
Michigan, Inc.
d/b/aZing
Health
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AmeriHealth Michigan, Inc.

$387,141,288.00

HAP CareSource

$559,591,958.00

Humana Medical Plan of Michigan, Inc.

$842,992,801.00

Meridian Health Plan of Michigan, Inc.

$961,102,703.00

Molina Healthcare of Michigan, Inc.

$961,102,703.00

Priority Health Choice, Inc.

$961,102,703.00

UnitedHealthcare Community Plan, Inc.

$961,102,703.00

Upper Peninsula Health Plan, LLC

$439,781,566.00
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*The Award Amount is an estimated amount and is subject to change when capitation rates are finalized.
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