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AWARD RECOMMENDATION

Notice of Intent to Award Number: 250000000248

Notice of Intent to Award Date: January 16, 2025

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has completed the
evaluation of Request for Proposal No. 240000002510 for Group Life Insurance Administration
Services and has recommended award to Minnesota Life Insurance Company in the amount of
$193,000,000.00 pending State Administrative Board approval, if applicable. This value represents
estimated administrative and pass-through claim reimbursement costs. 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:

Mary Ostrowski, Solicitation Manager.

ostrowskim@michigan.gov

(517)249-0438

Public copies of all bidder proposals can be found here: DTMB - Bid Proposals
(michigan.gov)

Background Information:

This Request for Proposal (RFP) was to solicit responses for selection of a Contractor to administer
self-funded group life insurance for eligible state employees, retirees, and dependents, including
accidental duty death benefits for eligible employees. The Contract will be effective November 20,
2024, through June 30, 2028. November 20, 2024, through June 30, 2025, is for transition and
implementation for the Contractor, and no payment will be made during this period. Contract
Activities are to begin without interruption on July 1, 2025.

Bidders:
The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on June 21, 2024, for four weeks and 3 days. The following
bidders submitted proposals by the published due date of July 22, 2024:

Bidder Address, City, State, Zip Code SDVOB* ‘ GDBE**
Metropolitan Life 200 Park Avenue No No
Insurance Company New York, NY 10166-0188
(MetLife)

Minnesota Life Insurance 400 Robert Street North No No
Company St. Paul, MN 55101

*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 proposalis one that is submitted in accordance
with the solicitation instructions and meets all mandatory requirements identified in the
solicitation. Section 6 from Proposal Instructions:

6. EVALUATION PROCESS. The State will evaluate each proposal based on the following
factors:

Technical Evaluation Criteria

Schedule A - Statement of Work, (excluding Schedule A Sections referenced in 49
1. #2 and #3 below)
Schedule A - Section 4. Staffing 15
Schedule A - Section 5. Project Management/Project Plan, Section 7. Ordering, | 15
Section 8. Financial Administration
4. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Section 5. Experience 21

Total 100

w

Proposals receiving 80 or more technical evaluation points will have pricing evaluated and
considered for award.

The State may utilize all bidder information, without regard to a proposal’s technical score, to
determine fair market value for goods or services sought. The State is not obligated to accept
the lowest price proposal. If applicable, the State’s evaluation will include consideration of a
bidder’s qualified disabled veterans/service-disabled veteran owned business (QDV/SDVOB)
status under MCL 18.1261(8). Additional information on the SDVOB preference is available
at: Michigan.gov/SDVOB.

The State strongly encourages strict adherence to the Contract Terms. The State reserves
the right to deem a bid non-responsive for failure to accept the Contract Terms.
Nevertheless, the bidder may submit proposed changes to the Contract Terms in track
changes (i.e., visible edits) with an explanation of the bidder’s need for each proposed
change. Failure to include track changes with an explanation of the bidder’s need for the
proposed change constitutes the bidder’s acceptance of the Contract Terms. General
statements, such as that the bidder reserves the right to negotiate the terms and conditions,
may be considered non-responsive. Failure to respond timely to requests for proposed
changes to Contract Terms during ongoing negotiations may be cause for disqualification.

The State may but is not required to conduct an on-site visit to tour and inspect the bidder’s
facilities; require an oral presentation of the bidder's proposal; conduct interviews, research,
reference checks, and background checks; and request additional price concessions at any
point during the evaluation process

Il. Evaluation Method

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

Voting Advisory
Jeanette David Bethany Beauchine
State Administrative Manager Senior Management Executive, Bureau Director
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MCSC - Bureau of Benefits Administration

Becky Guyski
State Division Administrator
MCSC - Bureau of Benefits Administration

Bill Pemble
Business Relationship Manager
DTMB - Agency Services

Mary Ostrowski
Category Specialist
DTMB - Central Procurement

Mike Bartkowiak
IT Security Specialist
DTMB - MCS

Joey Combs

President

SEIU 517M

Kathleen Rubie

OSE Tech

Office of State Employer

Aymie Quimby

Departmental Specialist

MCSC - Bureau of Benefits Administration

I1l. Evaluation Results

The evaluators reviewed the proposals and made the following determinations related to the
published specifications:

A. MetlLife:
The Evaluation Team determined that MetLife, based on a score of 91, met the requirements of
this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical
Evaluation Criteria.
1. Schedule A (EXCLUDING Schedule A Sections referenced in #2 and #3 below)
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but
the following deficiencies were noted:

-Section 1.3.7: Bidder did not agree to the requirement and appeared to take out and/or not

agree to appealrights, in Bidder’s initial response.

-Section 1.4.3: Bidder did not provide sample materials of handbooks, in Bidder’s initial

response.

-Section 1.5.5: Bidder did not agree to the requirement, indicating additional lead time may

be required, in Bidder’s initial response.

-Section 1.5.13: Bidder did not agree to the requirement of allowing the Plan Sponsor to

audit customer service calls upon Plan Sponsor’s request, in Bidder’s initial response.

- Section 2:

e Bidderdid not agree and provided redlines to Schedule E, Data Security Requirements,
in Bidder’s initial response.

e Bidder did not provide an actual Disaster Recovery Plan, and was more so just an
overview, in Bidder’s initial response.

-Section 10.3: Bidder did not agree to the monthly measurement and quarterly reporting
requirement in this section, in Bidder’s initial response.
-Section 10.7: Bidder did not agree to SLA 1B, in Bidder’s initial response.
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-Section 10.8: Bidder did not agree to SLA 2, in Bidder’s initial response.

2. Schedule A, Section 4. Staffing
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but
the following deficiencies were noted:
-Section 4.6.7: Bidder did not provide the estimated percentage of work time for the
provided Key Personnel, in Bidder’s initial response.
-Section 4.6.8: Kay Dee Flemming's bio included the following statement regarding Heather
rather than Kay Dee: Prior to her current role, Heather worked as a Claim Examiner in our
Life Claims Operation Center. No points deducted.
-Section 4.7: Bidder did not include the names of subcontractors on the organizational
chart, and only included reference of subcontractors, in Bidder’s initial response.

3. Schedule A, Section 5. Project Management, Section 7. Ordering, Section 8 Financial
Management
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory, and the Bidder met
the requirements of this Section without exception.

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet Section 5 Prior Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory, and the Bidder met
the requirements of this Section without exception.

Total: 91

B. Minnesota Life Insurance Company:
The Evaluation Team determined that Minnesota Life, based on a score of 93, met the
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses
to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.
1. Schedule A (EXCLUDING Schedule A Sections referenced in #2 and #3 below)
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but
the following deficiencies were noted:
-Section 1.5.9: In Bidder’s initial response, Bidder did not agree and stated: We agree to pay
for the claim audits up to a maximum of $30,000 per year for all claim audits combined
which arise from the 10% differential.
-Section 2:
¢ Bidder did not agree and provided redlines to Schedule E, Data Security Requirements.
e Bidder did not provide the details for how they would meet the ADA requirements;
instead provided links, in Bidder’s initial response.
e Bidder agreed to requirement of RTO and RPO of 4 hours or less, but stated 24 hours for
RTO, in Bidders initial response.
e Bidder’s Disaster Recovery Plan was high-level/broad, in Bidder’s initial response.

-Section 3: Bidder did not agree to the Acceptance, Inspection, and Testing requirement, in
Bidder’s initial response.

2. Schedule A, Section 4. Staffing
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but
the following deficiencies were noted:
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-Section 4.6.7: Bidder did not provide the estimated percentage of work time for the
provided Key Personnel, in Bidder’s initial response.

-Section 4.7: Bidder did not detail all subcontractors on their Organizational Chart
-Section 4.8: Bidder did not disclose all subcontractors as required in this section and
indicated that they had none, in Bidder’s initial response.

3. Schedule A, Section 5. Project Management, Section 7. Ordering, Section 8 Financial
Management
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but
the following deficiencies were noted:
-Section 5.2: Bidder did not provide a complete Implementation plan, indicating that they
believe it is not required and therefore only provided a timeline, in Bidder’s initial response.

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet Section 5 Prior Experience
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but
the following deficiencies were noted:
Experience 1, 2, and 3: Bidder did not provide dollar value and stated Confidential and
proprietary information in Bidder’s initial response.

Total: 93

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary

Schedule A (EXCLUDING Schedule A Sections 41 47

referenced in #2 and #3 below)
49 points

2 | Schedule A, Section 4. Staffing 14 13
15 points

3 | Schedule A, Section 5. Project Management, Section 7. 15 13
Ordering, Section 8 Financial Administration
15 points

4 | Vendor Questions Worksheet Section 5 Prior Experience 21 20
21 points

Total 91 93
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V. Pricing Summary

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

Minnesota Life Insurance Company

MetlLife

1-Year Estimate Price 1-Year Total 3-Year Total Price 1-Year Total 3-Year Total

Per Claim Paid, All-Inclusi
er Claim Paid, AINCIUSIVE | Glaim Processed| §  2,365.00 | $ 595.00 $  1,407,175.00 $  4,221,525.00 $ 611.00 $ 144501500 $  4,335,045.00
Administrative Fee

Policy Conversion Fee (Per $1,000 of converted coverage)

Under 40
Age at Conversion 40-49 $
50-59 $ 200.00
60+ $ 295.00
Claim Pass-through Reimbursement $  62,500,000.00| $ 187,500,000.00 62,500,000.00 | $ 187,500,000.00
d Total [$  63907,175.00] $ 191,721,525.00 63,945,015.00 | $ 191,835,045.00

Notes:
(1) The State of Michigan does not guarantee a minimum or maximum volume of services, claims and conversions.
(2) For purposes of proposal parison, il in table will be utilized. Also see above Note 1.

VI. Clarification and Negotiations

Clarifications and pricing reductions were requested and negotiated with Bidders who passed the
technical evaluation. Financial components and pricing were negotiated further and resulted in
Bidders reducing their price as exhibited in the table above.

VIl. 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, and price.

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. Minnesota Life Insurance
Company scored a higher overall point value and had the best combination of factors, such as their
managed fund account for benefit proceeds illustrated a higher yield for beneficiaries, and a
simplified claim process and packet that is more user friendly for the State’s aging population.

Award Recommendation is made to Minnesota Life Insurance Company in the amount of
$193,000,000.00. This value represents estimated administrative and pass-through claims costs.
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