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AWARD RECOMMENDATION 
 Notice of Intent to Award Number: 250000000009 

 Notice of Intent to Award Date: 10/25/2024 

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has 
completed the evaluation of RFP 240000002628 - Statewide Monitoring Review of the 
Home Help Program for the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) and has 
recommended an award to Public Consulting Group, LLC in the amount of $1,648,548.46, 
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 

517-449-8952 

Background Information: 

This Request for Proposal (RFP) was to solicit responses for selection of a Contractor to 
provide Statewide Monitoring Review of the Home Help Program for the Department of 
Health and Human Services (DHHS). The term of this contract is three (3) years, with up to 
three (3) renewal options. 

Bidders: 

The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on July 29, 2024, for 28 days. The following bidders 
submitted proposals by the published due date of August 26, 2024. 

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

Public Consulting 
Group, LLC 

148 State Street, Boston, MA 02109 No No 

QueerlyQualified, LLC 11266 3 1/2 Mile Road, Battle Creek, MI 49015 No No 

Rehmann Robson, LLC 675 Robinson Road, Jackson, MI 49203 No No 

Telligen, Inc. 1776 West Lakes Parkway, West Des Moines, IA 
50266 

No No 

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

https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/policies/state-ad-board
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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 

The State will evaluate each proposal based on the following factors: 

 Technical Evaluation Criteria Weight 

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1 51 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-3 13 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-10 21 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet - Experience 20 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Excluding Experience) 5 

 Total 110 

Proposals receiving 88 or more technical evaluation points will have pricing evaluated and 
considered for award. 

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

II. 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 
DTMB-Central Procurement Services 

Danielle Walsh, Departmental Specialist 
DHHS-Bureau of Grants and Purchasing 

Michelle Martin, Division Director 
DHHS-Bureau of Physical Health and Aging 
Services Administration 

Christopher Mitchell, IT Specialist 
DTMB-Agency Services Supporting Medicaid, 
HASA, BOA & OIG 

Elaina Brown, State Administrative Manager 
DHHS- Bureau of Physical Health and Aging 
Services Administration 

 

Abbey Brooks, Home Help Staff Liaison 
DHHS- Bureau of Physical Health and Aging 
Services Administration 

 

III. Evaluation Results 
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A. Public Consulting Group, LLC 

The Evaluation Team determined that Public Consulting Group, LLC based on a score of 
109.5, did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1    50.5/51 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiency was noted. 

a. Section G. Service Delivery: The Bidder did not address how timely 
notification of services and the number of authorized hours were provided to 
both the beneficiary and the provider. 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-3    13/13 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory for 
these sections. 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-10    21/21 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory for 
these sections. 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet – Experience    20/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory for 
this section. 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Excluding Experience)   5/5 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory for 
these sections. 

Total Score: 109.5/110 

B. QueerlyQualified, LLC 

The Evaluation Team determined that QueerlyQualified, LLC based on a score of 79, did 
not meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1    46/51 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. B. Case Sampling: The Bidder did not present experience related to doing 
Home Help or other home and community-based service reviews and did not 
explain how they would comply with case sampling. 

b. G. Service Delivery: The Bidder did not demonstrate an understanding of the 
procedure for timely notification of services. 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-3    12/13 
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The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 3.5 Key Personnel: The Bidder did not provide a resume for one of 
their key personnel. 

b. Section 3.6 Organizational Chart: The Bidder’s organizational chart did not 
demonstrate the relationships and hierarchy between the different roles. 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-10    19/21 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. Section 4.3 Reporting: The report samples provided did not relate to the 
reports required for this RFP. 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet – Experience    0/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
unsatisfactory, and the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Experience 1: The Bidder’s experience was not within size or scope of what is 
required in this RFP. 

b. Experience 2: The Bidder’s experience was not within size or scope of what is 
required in this RFP. 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Excluding Experience)   2/5 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
unsatisfactory, and the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 2, Company Background Information: The Bidder has no sales 
history. 

b. Section 8, Michigan Economic Impact: The Bidder’s wages are higher than 
industry standard. 

c. Section 8, Michigan Economic Impact: The Bidder demonstrated a lack of 
understanding on staffing needed to carry out this contract. 

Total Score: 79/110 

C. Rehmann Robson, LLC 

The Evaluation Team determined that Rehmann Robson, LLC based on a score of 70, 
did not meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1    26/51 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
unsatisfactory, and the following deficiencies were noted. 
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a. A. Case Read Methodology: The Bidder did not provide an adequate 
description of how they would collaborate with ASWs to ensure all required 
documents are available for the case read. 

b. B. Case Sampling: The Bidder did not explain how they would comply with 
case sampling. 

c. C. Types of Cases: The Bidder did not describe how they would comply with 
this requirement. 

d. E. Determine Completion of Case Management Functions: The Bidder failed 
to demonstrate an understanding of why regular reviews and client contact 
are important. 

e. F. Review Authorization and Payments: The Bidder did not adequately 
describe how they would determine that these functions have been 
completed for each case. 

f. G. Service Delivery: The Bidder did not explain their understanding of 
proration and how they would track for accuracy. 

g. I. Targeted Case Reads: The Bidder did not describe their experience with 
targeted reads and how they will balance targeted case reads along with 
other duties. 

h. 1.2 Transition: The Bidder failed to address how they would work with the 
State to set up equipment, services, or software access needed to complete 
the requirements in this RFP. 

i. 1.3 Training: The Bidder did not demonstrate their training capabilities. 

j. 1.5 Required Functionality Relating to Data Retention, Disposal, and 
Retrieval: The Bidder failed to explain how the data retention, disposal, and 
retrieval requirements would be met and did not describe their data 
management capabilities. 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-3    13/13 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory for 
these sections. 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-10    21/21 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory for 
these sections. 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet – Experience    5/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
unsatisfactory, and the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Experience 1: The Bidder’s experience was not within the size or scope of 
what is required in this RFP. 
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b. Experience 2: The Bidder’s experience did not demonstrate experience in 
case record review auditing. 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Excluding Experience)   5/5 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory for 
these sections. 

Total Score: 70/110 

D. Telligen, Inc. 

The Evaluation Team determined that Telligen, Inc. based on a score of 96.5, did meet 
the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1    43.5/51 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted. 

a. B. Case Sampling: The Bidder failed to provide details on how they would 
comply with this requirement. 

b. C. Types of Cases: The Bidder failed to describe how they would comply with 
this requirement. 

c. F. Review Authorization and Payments: The Bidder did not address how they 
would comply with b, c, or d of this requirement. 

d. G. Service Deliver: The Bidder did not demonstrate their understanding of 
proration. 

e. 1.5 Required Functionality Relating to Data Retention, Disposal, and 
Retrieval: The Bidder did not explain how the data disposal, and retrieval 
requirements would be met or their data management capabilities. 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-3    11/13 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. Section 3.5 Key Personnel: The Bidder listed one individual as key personnel, 
and they were committing 25% of their time as both the Contract Manager 
and Project Director which is cause for concern in the amount of oversight 
needed for this RFP. 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-10    19/21 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. Section 4.3 Reporting: The Bidder stated they would track case specific 
findings monthly but the requirement states this must be done within 15 
business days of completing the case reviews. 
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4. Vendor Questions Worksheet – Experience    18/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiency was noted: 

a. Experience 2: The Bidder’s experience did not demonstrate similar size of 
what is required in this RFP. 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Excluding Experience)   5/5 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory for 
these sections. 

Total Score: 96.5/110 

 
IV. Technical Evaluation Summary 

 Selection Criteria Public 
Consulting 
Group, LLC 

QueerlyQualified, 
LLC 

Rehmann 
Robson, LLC 

Telligen, Inc. 

1 Schedule A, Statement of 
Work, Section 1 

50.5 46 26 43.5 

2 Schedule A, Statement of 
Work, Sections 2-3 

13 12 13 11 

3 Schedule A, Statement of 
Work, Sections 4-10 

21 19 21 19 

4 Vendor Questions 
Worksheet - Experience 

20 0 5 18 

5 Vendor Questions 
Worksheet (Excluding 
Experience) 

5 2 5 5 

 Total 109.5 79 70 96.5 

 
V. Pricing Summary 

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

Initial Pricing: 

 Deliverable Public Consulting Group, 
LLC 

Telligen, Inc. 

1 General Case Read 
(Per Case Read) 

Year 1: $229.75 
Year 2: $247.09 
Year 3: $265.73 

Year 1: $226.00 
Year 2: $226.00 
Year 3: $226.00 
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 Deliverable Public Consulting Group, 
LLC 

Telligen, Inc. 

2 Targeted Case Read 
(Per Hour) 

Year 1: $99.47 
Year 2: $106.98 
Year 3: $115.05 

Year 1: $312.00 
Year 2: $312.00 
Year 3: $312.00 

3 Training 
(Per Unit) 

Year 1: $7,373.78 
Year 2: $7,930.30 
Year 3: $8,528.55 

Year 1: $1,469.00 
Year 2: $1,469.00 
Year 3: $1,469.00 

 3-Year Total Price $1,717,387.89 $1,837,221.00 

Second Round Pricing: 

 Deliverable Public Consulting Group, 
LLC 

Telligen, Inc. 

1 General Case Read 
(Per Case Read) 

Year 1: $222.12 
Year 2: $238.88 
Year 3: $256.90 

Year 1: $224.00 
Year 2: $224.00 
Year 3: $224.00 

2 Targeted Case Read 
(Per Hour) 

Year 1: $99.47 
Year 2: $106.98 
Year 3: $115.05 

Year 1: $309.00 
Year 2: $309.00 
Year 3: $309.00 

3 Training 
(Per Unit) 

Year 1: $5,362.75 
Year 2: $5,767.49 
Year 3: $6,202.58 

Year 1: $1,457.00 
Year 2: $1,457.00 
Year 3: $1,457.00 

 3-Year Total Price $1,648,548.46 $1,820,613.00 

VI. Negotiations 

The two Bidders that passed technical were offered an opportunity to submit second round 
pricing and both reduced their pricing as demonstrated in the table above. 

VII. 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. 

Public Consulting Group, LLC provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for 
Award Recommendation include: Demonstrated experience, knowledge of Home Help 
policies and procedures, stability of key personnel, and 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. 
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Award Recommendation is made to Public Consulting Group, LLC in the amount of 
$1,648,548.46. 


