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AWARD RECOMMENDATION 
 Notice of Intent to Award Number: NIA1 24000001303 

 Notice of Intent to Award Date: 8/23/2024 

The Department of Technology Management and Budget office has completed the 
evaluation of RFP 240000002665- Mi HER Program Implementation and Administration 
and has recommended an award to CLEAResult Consulting Great Lakes LLC in the amount 
of $28,396,700.00, 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: 

Valerie Hiltz, Solicitation Manager. 
HiltzV@michigan.gov 
517-249-0459 
 
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 
provide Michigan Home Energy Program Implementation and Administration. The term of 
this contract is four years, with up to three one-year renewal options. 

Bidders: 

The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on Wednesday, July 3, 2024, and was available for 20 
days.  The following bidders submitted proposals by the published due date of Monday, 
July 22, 2024. 

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

CLEAResult Consulting 
Great Lakes, LLC 

936 Water St.  Jackson, MI  49203 No Yes, their intended 
subcontractor 

DNV Energy Services 
USA, Inc.  

3031 W. Grand River Ave., Suite 570 
Detroit, MI  48202 

No No 

ICF Resources, LLC 209 E. Washington Ave. 
Jackson, MI  49201 

 Yes, one of the 
intended 
subcontractors 

Keith Warwick 705 Buckhaven St., Pekin IL 61554 Unknown Unknown 

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

https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/policies/state-ad-board
https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/procurement/contractconnect/bid-proposals
https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/procurement/contractconnect/bid-proposals
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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 

7. 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 35 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-5 20 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 6-10 15 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet 30 

Proposals receiving 80 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  

Valerie Hiltz, Category Specialist 
DTMB/ Central Procurement Services- 
Commodities and Services Division 

Julie Staveland, Assistant Division Director 
EGLE/ Materials Management Division 

Cory Connolly, EGLE Chief Climate Officer 
EGLE / Office of Climate and Energy 

Maddy Kamalay, Weatherization Manager 
MDHHS/ Bureau of Community Action and 
Economic Opportunity 

Jake Wilkinson, Energy Unit Manager 
EGLE / Materials Management Division 

 

III. Evaluation Results 

A. CLEAResult Consulting Great Lakes, LLC  
The Evaluation Team determined that CLEAResult Consulting Great Lakes, LLC based 
on a score of 90, did meet the requirements of this RFP This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 
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1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 1.2.C., the Bidder didn’t address guidance of building operators and 
owners. 

b. Section 1.6. A-B., the Bidder didn’t provide the requested timeline 
information. 

32/35 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2 - 5 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 2.6. The Bidder deviated from the 24-hour RPO requirement. 
b. Section 2.6. The Bidder only provided an overview of the Disaster recovery 

plan 
c. Section 2.6. The bidder provided redlines to Schedule D. 

16/20 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 6 - 10 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory with 
no deficiencies noted. 

15/15 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:] 

a. Section 6.  Bidder provided redlines to Contract Terms. 
b. Section 7.  Bidder provided redlines to Insurance requirements. 

27/30 

Total Score: 90/100 

B. DNV Energy Services USA, Inc.  
The Evaluation Team determined that DNV Energy Services USA, Inc. based on a 
score of 75, 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  
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 1.1.C.  The Bidder provided high level overview but did not describe 
in detail the types of rebate programs and incentive programs they 
themselves managed and administrated.  
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b. Section 1.1.D. The Bidder provided a list but didn’t describe in detail the 
experiences and to what degree they collaborated. 

c. Section 1.3.D.  The Bidder responded at a high level and didn’t provide 
details relative to cultivating and managing partnerships with distributors 
and retailers. 

d. Section 1.3.J. The Bidder didn’t describe how they had accomplished the 
requirements in the past nor address mechanisms to facilitate timely 
payment and validate invoices. 

e. Section 1.6. A – B.  The Bidder didn’t provide timelines.   
25/35 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2 – 5 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 2.2.  The Bidder indicated that they would comply, but didn’t 
describe how 

b. Section 2.3.B.  The Bidder indicated that the software would be compatible 
but didn’t provide the list of compatible devices. 

c. Section 2.6. The Bidder redlined Schedule D. 
d. Section 4.7. Bidder didn’t provide any information relative to proposed 

Subcontractors which they alluded to and indicated they may use in other 
sections of the solicitation response. 

9/20 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 6 – 10  
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 9.  Bidder did not agree nor disagree 
13/15 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 6.  The Bidder provided redlines to the Contract Terms. 
28/30 

Total Score: 75/100 

C. ICF Resources, LLC  
The Evaluation Team determined that ICF Resources, LLC based on a score of 80, 
did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 
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1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1  
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 1.3.A.-C. The Bidder explained what they will do but didn’t provide 
description of past experience. 

33/35 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2 - 5 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 2.3.A.  Bidder took exception with the requirement and wants to 
negotiate. 

b. Section 2.4. Bidder didn’t indicate if software could be scaled up or down 
without affecting performance. 

c. Section 2.6. Bidder redlined Schedule D. 
d. Section 2.6. Bidder provided an index and withheld the actual plan. 
e. Section 4.7.  Bidder didn’t include the anticipated % and value of work to be 

performed by one of their proposed subcontractors. 
13/20 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 6 - 10 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 9.  Bidder took exception and wants to negotiate. 
13/15 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 2.  The Bidder didn’t provide the legal address of the parent 
company. 

b. Section 5. Experience 2.  The Bidder’s experience was not the same scope. 

c. Section 5. Experience 3.  The Bidder’s experience was of smaller size and 
dissimilar scope. 

d. Section 6.  Bidder provided redlines to the Contract Terms. 

e. Section 9.  Bidder did not provide the average wage paid. 

21/30 

Total Score: 80/100 

 



 
Michigan.gov/MiProcurement 

Version 2024-2  Page 6 of 8 

 

D. Keith Warwick  
Keith Warwick has not met the requirements of being responsive and responsible due 
to not providing a solicitation response utilizing the RFP documents which were 
required to be completed and attached to the solicitation response. 

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary 

 Selection Criteria CLEAResult 
Consulting 

Great Lakes, 
LLC 

DNV Energy 
Services USA, 

Inc. 

ICF Resources, 
LLC 

1 Schedule A, Statement of Work, 
Section 1 

32 25 33 

2 Schedule A, Statement of Work, 
Sections 2 - 5 

16 9 13 

3 Schedule A, Statement of Work, 
Sections 6 - 10 

15 13 13 

4 Vendor Questions Worksheet 27 28 21 

 Total 90 75 80 

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

 Deliverable CLEAResult Consulting 
Great Lakes, LLC 

ICF Resources, LLC 

1 Program Start up  $                         2,928,300.93   $                         2,242,951.00  

2 Program Administration  $                         4,695,692.51   $                         6,931,100.78  

3 Contractor Management, Recruitment 
and Training  $                      10,152,848.67   $                         9,124,018.60  

4 Technology and Data Management 
including Support  $                         1,150,392.00   $                         3,607,560.76  

5 Marketing and Outreach  $                         7,614,636.51   $                         3,314,907.68  

6 Consumer Protection and Feedback 
including Support  $                         1,142,195.48   $                         2,328,617.94  

7 Quality Assurance Plan and Program 
Evaluation  $                         1,776,748.52   $                             402,500.78  

 Additional Third Party/Software Costs N/A  $                            151,378.37 
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 Deliverable CLEAResult Consulting 
Great Lakes, LLC 

ICF Resources, LLC 

 Total Price  $                      29,460,814.61   $                      28,103,035.91  

 

VI. Negotiations 
Bidders who passed technical were asked to review their bid day pricing and provide 
second round pricing.  These were the results. 

 Deliverable CLEAResult Consulting 
Great Lakes, LLC 

ICF Resources, LLC 

1 Program Start up  $                         2,792,102.35   $                         2,200,613.00  

2 Program Administration  $                         4,587,454.62   $                         6,772,736.00  

3 Contractor Management, Recruitment 
and Training  $                         9,918,820.79   $                         9,066,230.00  

4 Technology and Data Management 
including Support  $                             807,452.00   $                         3,534,867.00  

5 Marketing and Outreach  $                         7,439,115.59   $                         3,249,652.00  

6 Consumer Protection and Feedback 
including Support  $                         1,115,867.34   $                         2,274,362.00  

7 Quality Assurance Plan and Program 
Evaluation  $                         1,735,793.64   $                             393,142.00  

 Additional Third Party/Software Costs N/A  $                            151,378.37 

 Total Price  $                       28,396,606.33   $                      27,642,980.37  

Redlines to the Contract Terms and to Schedules D and E were negotiated with 
CLEAResult. 

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. 

CLEAResult Consulting Great Lakes, LLC provided the best value to the State. Best value 
factors for Award Recommendation include: This firm is already operating a Contractor 
developed system which directly ties into the PNNL (Pacific Northwest National 
Laboratory), thus reducing implementation time and software development.  The Bidder 
fully fleshed out the experience of their intended subcontractor, including providing their 
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resumes and experience information in the Vendor Questions Worksheet. The Bidder 
provided robust information and plans for stakeholder engagement during this project. 

As part of the best value determination amongst bidders overall economic impact to the 
State of Michigan was considered in making this award. CLEAResult Consulting Great 
Lakes, LLC provides the greatest overall economic impact to Michigan because they intend 
to subcontract 37% of their contract to a Geographically Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprise, whose average wage is $92,607 per year.  Additionally, due to being awarded 
this contract a total of 23 new jobs will be created in Michigan. 

Award Recommendation is made to CLEAResult Consulting Great Lakes, LLC in the 
amount of $28,396,700.00. 


