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AWARD RECOMMENDATION

Notice of Intent to Award Number: 250000000346
Notice of Intent to Award Date: 2/20/2025

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has
completed the evaluation of Request for Solution (RFS) — 240000002866 for Crime Victims
Compensation and SAFE Response Claims Solution and has recommended an award to
BlueVector Al, LLC in the amount of $1,307,862.00, 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:

Brandon Samuel, Solicitation Manager.

samuelb@michigan.gov

517-249-0439

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

Background Information:

This Request for Solution (RFS) was to solicit responses for selection of a Contractor to
provide for Crime Victims Compensation and SAFE Response Claims Solution for the

Michigan Department of Health and Human Services (MDHHS). The term of this contractis
five years, with up to 5-1 year renewal options.

Bidders:

The RFS was posted on SIGMA VSS on August 6, 2024, for 8 days. The following bidders
submitted proposals by the published due date of August 20, 2024. This posting was due
to the issuance of a Notice of Deficiency Prior. Prior to this, RFS - 240000001525 for Crime
Victims Compensation and SAFE Response Claims Solution was posted on March 7, 2024,
for 34 days. The following bidders submitted proposals by the published due date of April
9, 2024.

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

Submission

Agate Software Both 2214 University Park Dr. No No
Okemos, M| 48864

BlueVector Al, LLC 2nd 1616 Federal Blvd. No Yes
Denver, CO 80204
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Carahsoft Technology 1st 11493 Sunset Hills Rd, Suite 100 | No No

Group*** Reston, VA 20190-5230

CCVC Inc.**** Both 9624 Brook Hill Lane No No
Lone Tree CO 80124

Data Analytics 2nd 44448 Oak Forest, Dr. No No

Technology Northville, Ml 48168

Advantage***

enChoice, Inc. Both 11044 Research Blvd., STE B220 No No
Austin, TX 78759-5263

Google LLC 1st 1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy. No Yes
Mountain View, CA 94043

Hoover Blanket, Inc. 2nd 658 Main Street #2 No No

DBA Main Street East Aurora, NY 14052

Computing

Kinetech Cloud LLC**** | 1st 110 E Houston St, No No
DBA Kinetech LLC San Antonio, TX 78205

Pyramid Solutions Inc 2nd 30200 Telegraph Rd, Suite 440 No No
Bingham Farms, M| 48025.
Slalom Inc. 1st 660 Woodward Avenue, Suite No Yes

1975, Detroit, M| 48226

*SDVOB: Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Business

**GDBE: Geographically Disadvantaged Business Enterprise

*** Bidder’s proposal was deemed non-responsive. Thus, was not considered for award.
****Bjidder did not pass technical evaluation. Thus, was not considered for award.
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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 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 solution based on the following factors:

Technical Criteria Name

1. Schedule A - Statement of Work 30
2, Schedule A - Attachment 1 - Resume Templates 15
3. Schedule A -Table 1 - Business Specifications Worksheet 40
4. Vendor Questions Worksheet 15

Total 100

Solutions receiving 80 or more evaluation points will have pricing evaluated and be

considered for award.

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

Il. Evaluation Method

Responses to this solicitation were reviewed by a Joint Evaluation Committee, which

consisted of the following individuals:
Voting

Sean Hennika, Strategic Integration Manager
DHHS - Strategic Integration Administration

Advisory

Shalonda Banks, State Administrative Manager
DHHS - DVS Compensation and Victims’ Rights

Duane Kerkstra, Business Relationship
Manager
DTMB - Agency Services

David Blatt, State Administrative Manager
DTMB - Agency Services

Brandon Samuel, SAA, Category Specialist
DTMB - Central Procurement Services

Nathan Buckwalter, IT General Manager
DTMB - Agency Services

Emily Stinson, Program Manager
DHHS - DVS Compensation and Victims’ Rights

Elysse Christenson, Business Delivery Liaison
DHHS - Strategic Integration Administration

David Golnick, Security Liaison
DHHS - Security and Compliance
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Voting Advisory

Dustin Hartigan, Section Manager, Architects &
Secure Application Development Lifecycle
Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Protection
DTMB - Cyber Security

Anna Krupka

DTMB - Central Procurement Services

Vicky Laimon, ADS Project Manager

DTMB

Sudhakar Ramaswamy, Senior Deputy Director
DHHS - Strategic Integration Administration
Josh Suvir, Project Coordinator

DTMB

I1l. Evaluation Results
A. Agate Software

The Evaluation Team determined that Agate Software based on a score of 69, 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 Score 13/30
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. Page 105, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder did not confirm
and describe how they will meet the requirements of Schedule D - Service
Level Agreement.

b. Page 115, Section 9. End User and IT Operating Environment, Bidder does
not agree to support the current and future State standard environment at no
additional cost to the State.

c. Page 115, Section 9. End User and IT Operating Environment, Bidder
response indicates they it would use ProjecTrax versus ADO, and they want
all approvals in that tool, it’s also the document repository. (No point
deductions. Points deducted in Section 22. Project Controls & Reports)

d. Page 116, Section 10. Software, Bidder response indicated CORE CVC is
built on ASP/ASP.net 4.8. 4.8.1 is the minimum, yet the standard should be
.net core.

e. Page 121, Section 11. Integration, APl are a standard interface methods. and
Core CVC doesn’t allow for them.

f. Page 147, Section 22. Project Control & Reports, Bidder response does not
outline how they will utilize ADO, the requested process.
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g. Page 153, Section 23. Project Management, Bidder response indicated "The
WABS is being submitted as an attachment to this response." However, JEC
could not find the referenced material.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work — Attachment 1 - Resume Templates Score 13.5/15
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. Page 30, Bidder response indicated Contractor Test Lead resource would be
allocated only 20% of time to project.

b. Page 42, Bidder response indicated Contractor Architect resource would be
allocated only 20% of time to project.

c. Page 46, Bidder response indicated Development Lead resource would be
allocated only 20% of time to project.

3. Schedule A-SOW -Table 1 - Business Specification Worksheet Score 27.5/40
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. #2n, Bidderresponse did not adequately answer the question that was
asked, bidder only referenced duplicate prevention.

=

#4g, Bidder did not adequately answer the question that was asked.

#4h, Bidder did not adequately answer the question that was asked.

o o

#4u, Bidder did not adequately answer the question that was asked.
e. #4x, Bidder did not adequately answer the question that was asked.

f. #13f, Bidder did not adequately answer the question that was asked.

g. #21, Bidder did not adequately answer the question that was asked.
Discussed dashboard opposed to actual Work Queue.

h. #29e, Bidder did not adequately answer the question that was asked.

i. #31a.v, Bidder did not adequately answer the question that was asked.

j.  #33d, Bidder did not respond to the question that was asked, did not address
exporting high-level claim details.

4. Vendor Question Worksheet Score 15/15
No deficiencies noted.

Total Score: 69/100

B. BlueVector Al, LLC

The Evaluation Team determined that BlueVector Al, LLC based on a score of 87, 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 Score 23/30
The following deficiencies were noted:
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a. Page 113, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder's Disaster
Recovery Plan lacked specific details of how it would be accomplished.

b. Page 150, Section 14. Transition Responsibilities, Bidder's transition-in and
transition-out plan did not delineate responsibilities between the Contractor
and the State.

c. Page 162, Section 19. Contractor Personnel Requirements, Bidder did not
provide information regarding “Of the total bid, the price of the
subcontractor’s work”.

d. Page 169, Section 22. Project Control & Reports, Bidder response does not
outline how they will utilize ADO, the requested process.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work — Attachment 1 — Resume Templates Score 13/15
The following deficiency was noted:

a. Page 33, For the Contractor Test Lead resource, response did notindicate 5
years of experience managing projects of similar size and scope of this
solicitation, including experience with HCD and Agile methodologies.

b. Page 33, Forthe Contractor Test Lead resource, response did not indicate 5
years of experience coordinating and collaborating testing.

3. Schedule A-SOW -Table 1 - Business Specification Worksheet Score 37.5/40
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. #13c, Bidderresponse did not adequately answer the question that was
asked.

b. #28j, Bidder response did not adequately answer the question that was
asked.

4. Vendor Question Worksheet Score 13.5/15
The following deficiencies were noted:
a. Bidderresponse did not provide gross annual sales for each of the last 5
years.
b. Bidder noted exceptions to Software Contract Terms and Conditions as well
as Schedule D - Service Level Agreement.

Total Score: 87/100

C. Carahsoft Technology Group
Proposal was considered nonresponsive. Bidder did not follow instructions and
information submitted was incomplete and didn’t include the State’s RFS
documentation. Major portions of the RFS are missing from the response including
the security and privacy sections.
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D. CCVCnc.

The Evaluation Team determined that CCVC Inc. based on a score of 37.5, 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 Score 0/30
The following deficiencies were noted:

a.

Page 96, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder did not respond
fully to the question that was asked (Bidder must disclose if it is proposing a
Contractor Hosted or State Hosted application).

Page 98, Section 5. ADA Compliance, Bidder is not ADA compliant.

Page 102, Section 6. User Type and Capacity, Bidder does notinclude
information on latency.

Page 106, Section 10. Software, Bidder did not outline their exceptions in the
first box, and calls their product COTS while maintaining ownership.

Page 107, Section 11. Integration, Bidder struck desired integrations, and
may not have the appropriate resources to integrate with MiLogin.

Page 109, Section 15. Documentation, Bidder does not agree to use the 18F
process.

Page 119, Section 19. Contractor Personnel Requirements, Bidder indicates
use of offshore resources and cannot affirm where they may be located, and
does not disclose whether they use subcontractors or not.

Page 121, Section 21. Meetings, Bidder does not agree to attend all meetings
at a location and time as identified by the State.

Page 126, Section 22. Project Control & Reports, Bidder does not outline how
or agree to provide reports on the dataset.

Page 129, Section 23. Project Management, Bidder does not outline why the
State's schedule and associated deliverables is not feasible.

Page 129, Section 23. Project Management, Bidder does not agree to the
State's proposed implementation timeline.

Page 129, Section 23. Project Management, Bidder did not thoroughly
explain how they will meet the requirements set forth in the previous
questions.

. Page 129, Section 24, Human Centered Design (HCD), Bidder does not use

HCD with a formal tracking method.
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n. Page 129, Section 24, Human Centered Design (HCD), Bidder did not
respond to the questions in the dedicated sections.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work — Attachment 1 — Resume Templates Score 15/15
No deficiencies noted.

3. Schedule A-SOW -Table 1 - Business Specification Worksheet Score 7.5/40
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. #2a, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
b. #3, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.

#4a, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.

o o

#5a, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.

®

#6, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.

#7, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#8, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#9a, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#10, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#12, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#13, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#14, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.

. #18, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#18, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#21, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#22a, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#23, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#24, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#25, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#26a, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#27a, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#28, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.

. #29, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#33, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#34, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.
#35, Bidder did not fully explain how they will meet the business specification.

4. VendorQuestlon Worksheet Score 15/15

No deficiencies noted.

NS XEgSEOr®TOTO3 3T AT IR

Total Score: 37.5/100
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E. Data Analytics Technology Advantage
Proposal was considered nonresponsive. Schedule A — Statement of Work was
struck out. Schedule A-Table 1 - Business Specification Worksheet was removed
and reinserted with sparse information provided.

F. enChoice, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that enChoice, Inc. based on a score of 83.25, 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 Score 21/30
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. Page 102, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder's redlined
Schedule D- Service Level Agreement.

b. Page 105, Section 5. ADA Compliance, Bidder did not provide VPAT report.

c. Page 117, Section 10. Software, Bidder’s solution is not fully mobile
responsive.

d. Page 141, Section 22. Project Control & Reports, Bidder response does not
outline how they will utilize ADO, the requested process.

e. Page 146, Section 24. Human Centered Design (HCD), Bidder doe not
include HCD in their solution.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work — Attachment 1 — Resume Templates Score 13.5/15
The following deficiency was noted:

a. Page 23, For the Contractor Security Office resource, Bidder only indicated
percentage of time of 5-10%.

b. Page 28, For the Contractor Test Lead resource, Bidder only indicated
percentage of time of 20-30%.

c. Page 32, For the Contractor Project Manager resource, Bidder only indicated
percentage of time of 20%.

3. Schedule A-SOW -Table 1 - Business Specification Worksheet Score 33.75/40
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. #2, Bidder response did not adequately answer the question that was asked.
b. #4a, Bidder does not answer all aspects to the question.
c. #4q, Bidder response indicates Bidder did not understand the requirement.

d. #13c, Bidder does not describe how their solution is capable of returning a line
item or award to an analyst.

e. #24g, Bidder did not adequately answer the question that was asked.
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4. Vendor Question Worksheet Score 15/15
No deficiencies noted.

Total Score: 83.25/100

G. Google LLC

The Evaluation Team determined that Google LLC Software based on a score of
87.5, 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 Score 27/30
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. Page 119, Section 19. Contractor Personnel Requirements, Bidder does not
initially agree to not use offshore resources.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work — Attachment 1 — Resume Templates Score 13/15
The following deficiency was noted:

a. Page 23, For the Contractor Test Lead resource, response did notindicate 5
years of experience managing projects of similar size and scope of this
solicitation including experience with HCD and Agile methodologies.

b. Page 23, Forthe Contractor Test Lead resource, response did not indicate 5
years of experience coordinating and collaborating testing.

3. Schedule A-SOW -Table 1 - Business Specification Worksheet Score 32.5/40
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. #4j, Bidder’s solution does not have the ability to make financial adjustments.
b. #6, Bidder does not discuss the workflow process.

c. #8a, Bidder's solution does not have the ability to delineate between the
desired awards and does not thoroughly discuss updating claim statuses
based on business rules.

d. #9A, Bidder’ss solution does not thoroughly discuss the ability to update
claim status based on business rules.

e. #12, Bidder does not address the requirement.

f. #13a, Bidders does not thoroughly describe how the solution has the ability
to return a line item or award to an analyst.

4. Vendor Question Worksheet Score 15/15
No deficiencies noted.

Total Score: 87.5/100
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H. Hoover Blanket, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Hoover Blanket, Inc. based on a score of 54.25,
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 Score 17.5/30
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. Page 104, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder response
indicates they are not currently FedRAMP certified and SOC 2 Type Il
compliant.

b. Page 105, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder response
indicated themselves when it should have been AWS (regarding
Infrastructure).

c. Page 105, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder response
indicated themselves when it should have been AWS (regarding Platform).

d. Page 105, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder did not check
either box.

e. Page 124, Section 14. Transition Responsibilities, Bidder's transition-in and
transition-out plan did not delineate responsibilities between the Contractor
and the State for transition-out.

f. Page 142, Section 22. Project Controls & Reports, Bidder does not outline
how they will utilize ADO, the requested process.

g. Page 142, Section 22, Project Controls & Reports, Bidder response does not
adequately describe specific reports the Contractor will provide after
Contract execution and during the lifecycle of the Contract, including all
required scheduled reporting and details around the how and when metric
are captured/validated.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work — Attachment 1 - Resume Templates Score 13/15
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. Page 31, Identified Contractor Test Lead resource did not have at least a
Bachelor’s degree.

b. Page 33, for the Contractor Project Manager resource, Bidder only indicated
percentage of time of 25%.

c. Page 41, for the Contractor Architect resource, Bidder only indicated
percentage of time of 10%.

d. Page 45, for the Development lead resource, Bidder only indicated
percentage of time of 25%.

3. Schedule A-SOW -Table 1 - Business Specification Worksheet Score 8.75/40
The following deficiencies were noted:
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a. #2i, Bidder response indicates meeting the requirement with "Built into OCW with email
link." However, this would not be acceptable.

=

#4c, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.
#4d, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.

o o

#4e, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.
e. #4f, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.

—h

#4g, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.
#4h, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.

> ®

#4i, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.

#4j, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.
j. #4k, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.
k. #4l, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.
. #4m, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.
m. #4n, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.
n. #4o0, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.
0. #4p, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.
p. #4q, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.
q. #4r, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.

=
.

#4s, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.

s. #4t, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.

t. #4u, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.

u. #4v, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.

v. #4w, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.

w. #4x, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.

X. #4y, Bidder did not adequately address the requirement.

y. #18, Bidder response does not indicate search results are exportable.

4. Vendor Question Worksheet Score 15/15

No deficiencies noted.

Total Score: 54.25/100
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I. Kinetech Cloud LLC

The Evaluation Team determined that Kinetech Cloud LLC based on a score of 47.25,
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 Score 13/30
The following deficiencies were noted:

a.

Page 99, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder does not provide
responses for the first 4 prompts on this question.

Page 102, Section 5. ADA Compliance, Bidder does not provide responses to
the bidder boxes.

Page 105, Section 6. User Type and Compliance, Bidder does not provide
responses to the bidder boxes.

Page 105, Section 7. Access Control and Authentication, Bidder does not
provide response to the bidder box.

Page 106, Section 8. Data Retention and Removal, Bidder does not provide
response to the bidder box.

Page 106, Section 9. End User and IT Operating Environment, Bidder does
not provide responses to the bidder boxes.

Page 107, Section 10. Software, Bidder does not provide responses to the
bidder boxes.

Page 110, Section 11. Integration, Bidder does not provide response to the
bidder box.

Page 110, Section 12. Migration, Bidder does not provide responses to the
bidder boxes.

Page 111, Section 13. Training Services, Bidder does not provide responses
to the bidder boxes.

Page 111, Section 14. Transition Responsibilities, Bidder does not provide
responses to the bidder boxes.

Page 112, Section 15. Documentation, Bidder does not provide responses to
the bidder boxes.

. Page 120, Section 19. Contractor Personnel Requirements, Bidder does not

provide response to the bidder box.

Page 123, Section 21. Meetings, Bidder does not provide responses to the
bidder boxes.

Page 127, Section 22. Project Control and Reports, Bidder does not provide
responses to the bidder boxes.

Page 128, Section 23. Project Management, Bidder does not provide
responses to the bidder boxes.

Page 130, Section 24. Human Centered Design (HCD), Bidder does not
provide responses to all the bidder boxes.
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2. Schedule A - Statement of Work — Attachment 1 - Resume Templates Score 10/15
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. Page 21, for the Contractor Test Lead resource, response did not indicate 5
years of experience managing projects of similar size and scope of this
solicitation including experience with HCD and Agile methodologies.

b. Page 21, for the Contractor Test Lead resource, response did notindicate 5
years of experience coordinating and collaborating testing.

c. Page 25, for the Contractor Project Manager resource, Bidder only indicated
percentage of time of 10%

d. Page 36, for the Contractor Architect resource, Bidder only indicated
percentage of time of 25%

e. Page 41, forthe Development Lead resource, response did not 5 years of
experience managing projects of similar size and scope of this solicitation
including experience with HCD and Agile methodologies.

f. Page 41, for the Development Lead resource, response did not 5 years of
experience facilitating meetings w/clients & stakeholders.

3. Schedule A-SOW -Table 1 - Business Specification Worksheet Score 9.25/40

The following deficiencies were noted:

o o

TS @ ™o

a. #2a, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification.
b.

#3, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification.
#4a, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification.
#5a, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification

#6, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification
#7, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification
#8a, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification
#9a, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification
#11, Bidder does not thoroughly explain how they will deliver the business
specification.

#12, Bidder does not thoroughly explain how they will deliver the business
specification.

#13a, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification
#14, Bidder does not thoroughly explain how they will deliver the business
specification.

. #15, Bidder does not thoroughly explain how they will deliver the business

specification.

#16, Bidder does not thoroughly explain how they will deliver the business
specification.

#18, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification
#21, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification
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gq. #22a, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification

r. #23, Bidder does not thoroughly explain how they will deliver the business
specification.

s. #24a, Bidder does not thoroughly explain how they will deliver the business
specification.

t. #25, Bidder does not thoroughly explain how they will deliver the business
specification.

u. #26a, Bidder does not thoroughly explain how they will deliver the business
specification.

v. #27a, Bidder does not thoroughly explain how they will deliver the business
specification.

w. #28, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification

X. #29, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification

y. #30, Bidder does not thoroughly explain how they will deliver the business
specification.

z. #31, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification

aa. #32, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification

bb.#33, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification

cc. #34, Bidder does not explain how they will deliver the business specification

4. Vendor Question Worksheet Score 15/15

No deficiencies noted.

Total Score: 47.25/100

J. Pyramid Solutions Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Pyramid Solutions Inc., 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.

1. Schedule A - Statement of Work Score 14.5/30
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. Page 106, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder response
indicated ""Appian’s Advanced support plan includes a 99.95% uptime
Service Level Agreement (SLA) which is acceptable to most clients. If the
state requires higher, there are extended support plans that are offered to
bring this SLA up to 99.99%. Also indicated "Pyramid will collaborate with
the State to create a support contract that is agreeable to both parties, and
we see no issue with the support response times stated in the RFP."
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b. Page 107, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder response does
not clearly indicate that system has FedRAMP certification and SOC 2 Type Il
compliance.

c. Page 107, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, regarding Disaster
Recovery Plan, Bidder response indicates ".... Appian Cloud disaster
recovery procedures are designed to support target time frames needed to
ensure acceptable service levels, and enable Appian Cloud to maintain its
99.95% uptime service level agreement (SLA). No point deduction, points
deducted in Schedule D - Service Level Agreement.

d. Page 118, Section 10. Software, Bidder response states Pyramid Solutions is
areseller of the Appian platform. We have worked with Appian to obtain the
best pricing for the State and have included that in our proposal. We will
organize and facilitate the software purchase, but the Software License
agreement for the platform is directly between the State and Appian.

e. Page 124, Section 14. Transition Responsibilities, Bidder's transition-in and
transition-out plan did not delineate responsibilities between the Contractor
and the State.

f. Page 129, Section 15. Documentation, Bidder indicated an exemption to the
requirement. Bidder's exception does not disclose how the Appian SaaS
approval process complies with the Quality Assessment Surveillance Plan
requirement to meet the metric.

g. Page 142, Section 22. Project Control & Reports, Bidder checked exception
box, but no exceptions were listed.

h. Page 142, Section 22. Project Control & Reports, Bidder does not outline how
they will utilize ADO, the requested process.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work — Attachment 1 - Resume Templates Score 13/15
The following deficiency was noted:

a. Page 29, Bidderresponse indicated Contractor Test Lead resource would be
allocated only 20% of time to project.

b. Page 41, Reference 1 for Program Director/Service Manager did notinclude a
description.

c. Page 41, Reference 2 for Program Director/Service Manager did notinclude a
description.
d. Page 41, Reference 3 for Program Director/Service Manager not provided.
3. Schedule A-SOW -Table 1 - Business Specification Worksheet Score 40/40
No deficiencies were noted.
4. Vendor Question Worksheet Score 12.5/15
The following deficiencies were noted:
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a. Page 19, Experience 1 was not of similar scope (i.e. case management
system).

b. Page 20, Experience 2 - Bidder did not provide company name or contact
information. Indicated “If selected, we will help facilitate a conversation”.

c. Page 23, Experience 3 - Bidder did not provide company name or contact
information. Indicated “If selected, we will help facilitate a conversation”.

d. Page 23, Experience 3 —Bidder did not provide dollar value. Indicated as
confidential.

e. Page 23, Bidder indicated agreement to Standard Contract Terms, however
provided a narrative that also stated "Both Pyramid and Appian are confident
we can achieve a mutually agreeable set of terms and conditions that reflect
the business relationship anticipated under this RFP."

Total Score: 80/100

K. Slalom, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Slalom, Inc. based on a score of 83.25, 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 Score 17/30
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. Page 130, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder is proposing a
Contractor Hosted (Amazon Web Services — AWS) cloud-native architected
application. JEC could not ascertain if hosting was through a State managed
IAAS hosting environment contract. Bidder indicates SLA would be the
responsibility of the Hosting Provider.

b. Page 130, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder indicated "...In
addition to the escalation points from a contract basis, the proper contacts
and escalation points with AWS will be established for ongoing support and
adherence to the service level agreement. Slalom will not be hosting the
application in perpetuity so the proper paths to maintain service level
acceptance will involve the cloud provider where the application and system
is deployed." No point deduction. Points deducted previously.

c. Page 131, Section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder indicated they
would not accept the Data Security Requirements as presented.

d. Page 133, Section 5. ADA Compliance, Bidder did not provide their VPAT.

e. Page 138, Section 8. Data Retention and Removal, Bidder response indicates
"This cloud RDS database will be fully owned and managed by the State..."
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f. Page 180, Section 22. Project Controls & Reports, Bidder does not outline
how they will utilize ADO, the requested process.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work — Attachment 1 - Resume Templates Score 13.5/15
The following deficiency was noted:

a. Page 36, for the Contractor Security Officer, Bidder only indicated
percentage of time of 10%.

b. Page 50, for the Contractor Project Manager, Bidder only indicated
percentage of time of 30%.
c. Page 60, for the Contractor Architect, Bidder only indicated percentage of
time of 20%.
3. Schedule A-SOW -Table 1 - Business Specification Worksheet Score 38.75
The following deficiencies were noted:

a. #2a(mislabeled at 1), Bidder does not address providing a quick exit feature
throughout the application.

4. Vendor Question Worksheet Score 14/15
The following deficiency was noted:
a. Page 31, Bidder took exception to the Standard Contract Terms.

Total Score: 83.25/100

Version 2024-2 Page 18 of 20



IV. Technical Evaluation Summary

Agate BlueVector | CCVC
Software Al, LLC Inc.
Inc.

Selection
Criteria

1 | Schedule A -
Statement of 13 23 0
Work
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enChoice, | Google
Inc. LLC

Hoover Kinetch Pyramid | Slalom,
Blanket, Cloud Solutions | Inc.
Inc. LLC Inc

21 27 17.5 13 14.5 17

2 | Schedule A -
Statement of
Work -
Attachment 1 -
Resume
Templates

13.5 13 15

13.5 13 13 10 13 13.5

3 | Schedule A -
Statement of
Work - Table 1 -
Business
Specifications
Worksheet

27.5 37.5 7.5

33.75 32.5 8.75 9.25 40 38.75

4 | Schedule A -
Statement of 15 13.5 15
Work

15 15 15 15 12.5 14

Total 69 87 37.5

83.25 87.5 54.25 47.25 80 83.25
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V. Pricing Summary

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

BlueVector enChoice, Pyramid

Google LLC

) Slalom, Inc.
Al, LLC Inc. Solutions Inc

Licensing Fees $ - $ 900,394.02 $ 662,760.00 $ 1,411,750.00 $ -
SupportService Fees  $ 439,539.00 $ 1,403,948.00 $ - $ 112,800.00 $ 1,171,776.00
Hosting Cost $ - $ 22,400.00 $ - $ - $

Usage Estimates $ - $ - $ - $ - $  100,500.00

Implementation Fees $ 868,323.00 $ 2,185,000.00 $ 966,000.00 $ 499,342.00 $ 2,469,858.00
[TOTALfor 1-5years | $1,307,862.00 | $ 4,511,742.02 | $1,628,760.00 | $ 2,023,892.00 | $ 3,742,134.00

VI. Negotiations
$15,245 reduction in support fees from BlueVector Al, LLC.
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.

BlueVector Al, LLC provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award
Recommendation include:

e Look, feel and functionality of system
e |Lowest costto implement and maintain over the contract life.

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.

Award Recommendation is made to BlueVector Al, LLC in the amount of $1,307,862.00.
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