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AWARD RECOMMENDATION

Notice of Intent to Award Number: 250000000340
Notice of Intent to Award Date: 2/19/2025

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has
completed the evaluation of RFP 240000003031 - Al Consulting Services and has
recommended an award to Boston Consulting Group in the amount of $245,000.00,
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:

Emily Massa, Solicitation Manager.
Massae@michigan.gov

517-897-7321

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 Artificial Intelligence Consulting Services. The term of this contract is three years,
with up to five one-year renewal options.

Bidders:

The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on September 6™, 2024. The following bidders
submitted proposals by the published due date of October 8", 2024.

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

Accenture 1001 Woodward Avenue, Suite 400, Detroit, M| 48226 No Yes
Ardent 6234 Far Hills Avenue. Dayton, OH 45459 No No

Boston Consulting 655 15th Street NW Suite 1100 No No

Group Washington, DC 20005

CellPlan Technologies 1920 Association Drive, 4th floor, Reston, VA, No No

20191

Centroid 1050 Wilshire Drive, Suite 170 Troy, Ml 48084 No No

Creative Information 7799 Leesburg Pike, Suite 500 North, No No

Technology Falls Church, VA 22043

Version 2024-2 Page 1 of 19


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

STATE OF MICHIGAN 47
PROCUREMENT! >

Michigan.gov/MiProcurement

Deloitte 106 W. Allegan Street, Suite 400 No Yes
Lansing, M1 48933

G20 5455 Rings Road, Suite 500 No No
Dublin, OH 43017

Gartner Group 56 Top Gallant Road Stamford No No
CT06902-7700

Guidehouse 1001 Woodward Ave, Suite 500 No Yes
Detroit, M| 48226

Infotech 3960 Howard Hughes Parkway No No
Las Vegas, NV

Kyndryl, Inc One Vanderbilt Way, 15th Floor, No No
New York, NY 10017

McKinsey & Company 1200 19th Street NW, Suite 1000 Yes No
Washington DC 20036

NTT Data Americas 7950 Legacy Drive, Suite 1200 No No
Plano, TX75024

PI-R Square Solutions 2475, Northwinds Pkwy, Suite #200 No No
Alpharetta, GA 30009

Protiviti Government 1737 King St, Suite 320 No No

Services Alexandria, VA 22314

Pure Talent 100 E. Big Beaver Road No No
Troy, M148083

Resultant LLC 111 Monument Circle, Suite 202 No No
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Trace3 5555 Corporate Exchange Ct SE No No
Grand Rapids, M1 49512

Young3 49197 Wixom Tech Dr No Yes
Wixom, MI, 48393, USA

*SDVOB: Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Business

**GDBE: Geographically Disadvantaged Business Enterprise
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EVALUATION SYNOPSIS

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.

Proposal Instructions: Evaluation Process

Technical Evaluation Criteria Weight

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet 35

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work 35

3. Resumes 30
Total 100

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.

Evaluation Method

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

consisted of the following individuals:

Voting Advisory

Emily Massa, Category Analyst
DTMB/Central-Procurement

Glenn Puro, Project Manager
DTMB/PMO

Suzanne Pauley, eMichigan Director
DTMB/Center for Shared Solutions

Shannon Romein, Category Analyst
DTMB/Central-Procurement

Simon Baldwin, IT Sourcing Director
DTMB/Central-Procurement

Ruth Archer, Chief of Staff
DTMB/Michigan Center for Data and Analytics

Manny Rosales, General Manager

Andrey Verevko, General Manager

Infrastructure Protection

DTMB/Agency Services DTMB/Chief Technology Office
Dustin Hartigan, Section Manager Jamie Bennett, Deputy Chief Security Officer
DTMB/Cyber Security and DTMB/Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Protection

Paul Groll, Director of Emerging Technology
DTMB/Chief Technology Office

Brian Pillar, General Manager
DTMB/Agency Services
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Voting Advisory

Kent Yunge, Digital Experience Manager
DTMB/ Center for Shared Solutions

Jason Frost, Director

DTMB/Cloud and Infrastructure Delivery
Jayson Cavendish, Chief Security Officer
DTMB/ Cyber Security and Infrastructure Protection
Scott Powell, Chief Data Officer
DTMB/Michigan Center for Data and Analytics
Laura Clark, Chief Information Officer
DTMB/ Director’s Office

Eric Swanson, Director Center for Shared
Solutions

DTMB/Center for Shared Solutions

Heather Frick, Agency Services Director
DTMB/Agency Services

Rex Menold, Chief Technology Office
DTMB/ Chief Technology Office

Il1l. Evaluation Results
A. Accenture

The Evaluation Team determined that Accenture 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. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (31/35):
a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 - Project
referenced in experience #1 just began in April. The project referenced in
Experience #2 was a much smaller scope than this consulting engagement.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (31.5/35):

a. Al Strategy Development — Bidder emphasis on use case and prioritization
and less on mission and vision.

b. Al Maturity Plan - Item #5 was not addressed regarding metrics.

c. Al Roadmap - Example given was very high level and not tailored to State of
Michigan needs.

d. Training —Training was not included in the price given.

3. Resumes
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The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (25/30):

a. Lead Al Strategist — Allocation % time not provided.

b. Al Practice Lead - Allocation % time not provided. The projects listed are not
at the scale that the State is asking for in this RFP.

Total Score:87.5/100
B. Ardent

Ardent has not met the requirements of being responsive and responsible due to
absence from mandatory pre-proposal meeting.

C. Boston Consulting Group

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

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (29/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 - Project
referenced in experience #2 was less relevant, this experience was
marketing Al rather than using Al. The project referenced in Experience #3 did
not seem relevant.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (27.5/35):

a. Al Maturity Plan — Bidder missed responding to items 4, 8 & 9.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (27/30):

a. Al Practice Lead - Resume does not clearly state if individual has experience
launching and implementing Al.

Total Score: 83.5/100
D. Cell Plan Technologies

Cell Plan technologies has not met the requirements of being responsive and
responsible due to absence from mandatory pre-proposal meeting.

E. Centroid
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The Evaluation Team determined that Centroid based on a score of 54, did not meet the
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
unsatisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (17/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 —All three
experiences listed were lacking Al experience and the State of Michigan
experience provided was not relevant.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
unsatisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (16/35):

a. Assessment - Bidder lacked detail of “how” the work will be completed.

b. Al Strategy Development - Bidder lacked detail of “how” the work will be
completed.

c. Al Maturity Plan - Bidder lacked detail of “how” the work will be completed.
Detail missing on most of numbered requirements.

d. Al Support Model - Bidder lacked detail of “how” the work will be completed.
Detail missing on most of numbered requirements.

e. Al Roadmap —Bidder responses do not address the specific requirements
requested.

f. Training — No answer provided.
g. Project Plan -1 year project planis lengthy for the process bidder described.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (21/30):

a. Contractor Project Manager — Resumes lacks explanation of experience.

b. Lead Al Strategist — Experience is more related to data and analytics versus
Al strategies.

c. Al Practice Lead - Specific names of projects were not listed in individuals
resume and the resume was not tailored to the needs of this project.

Total Score:54/100

F. Creative Information Technologies

The Evaluation Team determined that Creative Information Technologies based on a
score of 61, did not meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.
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1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (21/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 — Experiences
#1 & #2 were focused on implementing a single Al technology. Experience #3
was not relevant to this scope of work.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
unsatisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (15/35):

a. Assessment - Response demonstrates a lack of understanding of this overall
scope of work.

b. Al Strategy Development —The description of activities that the bidder
provided does not relate to the deliverables requested by the State of
Michigan.

c. Al Maturity Plan — Bidder missed answering multiple of the numbered
requirements.

d. Al Support Model - Bidder missed answering multiple of the numbered
requirements.

e. Al Roadmap - Answer is not relevant to what the State of Michigan is asking
for.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (25/30):

a. Lead Al Strategist - No allocation time provided and missing responses in
one of the provided response boxes.

b. Al Practice Lead —No allocation time provided.
Total Score:61/100
G. Deloitte

The Evaluation Team determined that Deloitte based on a score of 89, did meet the
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (29/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 — Experience #1
was lacking detail about security and privacy. Experience #2 was a very
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specific tool being implemented vs the scale the State of Michigan is looking
for.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (33/35):

a. Al Maturity Plan — Requirement numbers 8 and 9 were very high level and
lacking detail.

b. Al Support Model - Response lacks detail of documented deliverables.
Outputs are high level and it is unclear what the State of Michigan would be
receiving.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (27/30):

a. Lead Al Strategist — Allocation time of 20% is not enough.
b. Al Practice Lead —Allocation time of 25% is not enough.
Total Score:89/100
H. G20

G20 has not met the requirements of being responsive and responsible due to absence
from mandatory pre-proposal meeting.

I. Gartner

The Evaluation Team determined that Gartner based on a score of 67, did not meet the
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (21/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 — Experience #1
is not relevant to this scope of work. Experience #2 provided insight to Al
technologies, but the experience did not provide the actual deliverables
related to this scope of work. Experience #3 provided insight to Al
technologies, but the experience did not provide the actual deliverables
related to this scope of work.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (19/35):

a. Assessment — Explanation of activities is high level. Deliverable examples are

provided but lacking detail.
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b. Al Strategy Development - Explanation of activities is high level. Deliverable
examples are provided but lacking detail.

c. Al Maturity Plan - Bidder does not provide a description of how they will
complete the work.

d. Al Support Model - Bidder does not provide a description of how they will
complete the work.

e. Al Roadmap - Roadmap is lacking detail.
f. Training — No training included.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (27/35):

a. Contractor Project Manager — Experience is not project manager work.
Total Score: 67/100
J. Guidehouse

The Evaluation Team determined that Guidehouse based on a score of 91, did meet the
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (31/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 — Experience #1
was more data strategy focused vs enterprise management. No outcomes
provided. Experience #3 more data strategy related and the Al portion of the
project has yet to happen.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (33/35):

a. Training — Bidder proposed building a plan for training but not conducting it.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (27/30):

a. Lead Al Strategist — Technical training is lacking. All of the experience
provided on the resume is from one project.

b. Al Practice Lead — Resume is describing a strategist rather than technical
personnel.

Total Score:91/100
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K. InfoTech

The Evaluation Team determined that InfoTech based on a score of 61.5, did not meet
the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (17/35):
a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 - All three
experiences are not relevant to this scope of work.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (23.5/35):

a. Assessment - Assessment stage is one year long.

b. Al Strategy Development —Bidder response is not customized to State of
Michigan needs.

c. Al Maturity Plan —Testing and strategy protocol requirement responses are
missing.

d. Al Support Model - Bidder response is not customized to State of Michigan
needs.

e. Al Roadmap — Deliverables are restatements of requirements with no
customization to the State of Michigan.

f. Training — No training being provided.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (21/30):

a. Contractor Project Manager — Project manager experience seems more
related to a delivery manager. No Al experience like this scope. Missing a
response to first question.

b. Lead Al Strategist — Did not respond to first question. No experience as an Al
Strategist.

c. Al Practice Lead - Did not respond to first question. Did not see any
experience as an Al Practice Lead.

Total Score:61.5/100
L. Kyndryl, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Kyndryl, Inc based on a score of 56, did not meet
the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.
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1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (17/35):
a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 — Experience #1
was implementation not strategy work. Experiences #2 & #3 lacked
relevance to this scope of work.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (17/35):
a. Assessment — Response was a restatement of requirements. No specific
examples or deliverables were provided.

b. Al Strategy Development - Response was a restatement of requirements. No
specific examples or deliverables were provided.

c. Al Maturity Plan - Response was a restatement of requirements. No specific
examples or deliverables were provided.

d. Al Support Model - Response was a restatement of requirements. No
specific examples or deliverables were provided.

e. Al Roadmap - Response was a restatement of requirements. No specific
examples or deliverables were provided.

f. Training — Response was unclear if the bidder would be providing or
recommending training.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (22/30):
a. Contractor Project Manager — 30% allocation time is not adequate.

b. Lead Al Strategy — Only 30% allocation time. Response did not provide skills
and experience.

c. Al Practice Lead - 30% allocation time is not adequate.
Total Score:56/100

M. McKinsey & Company

The Evaluation Team determined that McKinsey & Company based on a score of 91, did
meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (31/35):
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a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 — Experiences
#2 & #3 are relevant but not at the scope that the State of Michigan is asking
for.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (33/35):

a. Al Roadmap - Bidder response lacked detail.

b. Training — Bidder response was unclear if they were able to execute the
training.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (27/30):

a. Contractor Project Manager — Experience seemed strategic versus leading
projects.

b. Lead Al Strategist —40-50% allocation time is limited.
c. Al Practice Lead —30-40% allocation time is limited.
Total Score:91/100

N. NTT Data Americas Inc

The Evaluation Team determined that NTT Data Americas based on a score of 57, did
not meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (19/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 — Experiences
#1 & #3 are not relevant to the scope of work. Experience #2 the project is
small and limited.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (18/35):

a. Assessment - Bidder did not provide a solid description of what the State of
Michigan will receive.

b. Al Strategy Development —Description of how this will be accomplished is
limited.

c. Al Maturity Plan - Bidder did not provide specifics around deliverables.

d. Al Support Model - Bidder did not provide specifics around deliverables.
Requirement #3 is not addressed.
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e. Al Roadmap - Bidder did not provide specifics around deliverables.

f. Training—training is for 20 people and focused on the deliverables that they
are providing us which is not what the State of Michigan is asking for.

g. Project Plan -three years is a long time frame for this scope of work.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (20/30):

a. Contract Project Manager — PM does not seem to have experience thatis
relevant to this scope of work.

b. Lead Al Strategist — 25% allocation time is not sufficient. Lacking detail in
response boxes.

c. Al Practice Lead - Experience as an author, this is not relevant to the actual
implementation of Al.

Total Score:57/100

0. Pl R-Square Solutions

The Evaluation Team determined that Pl R-Square Solutions based on a score of 60, did
not meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (23/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 - All

experiences provided lack relevance and as they are only related to
implementation.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (15/35):

a. Assessment — No description of how the activities will be performed.
Restatement of requirements.

b. Al Strategy Development - No description of how the activities will be
performed. Restatement of requirements.

c. Al Maturity Plan - No description of how the activities will be performed.
Restatement of requirements.

d. Al Support Model - Bidder response suggests that the State of Michigan will

be using the bidders support model instead of the State of Michigan having
their own.
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e. Al Roadmap - Bidder did not describe how they will collaborate with State of
Michigan to create the roadmap.

f. Training — Bidder response is high level and lacks detail.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (22/30):

a. Contractor Project Manager — No project manager experience listed.
b. Lead Al Strategist — Al strategy experience is vague and incomplete.
c. Al Practice Lead - Only one experience that included Al.

Total Score:60/100

P. Protiviti Government Services

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

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (17/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 — Experience #1
is lacking in detail. Experiences #2 & #3 are lacking in relevance to this scope
of work.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (18/35):

a. Assessment - Lacking explanation on how bidder will complete tasks.

b. Al Strategy Development - Lacking explanation on how bidder will complete
tasks.

c. Al Maturity Plan - Lacking explanation on how bidder will complete tasks.

d. Al Support Model - Lacking explanation on how bidder will complete tasks.
Restatement of requirements.

e. Al Roadmap - Lacking explanation on how bidder will complete tasks.
Restatement of requirements.

f. Training— Cannot decipher what is being proposed. Response is lacking in
detail.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (19/30):
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a. Contractor Project Manager — Experience listed is not actual project manager
experience.

b. Lead Al Strategist - 10% allocation time is not adequate. No specific
experiences listed.

c. Al Practice Lead - 10% allocation time is not adequate. No specific
experiences listed.

Total Score:54/100
Q. PureTalent

The Evaluation Team determined that Pure Talent based on a score of 57, did not meet
the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (19/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 — Experience #1
is narrowly focused on data assessment. Experiences #2 & #3 are not
relevant scopes of work.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (18/35):

a. Assessment - Bidder response lacks detail on the how.

b. Al Strategy Development - Bidder response lacks detail on the how.
c. Al Maturity Plan - Bidder response lacks detail on the how.

d. Al Support Model - Bidder response lacks detail on the how.

e. Al Roadmap - Bidder response lacks detail on the how.

f. Training - Bidder response lacks detail on the how.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (20/30):

a. Contractor Project Manager — Experience does not seem adequate to project
management. Experience is managerial.

b. Lead Al Strategist — Same person listed for Al Practice Lead. Experience given
is more implementation vs strategy.

c. Al Practice Lead - Same person listed for Lead Al Strategist. Experience given
is more implementation vs strategy.

Total Score:57/100
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R. Resultant

The Evaluation Team determined that Resultant 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. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (23/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 — Experiences
lack relevance to this scope of work.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory, no

deficiencies were noted (35/35)

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (22/30):

a. Contractor Project Manger — 25% allocation time is not adequate. No
specific work on highly technical projects or Al engagements.

b. Lead Al Strategist — Limited Al Strategy experience. More implementation
and data science related experience.

c. Al Practice Lead - 10% allocation time is not adequate. Experience is limited.
Total Score:80/100

S. Trace3

The Evaluation Team determined that Trace3 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. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (23/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 - Experiences
lack relevance to the scope of work the State of Michigan is proposing.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (25/35):

a. Assessment - Bidder response lacks explanation of the how.
b. Al Strategy Development - Bidder response lacks explanation of the how.

c. Al Maturity Plan - Bidder response lacks explanation of the how.
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d. Al Support Model - Bidder response lacks explanation of the how.
e. Al Roadmap - Bidder response lacks explanation of the how.
f. Training — Bidder is proposing training as an additional cost.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (21/30):

a. Contractor Project Manager — 25% allocation time is not adequate.
Description of project experience is very brief.

b. Lead Al Strategist — 30% allocation time not adequate. Description of project
experience is very brief.

c. Al Practice Lead - No clear documentation of relevant experience.
Total Score:69/100

T. YoungSoft

The Evaluation Team determined that YoungSoft based on a score of 74, did not meet
the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (27/35):

a. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience, Section 5 — Experience #1
does not demonstrate the scale the State of Michigan is looking for.
Experiences #2 & #3 lack relevance to this scope of work.

2. Schedule A - Statement of Work
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (25/35):

a. Assessment - Bidder response is lacking detail.

b. Al Strategy Development - Bidder response is lacking detail.
c. Al Maturity Plan - Bidder response is lacking detail.

d. Al Support Model - Bidder response is lacking detail.

e. Al Roadmap - Bidder response is lacking detail.

3. Resumes
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted (22/30):

a. Contractor Project Manager — Insufficient project management experience.

b. Lead Al Strategist — 25% allocation time is not adequate.
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c. Al Practice Lead - 25% allocation time is not adequate.
Total Score:74/100

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary

Criteria Accen BCG Crea Deloitte Gart Guide NTT Data PIR- Proti Pure Resultant Trace YoungSoft
ture tive ner America Squar viti Talent 3

Info house e

Tech Soluti
ons

1| Vendor
Qs
31 29 17 21 29 21 31 17 17 31 19 23 17 19 23 23 27
Works
heet
2| Sched
ule A- 31.5 27.5 16 15 33 19 33 23.5 17 33 18 15 18 18 35 25 25
SoOwW
3| Resum
es 25 27 21 25 27 27 27 21 22 27 20 22 19 20 22 21 22
Total 87.5 83.5 54 61 89 67 91 61.5 56 91 57 60 54 57 80 69 74

V. Oral Presentations/Demonstrations

Demos were requested of the bidders who passed technical: Accenture, Boston
Consulting Group, Deloitte, Guidehouse, McKinsey, and Resultant.
VI. Pricing Summary

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

Deliverable Accenture ‘ BCG Deloitte ‘ Guidehouse McKinsey ‘ Resultant
1 Project Planning $5,000 $0 $50,796.98 $40,000 $100,000 $23,000
2 Assessment $80,000 $75,000 $149,685.77 $422,000 $523,714 $105,500
3 Al Strategy Development $105,000 $115,000 $101,894.56 $455,000 $523,714 $61,000
4 Al Maturity Plan $110,000 $115,000 $192,968.40 $555,000 $523,714 $80,300
5 Al Support Model $110,000 $115,000 $161,708.72 $198,000 $314,229 $29,800
6 Al Roadmap $114,000 $75,000 $93,150.61 $325,000 $314,229 $111,400
Total Price | $524,000.00 | $495,000.00 $750,205.05 $1,995,000 $2,299,600 | $411,000

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.

Boston Consulting Group provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award
Recommendation include: The responsible Al Framework and Risk Assessment Tool for Al.
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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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