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AWARD RECOMMENDATION 
Notice of Intent to Award Number: XXXXXXXXXXXX 

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has completed the 
evaluation of Request for Proposal No. 240000003101 for MiUI Business Management Consultant 
and has recommended award to CSG in the amount of $759,360 pending State Administrative 
Board approval, if applicable. This value represents estimated administrative and pass-through 
claim reimbursement costs.  More information on the State Administrative Board can be found at: 
State Administrative Board. 
 
Bidders who were not recommended for the award are encouraged to schedule a debriefing 
session with the Solicitation Manager. The debriefing session will provide the bidder with the 
State’s rationale on why the bidder was not recommended for the award. The Solicitation Manager 
may be contacted: 
 
Jared Ambrosier, Solicitation Manager. 
ambroiserj@michigan.gov 
(517)243-6238 
 
Background Information: 
The purpose of this RFP is to establish a business management consulting team to work directly 
with UIA staff and coordinate and consult with the Michigan Department of Technology, 
Management and Budget and Deloitte to ensure a successful implementation of the MiUI program. 
This scope does not impact the responsibilities of State Department of Technology, Management 
and Budget (DTMB) under MCL 18.1124. This work will commence immediately upon execution. 
Execution of the contract is when the final signature has been obtained. 
 
Bidders: 
The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on Monday September 16, 2024, for two weeks. The following 
bidders submitted proposals by the published due date of September 30, 2024: 

Bidder Address, City, State, Zip Code SDVOB* GDBE** 
Boston Consulting Group, 
Inc 
 

2715 Woodward Avenue Suite 200 Detroit, MI 
48201 

No No 

McKinsey and Company 
Inc   
 

1200 19th Street NW, Suite 1000 Washington 
DC 20036 

No No 

Gartner Inc 56 Top Gallant Road Stamford, CT 06902-7700 No No 
CSG Government Solutions  

180 N. Stetson Ave., Suite 3200 
Chicago, IL 60601 

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. Section 6 from Proposal Instructions: 
 
6. EVALUATION PROCESS. The State will evaluate each proposal based on the following 

factors: 

 Technical Evaluation Criteria Weight 

1. Service Capabilities, Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1  30 

2. Staffing Plan – Schedule A 30 
3. Vendor Questions Worksheet - General 10 
4. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Section 5. Experience 30 
 Total 100 
Proposals receiving 80 or more technical evaluation points will have pricing evaluated and 
considered for award 

The State may utilize all bidder information, without regard to a proposal’s technical score, to 
determine fair market value for goods or services sought. The State is not obligated to accept 
the lowest price proposal. If applicable, the State’s evaluation will include consideration of a 
bidder’s qualified disabled veterans/service-disabled veteran owned business (QDV/SDVOB) 
status under MCL 18.1261(8). Additional information on the SDVOB preference is available at: 
Michigan.gov/SDVOB. 
The State strongly encourages strict adherence to the Contract Terms. The State reserves the 
right to deem a bid non-responsive for failure to accept the Contract Terms. Nevertheless, the 
bidder may submit proposed changes to the Contract Terms in track changes (i.e., visible edits) 
with an explanation of the bidder’s need for each proposed change. Failure to include track 
changes with an explanation of the bidder’s need for the proposed change constitutes the 
bidder’s acceptance of the Contract Terms. General statements, such as that the bidder 
reserves the right to negotiate the terms and conditions, may be considered non-responsive. 
Failure to respond timely to requests for proposed changes to Contract Terms during ongoing 
negotiations may be cause for disqualification.  

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

 
II. Evaluation Method 

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

http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(12rtpbjmznw1mn4opquus2gz))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-18-1261
https://www.michigan.gov/SDVOB
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Voting Advisory 
Brett Gleason 
Unemployment Insurance Agency 
Chief of Staff 

Q 

Lauren Wisniewski 
Unemployment Insurance Agency 

 

John Walker 
Department Technology Management and Budget 
Agency Services, BRM 

 

Jared Ambrosier 
Department Technology Management and Budget 
Solicitation Manager 

 

 

III. Evaluation Results 

The evaluators reviewed the proposals and made the following determinations related to the 
published specifications: 
 
A. Boston Consulting Group 

The Evaluation Team determined that Boston Consulting Group, based on a score of 66, did not 
meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria 
 
1. Service Capabilities – Schedule A – 20/30 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly unsatisfactory, 
the following deficiencies were noted: 
 

• Multiple bidder’s responses focused on their own methodology not the deliverables 
requested.  Below are three examples that represent a theme throughout their 
response 

o In Phase 2 bidder was to “Monitor and Report on SIT and UAT”, bidders’ 
response was to “plan testing and assign roles and responsibilities” their 
response then detailed their own “structured approach to testing”.  Bidder 
failed to address the three other deliverables at all within Phase 2. 

o In the bidder’s Phase 3 response where the bidder proposed implementing a 
project management tool and establishing an PMO.  This does not match 
the requirement of “Support the tracking and triaging of open remaining 
issues…” but instead takes over the project management responsibilities.   

o In the Requirement’s Management Response, the bidder proposes taking 
over the requirements management responsibilities as opposed to 
proposing a plan to review existing process and assist/support the 
requirements management process as required.   

• Bidder failed to describe their experience with the deliverables in Phase 1  
• Bidder failed to propose a training plan, only providing their qualifications for 

delivering training.   
• Bidder failed to provide a 30,60, 90-day project plan as required.   
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2. Staffing Plan – 15/30  
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were unsatisfactory, the 
following deficiencies were noted: 
 

• The proposed Lead Implementation Consultant resource from bidder failed to meet 
the requirement to have two years of unemployment insurance experience  

• The proposed Senior Operational Consultant resource from bidder failed to meet 
the requirement to have two years of unemployment insurance experience 

• Bidder proposed eight additional resources but failed to provide any resumes, 
qualifications or description of these resources other than their names 

 
3. Vendor Questions Worksheet – General - 10/10  

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory no 
deficiencies noted.   
 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet Section 5 Prior Experience – 21/30 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted:  
 
Experience 1: 

• Experience was private sector related 
• Experience was not unemployment related  

Experience 2: 
• Experience is still ongoing 
• Experience is not unemployment related  

Experience 3: 
• Experience is only relatively related in scope as it did not include a third-party 

implementation 
• Experience is not unemployment related  

 
Total: 66/100 
 

B. McKinsey 
The Evaluation Team determined that McKinsey, based on a score of 83, met the requirements 
of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses to the 
Technical Evaluation Criteria. 
 
1. Service Capabilities - 28/30 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 
 

• In multiple areas bidder proposed taking on operational change management 
responsibilities, that is not within the scope of this RFP. 

• The bidder in multiple areas provided qualifications not experience as required. 
o Business Project Support 
o Project Performance Executive Reporting 
o Requirements Management 
o Data Management 
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2. Staffing Plan - 25/30 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 
 

• Bidder proposed an alternative staffing plan that did not dedicate all resources 
100% and the resources would be hybrid not 100% on site.   
 

3. Vendor Questions Worksheet General - 9/10 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 
 

• Bidder failed to provide employee wages 
 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet Section 5 Prior Experience – 21/30 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted:  
 
Experience 1: 

• Experience is ongoing and not yet complete. 
• Experience was focused on Human Center Design not a full third-party 

implementation consulting engagement.   
Experience 2: 

• Experience is still ongoing 
• Experience was not unemployment related  

Experience 3: 
• Experience was private sector related 
• Experience was not unemployment related  

 
Total: 83/100 

 
C. Gartner 

The Evaluation Team determined that Gartner, based on a score of 48, did not meet the 
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses 
to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 
 
1. Service Capabilities - 10/30 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly unsatisfactory, the 
following deficiencies were noted: 
 

• Bidder failed to provide experience multiple times: 
o Phase 1 
o Phase 2 
o Phase 3  
o Business Project Support 
o Project Performance Executive Reporting 
o Requirements Management 
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o Project Testing 
o Data Management 

• Bidder’s overall responses focused on increasing competency of UIA but failed to 
address the deliverables directly with executable actions.  Their response was more 
appropriate for an IV&V bid not business management support.   

• Bidder restated the requirements but did not demonstrate how they would meet the 
deliverables 

o Business Project Support 
o Project Performance Executive Reporting 
o Requirements Management 
o Project Testing 
o Data Management 

 
2. Staffing - 15/30 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly unsatisfactory, the 
following deficiencies were noted: 
 

• The proposed Lead Implementation Consultant resource from bidder failed to meet 
the experience required  

• The proposed Senior Operational Consultant resource from bidder failed to meet the 
experience required 

• Bidder proposed resources that were not 100% dedicated to the project and were 
not onsite 
 

3. Vendor Questions Worksheet General - 8/10 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, the 
following deficiencies were noted: 
 

• Bidder failed to provide employee wage information 
• Bidder failed to provide employee health care information 

 
4. Vendor Questions Worksheet Experience - 15/30 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

 
Experience 1: 

• Experience is ongoing and not yet complete. 
• Experience was not unemployment related  

Experience 2: 
• Experience was an IV&V contract not business management consulting 
• Experience was not unemployment related  

Experience 3: 
• Experience scope was related to procurement activities not business management 

consulting 
• Experience was not unemployment related  

 
Total 48/100 
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D. CSG 
The Evaluation Team determined that CSG based on a score of 86, met the requirements of this 
RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical 
Evaluation Criteria. 
 
1. Service Capabilities - 24/30 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, the 
following deficiencies were noted: 
 

• In Phase 1 the bidder restated the requirements but did not demonstrate how they 
would achieve these items 

• In Phase 3 the bidder restated the requirements but did not demonstrate how they 
would achieve these items 

• Bidder’s response for the Business Project Support focused only on technical 
readiness as opposed to operational or business readiness 

• Bidder’s response to the testing section failed to address UAT 
• Bidder’s response to the training section was only focused on vendor management 

and did not include details on other areas.   
 

2. Staffing - 28/30 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, the 
following deficiencies were noted: 
 

• Bidder proposed an alternative staffing plan that did not have resources on site 
100%. 

 
The JEC did note that the bidder’s staffing plan while meeting the requirements of the bid 
was light on capacity and bandwidth.   
 

3. Vendor Questions Worksheet General - 10/10 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory, no 
deficiencies were noted.   

 
4. Vendor Questions Worksheet Experience - 24/30 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

 
Experience 1: 

• Experience is ongoing and not yet complete. 
Experience 2: 

• Experience is ongoing and not yet complete. 
Experience 3: 

• Experience was an IV&V contract not business management consulting 
• Experience is ongoing and not yet complete. 

 
IV. Technical Evaluation Summary 
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 Selection Criteria BCG McKinsey Gartner CSG 

1 Schedule A Service 
Capabilities  

30 points 

20 28 10 24 

2 Schedule A, Staffing 

30 points 

15 25 15 28 

3 Vendor Questions 
Worksheet General  10 
Points 

10 9 8 10 

4 Vendor Questions 
Worksheet Section 5 Prior 
Experience- 

30 points 

21 21 15 24 

 Total 66 83 48 86 

 

V. Pricing Summary 

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

 
VI. Clarification and Negotiations 

Clarifications were performed with CSG and second round pricing was requested from McKinsey.  
McKinsey offered an additional 3% discount and a large discount for a longer engagement.   
 

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. 
 
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. CSG met the minimum point 
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threshold and offered the best combination of factors including extensive experience overseeing 
Unemployment Insurance system implementations, intimate knowledge of the project serving as 
the IV&V contractor and the lowest overall cost to the State.   
 
Award Recommendation is made to CSG in the amount of $759,360 for Phase 1, Phase 2 and 
Phase 3.   
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