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AWARD RECOMMENDATION 
 Notice of Intent to Award Number: 250000000226 

 Notice of Intent to Award Date: 1/7/2025 

The Department of Technology Management and Budget office has completed the 
evaluation of RFP 250000000220- Disaster Case Management and has recommended an 
award to Michigan Disaster Response and Recovery dba After the Storm in the amount of 
$9,514,919.00, pending State Administrative Board approval.  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 Disaster Case Management Activities in the counties of Kent, Ionia, Ingham, Eaton,  
Livingston, Oakland, Macomb, Monroe, and Wayne as directly related to the tornadoes, 
straight line winds, and flooding event of August 24-26, 2023. The term of this contract is 
one year, with up to one renewal options. 

Bidders: 

The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on November 1, 2024, for 34 days.  The following 
bidders submitted proposals by the published due date of December 4, 2024. 

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

AECOM Technical Services 
(ATS)  

3950 Sparks Drive, SE, Grand Rapids, MI 
49546 

No No 

Michigan Disaster Response 
and Recovery dba After the 
Storm 

1011 Northcrest Rd., Lansing, MI  48906 No No 

Workforce Solutions LLC 9544 Fenway Avenue, Batton Rouge, LA 70809 No No 

*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. Project Proposal – Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1 30 

2. Staffing – Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 4 20 

3. Project Management – Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 5 15 

4. All other Contract Activities – Schedule A, except for Sections 1, 4 & 5 10 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet 25 

 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. 

II. Evaluation Method 

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

Voting 

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

Laura Croff, Voluntary Agency Liaison 
Michigan State Police- Emergency Management/Homeland Security 

Penelope Burger, Departmental Manager 
Michigan State Police- Emergency Management/Homeland Security 

Paula Hurst, Purchasing Manager 
Michigan State Police- Budget Facilities and Financial Services 
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III. Evaluation Results 

A. AECOM Technical Services (ATS)  

The Evaluation Team determined that AECOM Technical Services (ATS) based on a 
score of 78, did not meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Project Proposal- 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.1).d. - Bidder didn’t address how they would comply with 
actually offering referrals for job training and job placement to clients. 

b. Section 1.3.A.1)h. - Bidder didn’t provide description on how they would 
provide referrals for financial counselling to clients. 

28/30 

2. Staffing- Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 4 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 4.2.C. - Bidder didn’t acknowledge they reviewed the requirements 
and agreed with no exception, nor provided exceptions. 

b. Section 4.3. – Bidder didn’t acknowledge they reviewed the requirements 
and agreed with no exception, nor provided exceptions. 

c. Section 4.5.H.2) - Bidder didn’t acknowledge they reviewed the requirements 
and agreed with no exception, nor provided exceptions. 

17/20 

3. Project Management- Schedule A, Statement of Work Section 5  
Summarize the overall results for this section, i.e., The Evaluation Team determined 
that overall, the responses were satisfactory, with no deficiencies noted. 

15/15 

4. All other Contract Activities- Schedule A, Statement of Work (except for Sections 1, 
4 & 5)  
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
unsatisfactory, with the following deficiencies were noted 

a. Section 9. - Bidder didn’t acknowledge they reviewed the requirements and 
agreed with no exception, nor provided exceptions. 

b. Section 10. – Bidder didn’t acknowledge they reviewed the requirements and 
agreed with no exception, nor provided exceptions. 



 
Michigan.gov/MiProcurement 

Version 2024-2  Page 4 of 7 

4/10 

5. 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 Relines to Standard Contract Terms 

b. Section 7. - Bidder provided redlines to Insurance requirements 

c. Section 9. – Bidder disclosed several lawsuits pending relative to 
discrimination, wage and hour and environmental. 

d. Section 10. – Bidder did not agree to provide a copy of their current EEO-
1report. 

14/25 

Total Score: 78/100 

B. After the Storm 

The Evaluation Team determined that After the Storm based on a score of 92, did 
meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Project Proposal- Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory, with 
no deficiencies noted. 

30/30 

2. Staffing- Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 4 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 4.5.H.3)- Bidder didn’t describe what best practices they intended to 
use. 

b. Section 4.5.H.6) – Bidder only identified two individuals when 4 were 
requested. 

c. Section 4.5.H.6) - Bidder didn’t describe what best practices they intended 
to use. 

d. Section 4.5.H.7) - Bidder didn’t describe/define what best practices they 
intended to use. 

16/20 

3. Project Management- Schedule A, Statement of Work Section 5  
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The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory, with 
no deficiencies noted. 

15/15 

4. All other Contract Activities- Schedule A, Statement of Work (except for Sections 1, 
4 & 5)  
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory, with 
no deficiencies noted. 

10/10 

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

a. Section 2- Bidder didn’t provide the financial information requested not did 
they indicate if they were awarded this contract that it would be more than 
25% of last year’s sales (revenue) and if so didn’t explain how they would 
scale up to manage the increase. 

b. Section 5, Experience 2 – Experience provided was of smaller size. 

21/25 

Total Score: 92/100 

C. Workforce Solutions 

The Evaluation Team determined that Workforce Solutions based on a score of 93, 
did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Project Proposal- 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.1) - Bidder didn’t describe examples of how they had done this 
in the past. 

27/30 

2. Staffing- Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 4 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Section 4.2.A. – Bidder didn’t describe their experience. 

b. Section 4.7. – Bidder didn’t provide a complete description of the work the 
subcontractors Tidal Basin nor Blended Collective would provide. 

17/20 
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3. Project Management- Schedule A, Statement of Work Section 5  
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory, with 
no deficiencies noted. 

15/15 

4. All other Contract Activities- Schedule A, Statement of Work (except for Sections 1, 
4 & 5)  
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory, with 
no deficiencies noted. 

10/10 

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

a. Section 2. – Bidder didn’t provide their legal address. 

24/25 

Total Score: 93 /100 

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary 

 Selection Criteria ATS After the Storm Workforce Sol. 

1. 

Project Proposal – Schedule 
A, Statement of Work, 
Section 1 

28 30 27 

2. 
Staffing – Schedule A, 
Statement of Work, Section 4 

17 16 17 

3. 

Project Management – 
Schedule A, Statement of 
Work, Section 5 

15 15 15 

4. 

All other Contract Activities – 
Schedule A, except for 
Sections 1, 4 & 5 

4 10 10 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet 14 21 24 

 Total 78 92 93 

V. Pricing Summary 

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

1 Pricing Table A- Staffing Costs $ 7,639,299.20 $ 12,341,420.00 

2 Pricing Table B- Additional Allowed 
Consideration Costs 

$ 1,875,620.00 $   3,028,400.00 

 Total Price $ 9,514,919.20 $ 15,369,820.00 

VI. Negotiations 

Negotiation were entered into with After the Storm and their proposed staffing and regional 
management approach was discussed and accepted. 

After the Storm was asked to review their proposed pricing and did not offer any pricing 
revisions. 

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. 

Michigan Disaster Response and Recovery dba After the Storm provided the best value to 
the State. Best value factors for Award Recommendation include: 

1. The Bidder’s experience in managing disaster relief efforts within the state of 
Michigan in the past and their familiarity and past working relationships with the 
Long-Term Recovery Groups (LTGRs) within the disaster areas which they 
highlighted in their thoughtful, tailored approach to regionalizing management to 
best utilize the LTGRs for the affected jurisdictions sited in Federal DR-4757-MI.   

2. The Bidder identified and outlined a system that they will be using to track, manage 
and monitor disaster recovery efforts which has already been FEMA approved. 

3. Bidders stated approach to addressing the needs or rural counties versus 
addressing the needs in urban areas. 

4. Bidder’s previous experience in contracting with the State of Michigan and 
understanding the processes and procedures the Bidder will be required to follow in 
the performance of the contract. 

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 Michigan Disaster Response and Recovery dba After 
the Storm in the amount of $ 9,514,919.00. 


