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AWARD RECOMMENDATION

Notice of Intent to Award Number: 250000000587
Notice of Intent to Award Date: 4/28/2025

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has
completed the evaluation of RFP 250000001054 for IT Training Curriculum Development
and has recommended an award to Accenture LLP in the amount of $750,000, 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:

Marissa Gove, Solicitation Manager
Govem1@michigan.gov
517-449-8952

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 IT Training Curriculum Development for DTMB Agency Services. The term of this
contractis one (1) year, with up to three (3) renewal options.

Bidders:

The RFP was posted on SIGMAVSS on January 21, 2025 for 28 days. The following bidders
submitted proposals by the published due date of February 18, 2025.

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

Accenture LLP 1001 Woodward Avenue, 4th Floor, Detroit, Ml No Yes
48226

Dexian LLC 8270 Greensboro Drive, Suite 1000, McLean, VA No No
22102

eLearn It All, LLC dba 11266 3 1/2 Mile Road, Battle Creek, Ml 49015 No No

Cozyartz Media Group

SNVALLC 2 Industrial Park Drive, Unit 2E, Waldorf, MD 20602 No No

TeleCommunication 275 West St. Suite 200, Annapolis, MD 21401 No No

Systems, Inc.

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

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

Technical Evaluation Criteria

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1 27
2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-4 25
3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 5-9 10
4. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Experience) 30
5. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Excluding Experience) 8
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.
Il. Evaluation Method

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

Voting ‘ Advisory

Marissa Gove, Category Specialist Lina Alarie, Senior Executive Business
DTMB - Central Procurement Services Relationship Administrator
DTMB - Agency Services

Julie Walsh, Chief of Staff
DTMB - Agency Services

Thomas Cantrell, Business Relationship
Manager

DTMB - Agency Services

Linda Meyer, Business Relationship Manager
DTMB - Agency Services

Sunil Polavarapu, Technical Advisor
DTMB - Agency Services

I1l. Evaluation Results
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A. Accenture LLP

The Evaluation Team determined that Accenture LLP based on a score of 94, 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, Section 1 22/27
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Section 3. Phase 3 - Engage Cohort and Refine Courses: The Bidder failed to
include examples of previous experience in coordinating with SMEs.

b. Section 1.3 Required Functionality Relating to Data Retention, Disposal, and
Retrieval: The Bidder failed to explain how the data retention, disposal, and
retrieval requirements would be met.

c. Section 1.4 Products and Services: The Bidder failed to describe how they
would meet this requirement.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-4 25/25
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 5-9 10/10
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Experience) 30/30
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Excluding Experience) 7/8

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

a. Section 6, Standard Contract Terms: The Bidder had redlines to the Contract
Terms.
Total Score: 94/100
B. DexianLLC

The Evaluation Team determined that Dexian LLC based on a score of 81, 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, Section 1 21.5/27
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:
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a. Section 1. Phase 1-Planning: The Bidder did not include experience of
managing similar projects.

b. Section 3. Phase 3-Engage Cohort and Refine Courses: The Bidder did not
include examples of previous experience in coordinating and collaborating
with SMEs.

c. Section 6. Phase 6 — Program Roll-Out and Communication: The Bidder
failed to include prior experience, examples of similar work, or address
requirements B and C.

d. Section 1.3, Required Functionality Relating to Data Retention, Disposal, and
Retrieval: The Bidder lacked detail around how data disposal and retrieval
requirements would be met.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-4 20.5/25
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Section 3.6, Key Personnel: Two of their key personnel would only be
devoted to this Contract 25% of the time. No core team members were
identified for those doing the day-to-day work and no responsibilities were
identified for individuals who are to be hired.

b. Section 3.7, Organizational Chart: The Bidder failed to include one of their
key personnel in the organizational chart provided.

c. Section, 4.3 Reporting: The Bidder did not provide a final project plan report

sample.

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 5-9 10/10
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Experience) 21/30

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

a. Experience 1: The Bidder’s experience didn’t demonstrate relevant scope
relative to reviewing existing training resources and developing curriculum
based on individual roles.

b. Experience 2: The Bidder’s experience didn’t demonstrate relevant scope
relative to reviewing existing training resources and developing curriculum
based on individual roles.

c. Experience 3: The Bidder’s experience didn’t demonstrate relevant scope
relative to reviewing existing training resources and developing curriculum
based on individual roles.
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5. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Excluding Experience) 8/8
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

Total Score: 81/100

C. eLearn It AU LLC dba Cozyartz Media Group

The Evaluation Team determined that eLearn It All LLC dba Cozyartz Media Group
based on a score of 75.5, 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, Section 1 17.5/27
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were partially
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a.

Section 1. Phase 1 - Planning: The Bidder did not demonstrate a clear
understanding of the requirement and lacked detail on their approach for
how they would complete each component of this requirement.

Section 2. Phase 2 — Role Definition: The Bidder lacked detail on their
approach for how they would assess responsibilities, skills, qualifications
and competencies for roles.

Section 3. Phase 3 - Engage Cohort and Refine Courses: The Bidder failed to
demonstrate a clear understanding of Pluralsight and did not address all
materials being State property.

Section 4. Phase 4 — Development of Skilling Curriculum: The Bidder failed to
demonstrate a clear understanding of the requirement, specifically, not
utilizing the toolset Pluralsight.

Section 6. Phase 6 — Program Roll-Out and Communication: The Bidder
lacked detail in how they would define metrics for success and lessons
learned, failed to demonstrate a clear understanding of the requirement, and
experience referenced didn’t provide evidence of successful work
completed.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-4 19/25
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a.

Section 3.7, Organizational Chart: The organizational chart provided by the
Bidder lacked clarity on team structure and hierarchy.

Section 4.1, Project Plan: The Bidder failed to include detail on the subtask
level.

Section 4.3, Reporting: The Bidder did not provide a final project plan report
samples.
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3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 5-9 10/10
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Experience) 21/30

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

a. Experience 1: The Bidder’s experience didn’t demonstrate relevant scope
relative to reviewing existing training resources and developing curriculum
based on individualroles.

b. Experience 2: The Bidder’s experience didn’t demonstrate relevant scope
relative to reviewing existing training resources and developing curriculum
based on individual roles.

c. Experience 3: The Bidder’s experience didn’t demonstrate relevant scope
relative to reviewing existing training resources and developing curriculum
based on individual roles.

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Excluding Experience) 8/8
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

Total Score: 75.5/100

D. SNVALLC

The Evaluation Team determined that SNVA LLC based on a score of 65.5, 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, Section 1 12.5/27
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
unsatisfactory, and the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Section 1. Phase 1-Planning: The Bidder lacked detail on their approach for
how they would complete each component of this requirement.

b. Section 3. Phase 3 - Engage Cohort and Refine Courses: The Bidder lacked
detail on how they would comply with each component of this requirement
and failed to provide previous experience examples.

c. Section 4. Phase 4 - Development of Skilling Curriculum: The Bidder failed to
demonstrate a clear understanding of the requirement, specifically, not
utilizing the toolset Pluralsight.

d. Section 5. Phase 5-Testing: The Bidder lacked details on an approach for
how they would test each curriculum.
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e. Section 6. Phase 6 — Program Roll-Out and Communication: The Bidder
lacked detail on how they would define metrics for success and did not
provide examples of similar work successfully completed.

f. Section 1.2, Specific Standards, ADA Compliance: The Bidder failed to
provide an answer to the question.

g. Section 1.3, Required Functionality Relating to Data Retention, Disposal, and
Retrieval: The Bidder failed to provide an answer to the question.

h. Section 1.4, Products and Services: The Bidder failed to provide an answer to
the question.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-4 14/25

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

a. Section 3.1, Contractor Representative: The Bidder failed to identify their
Contractor Representative.
b. Section 3.4, Customer Service Number: The Bidder failed to identify their
customer service number.
c. Section 3.6, Key Personnel: The Bidder did not provide resumes for key
personnel listed.
d. Section 3.7, Organizational Chart: The Bidder failed to provide an
organization chart that demonstrated team structure and hierarchy.
e. Section 4.1, Project Plan: The Bidder failed to include detail on the subtask
level.
f. Section 4.3, Reporting: The Bidder failed to provide any reporting samples.
3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 5-9 10/10
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.
4. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Experience) 21/30

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

a.

Experience 1: The Bidder’s experience didn’t demonstrate relevant scope
relative to reviewing existing training resources and developing curriculum
based on individual roles.

Experience 2: The Bidder’s experience didn’t demonstrate relevant scope
relative to reviewing existing training resources and developing curriculum
based on individual roles.

Version 2024-2 Page 8 of 12



STATE OF MICHIGAN <

PROGUREMENT

Michigan.gov/MiProcurement

c. Experience 3: The Bidder’s experience didn’t demonstrate relevant scope
relative to reviewing existing training resources and developing curriculum
based on individual roles.

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Excluding Experience) 8/8
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

Total Score: 65.5/100

E. TeleCommunication Systems Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that TeleCommunication Systems Inc. based on a
score of 81, 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, Section 1 19/27
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Section 3. Phase 3 - Engage Cohort and Refine Courses: The Bidder failed to
address offering advise on best practices or all materials being State
property.

b. Section 6. Phase 6 — Program Roll-Out and Communication: The Bidder

lacked detail on how they would define metrics for success and did not
provide examples of similar work successfully completed.

c. Section 1.2, Specific Standards, ADA Compliance: The Bidder lacked detail
on how they would meet this requirement.

d. Section 1.3, Required Functionality Relating to Data Retention, Disposal, and
Retrieval: The Bidder did not explain how the data retention, disposal, and
retrieval requirements would be met.

e. Section 1.4, Products and Services: The Bidder failed to provide an answer to
this question.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-4 22/25
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Section 3.1, Contractor Representative: The Bidder failed to identify their
Contractor Representative.

b. Section 4.2, Project Plan: The project plan provided did not include metrics
for success or names and titles of those assigned.

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 5-9 9/10
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiency was noted:
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a. Section 8. Liquidated Damages: The Bidder had an exception to this
requirement.

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Experience) 27/30
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiency was noted:

a. Experience 3: The Bidder’s experience didn’t demonstrate relevant scope
relative to reviewing existing training resources and developing curriculum
based on individual roles.

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Excluding Experience) 4/8
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were partially
satisfactory, and the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Section 2, Company Background Information: The Bidder did not answer if
their company had been a party to litigation against the State of Michigan.

b. Section 6, Standard Contract Terms: The Bidder did not answer if they
affirmed agreement with the Contract Terms.

c. Section 10, Labor, Antidiscrimination and Environmental Laws Compliance:
The Bidder did not provide an answer for this section.

d. Section 12, Other: The Bidder did not answer if they are an Iran-Linked
business.

Total Score: 81/100

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary

Selection Criteria Accenture Dexian LLC eLearn It All SNVALLC TeleCommunication
LLC dba Systems Inc.
Cozyartz
Media
1 Schedule A, Statement of Work, 22 21.5 17.5 12.5 19
Section 1
2 Schedule A, Statement of Work, 25 20.5 19 14 22

Sections 2-4

3 Schedule A, Statement of Work, 10 10 10 10 9
Sections 5-9

4 Vendor Questions Worksheet 30 21 21 21 27
(Experience)

5 Vendor Questions Worksheet 7 8 8 8 4
(Excluding Experience)
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Total

94

81

75.5

65.5

81

V. Interviews

As part of the evaluation process, interviews were conducted with all bidders who passed
the technical evaluation. These interviews provided an opportunity to clarify aspects of

each proposal, assess the bidders’ understanding of the project requirements, and

evaluate their approach and team capabilities. Insights gained during the interviews

contributed to the overall award recommendation.

VI. Pricing Summary

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

Deliverable Accenture LLP
(Original

Pricing)

Accenture LLP DexianLLC

(Second
Round)

(Original
Pricing

Dexian LLC
(Second
Round)

TeleCommunicat
ion Systems Inc.
(Original Pricing)

TeleCommunic
ation Systems
Inc.

(Second Round)

1 | Phase 1 $59,850 $52,500 $60,200 $57,190 $40,662 $40,662

2 | Phase 2 $128,250 $112,500 $129,000 $122,550 $83,197 $83,197

3 | Phase 3 $230,850 $202,500 $232,200 $220,590 $162,852 $162,852

4 | Phase 4 $213,750 $187,500 $215,000 $204,250 $140,336 $140,336

5 | Phase 5 $128,250 $112,500 $129,000 $122,550 $83,197 $83,197

6 | Phase 6 $94,050 $82,500 $94,600 $89,870 $54,627 $54,627
Total $855,000 $750,000 $860,000 $817,000 $564,871 $564,871
Price

VII. Negotiations

Bidders who passed the technical evaluation were offered an opportunity to submit
second round pricing. Two out of the three qualified bidders responded with revised
proposals and offered a price reduction as detailed in the Pricing Summary table above. In
addition to providing more competitive pricing, Accenture LLP who initially submitted
exceptions to the Contract Terms that during subsequent negotiations, agreed to remove a
number of these exceptions, demonstrating flexibility and willingness to align with the
State’s requirements.

VIll. 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.
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Accenture LLP provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award
Recommendation include: Established partnership and knowledge with Pluralsight
platform, including experience with curriculum development and knowledge of
information technology roles, demonstrated ability to perform contract requirements,
GDBE vendor.

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 Accenture LLP in the amount of $750,000.
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