[image: ]
Michigan.gov/MiProcurement

[image: ]
Michigan.gov/MiProcurement
AWARD RECOMMENDATION
Notice of Intent to Award Number: 260000000460
Notice of Intent to Award Date: 5/6/2026

The Michigan Department of Health and Human Services has completed the evaluation of RFP 260000000677. No bids passed the technical evaluation, and an award will not be made at this time.
MDHHS appreciates the time and effort put forth in responding to this solicitation.  The existence of competition from the marketplace is essential to the process of equitable public purchasing decisions and assures MDHHS the most value for its expenditures.
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:
Mae Simon, Solicitation Manager.
Simonm9@michigan.gov
Background Information:
This Request for Proposal (RFP) was to solicit responses for selection of a Contractor to provide Family Preservation – In-Home Family Services. The term of this contract is 2 years and 6 months, with up to 2, one-year renewal options.
Bidders:
The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on January 16, 2026. The following bidders submitted proposals by the published due date of February 13, 2026.
	Bidder
	Address, City, State, Zip Code
	SDVOB*
	GDBE**

	Bedoulaful LLC
	1419 Reo Ave Lansing MI 48910
	
	

	Expect to Care LLC
	3910 Bauer Dr Saginaw MI 48604
	
	


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

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
	
	Technical Evaluation Criteria
	Weight

	1.
	Experience and Qualifications- Category A
	15

	2.
	Delivery Capability- Category B
	40

	3.
	Service Capability and Understanding – Category C
	40

	4.
	Instructions for Bidders and Vendor Questions Worksheet- Category D
	30

	
	Total
	125


Proposals receiving 100 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 full evaluation process is stated in the RFP Proposal Instructions.
II. Evaluation Method
Responses to this solicitation were reviewed by Subject Matter Experts, which consisted of the following individuals: 
	Advisory
	Non-Voting

	Denise Penn, MDHHS
	Mae Simon, MDHHS

	Tina Smigelski, MDHHS
	Christen Satchwell, MDHHS



III. Evaluation Results

A. Bidder #1 Bedoulaful LLC

The Evaluation Team determined that Bedoulaful LLC based on a score of 44, did not meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Experience and Qualifications- Category A 
Score 2/15

The following deficiencies were noted: 

A1. The bidder did not complete section A1. Although they listed experience in section 
5. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience in the Vendor Questions Worksheet, it’s expected that they will provide relevant experience information in both areas of the proposal documents.  -4 points 
A2. The bidder did not complete section A2. -4 points 
A3. The bidder’s answer was not descriptive enough to identify success or outcomes, and didn’t identify steps taken if service is not successful -2 points 
A4. It could not be determined how the experience qualified the bidder due to chart in a1. not being completed. -3 points

2. Delivery Capability- Category B 
Score 17/40

The following deficiencies were noted:

B1. The bidder did not specify a begin date.-3 points
B2. The bidder did not answer how referral sources will be made aware of service availability. The reference to the intake timeline in B2. seems to conflict with the bidder’s response in B1. -3 points
B3. The bidder did not complete section B3. -6 points
B4. The bidder did not answer how they will meet the required service timeframe and needs of the client population in the geographical area. Due to B3. not being completed, there is concern about how the proposed number of families per month will be served. 
-4 points
B5. The bidder did not describe a staffing plan to provide services if staff turnover occurs, they only mentioned a network of licensed professionals available for backup. It is unclear how they will provide the service without the number of staff identified. 
-4 points
B6. The bidder did not describe how they will provide service to the target population. 
-3 points 

3. Service Capability and Understanding – Category C 
Score 10/40

The following deficiencies were noted:

C.1 Per the bidder’s response estimating the number of clients vs. the number of units provided in a 12-month period, it appears they are estimating only 12 hours per client per year. This does not seem adequate nor align with the anticipated time needed to provide minimum face-to-face contact per client(s) weekly, and account for billable travel time needed to reach the client(s). -7 points
C2. The bidder did not answer how they will encourage participation or how they will engage families. -3 points
C3. Documented resources provided by the bidder are not in the geographical area of the RFP. -6 points
C4. The bidder did not describe the process for completing the assessment. They did not identify the tools that will be used and did not describe how treatment plans will be developed and implemented. -4 points
C5. The bidder’s response, including the number of families served, contradicts the bidder’s response in C1. The proposed average specific assistance per client per year does not seem feasible with the RFP budget. -4 points
C6. The bidder checked both boxes and didn’t list any exceptions. -6 points


4. Instructions for Bidders and Vendor Questions Worksheet (VQW) - Category D 
Score 15/30

The following deficiencies were noted:

There were inconsistencies and contradictions in the bidder’s answers in questions A through C, and there were some questions that were not answered at all. 
There were also incomplete answers on the Vendor Questions Worksheet in section 
2. Company Background Information and in Section 5. State of Michigan Experience and Prior Experience where they didn’t identify start/end dates and dollar values for the three experiences listed. Section 7. Michigan Economic Impact was not entirely completed as well. -15 points



B. Bidder #2 Expect to Care LLC

The Evaluation Team determined that Expect to Care LLC based on a score of 92, did not meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.


1. Experience and Qualifications- Category A 
Score 8/15

The following deficiencies were noted:

A1. The bidder’s current experiences listed do not appear to be contracts but rather employment positions and are not relevant to the services outlined in the RFP. -2 points
A2. The bidder didn’t include one of the experiences outlined in A1. and didn’t provide performance outcomes for one of the two experiences listed. -3 points 
A4. The bidder didn’t demonstrate that they have the experience working with families in a service as outlined in the RFP. -2 points

2. Delivery Capability- Category B 
Score 25/40

The following deficiencies were noted:

B1. The bidder did not specify a begin date.-3 points
B2. The bidder did not answer how referral sources will be made aware of service availability. -2 points
B3. The positions listed in the staffing grid don’t align with the positions outlined in the RFP. -3 points
B4. The bidder’s response didn’t include how they will meet the required service timeframes, nor did they address how they will provide services in the geographical area including a plan how staff travel to the geographical area will be addressed. -2 points
B5. The bidder didn’t address how they will continue to provide services if staff turnover occurs. -2 points 
B6. The bidder did not describe how they will provide service to the target population. 
-3 points 


3. Service Capability and Understanding – Category C 
Score 34/40

The following deficiencies were noted:

C3. The bidder didn’t identify specific local organization types of service and how those resources assist clients. -2 points
C4. The bidder didn’t identify the assessment tool they will be utilizing. -2 points
C5. The bidder didn’t identify the annual amount of specific assistance each client will receive. -2 points


4. Instructions for Bidders and Vendor Questions Worksheet (VQW) - Category D 
Score 25/30


The following deficiencies were noted:

The bidder’s proposal documents were difficult to read due to formatting issues, lacked specific data related to the geographical area outlined in the RFP, and some questions were not answered at all. The bidder didn’t provide gross annual sales for each of the last 5 years in the Vendor Questions Worksheet in section 2. Company Background Information.  -5 points

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary 

	
	Selection Criteria
	Max Points
	Bedoulaful
	Expect to Care LLC

	1
	Experience and Qualifications- Category A 
	15
	2
	8

	2
	Delivery Capability- Category B 
	40
	17
	25

	3
	Service Capability and Understanding – Category C 
	40
	10
	34

	4
	Instructions for Bidders and Vendor Questions Worksheet (VQW) - Category D 
	30
	15
	25

	
	Total
	125
	44
	92
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