
Mr. Michael N. Shannon 
Quattlebaum, Groom & Tull 
111 Center Street, Suite 1900 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 

Department of Transformation and Shared Services 
Governor Sarah Huckabee Sanders 

Secretary Joseph Wood 

Director Edward Armstrong 

March 24, 2023 

Re: Protest of Award in Solicitation No. S000000161: Pharmacy Benefit Manager 

Dear Mr. Shannon: 

While I am serving as the State Procurement Director, I want to do all in my power to encourage private 
sector participation in our solicitations and to help ensure the fair and equitable treatment of all persons 
who deal with our state procurement system. Please know that the TSS Office of State Procurement 
("OSP") strives to conduct all solicitations pursuant to Arkansas Procurement Law, OSP Rules, and the 
terms and conditions of the solicitations themselves. 

Despite our best efforts, there are still occasions for minor or material deviations from the same through 
human error. To help catch and remedy any material deviations, Arkansas Procurement Law contains a 
protest process by which offerers may inform the State Procurement Director of instances where the: (i) 
award of the contract exceeded the authority of the director or the procurement agency at iss·ue; (ii) 
procurement process violated a constitutional, statutory, or regulatory provision; {iii) director or the 
procurement agency failed to follow the rules of the procurement as stated in the solicitation, and that 
failure materially affected the contract award; {iv) procurement process involved responses that were 
collusive, submitted in bad faith, or not arrived at independently through open competition; or {v) the 
anticipated contract award resulted from a technical or mathematical error made during the evaluation 
process.1 

Every protest presents me with an opportunity to review and assess our procurement processes for 
compliance with applicable law, rules, policies, and solicitation terms, as well as an opportunity to learn 
more about how OSP can better serve and support the state and its citizens in the future. Where, upon 
review, it is determined that a solicitation or anticipated award of a contract violated the law, then the 
solicitation or proposed award can be cancelled or revised to comply with the law.2 If, upon review, it is 
determined that the solicitation did not violate a law but may have involved minor technical deficiencies in 
form or other minor procedural irregularities which did not affect the material substance of the RFP, then 

1 See Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-244{a)(4). 
2 See Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-247{b). 
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strict compliance can be waived: (1) where the offeror does not derive any unfair competitive advantage; 
and (2) when it is in the State's best interest to do so.3 

With the aforesaid in mind, I am grateful that both Med Impact Healthcare Systems, Inc. ("Medlmpact") 
and Navitus Health Solutions, LLC ("Navitus") submitted proposals in response to the TSS Employee 
Benefits Division ("EBD") Solicitation No. 5000000161 (the "Solicitation" or the "RFP") for a Pharmacy 
Benefit Manager ("PBM" ). I would also like to thank Med Impact for submitting its protest (the "Protest") 
in connection with the anticipated award of a contract to Navitus. The Protest gave me an opportunity to 
review how the Solicitation was conducted, the proposals were evaluated, and the anticipated awardee 
selected. After reviewing the Protest, the reply of Navitus, the applicable law, and further relevant 
information, I have determined that the Protest should be sustained in part and denied in part. My 
reasoning and the authority I relied on is provided below. 

I. THRESHOLD CONSIDERATIONS 

As a threshold matter, I note that Arkansas Procurement Law only authorizes me to determine the merits 
of a protest that has been timely submitted by an interested party who raises one or more statutory 
grounds of protest.4 A protest that is untimely or that does not rest on statutory grounds is dismissed. 

No one disputes that Medlmpact's Protest was timely. Med Impact asserts that its protest of the 
anticipated award of a PBM contract to Navitus rests on "one or all" of three statutory grounds identified 
at Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-244(a)(4)(A)(ii), (iii), and (v).5 

II. LEGAL AUTHORITY GOVERNING REQUESTS FOR PROPOSALS 

The primary statutory authority governing a request for proposals is found at Ark. Code Ann. § 19-11-230. 
It requires an award made to the responsible offerer whose proposal is determined in writing to be the 
most advantageous "considering price and evaluation factors set forth in the request for proposals."6 

It and other provisions of Arkansas Procurement Law are to be "construed liberally and applied to 
promote its underlying purposes and policies."7 The "underlying purposes and policies of [Arkansas 
Procurement Law)" are to: 

(1) Simplify, clarify, and modernize the law governing procurement by this state; 
(2) Permit the continued development of procurement policies and practices; 
(3) Provide for increased public confidence in the procedures followed in public procurement; 
(4) Ensure the fair and equitable treatment of all persons who deal with the procurement system 

of this state; 
(5) Provide increased economy in state procurement activities by fostering effective competition; 
and 
(6) Provide safeguards for the maintenance of a procurement system of quality and integrity. 

3 See OSP Rule R7:19-11-230(a). 
4 See Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-244 and OSP Rule Rl :19-11-244. 
5 Protest, Page 2. 
6 Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-230{a)(4). 
7 Ark. Code Ann. § 19-11-209(1). 
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For purposes of Arkansas Procurement Law, "may'' indicates something is permissive and "shall" means it 
is imperative.8 

Ill. PROTEST ARGUMENTS 

The Protest contends that the proposal Navitus submitted (the "Navitus Proposal") should be rejected 
because it: (A) did not conform with the requirements of the RFP; (B) violates the state's "any willing 
provider" law; and (C) was untimely.9 

A. Whether the Navitus Proposal should be rejected because it does not conform with the RFP 
requirements 

Med Impact's Protest asserts that the Navitus Proposal should be rejected because it did not meet the 
RFP's requirements with respect to pricing. In support, the Protest identifies some mandatory 
requirements in Sections 1.10.C, D, and F of the RFP regarding pricing. These Sections provide as follows: 

C. The Contractor shall measure and reconcile each distinct non-Rebate pricing 
guarantee (including discounts and dispensing fees) on a "Component'' basis 
only and on a dollar-for-dollar basis with 100% of any shortfalls recouped by 
EBD. 

1. "Components" include but are not limited to broad retail brand with 1-31 days' 
supply, broad retail generic with 1-31 days' supply, broad retail 90 brand with 
32-93 days' supply, broad retail 90 generic with 32-93 days' supply, Arkansas 
Independents & Associations retail brand with 1-31 days' supply, Arkansas 
Independents & Associations retail 90 brand with 32-93 days' supply, Arkansas 
Independents & Associations retail generic with 1-31 days' supply, Arkansas 
Independents & Associations retail 90 generic with 32-93 days' supply, mail 
order brand, mail order generic, LDDs and specialty drugs at participating 
retail pharmacies, LDDs and specialty drugs at Arkansas Independents & 
Associations, and LDDs and specialty drugs at the Contractor's Specialty 
Pharmacy. 

D. The Contractor shall not utilize surpluses in one Component (including Rebates) to 
offset deficits in another Component . 

•••• 

F. The Contractor shall measure and reconcile broad retail 30 and Arkansas Independents & 
Associations retail 30 network guarantees for prescriptions with 1-31 days' supply and broad retail 
90 and Arkansas Independents & Associations retail 90 network guarantees for prescriptions with 
32-93 days' supply on a separate Component basis given that they have separate guaranteed 
rates. 

1. The Contractor shall not use a surplus for either of these guarantees to offset a 

8 Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-203(16) and (28). 
9 Protest, Pages 2-22. 
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shortfall for one of the other retail Component or any other Component 
guarantees. This must apply to each guarantee, including the separate 1-31 
days' supply guarantees and the guarantees for 32-93 days' supply under the 
broad retail network and Arkansas Independents & Associations retail network 
guarantees. 

See, RFP §§ 1.10.C, D, and F. I also note that RFP § l.8{B)(3)(c)(i) provides: 

. • Prospective Contractors shall submit pricing as specified in the RFP Sections 1.10 and 1.11 and 
as instructed on the instructions tab of the 5000000161 Cost Workbook 

In sum, the RFP mandated, and the RFP evaluation methodology assumed, that pricing would be uniformly 
submitted by the Prospective Contractors in conformity with RFP Sections 1.10 and 1.11. The Protest 
establishes that Navitus did not initially submit a pricing proposal as specified in RFP §§ 1.10.C, D, and F. 

The initial pricing proposal Navitus submitted was explicitly premised on Navitus being able to offset fiscal 
underperformance and performance guarantees in one area of the pricing with overperformance in other 
components, which may very well be a sensible approach, but is inconsistent with the requirements of the 
RFP. Consequently, the pricing proposal that Navitus initially submitted did not satisfy the RFP's 
mandatory pricing terms and was not submitted on the same basis as the pricing proposals of offerors 
who met the RFP's mandatory pricing requirements. 

An offerer's failure to submit pricing consistent with an RFP's requirements is a material and substantive 
deviation from the solicitation requirements whenever an apples-to-apples pricing comparison is a 
material element of the evaluation process set forth in the RFP. As noted in a prior protest determination, 
to ensure fairness of the price comparison component of an RFP evaluation, offerors should all be 
required to "stand on the same scale."10 Allowing an offeror to submit a pricing proposal using a pricing 
methodology different than one required or permitted by an RFP frustrates a fair comparison - unless all 
of the other vendors reasonably susceptible of being awarded the contract are also afforded the same 
latitude or restraint with respect to pricing methodology so that a one-to-one comparison of pricing can 
be made.11 

To avoid the inequity of using the same RFP price evaluation methodology for prices that do not conform 
with the RFP's requirements, a procurement officer may, depending on the circumstances, elect to: (1) 
reject all non-conforming proposals, leaving only the responsive proposals to be evaluated12; (2) reject all 
proposals and cancel the solicitation in order to make another attempt13; or (3) solicit a best and final offer 
("BAFO") from all of the offerors who are reasonably susceptible of being awarded the contract in order to 
create a uniform opportunity for them to revise and resubmit proposals consistent with the BAFO 
request14

• 

Here, as noted above, the proposal Navitus originally submitted did not meet all the pricing requirements 

10 Protest, Page 17, referencing the determination of a protest concerning DHS RFP No. 710-20-0041. 
11 See Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-230(e)(2)(A}. 
12 See OSP Rule RG:19-11-230(1)-(2). 
13 See OSP Rule RG:19-11-230(6). 
14 See OSP Rule RS:19-11-230.1 {g)(l)(D)(BAFO may be used where all offerors submitted responses that are unclear 
or deficient in one or more areas). 
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of the RFP. Based on this initial failure to submit a pricing proposal that conformed with the RFP's 
requirements, the procurement officials involved would have had the discretion to reject the Navitus 
Proposal.15 However, this discretion is permissive.16 Offerors may be allowed to revise their original 
proposal as a result of discussions, but only for the purpose of providing a "best and final offer."17 

Arkansas Procurement Law also provides that, "[i]f discussions conducted after the deadline for the 
receipt of proposals necessitate material revisions of proposals, each offeror determined to be responsible 
and reasonably susceptible of being awarded a contract shall be provided an opportunity to revise its 
proposal for the purpose of submitting a best and final offer."18 A procurement agency may consider this 
option when it receives a pool of proposals that all contain some exceptions or deficiency,19 and it may 
decide to cure the deficiencies and foster competition20 by soliciting a BAFO from all offerors who are 
reasonably susceptible of being awarded a contract.21 This is an even-handed approach that would permit 
the qualifying offerors the same opportunity to revise their proposals and make a final offer. 

In sum, Navitus was permitted to submit a pricing proposal using a pricing methodology inconsistent with 
the mandatory pricing requirements of the RFP. This gave the State permissive grounds for rejecting the 
Navitus proposal. However, since the authority to reject is permissive, and because Arkansas Procurement 
Law permits revision of a proposal prior to award insofar as the State does so in the context of soliciting a 
BAFO, there may yet be an opportunity for the State to issue a request for pricing proposals pursuant to a 
BAFO that sets forth a clear standard and uniformly gives all offerors reasonably susceptible of being 
awarded a contract the opportunity to participate and be evaluated on the same terms as set forth in the 
BAFO request. 

I sustain the Protest to the extent it maintains that the pricing proposal Navitus submitted did not conform 
to the RFP's requirements and should not have been evaluated against other pricing proposals as if it did. 
I do not sustain its argument that rejection of the proposal is mandatory at this point because the 
solicitation may yet be revised to comply with the law,22 which may be done by a BAFO request with a 
clear and uniform pricing standard that is extended to all offerers reasonably susceptible of being 
awarded a contract. I find no cause to conclude that Navitus tried to "game the system" by using the 
Exceptions Form that had been provided in the RFP and which apparently invited confusion regarding 
whether the RFP's mandatory pricing terms were truly mandatory. 

15 See Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-230{i) and OSP Rule RG:19-11-230. 
16 See Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-230{i)(l) ("A competitive sealed proposal may be cancelled or any or all proposals may 
be rejected in writing by the director or the agency procurement official.") (emphasis added); Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-
11-230(i}(3) ("A proposal may be rejected for failure to adhere to mandatory requirements.") (emphasis added). 
17 Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-230{e){2){B). 
18 Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-230(e)(2)(A). This requirement, where applicable, serves to maximize competition by 
requiring the procurement agency to invite all qualifying offerers to submit a BAFO on the same terms and works 
towards ensuring that the State doesn't pick a favored vendor on the basis of pricing elements or evaluation factors 
outside of those stated in the RFP and coach it, after the sealed proposals are opened, how to revise its proposal in 
order to justify receiving the contract award. Please note, this is not meant to remotely suggest that is what 
happened here, because I do not believe that it is. It is simply meant to clarify what I understand the intent of this 
provision of procurement law t o be. 
19 The procurement official conducting this Solicitation advises me that all the offerors responding to this RFP, 
including Medlmpact, submitted proposals that took exceptions to the RFP's requirements. 
20 See OSP Rule RB:19-11-230.l{a). 
21 OSP Rule R8:19-11-230.l{g){l){D). 
22 Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-247(b)(2). 
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B. Whether the Navitus Proposal should be rejected because it violates the Arkansas" Any Willing 
Provider" law 

The Protest asserts that the Navitus Proposal violates the Arkansas "Any Willing Provider'' law. This 
assertion does not support the statutory protest ground that the procurement process violated a 
constitutional, statutory, or regulatory provision. It is not about the procurement process violating the 
law, instead it is a speculative argument that the process Navitus proposed for removing pharmacies from 
the network could result in violations of the "Any Willing Provider'' law. The fact that Navitus did not 
specifically identify this law in its proposal does not, in and of itself, violate any constitutional, statutory or 
regulatory provision, nor does it require EBO or Navitus to do so in the future. Accordingly, the Protest's 
argument that the Navitus Proposal violates the "Any Willing Provider'' law is not sustained. 

C. Whether the Navitus Proposal should be rejected because it was untimely 

The Protest contends that Navitus' proposal should have been rejected due to it being submitted via email 
on November 30, 2022, after 2:00 p.m. instead of through the ARBuy portal prior to 2:00 p.m. AR Buy is the 
eProcurement system OSP currently uses for handling bids and RFPs. 

It is a fact that the RFP's cover page provides that proposals must be submitted through ARBuy prior to the 
2:00 p.m. deadline on November 30, 2022, and that Navitus did not submit its proposal through ARBuy 
before 2:00 p.m. However, Navitus had contacted the OSP procurement official prior to the deadline to 
report a technical issue it experienced while using the ARBuy portal that prevented it from being able to 
submit its proposal. The procurement official has advised me that, unfortunately, technical difficulties such 
as this occasionally arise when offerors use the ARBuy portal to submit a large proposal. After Navitus made 
the procurement team aware of its failed attempts to submit its proposal via ARBuy prior to the 2:00 p.m. 
deadline, the procurement official permitted Navitus to send its proposal via email. The procurement official 
decided, under the circumstances, not to reject the Navitus proposal. 

Medlmpact is technically correct that this was a submission requirement that Navitus did not meet. 
However, because this minor irregularity in the means of submission did not affect the material substance 
of the Navitus Proposal and because submitting a proposal via email instead of through ARBuy does not 
represent an unfair competitive advantage-since it is not the basis of any evaluation or scoring- and the 
amount of delay was de minimis, then I find that, under these circumstances, it is in the State's best interest 
to foster competition and for me to waive strict enforcement of this requirement.23 

Accordingly, I sustain the technical validity of the Protest's argument that the tardy and irregular submission 
of the Navitus Proposal violated a submission requirement of the RFP but find that rejection of the Navitus 
Proposal would be extreme under the circumstances. Pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 19-11-244(g), unless 
Medlmpact becomes disqualified through award of the PBM contract as a result of any subsequent BAFO 

23 OSP Rule R7:19-11-230(a} provides: 

There is a strong public interest in favor of conserving public funds in awarding public contracts, and little, if any, public 
benefit in disqualifying proposals for technical deficiencies in form or minor irregularities where the offerer does not 
derive any unfair competitive advantage therefrom. The State Procurement Director or agency procurement official 
may waive technicalities in proposals or minor irregularities in a procurement which do not affect the material 
substance of the Request for Proposals when it is in the State's best interest to do so. 



7 

request that EBD may elect to issue, then it may pursue reimbursement of reasonable costs incurred in 
connection with the Solicitation, including preparation costs, through the Arkansas State Claims Commission 

IV. CONCLUSION 

Considering the aforesaid authority in connection with the RFP, the documented facts, the 
arguments raised in the Protest, the Navitus response to the Protest, relevant information 
provided by EBD, and other relevant information, the Protest is sustained in part and denied in 
part as set forth with greater particularity above. 

Although I do not address every element of every argument raised in the Protest, I have reviewed 
them all and find, except to the extent noted above, none requires the protestor's requested 
rejection of the Navitus proposal at this time since the State may yet engage in a BAFO request 
that could conceivably cure the issues by which the Protester believes itself to be aggrieved. 

Pursuant to Ark. Code Ann.§ 19-11-244 (e)(l), this determination is final and conclusive as to the 
Protest. 

Respectfully, 

E:::,:~:1--~ ~~ 
State Procurement Director 
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Prospective Contractor Name:

· The Contractor shall not include commissions, and all proposals must be submitted directly from the contracting company, without 
any intermediary.

· Each table will automatically calculate to the green-shaded Three Year Grand Total field that will be used for low cost determination.

BAFO COST WORKBOOK
S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

· Prospective Contractors shall complete all blue-highlighted cells on Tab 2. Cells not shaded in blue will calculate.
· Submitted rates must be guaranteed for the corresponding contract year (i.e., 7/1/2023, 7/1/2024, 7/1/2025)
· The plan design to be used for pricing is outlined in the RFP. 
· Provide all applicable rates on a per member per month (PMPM) basis where indicated. 



S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

TABLE A - Administration
Per Member Per Month 
(PMPM)

X 12 
months X 36 months

All-inclusive PMPM Administration Fee

TABLE B - Claims Pricing Claims repricing cost
Claims Processed via existing formulary - 
with rebates included
Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - with rebates included

Claims Processed via existing formulary - 
without rebates included
Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - without rebates included

Total Rebate
X 1 

quarter X 12 quarters

$0.00

Three Year Grand Total (Tables A, B, C)

BAFO Cost Workbook

X 140,000 
members

TABLE  C - Rebate Pricing

25 drugs pre-selected by EBD
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Prospective Contractor Name:

· The Contractor shall not include commissions, and all proposals must be submitted directly from the contracting company, without 
any intermediary.

· Each table will automatically calculate to the green-shaded Three Year Grand Total field that will be used for low cost determination.

BAFO COST WORKBOOK
S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

· Prospective Contractors shall complete all blue-highlighted cells on Tab 2. Cells not shaded in blue will calculate.
· Submitted rates must be guaranteed for the corresponding contract year (i.e., 7/1/2023, 7/1/2024, 7/1/2025)
· The plan design to be used for pricing is outlined in the RFP. 
· Provide all applicable rates on a per member per month (PMPM) basis where indicated. 



S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

TABLE A - Administration (78.75 possible 
cost points)

Per Member Per Month 
(PMPM) X 12 months X 36 months

All-inclusive PMPM Administration Fee -$                       -$                                              
-$                                              

TABLE B - Claims Pricing (105 total cost 
points possible for existing formulary and 
183.75 cost points possible for 
prospective formulary)

Claims repricing cost

Claims Processed via existing formulary - 
with rebates included
Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - with rebates included

Claims Processed via existing formulary - 
without rebates included
Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - without rebates included

Subtotal Table B -$                                       

Total Rebate

X 1 quarter X 12 quarters

-$                                    

$0.00

-$                                    Three Year Grand Total (Tables A, B, C)

SubTotal Table A

Subtotal Table C

BAFO Cost Workbook

X 140,000 
members

-$                           

TABLE  C - Rebate Pricing (157.5 cost points possible)

25 drugs pre-selected by EBD
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Prospective Contractor Name:

· Table B.2: Provide dollar amount of claims paid with rebates based on the Prospective Contractor’s proposed formulary. Dollar amounts shall 
be based on historical claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 posting.
· Table C: Provide a calculation of total rebates paid on a list of 25 drugs pre-selected by EBD.

· Table A: Provide all administrative costs, setting out both administrative and dispensing fees.

BAFO COST WORKBOOK
S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

· Prospective Contractors shall complete all blue-highlighted cells on Tab 2 (BAFO). Cells not shaded in blue will calculate.
· Submitted rates must be guaranteed.
· The plan design to be used for pricing is outlined in the RFP. 
· Provide all applicable rates on a per member per month (PMPM) basis where indicated. 

· Table B.1: Provide dollar amount of claims paid with rebates based on the plan’s current formulary. Dollar amounts shall be based on historical 
claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 posting.



S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

TABLE A - Administration (78.75 possible 
cost points)

Per Member Per Month 
(PMPM) X 12 months X 36 months

All-inclusive PMPM Administration Fee -$                       -$                                              
-$                                              

TABLE B.1 and TABLE B.2 - Claims 
Pricing (105 total cost points possible for 
existing formulary and 183.75 cost points 
possible for prospective formulary)

Claims repricing cost

B.1 Claims Processed via existing 
formulary - with rebates included
B.2 Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - with rebates included

B.1 Claims Processed via existing 
formulary - without rebates included
B.2 Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - without rebates included

Subtotal Table B.1 -$                                       

Subtotal Table B.2 -$                                       

Total Rebate

X 1 quarter X 12 quarters

-$                                    

$0.00

SubTotal Table A

Subtotal Table C

BAFO Cost Workbook

X 140,000 
members

-$                           

TABLE  C - Rebate Pricing (157.5 cost points possible)

25 drugs pre-selected by EBD
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STATE OF ARKANSAS 
    DEPARTMENT OF TRANSFORMATION AND SHARED SERVICES 

    OFFICE OF STATE PROCUREMENT 
   501 Woodlane St., Ste. 220 

   Little Rock, Arkansas 72201-1023 
 
 

  Request for Best and Final Offer  
 
 

Solicitation Number:  S000000161 
Description:    Pharmacy Benefits Manager Services 
Agency:    Employee Benefits Division 
BAFO Number:  1 
Issue Date:    March 31, 2023 
Submission Deadline: April 10, 2023 @ 2:00 p.m., CST 

1.1 NOTICE TO PROSPECTIVE CONTRACTORS 
The State of Arkansas requests a Best and Final Offer (BAFO), subject to the terms, conditions, and 
requirements hereof, from each offeror who submitted proposals in response to Solicitation Number 
S000000161 (the “Solicitation” or the “RFP”). Each such offeror, referred to herein as a Prospective 
Contractor, may submit a BAFO for the services described in the Solicitation prior to April 10, 2023 @ 2:00 
p.m., CST. Prospective Contractors are not required to submit a BAFO proposal and may submit a written 
response stating that their response remains as originally submitted. The State reserves the right to reject 
such responses and limit further evaluation to BAFOs responsive to this BAFO request if the cost or pricing 
data the Prospective Contractor originally submitted was not consistent with the RFP’s mandatory 
requirements. 

1.2 ACCEPTANCE OF OFFER 
No exception to mandatory RFP terms will be accepted by the State. If the State accepts any BAFO made in 
response to this Solicitation, such acceptance shall include the Prospective Contractor’s response to this 
BAFO, if any, and any provisions and requirements of the original RFP which have not been superseded by 
the Prospective Contractor’s BAFO and this BAFO request. If a BAFO is accepted, subject to further 
legislative review and approval by the State Procurement Director, these integrated documents, together with 
any documented agreement between the Employee Benefits Division (“EBD”) and the Prospective Contractor 
arising from the Solicitation, Proposals, this BAFO request, the BAFO, clarification, negotiation, or other 
discussion, shall then constitute the written agreement between the parties. A final written agreement will be 
prepared that merges all the material terms of the agreement into an integrated document. 

1.3 PROPOSAL DELIVERY AND SUBMISSION INSTRUCTIONS 
A. This request is for the BAFO from the Prospective Contactors for Pharmacy Benefits Manager Services. 

Submissions for this BAFO must be delivered to the Department of Transformation and Shared Services 
(“TSS”) Office of State Procurement (“OSP”) address below: 

TSS Office of State Procurement  
501 Woodlane St., Ste. 220 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201-1023 

B. Delivery providers, USPS, UPS, and FedEx deliver mail to OSP’s street address on a schedule 
determined by each individual provider. These providers will deliver to OSP based solely on the street 
address. Prospective Contractors assume all risk for timely, properly submitted deliveries. 

C. Prospective Contractors shall seal outer packaging and properly mark with the following information. If 
outer packaging of proposal submission is not properly marked, the package may be opened for proposal 
identification purposes. 

• Solicitation Number S000000161, BAFO Number 1 
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• Prospective Contractor’s name 

D. Any BAFO submitted and information derived therefrom shall be restricted to those personnel of TSS 
and others, if any, responsible for participating in the evaluation thereof until after evaluation of all such 
BAFOs is complete and an anticipated award is posted, or the Solicitation is cancelled. 

E. Deliver submissions for this BAFO request to OSP on or before the designated proposal opening date 
and time. In accordance with Arkansas Procurement Law and Rules, it is the responsibility of Prospective 
Contractors to submit proposals at the designated location on or before the proposal opening date and 
time. BAFOs received after the designated opening date and time will be considered late and will not be 
subject to further review.  

1.4 ACCEPTANCE OF BAFO MANDATORY REQUIREMENTS 
A. A Prospective Contractor’s submission of a BAFO response evidences the Prospective Contractor’s 

representation that the terms, conditions, and requirements of the BAFO request have been considered 
and accepted by the Prospective Contractor. 

B. A Prospective Contractor’s BAFO proposal shall be rejected if a Prospective Contractor takes exception 
to any Requirements of this BAFO Request.  

C. If a Prospective Contractor does not submit a notice of withdrawal or a BAFO, the Proposer’s initial 
proposal will be understood to be the Prospective Contractor’s BAFO. 

1.5 GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
A. This BAFO request incorporates all of the Solicitation Terms and Conditions located on the OSP website 

found at transform.ar.gov. 

1. Any special terms and conditions included in this BAFO request shall override the Solicitation Terms 
and Conditions.  

1.6 BAFO COST REQUIREMENTS  
A. The Prospective Contractor shall submit an updated Revised S000000161 BAFO Cost Workbook 4.4.23 

that reflects the BAFO Mandatory Requirements referenced in this BAFO request. 

B. Pricing shall conform to the requirement set forth in Section 1.10 and Section 1.11 of RFP S000000161. 

C. The State may conduct cost checks based on the BAFO submitted by each Prospective Contractor.  

1. Prospective Contractors submitting a BAFO response with a proposed cost that falls ten percent 
(10%) or more from the average submitted cost may be asked to discuss and further validate their 
submitted cost. The State may reject any such BAFO’s that lack sufficient indicia of validity or 
reliability. 

2. Should the State request clarification and/or additional information regarding cost, Prospective 
Contractors shall provide clarification and/or additional information as specified by the request or the 
State may deem the Prospective Contractor not to be responsible and/or the BAFO not to be 
responsive. 

1.7 EVALUATION 
A. Each BAFO proposal properly submitted in response to this BAFO request will be considered in 

determining the proposal that is the most advantageous to the State. 

B. To enable fair comparison of competing BAFOs, only pricing submitted using the Revised S000000161 
BAFO Cost Workbook 4.4.23 required as part of this BAFO request will be evaluated. The Technical 
Score given during the initial technical evaluation will remain unchanged.  

C. The maximum score possible for the cost evaluation is 525 points. 

https://www.transform.ar.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/MASTER-Solicitation-Terms-and-Conditions-11-29-21.pdf
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D. When pricing is opened for scoring, the maximum amount of cost points will be given to the BAFO 
proposal with the lowest weighted cost as shown in Tables 1 and 2 below. The scoring will be calculated 
from the Revised S000000161 Cost Workbook 4.4.23, which shall evaluate four (4) categories of costs:  

1. All-inclusive PMPM Administration fee; 

2. Dollar amount of claims paid with rebates based on both the plan’s current formulary and the 
Prospective Contractor’s formulary, respectively. Dollar amounts shall be based on historical claims 
data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 posting;  

3. Dollar amount of claims paid without rebates based on both the plan’s current formulary and the 
Prospective Contractor’s proposed formulary, respectively. Dollar amounts shall be based on 
historical claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 posting.; and  

4. A calculation of total rebates paid on a list of 25 drugs pre-selected by EBD.  

E. Prospective Contractors shall follow the requirements set forth in Section 1.10 and Section 1.11 of RFP 
S000000161 in arriving at the above calculations. 

F. DISCUSSIONS: To the fullest extent permitted under Arkansas Procurement Law, the State reserves the 
right to engage in discussions with all responsible offerors whose proposals are reasonably susceptible 
to being selected for award. Discussions may be used to clarify proposals, the terms of the RFP, this 
BAFO request, and for negotiation. To safeguard against discussions being used to provide an offeror 
an unfair competitive advantage a record shall be maintained of the date and time of any discussions, if 
any, the subject and nature of the discussions, and the persons present. There shall be no disclosure to 
any offeror of any information derived from any BAFO by any competing offeror during discussions. 

1.8 GRAND TOTAL SCORE 
A. The Technical Score and Cost Score will be added together to determine the Grand Total Score for the 

proposal. The State may engage in discussions with responsible Prospective Contractors determined 
reasonably susceptible of being selected for award. Award shall be made to the responsible offeror 
whose proposal is determined in writing to be the most advantageous to the state, taking into 
consideration price, the evaluation factors set forth in the RFP, any BAFOs submitted, and the results of 
any discussions conducted with responsible offerors. 

Table 1 

 MAXIMUM POINTS POSSIBLE 

Technical Proposal 475 

BAFO Cost Score 525 

Maximum Possible Grand Total Score 1,000 

 

Table 2 

BAFO Cost Score Breakdown 

 TABLE’S 
WEIGHTED 

PERCENTAGE 

MAXIMUM WEIGHTED 
SCORE POSSIBLE 

Table A: Administration  15% 78.75 

Table B.1: Claims Pricing: Existing Formulary  20% 105 

Table B.2: Claims Pricing: Proposed Formulary  35% 183.75 

Table C: Rebate Pricing  30% 157.5 

Total Cost Score   100% 525 
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B. The maximum amount of cost points will be given to the proposal with the lowest subtotal for Table A, 
the lowest subtotal for Table B.1, the lowest subtotal for Table B.2, and the lowest subtotal for Table C.  

C. The amount of cost points given to each Table on the remaining submissions will be allocated by using 
the following formula: 

(A/B)*C =D 

 

A = Lowest Estimated Cost 

B = Second (third, fourth, etc.) Lowest Estimated Cost 

C = Maximum Points for Lowest Estimated Cost 

D = Total price points received 

D. Cost Scores for Tables A, B.1, B.2, and C will be added together to determine the Total Cost Score for 
each BAFO submission. 
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Prospective Contractor Name:

· Table B.2: Provide dollar amount of claims paid with rebates based on the Prospective Contractor’s proposed formulary. Dollar 
amounts shall be based on historical claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 posting.
· Table C: Provide a calculation of total rebates paid on a list of 25 drugs pre-selected by EBD (see Rebated Drug Sample  tab).

· Table A: Provide all administrative costs, setting out both administrative and dispensing fees.

BAFO COST WORKBOOK
S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

· Prospective Contractors shall complete all blue-highlighted cells on Tab 2 (BAFO). Cells not shaded in blue will calculate.
· Submitted rates must be guaranteed.
· The plan design to be used for pricing is outlined in the RFP. 
· Provide all applicable rates on a per member per month (PMPM) basis where indicated. 

· Table B.1: Provide dollar amount of claims paid with rebates based on the plan’s current formulary. Dollar amounts shall be based 
on historical claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 posting.



S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

TABLE A - Administration (78.75 possible 
cost points)

Per Member Per Month 
(PMPM) X 12 months X 36 months

All-inclusive PMPM Administration Fee -$                  -$                                    

-$                                    

TABLE B.1 and TABLE B.2 - Claims 
Pricing (105 total cost points possible for 
existing formulary and 183.75 cost points 
possible for prospective formulary)

Claims repricing cost

B.1 Claims Processed via existing 
formulary - with rebates included
B.2 Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - with rebates included

B.1 Claims Processed via existing 
formulary - without rebates included
B.2 Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - without rebates included

Subtotal Table B.1 -$                                       

Subtotal Table B.2 -$                                       

Total Rebate

X 1 quarter X 12 quarters

-$                                    

-$                                    

Subtotal Table A

Subtotal Table C

BAFO Cost Workbook

X 140,000 
members

-$                     

25 drugs pre-selected by EBD (see Rebated Drug Sample  tab)

TABLE  C - Rebate Pricing (157.5 cost points possible)



25 Commonly Rebated Drugs from Historical Claims 

1 Jardiance
2 Ozempic
3 Trulicity
4 Victoza
5 Eliquis
6 Xarelto
7 Emgality
8 Aimovig
9 Nurtec
10 Dulera
11 Symbicort
12 Synjardy
13 Cequa
14 Linzess
15 ProAir
16 Breztri
17 Spiriva
18 Stiolto
19 Norditropin
20 Enbrel (specialty)
21 Humira (specialty)
22 Rinvoq (specialty)
23 Skyrizi (specialty)
24 Taltz (specialty)
25 Olumiant (specialty)
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Prospective Contractor Name:

· Table B.2: Provide dollar amount of claims paid with out rebates based on both the plans's current formulary and the Prospective 
Contractor’s proposed formulary. Dollar amounts shall be based on historical claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 
posting.
· Table C: Provide a calculation of total rebates paid on a list of 25 drugs pre-selected by EBD (see Rebated Drug Sample  tab).

· Table A: Provide an all-inclusive PMPM adminstrative fee.

BAFO COST WORKBOOK
S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

· Prospective Contractors shall complete all blue-highlighted cells on Tab 2 (BAFO). Cells not shaded in blue will calculate.

· Submitted rates must be guaranteed.
· The plan design to be used for pricing is outlined in the RFP. 
· Provide all applicable rates on a per member per month (PMPM) basis where indicated. 

· Table B.1: Provide dollar amount of claims paid with rebates based on both the plan’s current formulary and the Prospective 
Contractor's formulary. Dollar amounts shall be based on historical claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 posting.



S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

TABLE A - Administration (78.75 possible 
cost points)

Per Member Per Month 
(PMPM) X 12 months X 36 months

All-inclusive PMPM Administration Fee -$                  -$                                    

-$                                    

TABLE B.1 and TABLE B.2 - Claims 
Pricing (105 total cost points possible for 
existing formulary and 183.75 cost points 
possible for prospective formulary)

Claims repricing cost

B.1 Claims Processed via existing 
formulary - with rebates included
B.2 Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - with rebates included

B.1 Claims Processed via existing 
formulary - without rebates included
B.2 Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - without rebates included

Subtotal Table B.1 -$                                       

Subtotal Table B.2 -$                                       

Total Rebate

X 1 quarter X 12 quarters

-$                                    

-$                                    

Subtotal Table A

Subtotal Table C

BAFO Cost Workbook

X 140,000 
members

-$                     

25 drugs pre-selected by EBD (see Rebated Drug Sample  tab)

TABLE  C - Rebate Pricing (157.5 cost points possible)



25 Commonly Rebated Drugs from Historical Claims 

1 Jardiance
2 Ozempic
3 Trulicity
4 Victoza
5 Eliquis
6 Xarelto
7 Emgality
8 Aimovig
9 Nurtec
10 Dulera
11 Symbicort
12 Synjardy
13 Cequa
14 Linzess
15 ProAir
16 Breztri
17 Spiriva
18 Stiolto
19 Norditropin
20 Enbrel (specialty)
21 Humira (specialty)
22 Rinvoq (specialty)
23 Skyrizi (specialty)
24 Taltz (specialty)
25 Olumiant (specialty)
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Prospective Contractor Name:

· Table B.2: Provide dollar amount of claims paid without rebates based on both the plans's current formulary and the Prospective 
Contractor’s proposed formulary. Dollar amounts shall be based on historical claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 
posting.
· Table C: Provide a calculation of total rebates paid on a list of 25 drugs pre-selected by EBD (see Rebated Drug Sample  tab).

· Table A: Provide an all-inclusive PMPM adminstrative fee.

BAFO COST WORKBOOK
S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

· Prospective Contractors shall complete all blue-highlighted cells on Tab 2 (BAFO). Cells not shaded in blue will calculate.

· Submitted rates must be guaranteed.
· The plan design to be used for pricing is outlined in the RFP. 
· Provide all applicable rates on a per member per month (PMPM) basis where indicated. 

· Table B.1: Provide dollar amount of claims paid with rebates based on both the plan’s current formulary and the Prospective 
Contractor's formulary. Dollar amounts shall be based on historical claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 posting.



S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

TABLE A - Administration (78.75 possible 
cost points)

Per Member Per Month 
(PMPM) X 12 months X 36 months

All-inclusive PMPM Administration Fee -$                  -$                                    

-$                                    

TABLE B.1 and TABLE B.2 - Claims 
Pricing (105 total cost points possible for 
existing formulary and 183.75 cost points 
possible for prospective formulary)

Claims repricing cost

B.1 Claims Processed via existing 
formulary - with rebates included
B.2 Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - with rebates included

B.1 Claims Processed via existing 
formulary - without rebates included
B.2 Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - without rebates included

Subtotal Table B.1 -$                                       

Subtotal Table B.2 -$                                       

Total Rebate

X 1 quarter X 12 quarters

-$                                    

-$                                    

Subtotal Table A

Subtotal Table C

BAFO Cost Workbook

X 140,000 
members

-$                     

25 drugs pre-selected by EBD (see Rebated Drug Sample  tab)

TABLE  C - Rebate Pricing (157.5 cost points possible)



25 Commonly Rebated Drugs from Historical Claims 

1 Jardiance
2 Ozempic
3 Trulicity
4 Victoza
5 Eliquis
6 Xarelto
7 Emgality
8 Aimovig
9 Nurtec
10 Dulera
11 Symbicort
12 Synjardy
13 Cequa
14 Linzess
15 ProAir
16 Breztri
17 Spiriva
18 Stiolto
19 Norditropin
20 Enbrel (specialty)
21 Humira (specialty)
22 Rinvoq (specialty)
23 Skyrizi (specialty)
24 Taltz (specialty)
25 Olumiant (specialty)
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Prospective Contractor Name:

· Table B.2: Provide dollar amount of claims paid without rebates based on both the plans's current formulary and the Prospective 
Contractor’s proposed formulary. Dollar amounts shall be based on historical claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 
posting.
· Table C: Provide a calculation of total rebates paid on a list of 25 drugs pre-selected by EBD (see Rebated Drug Sample  tab).

· Table A: Provide an all-inclusive PMPM adminstrative fee.

BAFO COST WORKBOOK
S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

· Prospective Contractors shall complete all blue-highlighted cells on Tab 2 (BAFO). Cells not shaded in blue will calculate.

· Submitted rates must be guaranteed.
· The plan design to be used for pricing is outlined in the RFP. 
· Provide all applicable rates on a per member per month (PMPM) basis where indicated. 

· Table B.1: Provide dollar amount of claims paid with rebates based on both the plan’s current formulary and the Prospective 
Contractor's formulary. Dollar amounts shall be based on historical claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 posting.



S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

TABLE A - Administration (78.75 possible 
cost points)

Per Member Per Month 
(PMPM) X 12 months X 36 months

All-inclusive PMPM Administration Fee -$                  -$                                    

-$                                    

TABLE B.1 and TABLE B.2 - Claims 
Pricing (105 total cost points possible for 
existing formulary and 183.75 cost points 
possible for prospective formulary)

Claims repricing cost

B.1 Claims Processed via existing 
formulary - with rebates included
B.2 Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - with rebates included

B.1 Claims Processed via existing 
formulary - without rebates included
B.2 Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - without rebates included

Subtotal Table B.1 -$                                       

Subtotal Table B.2 -$                                       

Total Rebate

X 1 quarter X 12 quarters

-$                                    

-$                                    

Subtotal Table A

Subtotal Table C

Revised BAFO Cost Workbook 4.4.23

X 140,000 
members

-$                     

25 drugs pre-selected by EBD (see Rebated Drug Sample  tab)

TABLE  C - Rebate Pricing (157.5 cost points possible)



25 Commonly Rebated Drugs from Historical Claims 

1 Jardiance
2 Ozempic
3 Trulicity
4 Victoza
5 Eliquis
6 Xarelto
7 Emgality
8 Aimovig
9 Nurtec
10 Dulera
11 Symbicort
12 Synjardy
13 Cequa
14 Linzess
15 ProAir
16 Breztri
17 Spiriva
18 Stiolto
19 Norditropin
20 Enbrel (specialty)
21 Humira (specialty)
22 Rinvoq (specialty)
23 Skyrizi (specialty)
24 Taltz (specialty)
25 Olumiant (specialty)



Solicitation #
Description:
Department

Table A: Administration

Lowest Total 
Cost

Second (third, 
fourth, etc.) Lowes

Total Cost

Maximum 
Points for 

Lowest Total 
Cost

Number Cost 
Points Scored

9,324,000.00$ 78.75 78.75
9,525,600.00$ 77.08

11,541,600.00$ 63.62

Table B.1: Claims Pricing: Existing Formula

Lowest Total 
Cost

Second (third, 
fourth, etc.) Lowes

Total Cost

Maximum 
Points for 

Lowest Total 
Cost

Number Cost 
Points Scored

78,082,679.00$ 105 105
86,984,809.00$ 94.25

157,716,936.00$ 51.98

Lowest Total 
Cost

Second (third, 
fourth, etc.) Lowes

Total Cost

Maximum 
Points for 

Lowest Total 
Cost

Number Cost 
Points Scored

83,639,239.00$ 183.75 183.75
111,546,684.00$ 137.78
157,716,936.00$ 97.44

Lowest Total 
Cost

Second (third, 
fourth, etc.) Lowes

Total Cost

Maximum 
Points for 

Lowest Total 
Cost

Number Cost 
Points Scored

254,729,280.00$ 157.5 157.5
164,281,344.00$ 102

6,327,948.00$ 4

Total Cost Score
Total 

Technical 
Total Score

385.68 213.20 598.88
323.77 350.20 673.97
443.20 324.40 767.60

   Formula for Cost Score-Tables A, B1, B2:  (A/B)*(C) =D
   A = Lowest Total Cost
   B = Second (third, fourth, etc.) Lowest Total Cost
   C = Maximum Points for Lowest Total Cost  
   D = Number cost points scored 

Prospective Contractor

Magellan 
Medimpact

Navitus

Medimpact
Navitus

Prospective Contractor 

Navitus
Medimpact

Prospective Contractor 

Medimpact
Navitus

Magellan

Table B.2: Claims Pricing: Proposed Formula

Table C: Rebate Pricing

Magellan

Prospective Contractor 

Magellan

Medimpact
Navitus

Magellan

Cost Evaluation Summary Score Sheet BAFO Amendment 1

S000000161
Pharmacy Benefits Manage
TSS-Employee Benefits Divisio

Prospective Contractor 
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Solicitation #
Description:
Department

Table A: Administration

Lowest Total 
Cost

Second (third, 
fourth, etc.) Lowes

Total Cost

Maximum 
Points for 

Lowest Total 
Cost

Number Cost 
Points Scored

9,324,000.00$ 78.75 78.75
9,525,600.00$ 77.08

11,541,600.00$ 63.62

Table B.1: Claims Pricing: Existing Formula

Lowest Total 
Cost

Second (third, 
fourth, etc.) Lowes

Total Cost

Maximum 
Points for 

Lowest Total 
Cost

Number Cost 
Points Scored

$122,045,438 105 105
$131,289,949 97.60
$138,212,676 92.72

Lowest Total 
Cost

Second (third, 
fourth, etc.) Lowes

Total Cost

Maximum 
Points for 

Lowest Total 
Cost

Number Cost 
Points Scored

$104,748,671 183.75 183.75
$122,045,438 157.70
$126,187,447 152.53

Highest Total 
Rebates

Second (third, 
fourth, etc.) 

Highest Total 
Rebates

Maximum 
Points for 

Highest Total 
Rebates

Number Cost 
Points Scored

254,729,280.00$ 157.5 157.5
164,281,344.00$ 102
141,390,895.00$ 87

Total Cost Score
Total 

Technical 
Total Score

498.95 213.20 712.15
440.92 350.20 791.12
415.31 324.40 739.71

   Formula for Cost Score-Tables A, B1, B2:  (A/B)*(C) =D
   A = Lowest Total Cost
   B = Second (third, fourth, etc.) Lowest Total Cost
   C = Maximum Points 
   D = Number Cost Points Scored 

Medimpact
Navitus

Magellan

Final Cost Evaluation Summary Score Sheet BAFO

S000000161
Pharmacy Benefits Manage
TSS-Employee Benefits Divisio

Prospective Contractor 

Navitus

Prospective Contractor 

Navitus

Medimpact

Prospective Contractor 

Magellan
Navitus

MedImpact

Table B.2: Claims Pricing: Proposed Formula

Table C: Rebate Pricing

Magellan

Prospective Contractor 

Magellan

Prospective Contractor

Magellan 
Medimpact

Navitus

Medimpact
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Prospective Contractor Name: MedImpact Healthcare Systems, Inc.

· Table B.2: Provide dollar amount of claims paid without rebates based on both the plans's current formulary and the Prospective 
Contractor’s proposed formulary. Dollar amounts shall be based on historical claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 
posting.
· Table C: Provide a calculation of total rebates paid on a list of 25 drugs pre-selected by EBD (see Rebated Drug Sample  tab).

· Table A: Provide an all-inclusive PMPM adminstrative fee.

BAFO COST WORKBOOK
S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

· Prospective Contractors shall complete all blue-highlighted cells on Tab 2 (BAFO). Cells not shaded in blue will calculate.

· Submitted rates must be guaranteed.
· The plan design to be used for pricing is outlined in the RFP. 
· Provide all applicable rates on a per member per month (PMPM) basis where indicated. 

· Table B.1: Provide dollar amount of claims paid with rebates based on both the plan’s current formulary and the Prospective 
Contractor's formulary. Dollar amounts shall be based on historical claims data provided by EBD during RFP S000000161 posting.
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S000000161 Pharmacy Benefits Manager

TABLE A - Administration (78.75 possible 
cost points)

Per Member Per Month 
(PMPM) X 12 months X 36 months

All-inclusive PMPM Administration Fee 1.99$                                      3,343,200.00$      10,029,600.00$                   

10,029,600.00$                   

TABLE B.1 and TABLE B.2 - Claims 
Pricing (105 total cost points possible for 
existing formulary and 183.75 cost points 
possible for prospective formulary)

Claims repricing cost

B.1 Claims Processed via existing 
formulary - with rebates included 138,212,676.00$                    

B.2 Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - with rebates included 104,748,671.00$                    

B.1 Claims Processed via existing 
formulary - without rebates included 216,295,355.00$                    

B.2 Claims Processed via prospective 
formulary - without rebates included 216,295,355.00$                    

Subtotal Table B.1 78,082,679.00$                      

Subtotal Table B.2 111,546,684.00$                    

Total Rebate

X 1 quarter X 12 quarters

527,329.00$         6,327,948.00$                     

6,327,948.00$                     

Revised BAFO Cost Workbook 4.4.23

X 140,000 
members

278,600.00$        

Table B Claims repricing is based on discounts dispening fee and rebates from MedImpacts BAFO 
Table B rebates from existing formulary are estimated

Table B Claims Repricing is based on the claims data provided as part of the RFP

Subtotal Table A

Subtotal Table C

25 drugs pre-selected by EBD (see Rebated Drug Sample  tab)

TABLE  C - Rebate Pricing (157.5 cost points possible)



25 Commonly Rebated Drugs from Historical Claims 

30 Day Rxs 90 Day Rxs
Specialty 
Day Rxs

1 Jardiance 78 1
2 Ozempic 87 8
3 Trulicity 31 5
4 Victoza 20 2
5 Eliquis 67 10
6 Xarelto 49 2
7 Emgality 10 1
8 Aimovig 11 1
9 Nurtec
10 Dulera 4 2
11 Symbicort 1
12 Synjardy 19 3
13 Cequa 6 1
14 Linzess 15 5
15 ProAir
16 Breztri 9 1
17 Spiriva 14
18 Stiolto 2
19 Norditropin
20 Enbrel (specialty) 10
21 Humira (specialty) 50
22 Rinvoq (specialty) 6
23 Skyrizi (specialty) 5
24 Taltz (specialty) 14
25 Olumiant (specialty)

Rx counts are from the last quarter of Claim data provided during the RFP
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