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AWARD RECOMMENDATION 
 Notice of Intent to Award Number: 240000001368 

 Notice of Intent to Award Date: 8/30/2024 

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has completed 
the evaluation of Request for Proposal – 230000002656 for Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) 
System and has recommended an award to Tyler Technologies, Inc. in the amount of 
$6,005,950.00, 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: 

Brandon Samuel, Solicitation Manager. 
Samuelb@michigan.gov 
517-249-0439 

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 a CAD System to record and track all dispatched activity from 911 dispatchers. The 
term of this contract is 5 years, with up to 5-1 year renewal options. 

Bidders: 

The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on June 30, 2023, for 47 days The following bidders 
submitted proposals by the published due date of August 15, 2023. 

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

CentralSquare 
Technologies 

1000 Business Center Drive 
Lake Mary, FL 32746 

No No 

Core Technology 
Corporation 

5859 West Saginaw Highway, Ste. #217 
Lansing, MI 48917 

No No 

Intergraph 
Corporation*** 

305 Intergraph Way 
Madison, AL 35758 

No No 

Tyler Technologies, Inc. 840 West Long Lake Road 
Troy, MI 48098 

No No 

*SDVOB: Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Business 
**GDBE: Geographically Disadvantaged Business Enterprise 
***Bidder did not pass technical evaluation.  Thus, was not considered for award.  

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 

 Technical Criteria Name Weight 

1. Vendor Question Worksheet, Experience 30 

2. Attachment 1, Bidder Resumes 10 

3. Schedule A – Statement of Work (not including Table 1 
Business Specification Worksheet 79 

4. Schedule A – Table 1 Business Specification Worksheet 89 

 Total 208 
 
Proposals receiving 166 or more evaluation points will have pricing evaluated and be 
considered for award. 

The full evaluation process is stated in the RFP Proposal Instructions. 

II. Evaluation Method 

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

Voting Advisory 

Edward Baugh, CAD Administrator GRCC 
 MSP 

Jonathan Dashner, IT Security Architect 
DTMB – Michigan Cyber Security 

Rebecca Carcone-Cook, Dispatch Director DRCC 
MSP 

Mike Teachout, Lieutenant 
MSP 

Nicholas Chavez, CAD Administrator DRCC 
MSP 

Jason Westman, Emergency Dispatcher NRCC, 
MSP 

Jim Coggin, IT Director/Business Relationship Manager 
DTMB – Agency Services 

Jon Whitford, Manager 
MSP Regional Communications Centers 

Douglas Fox , Dispatch Director LRCC 
 MSP 

Coreen Willaims, ITD Liaison  
MSP 

Jaclyn Haag, Dispatch Director GRCC 
MSP 

 

Nathan Lawes, Dept Analyst County CAD  
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Voting Advisory 

MSP 
David Neuffer Dispatch Supervisor NRCC 
MSP 

 

Brandon Samuel, SAA, Category Specialist 
DTMB - Central Procurement Services 

 

Benjamin Watson Dispatch Director, NRCC 
MSP 

 

III. Evaluation Results 

A. CentralSquare Technologies 

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

1. Vendor Question Worksheet, Experience      Score 21/30                                                     
The following deficiencies were noted for this section: 

a. Experience 1 - Provided experience was not of similar scope (i.e. single site 
deployment vs multiple site deployment)  

b. Did not provide information.  Indicated it was confidential  

c. Experience 2 - Provided experience was not of similar scope (i.e. single site 
deployment vs multiple site deployment)  

d. Did not provide information.  Indicated it was confidential.  

e. Experience 3 - Provided experience was not of similar scope (i.e. single site 
deployment vs multiple site deployment)  

f. Did not provide information.  Indicated it was confidential.  

2. Attachment 1, Bidder Resumes      Score 8/10 
The following deficiency was noted for this section: 

a. Resume provided for requested position, however, response indicated 
"Please note, due to a variety of factors such as contract sign date, employee 
availability, etc. CentralSquare cannot commit to employees at the proposal 
stage".  

3. Schedule A – Statement of Work (not including Table 1 Business  Score 60/79 
Specification Worksheet 
The following deficiencies were noted for this section: 

a. Page 93, section 4. IT Environment, Bidder did not confirm and describe how 
they would meet the requirements of SCHEDULE D.  Bidder indicated it does 
not accept Schedule D - Service Level Agreement.  Bidder provided its 
standard SLA.  
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b. Page 94, section 4. IT Environment, Bidder did not address how identified 
components will maintain compliance with requirements in the SCHEDULE E 
- Data Security Requirements.   

c. Page 94, section 4. IT Environment, Bidder provided a summary instead of 
providing the State with a detailed Disaster Recovery Plan.   

d. Page 97, section ADA Compliance, Bidder did not provide details of how they 
would meet the requirements.  Response indicated "As CAD is not public 
facing software, Contractor software cannot be guaranteed to comply with 
WCAG 2.0 Level AA. CentralSquare is willing to work with the State and will 
provide applicable PATs during contract negotiations."  

e. Page 101, section 8 Data Retention, Bidder response indicates….the purging 
of data from this database requires the assistance of a CentralSquare 
Database Administrator and charges may apply.   

f. Page 105, section 9. End User and IT Operating Environment, Bidder response 
did not address how it intends to comply with any future changes to the IT 
environment.  

g. Page 156, Section 14. Training Services, Bidder response indicated " 
CentralSquare does not currently provide online/computer-based training; 
however, CentralSquare University (CSU) is currently under development and 
is included in this proposal".  

h. Page 158, section 16. Documentation, Bidder response did not provide details 
on, and examples of, documentation to meet the requirements set forth in 
this section.  Instead, response indicated "CentralSquare considers system 
documentation to be proprietary. Upon selection and a completed NDA with 
the State, CentralSquare will provide documentation".  

4. Schedule A – Table 1 Business Specification Worksheet   Score 77/89 
The following deficiencies were noted for this section: 

a. Page 184, Business Specification Worksheet, #2, Bidder did not explain how 
they will deliver the business specification."  

b. Page 185, BSW #3, Bidder response indicated "CentralSquare may decline to 
provide support or maintenance services to anyone other than the State's 
designated support contacts."  

c. Page 186, Business Specification Worksheet, #4, Bidder checked "Not 
Available".  
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d. Page 186, Business Specification Worksheet, #6, Bidder checked "Not 
Available".  

e. Page 186, Business Specification Worksheet, #8, Bidder checked "Current 
Capability" noted "Complies, but with exception. Response times indicated 
were greater than response time specified by the State.   

f. Page 194, Business Specification Worksheet, #16, Bidder checked "Not 
Available".  Stated "CentralSquare cannot provide a SOC 2 report for the 
proposed hosted solution prior to the State going live. CentralSquare would 
like to have further discussions regarding this requirement during contract 
negotiations."  

g. Page 219, BSW #54, Bidder response indicated CentralSquare Pricing 
Proposal does not include integration to LexisNexis Records Management 
System pending the receipt of additional information." 

h. Page 221, BSW #57, Bidder response indicated "However, the purging of data 
from this database requires the assistance of a CentralSquare Database 
Administrator and charges may apply."   

i. Page 226, BSW #64, Response indicated Y for current capability, but 
narrative indicates "CentralSquare does not currently provide 
online/computer-based training; however, CentralSquare University (CSU) is 
currently under development…"  (No deduction taken here because 
deduction taken in the Training Services section for not having online.) 

j. Page 228, BSW #68 Bidder narrative did not explain how they would deliver 
the business Specification.  

Total Score: 166/208 

B. Core Technology Corporation 

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

1. Vendor Question Worksheet, Experience      Score 30/30                                                     
No deficiencies were noted for this section. 

2. Attachment 1, Bidder Resumes      Score 10/10 
No deficiencies were noted for this section. 

3. Schedule A – Statement of Work (not including Table 1 Business  Score 75/79 
Specification Worksheet) 
The following deficiencies were noted for this section: 
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a. Page 85, section 5, ADA Compliance, Bidder response indicated "The 
proposed Computer Aided Dispatch Software is not public-facing, and 
therefore does not fall under the requirements of WCAG 2.0 Level AA."  

4. Schedule A – Table 1 Business Specification Worksheet   Score 75/89 
The following deficiencies were noted for this section: 

a. Page 155, BSW #13, Bidder response did not explain how they would deliver 
the business specification.  

b. Page 155, BSW #14, Bidder response did not explain how they would deliver 
the business specification.  

c. Page 155, BSW #15, Bidder response did not explain how they would deliver 
the business specification.  

Total Score: 190/208 

C. Intergraph Corporation 

The Evaluation Team determined that Intergraph Corporation based on a score of 153 
did not meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Vendor Question Worksheet, Experience      Score 21/30                                                     
The following deficiencies were noted for this section: 

a. Experience 1 - Provided experience was not of similar scope (i.e. single site 
deployment vs multiple site deployment)  

b. Page 21, VQW, Bidder did not provide requested information, indicated 
"Hexagon does not disclose this information without prior consent of our 
customer."  

c. Experience 2 - Provided experience was not of similar scope (i.e. single site 
deployment vs multiple site deployment)  

d. Page 21, VQW, Bidder did not provide requested information, indicated 
"Hexagon does not disclose this information without prior consent of our 
customer."  

e. Experience 3 - Provided experience was not of similar scope (i.e. single site 
deployment vs multiple site deployment).  

f. Page 21, VQW, Bidder did not provide requested information, indicated 
"Hexagon does not disclose this information without prior consent of our 
customer."  

2. Attachment 1, Bidder Resumes      Score 7/10 
The following deficiencies were noted for this section: 
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a. Page 31, Resumes, For Contractor Project Manager regarding Percentage of 
time resource will be allocated to project, Response indicated Hexagon 
cannot determine this amount at this time, as we cannot commit resources 
before a contract is signed.  

b. Page 35, Resumes, For Contractor Security Officer, Bidder did not indicate a 
individual indicating regarding "... Hexagon Safety, Infrastructure & 
Geospatial Division (SIG) has a security team that works with identified 
security representatives for each product.  

c. Page 35, Resumes, For Contractor Security Officer regarding Percentage of 
time resource will be allocated to project, Bidder indicated "Number of staff 
and percentage of time allotted not available.  

3. Schedule A – Statement of Work (not including Table 1 Business  Score 52/79 
Specification Worksheet 
The following deficiencies were noted for this section: 

a. Page 92, section 4. IT Environment, Bidder provided exceptions to Schedule 
D - Service Level Agreement, but did not confirm and describe how they 
would meet the requirements of Schedule D.  

b. Page 93, section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder provided 
exceptions to Schedule E - Data Security Requirements, but did not describe 
how identified components will maintain compliance with requirements in 
the Schedule E.  

c. Page 93, section 4. IT Environment, Bidder provided a summary instead of 
providing the State with a detailed Disaster Recovery Plan.   

d. Page 97, section 5. ADA Compliance, Bidder did not provide details of how 
they would meet the requirements.  Bidder took exception to the 
requirement.    

e. Page 98, section 6. User Type and Capacity, Bidder response did not address 
the number of concurrent users specified by the State, instead provided for 
lesser amounts of concurrent users.  Additionally, response did not address 
scalability.  

f. Page 99, section 6, User Type & Capacity, Bidder response did not identify 
what network connectivity or equipment will the State be required to have to 
meet the expected latency response time.  

g. Page 149, section 15. Transition Responsibilities, Bidder did not provide a 
detailed transition-out plan in Schedule G.  Indicated "...transition-out plan 
is dependent on a potential future contractor and cannot be firmly stated at 
this time. "  

h. DAJ    Page 150, section 16. Documentation, Bidder response indicated 
"Hexagon proposes to provide its existing documentation corresponding to 
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the software provided and takes exception to being required to produce 
additional or different documentation.  Hexagon takes exception to being 
required to revise its documentation."  

i. Page 155, section 20, Contractor Personnel, Bidder response indicated 
exceptions for not being able to use and reassign its employees without 
State permission and to Schedule E in favor of the security guidelines posted 
by Microsoft for its Gov Cloud.  

j. Page 158, section 22 Meetings, Bidder did not describe how they will meet 
the meeting requirements set forth above and note any exceptions for 
successful implementation and ongoing support of the Solution.  Response 
only stated "Hexagon’s program management and communication plan can 
facilitate the meeting schedule described above."  

k. Page 162, section Project Management, Bidder did provide a Work 
Breakdown Structure (WBS) that corresponds with the milestone dates set 
forth by the Bidder.  The WBS must be detailed enough to identify all State 
and Contractor responsibilities.  

l. Page 162, section Project Management, Bidder did describe how they will 
meet the requirements set forth above and note any exceptions for 
successful implementation and ongoing support of the Solution.  

4. Schedule A – Table 1 Business Specification Worksheet   Score 73/89 
The following deficiencies were noted for this section: 

a. Page 165, BSW # 2, Bidder proposed an alternative approach regarding 
concurrent system users opposed to what was State specified.   

b. Page 167, Business Specification Worksheet, #8, Bidder checked "Current 
Capability" but indicated Hexagon takes exception to the definitions 
provided and proposed their own.  No clear response time distinction for 
Level 2, 3, 4 outside regular business hours.   

c. Page 170, BSW #15 Bidder response did not state that software complies.  

d. Page 170, Business Specification Worksheet, #16, Bidder checked "Not 
Available".  Bidder welcomes further conversation on the topic.  

e. Page 170, BSW #18, Bidder response did not address syncing of the system 
when it comes back online.     

f. Page 172, Business Specification Worksheet, #26, Bidder checked "Not 
Available".   

g. Page 172, Business Specification Worksheet, #30, Bidder response did not 
explain how they will deliver the business specification.   
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h. Page 175, Business Specification Worksheet, #54, Bidder checked "Requires 
Customization" Not Available".   

i. Page 175, Business Specification Worksheet, #56, Bidder checked "Not 
Available". More information would be required to commit to this.  

j. Page 176, Business Specification Worksheet, #59, Bidder checked "Not 
Available".  More information would be required to commit to this.  

k. Page 178, Business Specification Worksheet, #67, Bidder checked "Not 
Available".  More information would be required to commit to this.  

l. Page 178, Business Specification Worksheet, #68, Response did not address 
allowing responding agency access to obtain a copy of the CAD incident 
when the call closes.  

Total Score: 153/208 

D. Tyler Technologies, Inc. 

The Evaluation Team determined that Tyler Technologies, Inc. based on a score of 186, 
did meet the requirements of this RFP.  This determination was accomplished by 
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Vendor Question Worksheet, Experience      Score 26/30                                                     
The following deficiencies were noted for this section. 

a. Experience 1 - Provided experience was not of similar scope (i.e. single site 
deployment vs multiple site deployment)   

b. Experience 3 - Provided experience was not of similar scope (i.e. single site 
deployment vs multiple site deployment)   

2. Attachment 1, Bidder Resumes      Score 9/10 
The following deficiency was noted for this section. 

a. Page 41, Resumes, For Contractor Security Officer regarding percentage of 
time resource will be allocated project, Bidder indicated "100% dedicated to 
security at Tyler" opposed to indicating specifically for this project.  

3. Schedule A – Statement of Work (not including Table 1 Business  Score 67/79 
Specification Worksheet 
The following deficiencies were noted for this section: 

a. Page 101, section 4. IT Environment, Bidder did not confirm and describe 
how they would meet the requirements of SCHEDULE D.  Bidder indicated 
"When using cloud vendors, Tyler is only able to commit to the service level 
agreements (SLA) available from the vendor being utilized".  
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b. Page 102, section 4. IT Environment Responsibilities, Bidder response 
indicated "Any information technology or system security requirements to be 
included in the final contract must be mutually agreed to by Tyler and the 
client."  

c. Page 102, section 4. IT Environment, Bidder provided a summary instead of 
providing a disaster recovery plan.  Indicated "For security reasons, we do 
not disclose our disaster recovery plan or test results."  

d. Page 140, section 22. Meetings, Bidder did not address requirement, 
response indicated "Please reference 5.1.3 of the Statement of Work.  (2 
RFP230000002656 with Attachments)  

e. Page 141, section 23. Meetings, Bidder did not address requirement, 
response indicated "Please reference 5.1.3 of the Statement of Work.  (2 
RFP230000002656 with Attachments)  

4. Schedule A – Table 1 Business Specification Worksheet   Score 84/89 
The following deficiencies were noted for this section: 

a. Page 153, BSW #16, Bidder indicated "We maintain records demonstrating 
our compliance with the foregoing but do not allow client audits of the 
same."  

b. Page 153, BSW #18, Bidder response did not address syncing of the system 
when it comes back online.  

c. Page 161, BSW # 59, Bidder indicated feature not available.  

d. Page 165, Business Specification Worksheet, #68, Response did not address 
allowing responding agency access to obtain a copy of the CAD incident 
when the call closes.  

Total Score: 186/208 

 

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary 

 Technical 
Evaluation Criteria 

CentralSquare 
Technologies 

Core 
Technology 
Corporation 

Intergraph 
Corporation 

Tyler 
Technologies, 
Inc. 

1 Vendor Question 
Worksheet, 
Experience 

21 30 21 26 
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2 Attachment 1, 
Bidder Resumes 

8 10 7 9 

3 Schedule A – 
Statement of Work 
(not including Table 
1 Business 
Specification 
Worksheet 

 

60 

 

75 

 

52 

 

67 

4 Schedule A – Table 
1 Business 
Specification 
Worksheet 

77 75 73 84 

 Total 166 190 153 186 

 

V. Pricing Summary 

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

 Cost  *CentralSquare 
Technologies 

*Core Technology 
Corporation 

Tyler Technologies, Inc. 

1 Base 
Contract 
Years 1-5 

$6,009,723.62 $5,584,334 $6,005,950 

2 Option 
Contract 
Years 6-10  

$6,278,487.18 $3,662,384 $7,530,419 

 Total Price 
(including 

options) 

$12,288,210.80 $9,246,718 $13,536,369 

*Bidder pricing included various assumptions. 
 
VI. 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. 

Tyler Technologies, Inc. provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award 
Recommendation include:  
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• Provided a SaaS subscription structure with unlimited State licenses for use of their 
Enterprise Public Safety software.  

• Offered both cloud solution with cloud backup 
• Unit notification for collision detection 
• Ease of creating a Geofence along with ease of functionality and capability 
• Dynamic filtering and customization for each user 
• More options for customization of buttons and fields from CAD 
• Superior online training model (Tyler University) regarding functionality and ease of 

use for the user 
• Functionality and ease of use for analytics and reporting 

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 Tyler Technologies, Inc. in the amount of $6,005,950. 


