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AWARD RECOMMENDATION 
Notice of Intent to Award Number: 250000000122 

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has completed the 
evaluation of Request for Solution 240000001012 Mass Notification System and has recommended an 
award to Everbridge, Inc. in the amount of $1,109,470.95, 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: 
Shannon Romein, Solicitation Manager. 
RomeinS@michigan.gov 
517-898-8102 
Background Information: 
This Request for Solution (RFS) was to solicit responses for selection of a Contractor to provide a Mass 
Notification System. The term of this contract is 5, with up to 5 1-year renewal options. 
Bidders: 
The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on Thursday, January 25, 2024.The following bidders submitted 
proposals by the published due date of Thursday, February 29, 2024. 
Bidder Address, City, State, Zip Code SDVOB* GDBE** 
Everbridge, Inc. 25 Corporate Drive, 4th Floor  

Burlington, MA 01803  
No No 

HQE Systems, Inc. 27348 Via Industria  
Temecula, CA 92590 

Yes No 

Kokomo Solutions, Inc.   
 

400 Skokie Blvd Ste. 240  
Northbrook IL 60062 

No No 

Kyyba Tech Inc 28230 Orchard Lake Road, Suite 130,  
Farmington Hills, MI 48334 

No No 

Rave Wireless, Inc. 
DBA Rave Mobile 
Safety A Motorola 
Solutions Company 

492 Old Connecticut Path 
Framingham, MA 01710 

No No 

OnSolve, LLC 6240 Avalon Blvd.  
Alpharetta, GA 30009 

No No 

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

https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/policies/state-ad-board
https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/policies/state-ad-board
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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 Questions Worksheet    10  
2.  Resumes  5  
3.  Schedule A- Statement of Work  20  
4.  Schedule A – Table 1 – Business Specification Worksheet  40 

5.  Schedule A – Bidder’s Proposed Solution   25 

  Total  100  
  

Proposals receiving 80 or more evaluation points will have pricing evaluated and be 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 State strongly encourages strict adherence to the Contract Terms and Schedules. The State 
reserves the right to deem a bid non-responsive for failure to accept the Contract Terms and Schedules. 
Nevertheless, the Bidder may submit proposed changes to the Contract Terms and Schedules in track 
changes (i.e., visible edits) with an explanation of the Bidder’s need for each proposed change. Failure 
to include track changes with an explanation of the Bidder’s need for the proposed change constitutes 
the Bidder’s acceptance of the Contract Terms and Schedules.  General statements, such as that the 
Bidder reserves the right to negotiate the terms and conditions, may be considered non-
responsive.  Failure to respond timely to requests for proposed changes to Contract Terms during 
ongoing negotiations may be cause for disqualification.  
  
The State may, but is not required to, conduct an on-site visit to tour and inspect the Bidder's facilities, 
require an oral presentation of the Bidder's proposal, attend a proof of concept meeting, conduct 
interviews with Bidders, or request additional price concessions at any point during the evaluation 
process.  
  
The State may deduct points or reject a proposal if the Bidder fails to demonstrate to the State’s 
satisfaction the viability or functionality of the goods or services at the proof of concept meeting, on-site 
visit tour, oral presentations, or during Bidder interviews.  

http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(12rtpbjmznw1mn4opquus2gz))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-18-1261
https://www.michigan.gov/SDVOB
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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 
Amber O’Berry, DTMB Jay Salmon, DTMB 
Bill Pemble, DTMB Jonathan Engelhart, DTMB 
Jennifer Wolf, DNR Jodi Surline, DTMB 
Jeanette Clark, DTMB Jason Rashaad, DTMB 
Richard Dover, DTMB Whitnie Zuker, DTMB 
Arnold VandeMark, MDOC Dave Archer, DTMB 
Bindu Prathyusha Akula, DTMB Dominique Clemente, DNR 
 Jibu John, DTMB 
 Bernard Scott, MDOC 
 Matt Caterino, DTMB 

III. Evaluation Results 
A. Kokomo Solutions 

Kokomo Solutions had not met the requirements of being responsive and responsible due to: 

• Bidder did not state gross annual sales for the last 5 years or if receiving the contract would 
increase gross revenue more than 25% and if so how they would scale up to manage this 
increase 

• Bidder did not provide contact information for references or dollar value of projects  
• Bidder did not fill out the resume template with the requested information 
• Bidder did not provide responses within the IT Environment Responsibilities Bidder Box 
• Bidder did not sufficiently describe how the solution would integrate to Remedy or MiCMS 
• Bidder did not address transition out plan 
• Bidder did not provide supporting information on 9 out of 26 Business Specifications 
• Bidder's proposed solution did not address the purpose/challenge statement  

 
B. Kyyba 

Kyyba had not met the requirements of being responsive and responsible due to: 

• Bidder proposed a State Hosted Solution when per the SOW Section 3 Purpose it was stated 
we are seeking a Contractor Hosted Solution 
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Evaluation Scoring Breakdown 

Vendor Questions Worksheet 

   Everbridge 
HQE 

Systems Motorola OnSolve 

2. Company Background 
Information 

Bidder's response was not clear if they were 
subject to litigation against the State of Michigan     -0.25   

2. Company Background 
Information 

Bidder's response was not clear if they have 
defaulted on any contracts in the last 5 years     -0.25   

2. Company Background 
Information 

Bidder did not state gross annual sales for the 
last 5 years      -0.5  -0.5 

5. State of Michigan 
Experience and Prior 
Experience 

Bidder’s 2nd experience was of a smaller size 
than the work described in this RFS.   -0.5     

5. State of Michigan 
Experience and Prior 
Experience 

Bidder's response did not provide supporting 
evidence of prior experience working with the 
State of Michigan including Contract numbers   - 0.25 -0.25   

5. State of Michigan 
Experience and Prior 
Experience 

Bidder's references 1 and 2 were not in the 
same scope     -1   

6. Standard Contract 
Terms 

Bidder did not accept the Terms and Conditions 
as presented -2   -2 -2 

7. Insurance 
Requirements 

Bidder did not accept the Insurance 
Requirements as presented     -1   

8. Michigan Economic 
Impact 

Bidder did not provide a response to minimum 
wage, average wage or percentage provided 
health insurance information    -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 

   Subtotal Deductions -2  -1.25  -5.75  -3  
 
 

Resumes 

   Everbridge 
HQE 

Systems Motorola OnSolve 

  
Bidder did not provide percentage of time Project Manager resource will 
be allocated to project. -0.25       

  Bidder's response did not support prior Project Manager experience -1       

  
Bidder's response did not demonstrate 5 years of experience managing 
security for a similar size and scope of this solicitation -1       

  
Bidder did not provide percentage of time both resources will be allocated 
to project.     -0.5   

  

Bidder did not list the skills and experience that qualify the individual for 
the duties and responsibilities on this project for the proposed roles 
including the names of the project(s) and the year(s) the experience was 
obtained -2 -2 -2 -2 

  Subtotal Deductions -4.25 -2 -2.5 -2 
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Schedule A- Statement of Work 

   Everbridge 
HQE 

Systems Motorola OnSolve 

4. IT ENVIRONMENT 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

Bidder does not agree to Schedule D- SLAs or 
Schedule E- Data Security Requirements as 
presented -2   -2 -2 

5. ADA COMPLIANCE 
Bidder's provided VPAT is outdated so current 
ADA compliance cannot be determined     -0.5   

5. ADA COMPLIANCE 

Bidder’s response did not provide supporting 
evidence detail of how their solution meets 
ADA requirements including providing a VPAT   -0.5   -0.5 

6. USER TYPE AND 
CAPACITY 

Bidder did not provide supporting evidence on 
how they would meet this requirement -1       

7. ACCESS CONTROL 
AND AUTHENTICATION 

Bidder did not provide supporting evidence on 
how they would meet this requirement     -1   

8. DATA RETENTION 
AND REMOVAL 

Bidder did not provide supporting evidence on 
how they would allow the State to meet their 
data retention policy -1       

9. END USER AND IT 
OPERATING 
ENVIRONMENT  

Bidder did not provide supporting evidence on 
how they will meet 2% requirement for 
minimum browser requirements  -0.5   -0.5 -0.5 

9. END USER AND IT 
OPERATING 
ENVIRONMENT  

Bidder's response did not provide details on  
the optimal hosting environment    -0.5   -0.5 

9. END USER AND IT 
OPERATING 
ENVIRONMENT  

Bidder did not provide details on change 
control       -0.5 

10. SOFTWARE Bidder did not specify open source components     -1 -1 

10. SOFTWARE 
Bidder's response does not address the "look 
and feel" nor the mobile responsiveness     -0.25   

11. INTEGRATION 

Bidder did not provide technical supporting 
details of how or what services are required to 
migrate the data -1       

11. INTEGRATION 

Bidder did not provide supporting evidence to 
the use case of how the solution would 
integrate to MiCMS   -1 -1 -1 

12. MIGRATION 

Bidder did not provide technical supporting 
details of how or what services are required to 
migrate the data   -1 -1   

12. MIGRATION 
Bidder's solution did not include migration of 
the existing data       -1 

12. MIGRATION 

Bidder did not provide technical supporting 
details for how it will be able to support future 
growth as well as how environment will scale 
up or down -0.5     -0.5 

14. TRAINING SERVICES Bidder did not detail any support for go-live       -0.5 



 
Michigan.gov/MiProcurement 

Version 2024-1  Page 6 of 9 

Schedule A- Statement of Work 

14. TRAINING SERVICES 
Bidder did not provide supporting details on 
training provided -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 

15. TRANSITION 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

Bidder's did not provide supporting details for 
Transition In and Out Plan  -1 -1   -1 

15. TRANSITION 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

Bidder's response did not address Transition 
Out plan     -0.5   

16. DOCUMENTATION 
Bidder's response did not provide examples of 
documentation -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 

22. MEETINGS 
Bidder's response did not address the kickoff 
meeting -0.5       

22. MEETINGS 
Bidder did not describe how they will meet the 
meeting requirements set forth     -0.5   

23. PROJECT 
CONTROLS & REPORTS 

Bidder's response did not provide support for 
how they would meet project controls and 
reports -1   -1   

24. PROJECT 
MANAGEMENT 

Bidder did not demonstrate how they would 
meet the project management requirements -1 -1 -1 -1 

MDOC SPECIFIC 
REQUIREMENTS 

Bidder did not confirm they will meet MDOC 
specific requirements -1       

 Subtotal Deductions -11.5 -6 -11.25 -11 
 

Schedule A – Attachment A- Business Specification Worksheet 

   Everbridge 
HQE 

Systems Motorola OnSolve 
1. Multiple levels of role-
based security  

Bidder failed to clearly demonstrate the ability 
to mass deliver emails        

2. Mass Email delivery  
Bidder failed to clearly demonstrate the ability 
to mass deliver emails     -1   

4. Mass Phone Call 
Delivery   

Bidder failed to clearly demonstrate the ability 
to mass deliver phone calls     -1   

8. Custom Email Address 
Bidder failed to clearly demonstrate the ability 
to have a custom email address     -1   

11. Delivery Details 
(acknowledge receipt)   Bidder's solution requires configuration   -1     
11. Delivery Details 
(acknowledge receipt)   

Bidder failed to clearly demonstrate the ability 
to acknowledge receipt     -1   

14. User Data Upload 
Capabilities  Bidder's solution requires development   -1     
15. Integration with 
Remedy/Helix  Bidder's solution requires development   -1   -1 

15. Integration with 
Remedy/Helix  Bidder's states requirement is not available    -2  
16. Notify and escalate on-
call based on integration 
with Remedy/Helix (Ticket 
priority, assigned group, 
on-call schedule)  Bidder's solution requires development   -1   -1 
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Schedule A – Attachment A- Business Specification Worksheet 
 

16. Notify and escalate on-
call based on integration 
with Remedy/Helix (Ticket 
priority, assigned group, 
on-call schedule)  Bidder's states requirement is not available     -2   
17. Ability to customize 
sender phone number for 
Remedy/Helix ticket 
notification  Bidder's solution requires development   -1   -1 
17. Ability to customize 
sender phone number for 
Remedy/Helix ticket 
notification  Bidder's states requirement is not available     -2   
18. Acknowledge on-call 
notification directly with 
one click  Bidder's states requirement is not available     -2   
19. Ability to manage on-
call schedules and 
escalations via on-call 
calendar  Bidder's states requirement is not available     -2   
20. Ability to write back to 
a ticket for on call 
notification sent and 
acknowledgement  Bidder's states requirement is not available     -2   

21. API Reporting 
functionality from  
Disaster Recovery 
integration 

Bidder failed to clearly demonstrate how they 
will provide API Reporting functionality from  
Disaster Recovery tool integration   -1 -2 -1 

21. API Reporting 
functionality from  
Disaster Recovery 
integration Bidder's states requirement is not available         

22. Confirmation of Data 
Replication from Disaster 
Recovery tool  

Bidder failed to clearly demonstrate how they 
will provide confirmation of Data Replication 
from Disaster Recovery tool   -1   -1 

22. Confirmation of Data 
Replication from Disaster 
Recovery tool  Bidder's states requirement is not available     -2   
25. Ability to mask the 
number of the sender to 
the recipients, but retain 
internally the number it 
was sent from  Bidder's solution requires configuration   -1     

 Subtotal Deductions   -8 -20 -5 
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SCHEDULE A – ATTACHMENT 2 - BIDDER’S PROPOSED SOLUTION   

  Everbridge 
HQE 

Systems Motorola OnSolve 

Bidder failed to clearly demonstrate how the solution will develop or 
incorporate how it prepares State of Michigan Employees/contractors for 
escalation for on-call, high/critical tickets to allow them to respond quickly 
during these types of events. This is critical to SOM to immediately alert on-
call staff. These situations affect all of the personnel listed in the challenge 
statement.   -2 -2 -2 
Bidder’s proposal response provided dashboard examples, however, bidder's 
response failed to clearly demonstrate how the solution would allow the SoM 
to monitor critical events in real-time as proposed solution response only 
included historical data.    -4     
Bidder response did not provide any examples of the following challenge 
statements. 
 
· Did not describe how it was a contractor hosted solution 
 
· That it was reliable and scalable 
 
· That it sends consistent and error-free messages 
 
· That it has real-time monitoring 
 
· Allows all activities to be audited and analyzed.     -14   

Subtotal Deductions  -6 -16 -2 
 

Deductions Summary 
Possible 
Points Criteria  Everbridge HQE 

Systems 
Motorola OnSolve 

10  
Vendor Questions Worksheet 

-2 -1.25 -5.75 -3 

5 
Resumes 

-4.25 -2 -2.5 -2 

20 
Schedule A- Statement of Work  

-11 -6 -11.25 -11 

40 Schedule A – Attachment A- Business 
Specification Worksheet 

0 -8 -20 -5 

25 Schedule A – Attachment 2 - Bidder’s 
Proposed Solution   

0 -6 -16 -2 

 Total Technical Evaluations Deductions -17.25 -23.25 -55.50 -23 
      

100 Technical Evaluation Score 82.75 76.75 44.50 77 
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IV. Pricing Summary 
Pricing was evaluated for the bidders who passed technical. The following is a summary of their price 
proposals: 
 Deliverable Everbridge, Inc. 
1 Licensing $1,109,470.95 
2 Implementation $0.00 

 Total Price $1,109,470.95 
 
V. 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. 
Everbridge, Inc. provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award Recommendation 
include: 

1) The solution meets all the State’s requirements.  
2) The solution allows for escalation to on-call technical teams for high and critical issues. With a 

direct connection into the State’s ticketing system, this automated feature allows for faster 
Incident Response to technical teams 24/7. This also allows the ability to maintain on-call 
calendar schedules directly in the solution.   

3) The solution allows for a direct connect to the State’s Disaster Recovery tool. This feature allows 
for faster communication in the event of a disaster.  

4) The solution demonstrates how it will allow the State to monitor events in real time 
5) The solution provides the easiest transition process. 
6) The solution requires the least training because staff are already familiar with the technology. 

Award Recommendation is made to Everbridge, Inc. in the amount of $1,109,470.95. 


