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AWARD RECOMMENDATION 
 Notice of Intent to Award Number: 250000000036  

 Notice of Intent to Award Date: 10/14/2024 

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has 
completed the evaluation of RFP 240000001416 Contract, Agreement & Payment Process 
(CAPP) and has recommended an award to Pyramid Solutions Inc. in the amount of 
$4,672,960.00, 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: 

Robin Lampert, Solicitation Manager. 
LampertR1@michigan.gov 
517-582-2746 

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 Contract, Agreement & Payment Process (CAPP) system. The State is seeking a 
COTS/SaaS solution to replace two legacy systems, the Contract Tracking System (CTRAK) 
and the Agreement Management Systems (AMS) for MDOT. The term of this contract is five 
(5) years, with up to five (5) 1-year renewal options. 

Bidders: 

The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on Monday, February 26, 2024 The following bidders 
submitted proposals by the published due date of April 8, 2024. 

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

Agate Software Inc. 2214 University Park Drive, Suite 102, Okemos, MI 
48864 

N N 

CobbleStone Systems 
Corp. 

428 South White Horse Pike, Lindenwold, NJ 08021 N N 

HTC Global Services Inc. HTC Global Services, Corporate Headquarters, 3270 
West Big Beaver Road, Troy, Michigan 48084 

N N 

Pyramid Solutions Inc. 30200 Telegraph Road, Suite 440, Bingham Farms, MI 
48025 

N N 

Spruce Technology 1149 Bloomfield Ave., Suite G., Clifton, NJ 07012 N N 

Sysintellects LLC 101 E Park Blvd, Suite 600, Plano, TX 75074 N N 

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

An initial evaluation checked the bidder’s capability (“responsive and responsible” - 
financial viability, responsive to the proposal, background check, etc.). Those that passed 
were evaluated based on the following criteria: 

 Technical Criteria Name Weight 
1. Project Scope 

• Schedule A – Statement of Work:  Sections 4-17 & 21-24 

• Schedule D – Service Level Agreement 

• Schedule E – Data Security Requirements 

• Schedule F – Disaster Recovery Plan 

• Schedule G – Transition In & Out Plans 

40 

2. Implementation, Training, and Testing Plans 20 
3. Schedule A, Table 1 - Business Specifications Worksheet 30 
4. Vendor Experience 

• Vendor Questions Worksheet  

• Vendor Questions Worksheet - Attachment 1, Resume 
Templates 

• Schedule A - Statement of Work:  Sections 18-20 

10 

 Total 100 
Proposals receiving 80 or more evaluation points had pricing, demonstrations, and total value 
evaluated in consideration for award. 

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

II. Evaluation Method 

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

Joe Bruewer, IT Manager 
DTMB Agency Services 

Mike Bartkowiak, Cybersecurity Liaison 
DTMB/Identity and Architecture 

Robin Lampert, Buyer & Solicitation 
Manager 
DTMB/Central Procurement Services 

Andy Esch, Administrator 
MDOT/Office of Enterprise Information Management 

Mike Meddaugh, Consultant Contracts 
Manager 
MDOT/Bureau of Finance and 
Administration Contract Services Division 

John Estill, Digital Information Accessibility Coordinator 
DTMB/eMichigan 

Linda Meyer, Business Relationship 
Manager 
DTMB/Agency Services 

Frannie Griffith, Automation Manager-MDOT/Bureau of 
Development 

Carol Rademacher, Business Owner & State 
Division Administrator 
MDOT/Bureau of Finance and 
Administration Contract Services Division 

Raghuraman Jambulingam, Technical Lead 
DTMB/Agency Services 

Deirdre Thompson, Trunkline Agreements 
Engineer 
MDOT/Development Services Division 

Jeff LaBean, Section Manager 
DTMB/Agency Services 

 Mukul Mitra, Business Analyst 
DTMB/Agency Services 

 Cathy Riley, Project Manager 
DTMB/Project Management Office 

 Andrew Workman, Automation Manager 
MDOT/ Finance & Administration 

III. Evaluation Results 

A. Bidder # 1: Agate Software Inc. 

The Evaluation Team determined that Agate Software Inc. based on a score of 95.68, met 
the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Project Scope: Schedule A - Sections 1-9, 14-17, and 21-24 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, no deficiencies were noted. 

2. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 10: Software 

a. 5th Bidder Box:  Incomplete list of third-party components. (-.04) 

3. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 11: Integration 

a. 5th Bidder Box:  Incorrect response on MiLogin. (-.25) 

4. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 12: Migration 
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a. Lack of detail and missing in WBS (-.44) 

5. Project Scope:  Schedules D, E, F, G 
No deficiencies were noted. 

6. Implementation, Training, and Testing Plans, Section 14  
No samples of training materials and time allotted was deemed insufficient. (-3.0 

7. Implementation, Training, and Testing Plans, Section 24 
No deficiencies were noted. 

8. Schedule A, Table 1 - Business Specifications Worksheet 
No deficiencies were noted. 

9. Vendor Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet 
No deficiencies were noted. 

10. Vendor Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet - Attachment 1, Resume Templates 

a. Needed to see more qualifications for the BA role. Concern regarding the 
amount of time allocated. (-.50) 

b. The Security Officer was low on relevant experience. (-.10) 

11. Vendor Experience – Schedule A - Statement of Work:  Sections 18-20 
No deficiencies were noted. 

Total Score: 95.68/100 

B. Bidder # 2: CobbleStone Systems Corp. 

Bidder #2 has not met the requirements of being responsive and responsible due to 
responding with Time & Materials pricing rather than the required Fixed Cost. 

C. Bidder # 3: HTC Global Services Inc. 

1. Project Scope: Schedule A - Sections 1-4, 6-8, 11, 13-15, 17, 21-24 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, no deficiencies were noted. 

2. Project Scope: Schedule A – Section 5 ADA Compliance 

a. Multiple level A & AA items marked as “Partially Supports” and lack of 
responsibility for end result. (-.25) 

3. Project Scope: Schedule A – Section 9: End User and Operating Environment 

a. Didn’t answer how it would work with the State of Michigan (SOM) 
environment. (-.25) 

b. Didn’t explain how customer input is addressed by HTC (-.12) 

4. Project Scope: Schedule A – Section 10: Software 
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a. 1st Bidder Box: Very generic response. It doesn’t address eProcurement our 
needs. (-.09) 

b. 4th and 5th Bidder Boxes:  Which custom software, open-source or third party 
components are required for eProcurement? (-.08) 

5. Project Scope: Schedule A – Section 12: Migration 

a. 1st Bidder Box: Who at Appian does the migration? Needs more information 
about how the fabric works for a migration. (-.15) 

b. 4th Bidder Box: Too generic to explain how. (-.15) 

6. Project Scope: Schedule A – Section 16: Documentation 

a. Commits to HTC documentation, but not HTC examples were provided, and 
the examples are Appian generics. (-.94) 

7. Project Scope:  Schedule D 

a. Strike-outs without explanation. Unclear who is providing what. (-1.00). 

8. Project Scope:  Schedules E, F 

a. No deficiencies were noted. 

9. Project Scope:  Schedule G 

a. No Transition Out.  (-2.50) 

10. Schedule A, Table 1 - Business Specifications Worksheet 

b. Business specification 1.1.10 is not available. (-.13) 

11. Vendor Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet 
No deficiencies were noted. 

12. Vendor Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet - Attachment 1, Resume Templates 

a. The Security Officer no certifications mentioned. (-.10) 

13. Vendor Experience – Schedule A - Statement of Work:  Sections 18-20 
No deficiencies were noted. 

Total Score: 90.48/100 

D. Bidder # 4: Pyramid Solutions Inc. 

1. Project Scope: Schedule A - Sections 1-4, 6-8, 10-24 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, no deficiencies were noted. 

2. Project Scope: Schedule A – Section 5 ADA Compliance 

a. Multiple level A & AA items marked as “Partially Supports” and lack of 
responsibility for end result. (-.25) 
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3. Project Scope: Schedule A – Section 9: End User and Operating Environment 

a. Didn’t explain how customer input is addressed by Pyramid (-.12) 

4. Project Scope:  Schedules D, E, G 
No deficiencies were noted. 

5. Project Scope:  Schedule F 
No DR responsibilities for Pyramid, not a full plan. (-3.75) 

6. Implementation, Training, and Testing Plans, Section 14  

a. Didn’t give the details requested, e.g., class size. (-1.00) 

7. Implementation, Training, and Testing Plans, Section 24 
No deficiencies were noted. 

8. Schedule A, Table 1 - Business Specifications Worksheet 

a. Response to business specification 1.1.4 didn’t make it clear whether role 
authorization could be managed in the system, independent of directory 
services and how users would be assigned to roles. (-.10) 

9. Vendor Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet 

a. Legal counsel had not reviewed the terms. (-.05) 

10. Vendor Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet - Attachment 1, Resume Templates 

a. No security-specific training for the Security Officer was listed. (-.10) 

b. No training experience for the Trainer mentioned. (-.37) 

11. Vendor Experience – Schedule A - Statement of Work:  Sections 18-20 

a. Missing the other 2 roles (-.50). 

Total Score: 93.35/100 

E. Bidder # 5: Spruce Technology 

1. Project Scope: Schedule A - Sections 1-16, 18-23 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, no deficiencies were noted. 

2. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 17: Additional Products and Services 

a. No response (-1.25) 

3. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 24: Project Management/Milestones & 
Deliverables for Implementation 

a. Missing data migration and modules. Very long timeframe. (-.15) 

b. No WBS. (-.31) 

4. Project Scope:  Schedules D, E, G 
No deficiencies were noted. 
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5. Project Scope:  Schedule F 

a. Didn’t take responsibility for the Disaster Recovery Plan – left to the platform. 
(-3.75) 

6. Implementation, Training, and Testing Plans, Section 14  

a. Not enough course time; we had concerns about the Train-the-Trainer plan (-
1.00) 

b. Good list, but no examples. (-.40) 

7. Implementation, Training, and Testing Plans, Section 24 
No deficiencies were noted. 

8. Schedule A, Table 1 - Business Specifications Worksheet 
No deficiencies were noted. 

9. Vendor Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet 
No deficiencies were noted. 

10. Vendor Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet - Attachment 1, Resume Templates 

a. For the Security Officer role, missing titles that show focus, credentials and 
on-going experience. (-.25) 

b. For the Trainer, lack of training experience. (-.37) 

11. Vendor Experience – Schedule A - Statement of Work:  Sections 18-20 
No deficiencies were noted. 

Total Score: 92.51/100 

F. Bidder # 6: Sysintellects LLC 

1. Project Scope: Schedule A - Sections 1-4, 7-8,13, 15-16, 23-24 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, no deficiencies were noted. 

2. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 5: ADA Compliance 

a. No VPAT (-1.25) 

3. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 6: User Type and Capacity 

a. No response re latency. (-.13) 

4. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 9: End User and Operating Environment 

a. Didn’t describe how they would communicate changes. (-.05) 

5. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 10: Software 

a. Response regarding third-party software was unsatisfactory. (-.14) 

6. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 11: Integration 
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a. Only included MiLogin. (-1.25) 

7. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 12: Migration 

a. Response didn’t take into account the volume of data or appear to allocate 
enough time.1st box (-.31) and 4th box (-.13) 

8. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 18: Contractor Personnel 

a. The same people were fulfilling multiple roles. No depth of subject matter 
expertise or back-ups. (-1.25) 

9. Project Scope: Schedule A - Section 22: Meetings 

a. Just quarterly and at release are not sufficient (in both response to State’s 
list and alternative). (-.63) 

10. Project Scope:  Schedules D, E 
No deficiencies were noted. 

11. Project Scope:  Schedules F 

a. Didn’t take responsibility for the Disaster Recovery Plan – left to the platform. 
(-3.75) 

12. Project Scope:  Schedules G 

a. No Transition Out Plan (-2.50). 

13. Implementation, Training, and Testing Plans, Section 14  

a. 2.2 hours to train the pilot users is not enough, and it was placed at an odd 
point in the schedule. (-1.5) 

14. Implementation, Training, and Testing Plans, Section 24 

a. No response regarding the use of SUITE methodology, missing integrations, 
and WBS at very high level. (-5.62) 

15. Schedule A, Table 1 - Business Specifications Worksheet 

a. Section 2 Interface with External System: 16 specifications were marked as 
future and 2 as custom integration (-1.63) 

b. Section 18 Vendor Evaluation: all 6 specifications marked as future (-.59) 

c. Section 19: Vendor Appeal Against Evaluation: 1 specification marked as 
future (-.10) 

d. Section 20: Estimated Account Payable (EAP): all 6 specifications marked as 
future (-.59) 

16. Vendor Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet 
No deficiencies were noted. 

17. Vendor Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet - Attachment 1, Resume Templates 
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a. Security Officer had limited experience, no security-specific training or 
certifications listed. (-.25) 

b. The Trainer didn’t list training expertise or certifications. (-.37) 

c. The Technical Lead didn’t list anything in the education and training 
sections. -.50) 

18. Vendor Experience – Schedule A - Statement of Work:  Sections 18-20 
No deficiencies were noted. 

Total Score: 77.37/100 

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary 

Due to rounding errors, the totals below may be different from the sums of deficiencies 
noted above by 0.01. 

 Selection Criteria Agate HTC Pyramid Spruce Sysintellects 

1 Project Scope 39.28 34.46 35.88 34.53 28.52 
2 Implementation, Training, and 

Testing Plans 17.00 16.25 18.60 18.60 12.88 

3 Schedule A, Table 1 - Business 
Specifications Worksheet 30.00 29.87 29.90 30.00 27.10 

4 Vendor Experience 9.40 9.90 8.98 9.38 8.88 
 Total 95.68 90.48 93.35 92.51 77.37 

V. Oral Presentations/Demonstrations 

Bidders who passed the Technical Evaluation, Agate, HTC, Pyramid, and Spruce, were 
asked some clarifying questions and to demonstrate some functionality. Agate chose to 
withdraw from the RFP process. The demonstrations were not scored, but confirmed the 
capabilities of HTC, Pyramid, and Spruce. 

VI. Pricing Summary 

Pricing was evaluated for the bidders who passed technical. The following is a summary of 
their price proposals (percentages noted in the deliverables were the recommended 
allocation): 

 Deliverable HTC Pyramid Spruce 
1 Licenses $3,654,425  $3,761,500  

 

2 Project Planning (5%*) $146,681      
3 Requirements and Design 

Validation (10%) 
$293,362      

4 Provision environments (10%) $293,362      
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 Deliverable HTC Pyramid Spruce 
5 Installation and Configuration 

of software (25%) 
$733,405  $770,460    

6 Testing and Acceptance (25%) $733,405      
7 Post Production Warranty 

(25%) 
$733,405      

8 Production Support Services 
(four years) 

$2,734,080  $150,400    

9 Release 1     $4,396,633  
10 Release 2     $3,847,054  
11 Release 3     $2,747,896  

  Total Price $9,322,125  $4,682,360  $10,991,583  

VII. Negotiations 

Contract negotiations were successfully completed with Pyramid. 

VIII. 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. 

Pyramid provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award 
Recommendation include: meets business specifications, reasonable timeframe, detailed 
project plan, easy customization of a system that already has many of the workflows that 
are required, good documentation, lowest price, smooth negotiations. 

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 Pyramid Solutions Inc. in the amount of $ 4,672,960.00. 
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