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 AWARD RECOMMENDATION 
 Notice of Intent to Award Number: 240000001395 
 Notice of Intent to Award Date: 9/4/2024 

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has 
completed the evaluation of Request for Proposal No. 240000001565 – Printers and has 
recommended an award of both toner printers and the inkjet printer to Ricoh USA, Inc. in 
the amount of $2,906,921, 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: 

Jordana Sager, Solicitation Manager. 
SagerJ2@michigan.gov 
517-896-1903 
 
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 toner and inkjet printers – State of Michigan’s Printing Services. The term of this 
contract is five years, with up to three, additional one-year renewal options. 

Bidders: 

The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on Monday, June 3, 2024, for 39 days. The following 
bidders submitted proposals by the published due date of Friday, July 12, 2024. 

A1 - Toner 
Bidder Address, City, State, Zip Code SDVOB* GDBE** 

Dell Marketing LP No documents uploaded   

Ricoh USA, Inc. 25800 Northwestern Highway Southfield, MI, 48075 No No 

Konica Minolta Business 
Solutions U.S.A., Inc. 

100 Williams Drive Ramsey, NJ  07446 No No 

Xerox Holdings 
Corporation 

485 Lexington Ave NY, NY 10017 No No 

https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/policies/state-ad-board
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


 
Michigan.gov/MiProcurement 

Version 2024-2  Page 2 of 16 

Canon Solutions 
America, Inc. 
Corporation 

 

4560 Communication Ave, Suite 100 
Boca Raton, Florida 33431 

No No 

A2 - Inkjet 
Bidder Address, City, State, Zip Code SDVOB* GDBE** 

Dell Marketing LP No documents uploaded   

Ricoh USA, Inc. 25800 Northwestern Highway Southfield, MI, 48075 No No 

Konica Minolta Business 
Solutions U.S.A., Inc. 

100 Williams Drive Ramsey, NJ  07446 No No 

Xerox Holdings 
Corporation 

485 Lexington Ave NY, NY 10017 No No 

Canon Solutions 
America, Inc. 
Corporation 

4560 Communication Ave, Suite 100 
Boca Raton, Florida 33431 

No No 

*SDVOB: Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Business 
**GDBE: Geographically Disadvantaged Business Enterprise  
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EVALUATION SYNOPSIS – A1 - TONER 
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 
       A1 - Toner 

 Technical Evaluation Criteria Weight 

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 1 - 2 40 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 3 - 9 20 
3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 10 - 12 20 
4. Vendor Questions Worksheet 5 
5. Vendor Questions Worksheet - Experience 15 
 Total 100 

The full evaluation process is stated in the RFP Proposal Instructions. Proposals receiving 
80 or more technical evaluation points will have pricing evaluated and considered for 
award. The State may utilize all bidder information, without regard to a proposal’s 
technical score, to determine fair market value for goods or services sought. The State is 
not obligated to accept the lowest price proposal. 

II. Evaluation Method 

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

Voting Voting 

Kristen Hampton, Director 
DTMB 

Jason Vera, IT Programmer/Analyst 
DTMB 

Jerry Monroe, Department Manager  
DTMB 

Collin Pike, Info Tech Programmer/Analyst 
DTMB 

Jordana Sager, Category Analyst  
DTMB - CPS 

Brad Best, Info Tech Programmer/Analyst 
DTMB 

III. Evaluation Results 

A. Ricoh 

The Evaluation Team determined that Ricoh based on a score of 84, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 1 – 2: 32 points 
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The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 1.1.1., the Bidder’s product data lacked details requested in the 
solicitation. The evaluation team did not find configuration information 
satisfactory.  

b. In 1.1.4., the Bidder did not respond YES or NO when asked to confirm that 
the manufacturer’s warranty passes through to the State. 

c. In 1.1.5., the evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s description of the 
recall requirement or procedures satisfactory. 

d. In 1.1.9., the Bidder did not accept the Training requirement and indicated 
new employee would be exempt from training after initial operators were 
trained. 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 3 – 9: 18 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 3.3., the Bidder’s organizational chart did not follow the standard the 
organizational chart hierarchy format. 

b. In 8.0., the Bidder did accept the Project Plan requirement. The plan did not 
provide clearly defined roles and responsibilities and, therefore, the 
evaluation team did not find the plan satisfactory.  

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 10 – 12: 18 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 10.0., the Bidder did not accept the Liquidated Damages requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s referencing Section in the Standard 
Contract Terms as the exception to be satisfactory. 

b. In 12.0., the Bidder did not accept the Service-Level Agreement requirement. 
The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s response to define upon award 
satisfactory. 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet: 1 point 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Bidder did not accept the Standard Contract Terms and submitted redlines 
for consideration. 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet – Experience: 15 points 

The Evaluation Team determined the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 84/100 
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B. Konica Minolta  

The Evaluation Team determined that Konica Minolta based on a score of 73, did not meet 
the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

 

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 1 – 2: 18 points 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 1.1.1., the Bidder’s product data lacked details requested in the 
solicitation. The evaluation team did not find the equipment’s running rate 
information satisfactory. 

b. In 1.1.4., the Bidder did not explain how to report warranty issues. 

c. In 1.1.4., the Bidder did not respond YES or NO when asked to confirm that 
the manufacturer’s warranty passes through to the State. 

d. In 1.1.9., the Bidder accepted the Training requirement. The evaluation team 
did find the Bidder listed exceptions to the training requirement within the 
narrative response. 

e. In 1.1.10., the Bidder only included the RSA software pricing for one year. The 
solicitation requirement was to include the cost of the software in the quote 
for the length of the contract. 

f. In 1.1.11. the Bidder’s responses indicated the requirements were not 
reviewed. 

g. In 2.1., the Bidder accepted the Removal of Existing Printers requirement. 
The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s response of how the existing 
equipment would be disposed of satisfactory. 

h. In 2.4., the Bidder did accept the Support, Repair, and Maintenance 
requirement, however, the solicitation requirement for on-site service is 
within three (3) hours of a call. The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s 
proposed four (4) hour service call response time satisfactory. 

i. In 2.6., the Bidder did accept the Reporting requirement but did not explain 
the reporting capabilities to the satisfaction of the evaluation team. 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 3 – 9: 20 points 

The Evaluation Team determined the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 10 – 12: 19 points 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
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a. In 10.0., the Bidder has an exception to the requirement regarding removal of 
personnel. 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet: 1 point 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

b. Bidder did not agree to the Standard Contract Terms and submitted redlines 
for consideration. 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet – Experience: 15 points 
The Evaluation Team determined the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 73/100 

C. Xerox 

The Evaluation Team determined that Xerox based on a score of 87, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 1 – 2: 34 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 1.1.1., the Bidder accepted the Hardware Specifications requirements, 
however, their proposal did not include one printer with a booklet maker. The 
Bidder suggests the State retain the current booklet maker. The evaluation 
team determined omitting the booklet maker from the proposed quote is 
outside of the scope of the solicitation and, therefore, unsatisfactory.   

b. In 1.1.9., the Bidder did not accept the Training requirement and indicated 
new employee would be exempt from training after initial operators were 
trained. 

c. In 1.1.11., the Bidder did not accept the IT Policies, Standards and 
Procedures requirement and stated the State would not be permitted to 
audit their infrastructure. 

d. In 2.3., the Bidder did not accept the Installation requirement and will not 
agree to the PARE period. The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s 
designation of the installation date as the delivery date satisfactory. 

e. In 2.4., the Bidder did not accept the Support, Repairs, and Maintenance 
requirement. The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s one-hour call 
back response time satisfactory. 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 3 – 9: 18 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 
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a. In 3.3., the Bidder’s organizational chart did not follow the standard the 
organizational chart hierarchy format. 

b. In 6.1., the Bidder did not accept the Final Acceptance requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s proposed final acceptance 
date/install date to be satisfactory.   

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 10 – 12: 19 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 10.0., the Bidder did not accept the Liquidated Damages requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the proposed maximum per individual/incident 
for liquidated damages to be satisfactory. 

b. In 11.2-5, the Bidder did not confirm the presence of Hazardous Chemical on 
or in the proposed equipment.  

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet: 1 point 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Bidder did not agree to the Standard Contract Terms and submitted redlines 
for consideration. 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet – Experience: 15 points 

The Evaluation Team determined the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 87/100 

D. Canon 

The Evaluation Team determined that Canon based on a score of 65, did not meet the 
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 1 – 2: 30 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 1.1.1., the Bidder’s proposed software necessary to meet the 
requirements identified in the RFP are not included in the proposed cost. The 
evaluation team determined the third-party software contract was outside of 
the scope of the solicitation and, therefore, unsatisfactory.   

b. In 1.1.9., the Bidder did accept this Training requirement. The evaluation 
team did not find the Bidder’s explanation of the training capabilities 
satisfactory. 
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c. In 1.1.10., the Bidder stated no third-party software is required. The 
evaluation team has concerns with this response. The Bidder’s response in 
the Printer Specification Section stated “DJDE data transformation can 
occur with either Solimar or Prisma Production.  Neither have been quoted in 
the RFP. Further conversations regarding specifics on conversion of DJDE 
data and resources to PDF are required to quote” indicates a required third-
party software to meet the solicitation’s requirements. 

d. In 1.1.11. D, the Bidder did accept the ADA Compliance requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s detailed explanation on how they 
would meet the requirement satisfactory. 

e. In 2.2., the Bidder did not accept the Delivery requirement, but did not list 
any exceptions. They indicated the lead time requirement outlined in the 
solicitation could not be met. The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s 
response to how the products would be delivered in 45 calendar days 
satisfactory.  

f. In 2.3., the Bidder did not accept the Installation requirement. The evaluation 
team did not find the Bidder’ lead time, the project plan to replace existing 
printers with 45 days from receipt of order, nor the reference to Standard 
Contract Terms satisfactory.  

g. In 2.4., the Bidder did not accept the Support, Repairs, and Maintenance 
requirement to have on-site service within three (3) hours of a call. The 
evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s proposed four (4) hour service call 
response time satisfactory. 

h. In 2.6., the Bidder did accept the Reporting requirement. The evaluation 
team did not find the explanation of the reporting capabilities satisfactory. 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 3 – 9: 9 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 3.1., the Bidder did accept the Contract Representative requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the list of functions for this position satisfactory. 

b. In 3.5., the Bidder did not accept the Security requirement, but did not 
provide any exceptions. The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s 
response to how the requirement would be met satisfactory nor did the 
Bidder provide the company that conducts the background checks. 

c. In 5.1., the Bidder did not accept the Authorizing Document requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s proposed requirement to include 
the terms and conditions on the DO satisfactory.  
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d. In 6.1., the Bidder did not accept the Final Acceptance requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the referenced to Section 17 of the Standard 
Contract Terms as the exception satisfactory. 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 10 – 12: 17 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

c. In 10.0., the Bidder did not accept the Liquidated Damages requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the reference to Section 22 of the Standard 
Contract Terms satisfactory. 

d. In 12.0., the Bidder did not accept the Service-Level Agreements 
requirement. The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s willingness to 
negotiate after award satisfactory.  

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet: 1 point 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Bidder did not agree to the Standard Contract Terms and submitted redlines 
for consideration. 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet – Experience: 8 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Not all experiences provided are of similar size and scope to this RFP. Inkjet 
experience does not cross over into toner experience as they are not of 
similar scope. 

Total Score: 65/100 

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary 

 Selection Criteria Ricoh Konica 
Minolta 

Xerox Canon 

1 Schedule A, Statement 
of Work, Sections 1 - 2 

32 18 34 30 

2 Schedule A, Statement 
of Work, Sections 3 - 9 

18 20 18 9 

3 Schedule A, Statement 
of Work, Section 10 - 12 

18 19 19 17 

4 Vendor Questions 
Worksheet 

1 1 1 1 
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5 Vendor Questions 
Worksheet - Experience 

15 15 15 8 

 Total 84 73 87 65 

V. Pricing Summary 

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

 Ricoh Xerox 

Printer 1  $64,723 $164,540 

Printer 2  $64,723 $164,540 

Printer 3 – Booklet  $68,415 $226,905 

Monthly Maintenance Cost*  3,107.50 $7,730.67 

Monthly Maintenance Cost* - 
Machine 3  

- $6,246.67 

Number of images in Monthly 
Maintenance*  

750,000 1,000,000 

Number of images in Monthly 
Maintenance* - Machine 3 

- 500,000 

Click Charge/8.5x11 .0029 .0027 

Total Contract Price $757,211 $1,980,347.60 
*Per machine charges. 

VI. Negotiations 

Best and final pricing was requested and was provided with from all Bidders that passed 
technical evaluation.   

VII. 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. 

Ricoh provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award Recommendation 
include: an incentive discount of more than 69% off the market value. 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 Ricoh in the amount of $757,211.  
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EVALUATION SYNOPSIS – A2 - INKJET 
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 
       A2 - Inkjet 

 Technical Evaluation Criteria Weight 

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 1 - 2 40 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 3 - 9 20 
3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 10 - 12 20 
4. Vendor Questions Worksheet 5 
5. Vendor Questions Worksheet - Experience 15 
 Total 100 

The full evaluation process is stated in the RFP Proposal Instructions. Proposals receiving 
80 or more technical evaluation points will have pricing evaluated and considered for 
award. The State may utilize all bidder information, without regard to a proposal’s 
technical score, to determine fair market value for goods or services sought. The State is 
not obligated to accept the lowest price proposal. 

II. Evaluation Method 

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

Voting Advisory 

Kristen Hampton, Director 
DTMB 

Jason Vera, IT Programmer/Analyst 
DTMB 

Jerry Monroe, Department Manager  
DTMB 

Collin Pike, Info Tech Programmer/Analyst 
DTMB 

Jordana Sager, Category Analyst  
DTMB - CPS 

Brad Best, Info Tech Programmer/Analyst 
DTMB 

III. Evaluation Results 

A. Ricoh 

The Evaluation Team determined that Ricoh based on a score of 89, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 1 – 2: 36 points 
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The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 1.1.9., the Bidder did not accept the Training requirement. The evaluation 
team did not find the Bidder’s explanation of the training capabilities nor the 
limit of 50 days to complete all operator training to be satisfactory. 

b. In 1.1.11., the Bidder did not accept the IT Policies, Standards and 
Procedures (PSP) requirement. The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s 
inability to accept due to possible changes in security updates and/or 
corporate policy satisfactory. 

c. In 2.3., the Bidder did accept the Installation requirement. The evaluation 
team did not find the project plan satisfactory. 

d. In 2.6., the Bidder did accept the Reporting requirement. The evaluation 
team did not find the sample toner report satisfactory. 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 3 – 9: 19 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 3.5., the Bidder did accept the Security requirement. The evaluation team 
did not find the description of how the Bidder would comply with the State’s 
security requirements satisfactory. 

b. In 4.1., the Bidder did not accept the Price Term requirement and indicated 
the maintenance cost would increase for the option years. 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 10 – 12: 18 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 10.0., the Bidder did not accept the Liquidated Damages requirement and 
referenced Section the Standard Contract Terms as the exception. 

b. In 12.0., the Bidder did not accept the Service-Level Agreements 
requirement. The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s response to 
define upon award satisfactory. 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet: 1 point 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Bidder did not accept the Standard Contract Terms and submitted redlines 
for consideration. 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet – Experience: 15 points 

The Evaluation Team determined the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 89/100 
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B. Konica Minolta  

The Evaluation Team determined that Konica Minolta based on a score of 90, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 1 – 2: 35 points 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 1.1.11. the Bidder did accept the ADA Compliance requirement but did not 
submit a response to how the requirement would be met. 

b. In 2.3., the Bidder accepted the Installation requirement. The evaluation 
team had concerns at the lack of detail in the Bidder’s proposed plan for 
replacing printers within the solicitation’s listed requirements. 

c. In 2.4., the Bidder did accept the Support, Repairs, and Maintenance 
requirement. The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s proposed one-
hour for call back from technician to provide an estimated time of arrival, nor 
the lack of 27x7 after-hours coverage except during peak production 
satisfactory. The Bidder did not address the process or required downtime 
for software upgrades. 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 3 – 9: 20 points 

The Evaluation Team determined the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 10 – 12: 20 points 

The Evaluation Team determined the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet: 0 point 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Bidder did not agree to the Standard Contract Terms and submitted redlines 
for consideration. 

b. Bidder did not agree to the Insurance Requirements and submitted redlines 
for consideration. 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet – Experience: 15 points 
The Evaluation Team determined the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 90/100 

C. Xerox 

Xerox has not met the requirements of being responsive and responsible due to not 
submitting a Schedule A2 – Inkjet for evaluation. 

D. Canon 
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The Evaluation Team determined that Canon based on a score of 59, did not meet the 
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria. 

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 1 – 2: 29 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 1.1.1., the Bidder did not accept the Hardware Specifications 
requirement. The evaluation team found the Bidder’s proposed equipment 
did not meet the paper requirements outlined in the solicitation to be 
satisfactory. 

b. In 1.1.4., the Bidder did not respond YES or NO when asked to confirm that 
the manufacturer’s warranty passes through to the State. 

c. In 1.1.11. D, the Bidder did accept the ADA Compliance requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s detailed explanation on how they 
would meet the requirement satisfactory. 

d. In 2.3., the Bidder did accept the Installation requirement. The evaluation 
team did not find the Bidder’s plan to replace existing printers within 45 days 
from receipt of order while allowing current equipment to remain operational 
satisfactory.  

e. In 2.4., the Bidder did accept the Support, Repair, Maintenance requirement. 
The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s proposed four (4) hour service 
call response time satisfactory. 

f. In 2.6., the Bidder did accept the Reporting requirement. The evaluation 
team did not find the explanation of the reporting capabilities satisfactory. 

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 3 – 9: 10 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 3.1., the Bidder did accept the Contract Representative requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the list of functions for this position satisfactory. 

b. In 3.2., the Bidder did accept the Key Personnel requirement. The evaluation 
team did not find the list of functions for this position satisfactory. 

c. In 3.5., the Bidder did not accept the Security requirement, but did not 
provide any exceptions. The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s 
response to how the requirement would be met satisfactory nor did the 
Bidder provide the company that conducts the background checks. 

d. In 5.1., the Bidder did not accept the Authoring Document requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s proposed requirement to include 
the terms and conditions on the DO to be satisfactory.  
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e. In 6.1., the Bidder did not accept the Final Acceptance requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the referenced to Section 17 of the Standard 
Contract Terms as the exception satisfactory. 

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 10 – 12: 17 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. In 10.0., the Bidder did not accept the Liquidated Damages requirement. The 
evaluation team did not find the reference to Section 22 of the Standard 
Contract Terms satisfactory. 

b. In 12.0., the Bidder did not accept the Service-Level Agreements 
requirement. The evaluation team did not find the Bidder’s willingness to 
negotiate after award satisfactory.  

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet: 0 point 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

a. Bidder did not agree to the Standard Contract Terms and submitted redlines 
for consideration. 

b. Bidder did not agree to the Insurance Requirements and submitted redlines 
for consideration. 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet – Experience: 3 points 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly 
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted: 

b. Bidder offered only one inkjet experience and provided no click details to 
show the project is of similar scope. Toner experience does not cross over 
into inkjet experience as they are not of similar scope. 

Total Score: 59/100 

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary 

 Selection Criteria Ricoh Konica 
Minolta 

Canon 

1 Schedule A, Statement 
of Work, Sections 1 - 2 

36 35 29 

2 Schedule A, Statement 
of Work, Sections 3 - 9 

19 20 10 

3 Schedule A, Statement 
of Work, Section 10 - 12 

18 20 17 
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4 Vendor Questions 
Worksheet 

1 0 0 

5 Vendor Questions 
Worksheet - Experience 

15 15 3 

 Total 89 90 59 

V. Pricing Summary 

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

 Ricoh Konica Minolta 

Machine $1,579,710 $1,159,995 

Monthly Maintenance  $9,500 $2,988 

Click charges per impression 0 .008  

Total Contract Price $2,149,710 $1,339,275 

VI. Negotiations 

Best and final pricing was requested and was provided with from all Bidders that passed 
technical evaluation.   

VII. 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. 

Ricoh provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award Recommendation 
include great documentation of product data, warranty covers replacement of equipment 
until final acceptance at no cost to the State, break-fix machine set up in Boulder CO, 
expedited order processing and a website, 24x7 extended service capabilities, parts stored 
onsite, only charging for ink during warranty period, equipment uses a Fiery and the billing 
model does not charge a click/impression charge in addition to the monthly maintenance 
cost. 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 Ricoh in the amount of $ 2,149,710. 

 


