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AWARD RECOMMENDATION

Notice of Intent to Award Number: 250000000588
Notice of Intent to Award Date: 5/19/2025

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has
completed the evaluation of RFP 240000003068 Grants Management and has
recommended an award to HTC Global Services, Inc. in the amount of $3,096,000.00
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:

Shannon Romein, Solicitation Manager.
RomeinS@michigan.gov
517-898-8102

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 Grant Management Solution. The term of this contract is 5 years, with up to 5 one
year renewal options.

Bidders:

The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on 9/30/2024 for 35 days. The following bidders
submitted proposals by the published due date of 11/4/2024.

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

Accenture LLP 1001 Woodward Avenue, Suite 400, Detroit, Ml No No
48226

Advanced Business 5700 Tennyson Parkway Suite 300, Plano, TX 75024 | No No

Software LLC

Agate Software, Inc. 2214 University Park Drive, Suite 102, Okemos, Ml No No
48864

StreamLink Software 812 Huron Road, Suite 550, Cleveland, OH 44115 No No

Inc. dba AmpliFund

CGIl Technologies and 11325 Random Hills Road, Fairfax, VA 22030 No No

Solutions Inc.
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Cooperate Marketing, 500 West Madison St. Suite 1000, Chicago, IL No No

LLC 60661

Dulles Technology 817 Larch Valley Ct NE Leesburg, VA 20176 No No

Partners Inc

Euna Solutions 363 W. Erie St., Floor 7, Chicago, IL 60654 No No

Fl Consulting, Inc. 1500 Wilson Blvd., 4th Floor, Arlington, VA 22209 No No

HTC Global Services, 3270 West Big Beaver Road, Troy, Michigan 48084 No No

Inc.

Ignyte Group, Inc. 1990 K St NW, Suite 5R, Washington, DC 20001 No No

Benevate LLC (dba 3423 Piedmont Rd. NE, Atlanta, GA 30305 No No

Neighborly Software)

Pyramid Solutions 30200 Telegraph Road, Suite 440 No No
Bingham Farms, M| 48025

REI Systems, Inc. 14325 Willard Road, Suite 200, Chantilly, VA 20151 | No No

SMART IT PROS, INC. 2305 Ridge Road Suite 101D Rockwall, TX 75087 No No

SmartSimple Software 38 Fulton Street W, Suite 301 Grand Rapids, Ml No No

Ltd. 49503

StackNexus, Inc. 1401,21st Street, Suite 210, Sacramento, CA, No No
95811

Tectonic, LLC 4949 South Syracuse St. Suite 360 Denver, CO No No
80237

GCOM Software LLC, a 9175 Guilford Road, Suite 218, Columbia, MD No No

Voyatek Company 21046

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

A Responsible Vendor is avendor that demonstrates it has the ability to successfully
perform the duties identified by the solicitation. A Responsive proposalis one that is
submitted in accordance with the solicitation instructions and meets all mandatory

requirements identified in the solicitation.

Proposal Instructions: Evaluation Process

1. |SCHEDULE A - STATEMENT OF WORK 25

2. |SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 - BUSINESS SPECIFICATION -
WORKSHEET

3. [VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET 10

4. |RESUMES 10
Total 100

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

Evaluation Method

Responses to this solicitation were reviewed by the Joint Evaluation Committee, which

consisted of the following individuals:

Voting Advisory

Shannon Romein, Solicitation Manager
DTMB, Central Procurement IT Division

Dallas Davis, Financial Manager
MDHHS

Marla McCowan, Deputy Director
MIDC

Duane Kerkstra, Business Relationship
Manager / IT Director

DTMB Agency Services - MDHHS
Administration & Departmental Solutions

Jeanette Hensler, Grants Division Director
MDHHS

Ralph Borucki, Director, Information
Technology, Infrastructure and Facilities
LEO, Bureau of Administrative Services

Jason Hamblen, Director
LEO, Grants Acquisitions Division

Sara Raja, State Administrative Manager
DTMB Agency Services Supporting LEO

David Blatt, State Administrative Manager
DTMB, Agency Services

Rebecca Mack, Grant Director
MIDC

William Metz, IT Resource Manager

Version 2024-2

Page 3 of 62




STATE OF MICHIGAN 47—‘
PROCUREMENT! >

Michigan.gov/MiProcurement

Voting Advisory

Agency Services supporting LARA

Pete Eckman, State IT Manager

DTMB Agency Services supporting DMVA
Emily Rissman, Director Internal Operations
and Memorial Affairs

Michigan Veterans Affairs Agency

Ill. Evaluation Results

The JEC determined fifteen of the nineteen bidders had submitted Responsive and
Responsible proposals:

Bidder Responsive

Accenture LLP Yes

Advanced Business Software LLC Yes

Agate Software, Inc. Yes

StreamLink Software Inc. dba Yes

AmpliFund

CGl Technologies and Solutions Inc. Yes

Cooperate Marketing, LLC No. Anticipated revenue from this Contract may increase 25%

of gross revenue and Bidder did not provide a detailed plan on
scaling up. Bidder's experiences were not within the scope of
the RFP and Experience 1 was more than the requested 5 years
ago. Bidder did not confirm if they could meet Insurance
requirements or Terms and Conditions. Bidder did not fill out
the reference section of the resume templates. Bidder
proposed same resource for the Contract Security Officer and
Technical Lead roles.

Dulles Technology Partners Inc Yes

Euna Solutions No. Bidder did not describe how they will meet all the
requirements (Column D, Business Specification Worksheet).
Bidder did notindicate recent projects and years in which
experiences were obtained for the Security Officer required
skills section. Bidder did not indicate recent projects and years
in which experiences were obtained for the technical lead.
Bidder did not allocate sufficient resources for a project of this

scale.
FI Consulting, Inc. Yes
HTC Global Services, Inc. Yes
Ignyte Group, Inc. Yes

Benevate LLC (dba Neighborly Software) | Yes

Pyramid Solutions Yes
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REI Systems, Inc.

Yes

SMART IT PROS, INC.

No. Bidder did not address if the solution would increase gross
revenue by more than 25% how they would scale up to manage
this increase. Bidder only provided 1 out of the requested 3
references and that one lacked dollar value, results and
relevance. Bidder did not answer Michigan Impact Questions.
Technical Lead did not demonstrate 5 years of experience in
projects of a similar size and scope. Bidder did not explain how
they would deliver the business specification of any
requirements including those that required configuration or
customization. Bidder also selected more than one option
causing uncertainty if these were current capacities or
required configuration.

SmartSimple Software Ltd.

No. Bidder did not specify years in which experience was
obtained for the Project Manager and Technical Lead. Bidder
did not answer all the questions for Security Officer skills and

Company

experience.
StackNexus, Inc. Yes
Tectonic, LLC Yes
GCOM Software LLC, a Voyatek Yes

The JEC then evaluated the fifteen responsive and responsible proposals and determined
that six of the fifteen met the minimum 80 technical evaluation point threshold. The JEC
derived the following technical scores from the bidders’ written proposals:
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Business
Specificati
on
Worksheet

Total
Technical
Evaluation -20 -40.5 -24.5 -23 -32.5 | -28.5 -20 -13.5 | -16.5 -31 -25 -12.5 -14 -24.5 -30.5
Deduction
100 | s

Technical
Evaluation 80 59.5 75.5 77 67.5 71.5 80 84.5 83.5 69 75 87.5 86 75.5 69.5
Score

EVALUATION SCORING: DEDUCTIONS SUMMARY BREAKDOWN

A. Bidder #1 - Accenture LLP

The Evaluation Team determined that Accenture LLP based on a score of 80 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 -16.5/25

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder provided IT Environment | 4. -2
redlines to Service Responsibilities

Level Agreement

and the Data

Security Schedules.

Bidder provided Access Control | 7. -.5

role based controls

Bidder system is Data Retention | 8. -1.5

not doing required
backup and restore
without additional
costs

Bidder's response End User 9. -5
requires additional | Operating
licensing required Environment
to comply with
requirements
Bidder’s solution Software 10. -1
requires third party
software for text
messaging
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Bidder did not
address MIDC’s
needs for
integration

Integration

11.

-5

Bidder did not
provide an
adequate amount
of training for a
project of this size
and scope.

Training
Services

14.

Bidder's response
lacked detail on
Transition Out plan.

Transition
Responsibilities

15.

Bidder's response
did not speak to
specific
documentation for
the State's solution

Documentation

16.

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 -BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 51.5/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder's response The solution Technical (General) 15. -5
will require must allow the
additional State SOM to migrate
responsibilities / integrate all

legacy data

from existing

grant system(s)

for continued

use and

access.
Bidder's solution The solution Data Entry (General) 39. -5

will require
customization

must, if a field
size limitis
applicable,
display in real
time the
used/remaining
and total
character
count.
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Bidder's solution The solution Document(s)/ 46. -2
requires files larger | must have the Attachments
than 25MB to be ability to
need to upload larger
compressed or documents,
broken up. videos, and
audio files
larger than 25
MB
Bidder's solution The solution Reporting 107 and -5
will require must allow an 115
customization and administrator
possible additional | to maintain
third party apps to reports &
meet the templates
requirements statuses.
3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -4/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder's response Prior 5. State of Michigan -1
was a similar scope | Experience Experience and Prior
but much smaller #1 Experience
size
Bidder's experience | Prior 5. State of Michigan -2
was not a similar Experience Experience and Prior
scope to this #2 Experience
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience | Prior 5. State of Michigan -2
was not a similar Experience Experience and Prior
scope to this #3 Experience
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder did not 6. Standard Contract -1
accept the State of Terms
Michigan’s Contract
Terms as presented
4. RESUMES-8/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
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Bidder’s provided Project Manager Resume -1
experience
indicated
experience in CRM
implementations
but not directly in
implementing
grants solutions
Bidder did not Security Officer Resume -1
provide a sufficient
allocation of time
for Contract
Security Officer

Total Score: 80/100

B. Bidder # 2- Advanced Business Software LLC

The Evaluation Team determined that Advanced Business Software LLC based on a
score of 59.5 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 -13.5/25

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder’s response IT Environment | 4. -1

did not clearly Responsibilities

address ability to

meet these

requirements

Bidder’s response ADA 5. -5

relied on software Compliance
for compliance and
did not address
compliance with
customization
Bidder provided Access Control | 7. -1
role based access.
Bidder's response
did not address
MilLogin.
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Bidder is providing | Data Retention | 8. -5
an automated
archiving and policy
driven disposal
which does not
allow the State to
meet all our
retention policies

Bidder's response End User 9. -2
spoke to finance, Operating
supply chain and Environment

HR and not grants.
Bidder's mobile
app does not have
a grant module
Bidder did not Training 14. -1
provide a
sufficiently detailed
training plan

Bidder's response Transition 15. -1
did not provide Responsibilities

enough detail on

transition

Bidder's response Documentation | 16. -1
lacked detail

Bidder did not Meeting 22. -1

detail on how they
would meet the
meeting
requirements
Bidder did not Project Reports | 23. -1
detail on how they
would meet the
Project Reports
requirements
Bidder did not Project 24, -1
provide a detailed Management
work breakdown
structure. Bidder
did not describe
how they will meet
the requirements.
Bidder did not HCD 25. -5
provide detail on
how they will meet
the HCD
requirements
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2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 - BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 40/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked

Comments Criteria Score
Name

Bidder's response -15

did not follow the

required format and

responses lacked

detail and often

were conflicting

3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -3/10

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked

Comments Criteria Score
Name

Bidder's response State of 5. -1

did not indicate Michigan

prior State of Experience

Michigan

Experience

Bidder did not lista | Prior 5. -2

dollar value for Experience 1

reference and

specify theirrole in

that project.

Bidder did not lista | Prior 5. -2

dollar value for Experience 2

reference and

specify theirrole in

that project.

Bidder did not lista | Prior 5. -2

dollar value for Experience 3

reference and

specify theirrole in

that project.

4. RESUMES-3/10

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked

Comments Criteria Score
Name
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Bidder did not Project Manager Resume -2
provide sufficient
detail in the name
of the projects for
the required skills
to gauge the size
and scope. Bidder
did not clearly
indicate PMP
certification.
Bidder did not Security Officer Resume -2
provide sufficient
detail in the name
of the projects for
the required skills
to gauge the size
and scope.
Contractor's list of
the skills and
experience that
qualify the
individual for the
duties and
responsibilities on
this project for the
proposed role did
not speak to their
role as a security
officer

Bidder's response Technical Lead Resume -2
identical to the
Project Manager
and was not
customized to their
demonstrate their
role and
experiences in the
technical lead role.
Bidder did not -1
provide requested
letter of
commitment for
resources.

Total Score: 59.5/100
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C. Bidder # 3- Agate Software, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Agate Software, Inc. based on a score of 75.5 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 -13/25

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked

Comments Criteria Score
Name

Bidder's response Data 8. -5

only addresses Retention

MDOT

Bidder's use of End User 9. -1

ProjecTrax limits Operating

access to key Environment

resources only

Bidder is proposing | Software 10. -3

a supported legacy
version with a more
limited lifespan

Bidder did not Integration 11. -5
address MIDC's

needs for

Integration

Bidder's response Migration 12. -3

did not address
data cleansing
Bidder did not Training 14. -1
provide a Services
sufficiently detailed
training plan
Bidder did not detail | Meetings 22. -1
on how they would
meet the meeting
requirements

Bidder's use of Project -1
ProjecTrax does not | Reports
provide an

equivalent to the
State's request to
use ADO

Bidder's use of Project -1
ProjecTrax does not | Management
address State's
project
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management
requirements

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 - BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 49.5/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder's response The solution Data Entry 38. -5
only spoke to must
recording systematically
comments and not | record the
all activity user and
time/date
activity was
created,
processed,
and/or
modified.
Bidder's response Canned report | Reporting 104 and -.5
did not address functionality 105
sorting and include(s):
selection of fields
(a) Filters
(b) Sorting
(c) Selection
of fields
Bidder’s response Grant Program 164 and -5
did not specify The solution Development 165
response to single must provide
budget and yearly the ability for
budget a grant payout
to occur over:
(a) Multiple
years for the
project/
payout, with a
single budget
(b) Multiple
years for the
project/
payout, with
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yearly
budget(s)
Bidder's response Pre- -1
did not provide Application/Application
specific details on Section
how they would
meet the
requirements in this
section.
Bidder's response The solution Reviewing and Scoring 223. -5
did not address AD | must have the
Board and how this | ability to
would be achieved. | support &
track State
Administrative
Board review
and approval.
Bidder's response The solution Risk Assessment 231 -5
did not address the | must
assessment incorporate
templates standard(ized)
templates for
assessments,
applied
across
agencies,
division, and
grant specific
programs, but
also provide
the ability to
create
customized
assessments
specific to
agency,
division,
and/or grant.
Bidder provided the SIGMA 247-257 -1.5
same response and
did not address the
individual
requirements
Bidder's response The solution Final Reporting/Closeout | 265 -5
does not address must provide
closeout the ability to
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designate /
certify
"completion”
of billing.

3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET-10/10

4. RESUMES-3/10

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked

Comments Criteria Score
Name

Bidder did not Project Manager Resume -3

provide a sufficient
allocation of time
for Project Manager.
Bidder did not
indicate years in
which experiences
were obtained and
description of
skills/experience.
Bidder did not
clearly indicate
PMP certification.
Bidder did not Security Officer Resume -2
indicate yearsin
which experiences
were obtained.
Bidder did not
provide a sufficient
allocation for
Contract Security
Officer.

Bidder did not Technical Lead -1
provide a sufficient
allocation for the
Technical Lead
Bidder did not -1
provide requested
letter of
commitment for
resources

Total Score: 75.5/100
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D. Bidder # 4- StreamLink Software Inc. dba AmpliFund

The Evaluation Team determined that StreamLink Software Inc. dba AmpliFund based
on a score of 77 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 -16/25

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder solution Software 10. -1
requires

documents to be

uploaded

Bidder did not Integration 11. -5
address MIDC's

needs for

Integration

Bidder's response Migration 12. -3

did not address
data cleansing

Bidder's solution Transition 15. -5
did not allow time Responsibilities

for customization

Bidder's response Documentation | 16. -1
lacked detail.

Bidder's response Project Reports | 23. -1

didn't follow
requirements

Bidder is proposing | Project 24, -1
waterfall approach | Management

rather than the

requested Agile

approach
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Bidder did not
provide examples
of 3HCD
experiences with
relevant
implementations
and approach to
improving end user
experience,
including the
project timeline,
cost, and success
measures for each
project.

HCD

25.

-1

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 -BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 51/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder's solution The solution Technical (General) 10. -1
requires pluginto must provide
meet requirement the ability to
selecta
preferred
language
while
utilizing.
Bidder's solution does | The solution Data Entry (General) 42, -5
not provide a message | must display
stating the data was auser
truncated when message
pasted into a field. when the
pasted
contentis
truncated.
Bidder does not The solution Documents/Attachments | 47. -5
currently support .xml | supportsthe
format for following
uploaded/downloaded | digital
files. content
formats for
uploaded/
downloaded
files: XML

Version 2024-2

Page 18 of 62



STATE OF MICHIGAN

PROCUREMENTP

Michigan.gov/MiProcurement

Bidder's solution audit | Audit Logs Auditing 55. -5
logs do not include
change details on
previous data value,
updated data value or
the reason fora
change.
Bidder's solution does | (a) Upon Administration 65. -5
not provide a update (prior
confirmation inquiry to save) - the
when a user is saving solution
changes. must
generate
confirmation
inquiry -i.e.:
"Are you sure
you want to
update?"
Bidder's solution does | Mobile Text Communications 79. -5
not currently support Messages
mobile text messaging
for notifications and
alerts.
Bidder's solution does | The solution Communications 81. -5
not alert users when must
system generated indicate if a
notifications failto be | notification
delivered. or alert was
undeliverable
or failed
3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -5/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder's response State of 5. -1
did not indicate Michigan
prior State of Experience
Michigan
Experience
Bidder's response Prior 5. -1
was a similar scope | Experience 1
but much smaller
size
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Bidder's experience | Prior 5. -2
was not a similar Experience 2
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder did not Standard 6. -1
accept the State’s Contract
Contract terms as Terms
presented

4. RESUMES-5/10

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked

Comments Criteria Score
Name

Bidder's Project Project Manager Resume -1

Manager's

experiences do not
indicate a similar
scale as this
solicitation

Bidder did not Security Officer Resume -1
provide a sufficient
allocation for
Contract Security
Officer

Bidder did not Technical Lead Resume -2
provide a sufficient
allocation for the
Technical Lead.
Bidder did not
commit to key
personnel technical
leads for LEO and
MIDC

Bidder did not -1
provide requested
letter of
commitment for
resources

Total Score: 77/100
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E. Bidder# 5- CGIl Technologies and Solutions Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that CGIl Technologies and Solutions Inc. based on a
score of 67.5 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 -16.5/25
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req #

Docked

Comments

Criteria Name

Score

Bidder provided
redlines to Service

IT Environment
Responsibilities

4.

-2

Level Agreement.
Bidder provided
redlines to the Data
Security Schedule.
Bidder's response
does not address
external users
Bidder solution
requires
documents to be
uploaded

Bidder did not
address MIDC's
needs for
Integration

Bidder did not
address pre-SIGMA
data migration
Bidder did not Training 14. -1
provide a sufficient | Services
detailed training
plan. Focus was
solely on user
guides

Bidder's response
lacked detail
Bidder references Project 24. -1
an older Contract Management
and did not
demonstrate ability
to conform to
current State
standards

User Type and 6. -1
Capacity

Software 10. -1

Integration 11. -5

Migration 12. -1

Documentation | 16. -1
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2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 -BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 44/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder’s solution The solution Technical (General) 10. -1
does not currently must provide
allow for this the ability to
functionality selecta
preferred
language while
utilizing.
Bidder did not The solution Technical (General) 11. -.5
agree to proposed must ensure
uptime 99.9% uptime
requirements with 12h x 7d
availability.
Bidder indicated The solution FAQs 28. -.5
this functionality must allow
was not available Frequently
Asked
Questions to be
customized in
order to be
specific to the
use of the
solution, policy,
and/or
procedure(s)
Bidder response The solution Data Entry 35. -.5
did not indicate must provide the
how these could be | ability to define
defined for this new | "elationship(s)
solution and/or .
dependencies
between field(s).
Bidder's solution The solution Data Entry 42, -5
does not provide a must display a
message stating user message
the data was when the
truncated when pasted content
pasted into a field. is truncated.
Bidder's response Audit Logs Auditing 55. -5
did not address
previous data
value, updated
data value or the
reason fora
change.
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Bidder's solution The solution Communications 81. -.5
does not alert users | mustindicate
when system if a notification
generated or alert was
notifications failto | undeliverable
be delivered. or failed
Bidder's response Grants Program 148-151. -1
did clearly Development 164. 165.
demonstrate how
they will meet the
individual
requirements
specified
Bidder's response The solution Reviewing and Scoring 223. -1
indicates the State | must have the
AD Board would ability to
need to access the | support &
solutionin orderto | track State
allow for this Administrative
functionality which | Board review
is not feasible and approval.
Bidder requires a The solution Awarding 226. -5
GEV in order to must be able
meet this to support
requirement flexible
methodology
for awarding
grants until
fundingis
depleted.
Bidders proposed Risk Assessment 231-235 -2
solution does not
meet the need
Bidder’s response The solution Grant Completion & 237 -2
requires a third must generate | Documentation
party to meet the a grant
need agreement
document that
mustinclude
standard items
such as
boilerplate
terms and
conditions,
grantee and
grantor
responsibilities
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and program /
grant-specific
requirements
using data
from the grant
application (as
applicable).

Bidder’s response The solution Payment 257 -.5
requires an error must provide
the ability to
validate total
grant funding
amountisn’t
exceeded.
3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -3/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder's experience | Prior -2
was not a similar Experience 1
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience | Prior -1
was in a somewhat | Experience 2
similar the scope of
this project but not
completely relevant
Bidder's experience | Prior -2
was not a similar Experience 3
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder did not Standard 6. -1
accept the State of | Contract
Michigan’s Contract | Terms
Terms as presented
Bidder did not Insurance 7. -1

accept the State of
Michigan’s
Insurance
Requirements as
presented

Requirements
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4. RESUMES-4/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder's provided Project Manager -2
experience
indicated
experience in ERP
system
implementations
but not directly in
implementing
grants solutions.
Bidder did not
provide a sufficient
allocation for
Project Manager
Bidder only Contract Security Officer -2
provided one
unique reference
for security officer
experience and not
the requested
three. Bidder's
response to the
security officer did
not demonstrate
the desired
education and
equivalent training
for this role.

Bidder did not Technical Lead -2
provide a sufficient
allocation for the
technical lead.
Technical lead's
experiences spoke
to ERP systems
more than grants
management
solutions.

Total Score: 67.5/100
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F. Bidder # 6- Dulles Technology Partners Inc

The Evaluation Team determined that Dulles Technology Partners Inc based on a score
of 71.5 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 -13.5/25

Evaluation
Comments

Evaluation

Section

Criteria Name

Req #

Docked
Score

Bidder’s response
indicated they
could not
customize the
software fora
single client which
will not meet the
State’s unique
needs.

End User
Operating
Environment

-2

Bidder did not
address MIDC's
needs for
Integration

Integration

11.

Bidder's response
did not address
data cleansing

Migration

12.

Bidder did not
provide a
sufficiently detailed
training plan

Training
Services

14.

Bidder's response
lacked detail on
Transition In and
Out plan

Transition
Responsibilities

15.

Bidder did not
detail on how they
would meet the
meeting
requirements

Meetings

22.

Bidder did not
detail on how they
would meet the
Project Reports
requirements

Project Reports

23.

Bidder did not
provide a detailed
work breakdown

Project
Management

24.
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structure. Bidder
did not describe
how they will meet
the requirements.

Bidder is proposing
waterfall and did
not demonstrate
how they could
incorporate HCD

HCD

25.

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 -BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 53/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder's response The solution Data Entry 35. -5
only spoke to must provide
mathematical the ability to
dependencies and define
not other relationship(s)
dependencies and/or
dependencies
between
field(s).
Bidder's solution The solution Auditing 56. -5
did not speak to the | must adhere
ability to follow a toan
defined retention automated
schedule retention
cycle for
archiving
and/or
deleting
information
aftera
designated
period .
Bidder's response The solution Payment 257. -1
does not speak to must provide
the ability for the ability to
overspend validate total
grant funding
amountisn’t
exceeded.

3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -2/10
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Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder did not Company 2. -1
address if the Background
solution would Information
increase gross
revenue by more
than 25% how they
would scale up to
manage this
increase.
Bidder's response State of 5. -1
did not indicate Michigan
prior State of Experience
Michigan
Experience
Bidder's experience | Prior 5. -2
was not a similar Experience 1
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience | Prior 5. -2
was not a similar Experience 2
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience | Prior 5. -2

4. RESUMES-3/10
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Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked

Comments Criteria Score
Name

Bidder did not detail Project Manager Resume -2

the list the skills
and experience that
qualify the
individual for the
duties and
responsibilities on
this project for the
proposed role.
Bidder did not
include references
within the last 3
years as requested.
Bidder did not
clearly indicate
PMP certification.
Bidder did not Security Officer Resume -2
indicate recent
projects and years
in which
experiences were
obtained. Bidder did
not provide
sufficient detail on
how the requested
skills would be met
by the proposed
resource

Bidder did not Technical Lead Resume -2
indicate recent
projects and years
in which
experiences were
obtained. Bidder did
not provide
sufficient detail on
how the requested
skills would be met
by the proposed
resource

Bidder did not -1
provide requested
letter of
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commitment for
resources

Total Score: 71.5/100

G. Bidder # 7- Fi Consulting

The Evaluation Team determined that Fi Consulting based on a score of 80 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 -19/25

Evaluation
Comments

Evaluation

Section

Criteria
Name

Req # Docked

Score

Bidder's response
was unclear on the
ability to meet the
requirements

End User
Operating
Environment

-5

Bidder is proposing
a COTS solution
that will not allow
forthe
customization
needed to meet the
State’s
requirements

Software

10.

Bidder did not
address MIDC's
needs for
Integration.

Integration

11.

Bidder's response
did detail how they
would assistin data
migration

Migration

12.

Bidder did not
provide a sufficient
detailed training
plan

Training

14.

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 -BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 53/55

Evaluation
Comments

Evaluation

Section

Req # Docked

Criteria
Name

Score
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Bidder's solution Audit Logs Auditing 55. -5
audit logs do not
include the reason
for a change.

Bidder's solution Mobile Text Communications 79. -.5
requires a third Messages

party for text

message

capabilities

Bidder's solution The solution Web Portal 127. -1

doesn'tinclude the | mustoffera
ability to configure web portal
individual portals that provides
information
regarding
grant
opportunities.

3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -3/10

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked

Comments Criteria Score
Name

Bidder's response Prior Michigan 5. -1

did not indicate Experience

prior Michigan of

Michigan

Experience

Bidder's experience Prior Experience 1 -2

was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience Prior Experience 2 -2
was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience Prior Experience 3 -2
was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation

4. RESUMES-5/10
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Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked

Comments Criteria Score
Name

Bidder's provided Project Manager Resume -1

experience indicate
experience with
financial solutions,
not necessarily
grant management
solutions

Bidder's proposed Security Officer Resume -2
resources did not
indicate relevant
security experience
and credentials.
Bidder did not Technical Lead Resume -2
provide a sufficient
allocation for the
Technical Lead.
Bidder did not
indicate resource
has experience
implementing
Grants solutions.

Total Score: 80/100

H. Bidder # 8- HTC

The Evaluation Team determined that HTC based on a score of 84.5 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 -17/25

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder provided IT Environment | 4. -2

redlines to Service | Responsibilities
Level Agreement.
Bidder did not
indicate if they
could accept the
Data Security
Schedule as
presented.
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Bidder did not
detail how many
users they can
support

User Type and
Capacity

-5

Bidder’s solution
requires availability
of Acrobat and
JavaScript

End User
Operating
Environment

Bidder is proposing
a supported legacy
version with a more
limited lifespan

Software

10.

Bidder's response
lacked detail.

Documentation

16.

Bidder did not
provide detail on
how they will meet
the HCD
requirements

HCD

25.

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 -BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 52.5/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder's solutionis | The solution 10. -1
not currently must provide
multilingual the ability to
selecta
preferred
language
while
utilizing.
Bidder's solution The solution 71. -5
does not currently must have
verify the address the capability
with any third party | to verify
verification addressesvia
services. a SOM
approved
service
Bidder's solution Mobile Text 79. -5
requires a third Messages
party for text
message
capabilities
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Bidder's current The solution 87. -.5
notifications are could allow a
only send by email userto
identify one
(or more)
method(s) to
receive
notifications
3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET-8/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder's response Prior Experience 1 -1
was from more the
requested 5 years
prior
Bidder's response Prior Experience 2 -1
was from more the
requested 5 years
prior
4. RESUMES-7/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder did not Project Manager Resume -1
provide a sufficient
allocation for
Project Manager
Bidder did not Security Officer Resume -1
provide a sufficient
allocation for
Contract Security
Officer
Bidder did not Technical Lead Resume -1
provide a sufficient
allocation for the
Technical Lead
Total Score: 84.5/100
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l. Bidder #9-Ignyte Group, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Ignyte Group, Inc. based on a score of 83.5 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 -20.5/25

Evaluation
Comments

Evaluation

Section

Criteria
Name

Docked
Score

Bidder's response
addressed patient
care and not grants
management

User Type
and Capacity

Bidder
requirements for
mobile application
may nhot serve all
the State's external
users.

End User
Operating
Environment

Bidder response of
using HTTPS
doesn’t meet the
State security
standard and would
require State
equipment

Software

10.

Bidder did not
address MIDC's
needs for
Integration

Integration

11.

Bidder did not
provide a
sufficiently detailed
training plan

Training

14.

Bidder did not
provide detail on
how they will meet
the HCD
requirements

HCD

25.

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 - BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 54/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
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Bidder's solution
has a limit to text
messaging

Mobile text
messages
(SMS)

Communications

79.

-5

Bidder's response
does demonstrate
an understanding of
the requirement

SIGMA

248-249

3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -4/10

Evaluation
Comments

Evaluation

Section

Criteria
Name

Docked
Score

Bidder's response
did not indicate
prior State of
Michigan
Experience

Prior Michigan
Experience

-1

Bidder's response
was more a
modernization than
a grants
implementation

Prior Experience 1

Bidder's experience
was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation

Prior Experience 2

Bidder's experience
was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation

Prior Experience 3

4. RESUMES-5/10

Evaluation
Comments

Evaluation

Section

Criteria
Name

Docked
Score

Bidder did not
clearly indicate
PMP certification.

Project Manager Resume

Bidder did not
provide a sufficient
allocation for
Contract Security
Officer. Bidder did

Security Officer Resume
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not provide
sufficient detail on
how the requested
skills would be met
by the proposed
resource

Bidder did not Technical Lead Resume -1
provide sufficient
documentation of
relevant experience
Bidder did not -1
provide requested
letter of
commitment for
resources

Total Score: 83.5/100

J. Bidder # 10- Benevate LLC (dba Neighborly Software)

The Evaluation Team determined that Benevate LLC (dba Neighborly Software) based on
a score of 69 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 —-19/25

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder's response Access Control | 7. -1

did not address

MilLogin

Bidder's response Data Retention | 8. -1.5

indicates a request
is required to
access data

Bidder did not End User 9. -5
provide sufficient Operating

detail in this Environment

section

Bidder’s integration | Integration 11. -1

requires an API

Bidder did not Training 14. -1
provide a sufficient | Responsibilities
detailed training
plan
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Bidder’s response Documentation | 16. -1
only spoke to user
documentation

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 - BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 45/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder did not The solution Technical 11. -5
agree to proposed must ensure
uptime 99.9% uptime
requirements with 12h x 7d

availability.
Bidder's solution The solution Data Entry 42. -5
does not provide a must display a
message stating user message
the data was when the
truncated when pasted content
pasted into afield. | istruncated.
Bidder did not Data Entry 49-50 -1

provide supporting
details to these

section

Bidder's solution The solution Auditing 56. -5
does not currently must adhere to

support purging an automated

individual file types | retention cycle
for archiving
and/or deleting

information
aftera
designated
period.
Bidder's reports The solution Reporting 95. -5
cannot be triggered | must provide
when criteria are the ability to
met and would trigger reports
require manual when specific
generation criteria is met.
Bidder's response The solution Reporting 98. -5

addresses only the | must provide
State and not the the ability to
grantee's ability to report

report expenditures | expenditures
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by budget
categories
Bidder's response The solution Web Portal 129. -5
indicates this is not | must provide
acurrent the ability to
functionality andis | search for
a future grant
enhancement opportunities.
Bidder's response Grant Workflow 143-144 -1
indicates this is not
a current
functionality and is
a future
enhancement
Bidder's solution The solution Grant Development 162. -1
requires budget must provide Program
details the ability to
designate a
grantas a
"direct award"
(e.g.-no
Narrative,
Workplan or
Budget details)
Bidder's solution The solution Pre 178. -5
will not align with must maintain | Application/Application
SIGMA's code as a unique code
requested for each grant
program,
consistent with
the code
maintained in
SIGMA
Bidder's solution The solution Pre 201. -1
only allows the must support Application/Application
functionality for the ability for
administrative an organization
users and not or user to copy
applicants or previous
external users application
submissions
and submit as
anew
application.
Bidder's solution The solution Grant Completion 238. -5
requires a manual must support
process the association
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of final signed
grant contract
documents
with the
application/
record.
Bidder's response The solution SIGMA 246. -5
did not clearly must support
answer the the creation &
question population of
Grants Given
(GG)
documents for
review and
submission to
SIGMA
Bidder's solution Payment/ 255 and -5
does not currently Reimbursement 256
support the ability Requests
to assign frequency
and availability for
payment requests.
Bidder's solution The solution Payment 257 -1
does not allow for must provide
overspend the ability to
validate total
grant funding
amountisn’t
exceeded.
3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -2/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder's response Prior Michigan -1
did not indicate Experience
prior State of
Michigan
Experience
Bidder's experience Prior Experience 1 -2

was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
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Bidder's experience Prior Experience 2 -2
was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience Prior Experience 3 -2
was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder did not 6. Standard Contract -1
accept the State of Terms
Michigan’s Contract
Terms as presented

4. RESUMES-3/10

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked

Comments Criteria Score
Name

Did not list PMP Project Manager Resume -2

certification. Bidder
did not provide
evidence of 5 years
of experiences
relevant to grants
management
Bidder did not list Security Officer Resume -2
any more recent
experiences than
2020. Bidder did not
list relevant
credentials. Bidder
did not provide a
sufficient allocation
for Contract
Security Officer

Bidder did not Technical Lead Resume -3
provide a sufficient
allocation for the
Technical Lead.
Bidder did not
indicate recent
projects and years
in which
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experiences were
obtained

Total Score: 69/100

K. Bidder # 11- Pyramid Solutions

The Evaluation Team determined that Pyramid Solutions based on a score of 75 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 -18/25

Evaluation
Comments

Evaluation

Section

Criteria Name

Docked
Score

Bidder did not
agree to the Service
Level Agreement as
presented

IT Environment
Responsibilities

4.

-1

Bidder's response
did not address
how State retention
periods would be
handled

Data Retention

Bidder's response
is unclear to their
ability to meet this
requirement

End User
Operating
Environment

Bidder solution
requires
documents to be
uploaded

Software

10.

Bidder did not
provide a sufficient
detailed training
plan. Bidder did not
provide training for
external users

Training
Services

14.

Bidder's response
lacked detail.

Documentation

16.

Bidder provided
only a high level
view for a meeting
plan

Meetings

22.
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Bidder did not Project Reports | 23. -.5
agree to all the

required reporting

Bidder did not Project 24, -.5
provide a detailed Management

work breakdown

structure.

Bidder did not HCD 25. -5

provide detail on
how they will meet
the HCD
requirements

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 -BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 51/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder's solution The solution Data Entry 32. -.5
does not include must use "real-
built in spell check | time" editing
and relies on solutions, such
browser as spell check
capabilities and grammar
check, for data
entry text fields
to include notes,
email content,
notification/alert
content.
Bidder'sresponse | The solution Data Entry 33. -5
did not must apply /
demonstrate how reference a
they will meet this | managed data
requirement dictionary (i.e.,
one dictionary
maintained for
all users/use).
Bidder's solution The solution Data Entry 42. -.5
does not providea | mustdisplay a
message stating user message
the data was when the pasted
truncated when contentis
pasted into afield. | truncated.
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Bidder's proposed | The solution Documents 48. -1
solution does not must provide
include the ability the ability to
to access andview | access &view
documents as documents.
requested in the
requirement
Bidder's solution Mobile text Communications 79. -.5
requires a third messages (SMS)
party for text
message
capabilities
Bidder's solution The solution Payment 257. -1
does not allow for must provide
overspend the ability to
validate total
grant funding
amountisn’t
exceeded.
3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -3/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder's experience Prior Experience 1 -2
was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience Prior Experience 2 -2
was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience Prior Experience 3 -2
was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder did not agree Contract Terms -1

to the State’s
Contract Terms as
presented

4. RESUMES-3/10
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Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked

Comments Criteria Score
Name

Bidder did not Project Manager Resume -2

provide a sufficient
allocation for
Project Manager.
Bidder did not
provide sufficient
details of 5 years of
experiences
relevant to grants
management
Bidder did not Security Officer Resume -2
provide a sufficient
allocation for
Contract Security
Officer. Bidder did
not provide
sufficient detail of
the required skills
Bidder did not Technical Lead Resume -2
indicate resource
has experience
implementing
Grants solutions.
Bidder did not
provide a sufficient
allocation for the
Technical Lead
Bidder did not -1
provide requested
letter of
commitment for
resources

Total Score: 75/100

L. Bidder #12- REI Systems, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that REI Systems, Inc. based on a score of 87.5 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 -23/25
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Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder provided IT Environment | 4. -1
redlines to Service Responsibilities

Level Agreement

Bidder’s response ADA 5. -5
did not clearly Compliance

address WCAG 2.1

compliance

Bidder's response Documentation | 16. -5
lacked detail on

system

documentation.

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 -BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 50.5/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder's response Help Support 21-24 -.5
did not provide
their phone
number and
address for
technical support
Bidder's solution The solution Data Entry 42. -.5
does not providea | mustdisplay a
message stating user message
the data was when the
truncated when pasted content
pastedinto afield. | istruncated.
Bidder's current The solution Communications 87. -.5
notifications are could allow a
only send by email | usertoidentify
one (or more)
method(s) to
receive
notifications
(i.e.,
notification of a
message
consisting of
text).
Bidder's solution The solution Web Portal 127. -.5
requires users to must offer a
be logged in to view | web portal that
invitation based provides
opportunities information
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regarding grant
opportunities.

Bidder's response The solution Pre- 168. -.5
does not show how | must support Application/Application

they will meet this | the ability to

requirement submit a full

application ata
later pointin

time.
Bidder'sresponse | The solution Review & Scoring 223. -5
did not speak to must have the
the requirement ability to

support & track

State

Administrative
Board review
and approval.

Bidder'sresponse | The solution Grant Completion 237. -5
did not speak to must generate
the requirement a grant

agreement

document that

must includes
standard items
such as
boilerplate
terms and
conditions,
grantee and
grantor
responsibilities,
and program /
grant-specific
requirements
using data from

the grant

application (as

applicable).
Bidder's solution Payment 257. -1
does not allow for
overspend

3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -6/10

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
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Bidder's response
did not indicate
prior State of
Michigan
Experience

Prior Michigan
Experience

-1

Bidder's response
was of a similar
scope but not
directly relevant

Prior Experience 1

Bidder's response
was of a similar
scope but not
directly relevant

Prior Experience 2

Bidder's response
was of a similar
scope but not
directly relevant

Prior Experience 3

4. RESUMES-8/10

Evaluation
Comments

Evaluation

Section

Criteria
Name

Docked
Score

Bidder did not
clearly indicate
PMP certification.

Project Manager Resume

-1

Bidder did not
provide a sufficient
allocation for
Contract Security
Officer

Security Officer Resume

Total Score: 87.5/100

M. Bidder # 13- StackNexus, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that StackNexus, Inc. based on a score of 86 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 -23/25

Evaluation
Comments

Evaluation

Section

Criteria
Name

Docked
Score
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Bidder did not Training 14. -1
provide a sufficient
detailed training
planthatincluded
training for the

grantees

Bidder is proposing | Project 23. -1
using lira rather Reports

than the State

preference of ADO

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 -BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 53.5/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder's solution Pre- 197 &198 | -.5
will require Application/Application
customization
Bidder's solution The solution Grant Completion 237. -5
requires a manual must generate
process a grant

agreement

document that

must include
standard items
such as
boilerplate
terms and
conditions,
grantee and
grantor
responsibilities,
and program /
grant-specific
requirements
using data from
the grant
application (as
applicable).
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Bidder's response The solution SIGMA 248-249 -5
does demonstrate | must supporta
an understanding SIGMA
of the requirement | integration
where data
leaving the
grants solution
will support the
automated
creation of
payment
documentsin
SIGMA.
3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -1.5/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder did not Gross Annual -1
provide gross Sales
annual revenue
Bidder's response Prior -1
did not indicate Michigan
prior State of Experience
Michigan
Experience
Bidder's experience | Prior -2
was not a similar Experience 1
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience | Prior -2
was not a similar Experience 2
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience | Prior -2
was not a similar Experience 3
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder indicated no | Contract -5
redlines butdid not | Terms

affirm who has
reviewed
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provide requested
letter of
commitment for
resources

Commitment

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked

Comments Criteria Score
Name

Bidder did not Project -1

indicate resource Manager

has experience Resume

implementing

Grants solutions

Bidder did not Letter of -1

Total Score: 86/100

N. Bidder # 14- Tectonic, LLC

The Evaluation Team determined that Tectonic, LLC based on a score of 75.5 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 -18.5/25

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder is only Data Retention | 8. -1
providing a limited

amount of storage

Bidder's response End User 9. -.5
requires additional | Operating

licensing required Environment

to comply.

Bidder did not Integration 11. -2
address integration

Bidder did not Training 14. -1
provide a sufficient

detailed training

plan that included

training for the

grantees

Bidder's response Training 15. -5
lacked detail on Responsibilities

Transition In plan.

Bidder is proposing | Project 24, -5
longer installation Management
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and configuration
phase

Bidder did not
provide detail on
how they will meet
the HCD
requirements and
no examples were
provided

HCD

25.

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 -BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 50/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder did not Technical 3&4 -1
demonstrate how
they would meet
the requirements
Bidder did not Help Support 21-25 -5
provide how they
would meet the
requirement
Bidder did not Pre-Application/ -.5
check aresponse to Application Section
multiple questions
in this section
Bidder's response The solution Awarding 226. -5
did not speak to must be able
funding depletion to support
flexible
methodology
for awarding
grants until
funding is
depleted.
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Bidder's solution The solution Grant Completion 238. -5
requires a manual must support
process the
association
of final
signed grant
contract
documents
with the
application/
record.
Bidder did not Amendment Section -2
respond to this
section
3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -2/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder did not Gross Annual -1
provide gross Sales
annual revenue
Bidder's response Prior 6. -1
did not indicate Michigan
prior State of Experience
Michigan
Experience
Bidder's experience | Prior -2
was not a similar Experience 1
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience | Prior -2
was not a similar Experience 2
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience | Prior -2

was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation

Experience 3

4. RESUMES-5/10
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Docked
Score

Evaluation Section Req #
Criteria

Name

Evaluation
Comments

Bidder did not
indicate resource
has experience
implementing
Grants solutions.
Bidder did not
clearly indicate
PMP certification.
Bidder did not
provide evidence of
relevant security
experience and
credentials
Bidder
demonstrated
experience in
Salesforce
implementations
but not directly
grants management
solutions

Project Manager Resume -2

Security Officer Resume -1

Technical Lead Resume -2

Total Score: 75.5/100

O. Bidder # 15- GCOM Software LLC, a Voyatek Company

The Evaluation Team determined that GCOM Software LLC, a Voyatek Company based
on a score of 69.5 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 -18/25

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder provided IT Environment | 4. -1
redlines to Service Responsibilities

Level Agreement

Bidder's response Access Control | 7. -1

did not address and Audit

MilLogin

Bidder is providing Data Retention | 8. -5

an automated

archiving and policy

driven disposal
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which does not
allow the State to
meet all our
retention policies

Solution requires Software 10. -1
third party for text

messaging

Data will need to be | Migration 12. -1

stored in Microsoft
Dataverse and/or
Azure Storage

Bidder did not Training 14. -1
provide a sufficient
detailed training
plan

Bidder's response Documentation | 16. -5
lacked detail on
system
documentation.
Bidder did not HCD 25. -1
provide detail on
how they will meet
the requirements
and examples did
not demonstrate a
HCD approach

2. SCHEDULE A-ATTACHMENT 1 - BUSINESS SPECIFICATION WORKSHEET- 43.5/55

Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Name Score
Bidder's solution (b) The solution | 8. -5

does not providea | mustprovide a
warning to extend a | “warning” or
session option to
extend a
session ata
designated
time prior to
ending session
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Bidder's responses Help/Support Section -2
did not
demonstrate how
they would meet
the individual
requirements of
this section
Bidder indicated The solution Data Entry 39. -.5
this requirementis | must, if afield
not available size limitis

applicable,

display in real

time the

used/remaining

and total

character

count.
Bidder's solution The solution Data Entry 42, -5
does not providea | mustdisplay a
message stating user message
the data was when the
truncated when pasted content
pastedinto afield. | istruncated.
Bidder's response Dashboard link | Documents 49, -5
did not speak to
the dashboard link
Bidder's solution Audit Logs Auditing 55. -5
audit logs do not
include the reason
for a change.
Bidder's generic Auditing 56-63 -5
response did not
speak to the
requirements
Bidder did not The solution Reporting 103 -5
provide supporting | must provide
details for this the standard /
requirement canned

reports.
Bidder's response Reporting 116-120 -.5
did not address the
individual
requirements
Bidder's response Grant Workflow 135-142 -5
did not address the
individual
requirements
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Bidder's response Grant Program 147-152 -5
did not address the Development
individual
requirements
Bidder did not The solution Grant Program 163. -5
detail how they will | must provide Development
meet the the ability for a
requirement grant payout to
occur over
multi-year(s)
Bidder did not The solution Pre- 168. -5
provide a response | must support Application/Application
the ability to
submit a full
application ata
later pointin
time.
Bidder's response The solution Reviewing 223. -5
did not speak to must have the
the requirement ability to
support & track
State
Administrative
Board review
and approval.
Bidder did not Awarding 224-225 -5
provide details on
how they would
meet these
individual
requirements
Bidder's response Signature -5
did not address the
State's standard of
OneSpan
Bidder's solution The solution Payment 254, -1
does not include must provide
the ability to the ability to
prevent a duplicate | validate
payment request payment/
reimbursement
requests to
prevent
duplication
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Bidder's solution The solution Payment 257 -1
does not allow for must provide
overspend the ability to
validate total
grant funding
amountisn’t
exceeded.
3. VENDOR QUESTIONS WORKSHEET -3/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name
Bidder's experience Prior Experience 1 -2
was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience Prior Experience 2 -2
was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder's experience Prior Experience 3 -2
was not a similar
scope to this
proposed grants
implementation
Bidder did not 6. Standard Contract -1
accept the Contract Terms
Terms as presented
4. RESUMES-5/10
Evaluation Evaluation Section Req # Docked
Comments Criteria Score
Name

Version 2024-2

Page 58 of 62



STATE OF MICHIGAN

<=

PROCUREMENT/®

Michigan.gov/MiProcurement

Bidder indicated an
insufficient amount
of time for the
Project Manager to
be assigned to the
project. Bidder did
not indicate
resource has
experience
implementing
Grants solutions

Project Manager Resume

-2

Bidder did not
provide a sufficient
allocation for
Contract Security
Officer

Security Officer Resume

Bidder did not
indicate resource
has experience
implementing
Grants solutions.
Bidder did not
provide a sufficient
allocation for the
Technical Lead

Technical Lead Resume

Total Score: 69.5/100

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary
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Vendor
Questions -6 -7 0 -5 -7 -8 -7 -2 -6 -8 -7 -4 -8.5 -8 -7
10 | Worksheet
10 | Resumes -2 -7 -7 -5 -6 -7 -5 -3 -5 -7 -7 -2 -2 -5 -5
Schedule A:
Statement of -85 | -11.5 -12 -9 -8.5 -11.5 -6 -8 -4.5 -6 -7 -2 -2 -6.5 -7
25 | Work
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Schedule A:
Attachment 1:
Business
Specification
Worksheet
Total Technical
Evaluation
Deductions

35| 15 | -65 | -4 | -11 -2 2 | -25 A4 | -10]| -4 | -45

55

-20 | -40.5 | -245 | -23 | -32.5 | -28,5 | -20 | -13.5 | -16.5 | -31 | -25 | -12.5 | -14 | -24.5 | -30.5

100

Technical
Evaluation
Score

80 59.5 75.5 77 67.5 80 84.5 83.5 69 75 87.5 86 75.5 69.5

V. Oral Presentations/Demonstrations

Fi Consulting withdrew their bid from consideration prior to the demo phase and the
remaining five bids that pass technical evaluation received a demo.

VI. Clarifications & Pricing

Clarifications were conducted, pricing was evaluated, and cost reductions were
negotiated. The following is a 10-year cost summary of the proposal that passed technical
evaluation:

Ignyte- Appian
Grants
Accenture Management StackNexus-
Deliverable (Salesforce) Solution REI- Salesforce Salesforce
Base Years 1-5
Implementation | $5,320,500.00 $0.00 $994,840.00 $1,986,000.00 $999,600.00
Licenses Year 1 $332,143.00 $170,400.00 $611,781.04 $785,049.88 $339,344.06
Licenses Year 2 $850,416.00 $170,400.00 $609,137.57 | $1,289,290.94 $860,456.29
Licenses Year 3 $850,416.00 $170,400.00 $609,137.57 | $1,289,290.94 $860,456.29
Licenses Year 4 $909,946.00 $170,400.00 $609,137.57 | $1,318,299.99 $903,479.11
Licenses Year 5 $991,841.00 $170,400.00 $609,137.57 | $1,347,961.74 $948,653.06
Support Year 1 $235,700.00 $300,000.00 $113,912.94 $480,000.00
Support Year 2 $900,600.00 $300,000.00 $113,912.94 $488,000.00
Support Year 3 $665,700.00 $300,000.00 $113,912.94 $372,000.00
Support Year 4 $495,600.00 $300,000.00 $113,912.94 $252,000.00
Support Year 5 $475,400.00 $300,000.00 $113,912.94 $192,000.00
Twilio Licensing $750.165.00 N/A
Years 1-5
Hosting Year 1 State Hosted $148,800.00 Included $3,000.00
Hosting Year 2 State Hosted $148,800.00 Included $3,000.00
Hosting Year 3 State Hosted $148,800.00 Included $3,000.00
Hosting Year 4 State Hosted $148,800.00 Included $3,067.50
Hosting Year 5 State Hosted $148,800.00 Included $3,136.52
Maintenance
Year 1 Included $459,200.00
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Year 2 Included $181,440.00
yea;:;enance Included $190,512.00
yea;:fnance Included $200,037.60
yea;:;enance Included $210,039.48

BASE YEARS
SUBTOTAL

$12,778,427.00

$3,096,000.00

$5,853,965.10

$8,031,097.51

$6,695,988.81

Option Years
6-10

Licenses Year 6 $991,841.00 $178,920.00 $651,777.21 $1,378,290.87 $1,015,058.77
Licenses Year 7 $991,841.00 $178,920.00 $697,401.61 | $1,409,302.42 | $1,086,112.89
Licenses Year 8 $991,841.00 $178,920.00 $746,219.72 | $1,441,011.72 | $1,162,140.79
Licenses Year 9 $991,841.00 $178,920.00 $798,455.10 | $1,473,434.49 | $1,243,490.65
Licenses Year

10 $991,841.00 $178,920.00 $854,346.96 $1,506,586.76 $1,329,405.43
Twilio Licensing

Years6-10 $750,165.00 N/A

Support Year 6 $493,900.00 $300,000.00 $121,886.85 $130,000.00
Support Year 7 $513,100.00 $300,000.00 $130,418.93 $133,000.00
Support Year 8 $533,400.00 $300,000.00 $139,548.25 $134,000.00
Support Year 9 $554,600.00 $300,000.00 $149,316.63 $136,000.00
Support Year 10 $569,900.00 $300,000.00 $159,768.79 $138,000.00
Hosting Year 6 State Hosted $156,240.00 Included $3,207.09

Hosting Year 7 State Hosted $156,240.00 Included $3,279.25

Hosting Year 8 State Hosted $156,240.00 Included $3,353.03

Hosting Year 9 State Hosted $156,240.00 Included $3,428.48

Hosting Year 10 State Hosted $156,240.00 Included $3,505.62

Maintenance

Year 1 $220,541.45

Maintenance

Year 2 $231,515.58

Maintenance

Year 3 $238,515.58

Maintenance

Year 4 $245,671.05

Maintenance

Year 5 $253,041.18

OPTION YEARS
SUBTOTAL

$8,374,270.00

$3,175,800.00

$5,638,424.89

$7,225,399.73

$6,507,208.53

10 Year Total

$21,152,697.00

$6,271,800.00

$11,260,874.45

$15,256,497.24

$13,203,197.34
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Vil. 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.

HTC Global Services, Inc. provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award
Recommendation include:

—

HTC provided the lowest overall cost to the State.

The solution meets all the State’s requirements.

The solution provides the easiest transition process.

The solution requires the least training because staff are already familiar with the

technology.

R

N

Award Recommendation is made to HTC Global Services, Inc. in the amount of
$3,096,000.00.
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