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AWARD RECOMMENDATION

Notice of Intent to Award Number: 260000000085

Notice of Intent to Award Date: 12/3/2025

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Central Procurement office has
completed the evaluation of Request for Proposal (RFP) 250000000859 for the Michigan
Department of Health and Human Service’s Laboratory Information Management System,
Maintenance, and Support and has recommended an award to Clinisys, Inc. in the amount
of $4,215,779.00 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:

Katie McFarland, Solicitation Manager.

McFarlandK1@michigan.gov

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 Laboratory Information Management System, Maintenance, and Support. The
term of this contract is five years, with up to five additional two-year renewal options.

Bidders:

The RFP was posted on SIGMAVSS on February 3, 2025 for six weeks. The following
bidders submitted proposals by the published due date of March 18, 2025.

Bidder Address, City, State, Zip Code SDVOB* GDBE**
3 Mill Road, Suite 102, Wilmington, DE 19806 N/A N/A
Clinisys, Inc 3300 E Sunrise Dr, Tucson, AZ, 85718 N/A N/A
LabVantage Solutions Inc. | 265 Davidson Avenue, Suite 220, Somerset, NJ N/A N/A
08873
OnQ Software Pty Ltd 6/405 High Street Northcote Vic 3070 Melbourne N/A N/A
Australia

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

I. 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

The State will evaluate each proposal based on the following factors:

Technical Criteria Name Weight

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet 1

2, Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-7 8.5

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 8-13 62.5

4. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 14-26 30

5. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 27-36 28
Total 130

Proposals receiving 104 or more evaluation points will have pricing evaluated.
The full evaluation process is stated in the RFP Proposal Instructions.
Il. Evaluation Method

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

Voting Advisory

Katie McFarland, Commodities Category Nate Haddock,
Manager MDHHS, Bureau of Laboratories
DTMB, Central Procurement
Julie Kusey, Section Manager Craig Henry, SSA
MDHHS, Bureau of Laboratories MDHHS, Strategic Integration Administration
Marty Soehnlen, Director Ken Young
MDHHS, Bureau of Laboratories MDHHS, Strategic Integration Administration
Matt Geiger, Director Danielle Lefere
MDHHS, Bureau of Laboratories MDHHS, Strategic Integration Administration
Kevin Gaddy, Section Manager Glen Dudasik
DTMB, Agency Services MDHHS, Strategic Integration Administration
Rick Martinez
DTMB, Agency Services
Julia Joseph
DTMB, Agency Services

Version 2024-2 Page 2 of 11



STATE OF MICHIGAN <=

PROCUREMENT!

Michigan.gov/MiProcurement

Voting Advisory

Vaibhav Nagar

DTMB, Agency Services
Doug Saylor

DTMB, Agency Services
Soopriya Razdan
DTMB, Agency Services
Devin Bulls

DTMB, Agency Services

Ill. Evaluation Results
A. LabWare Holdings, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that LabWare based on a score of 105.4, met the
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet (0/1 point)
The Evaluation Team noted the following deficiencies:

a. Bidder did not agree to the State’s Contract Terms and Conditions and
submitted redlines.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-7 (8/8.5 points)

The Evaluation Team determined the responses were satisfactory, but the following
deficiency was noted:

a. Bidder submitted redlines to Schedule D and added their own scope of work,
deliverables, SLAs, and additional language.

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 8-13 (61.5/62.5)

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

a. Bidder failed to answer if requirement 10.1.2 was included in their proposed
pricing or if it would be at an additional cost.

b. Bidderindicated requirement 11.3.3 is not included out of the box and would
require configuration at an additional cost of $60,000.

4. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 14-26 (19.9/30)

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

a. Bidderindicated requirement 14.3.1 only includes cancelled tests and
reason on lab result report. All other examples would require configuration
as they do not come standard out of the box.
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Bidder indicated requirement 16.3.2 was not included in their price proposal
and clarified it would have to be a future enhancement.

Bidder indicated requirement 20.1.4 would require configuration and did not
indicate if the configurations would be at an additional cost to the State.

Bidder indicated that the State would be responsible for the configuration of
their proposed solution to meet requirement 20.1.9.

Bidder failed to indicate if the configurations required to meet requirement
20.2.10 were included in their proposed pricing or if they would be an
additional cost to the State.

Bidder was non-responsive to clarifying questions asked around
requirements outlined in 23. Migration. Bidder failed to answer what data
migrations they have completed successfully, and the process taken and
failed to provide references with points of contacts for successful public
health data migrations.

5. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 27-36 (16/28)

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

a.

Bidder failed to provide examples of documentation to meet requirement
outlined in 27#1.

Bidder failed to describe what level of detail the documentation addresses
for question 27#2.

Bidder described the organization of the documentation but did not provide a
hard copy version for inspection for question 27#4.

Bidder failed to provide information for contract personnel for 29.1
Contractor Contact Administrator.

Bidder failed to provide information for Contractor Key Personnel for 30.1,
30.2, 30.3, 30.4, and 30.5.

Bidder does not include travel expenses for in person meetings for question
33#1.

Bidder failed to provide a high-level project plan and just referred back to the
milestones table for 35.2#1.

Total Score: 105.4/130

B. Clinisys, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Clinisys based on a score of 107.25, met the
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet (0/1 point)
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The Evaluation Team noted the following deficiencies:

a. Bidder did not agree to the State’s Contract Terms and Conditions and
submitted redlines.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-7 (8/8.5 points)

The Evaluation Team determined the responses were satisfactory, but the following
deficiency was noted:

a. ForSection 5.#1, Bidder indicated the front-end solution meets ADA
requirements but some of the backend items built do not. No PATs were
provided.

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 8-13 (49.75/62.5)

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

a. Forrequirement 9.2.1, Bidder noted there would be additional costs for data
requiring double data entry.

b. Bidderindicated there would be additional cost to configure their proposed
solution to meet requirement 9.2.2.

c. Bidder failed to provide details on of the configurations needed for
requirement 9.6.2 and the impacted risk that may be caused if configured to
meet the requirement. The response provided was not related to the RFP
requirement.

d. Bidresponse did not address requirement 9.7.11 and was unrelated to the
RFP requirement.

e. Bidresponse did not address the risk of configurations needed to meet
requirement 11.3.3.

f. Bidresponse to 13.1.1 did not address the requirement outlined. Bid
response did not seem related to the RFP requirement.

g. Bidresponse does not address requirement 13.2.2. This requirement is
about HL7 messaging.

h. The bid response for 13.7.1 did not address the requirement of data exports.
i. Bidder failed torespondto 13.7 question #2.
4. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 14-26 (24.5/30)

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

a. Bidder failed to provide details on the configuration required and the
impacted risk that may be caused if configured or customized to meet this
business specifications 17.2.2,17.2.3, 17.2.4.
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b. Bidder submitted redlines to Schedule E — Data Security Requirements.

c. Forrequirement 23, #1, the Bidder only has experience migrating legacy
systems that they have purchased. In addition, Bidder did not provide
references for successful migrations.

d. Bidder failed to provide a list of all LIMS they have had experiencing migrating
data from for requirement 23#5.

5. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 27-36 (25/28)

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

a. Bidder did not provide organizational change management as part of their
bid response. They only advised it could be provided via a subcontractor.
They did not provide an estimate of hours to do this effectively for this project
for requirement 30.5.

b. Bidder did not agree to the background check requirements outlined in
requirement 31.2 and noted exceptions.

c. Bidderindicated they could not provide the total number of concurrent user
licenses or workstations on which LIMS software is installed for requirement
36.2#5.

d. Bidder failed to describe how they document complaint history and
resolution for requirement 36.4#5.

Total Score: 107.25/130
C. LabVantage Solutions Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that LabVantage based on a score of 106.75, met the
requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating their
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet (0/1 point)
The Evaluation Team noted the following deficiencies:

a. Bidder did not agree to the State’s Contract Terms and Conditions and
submitted redlines.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-7 (8.5/8.5 points)
The Evaluation Team determined the responses were satisfactory.
3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 8-13 (47.25/62.5)

The Evaluation Team determined the responses were satisfactory, but the following
deficiencies were noted:
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a. Bidresponse indicated requirement 8.4.1 is not offered out of the box and
requires configuration. There is a concern the proposed system is not widely
used as a public health LIMS.

b. Bidder did not provide details on the configurations needed for 9.5.4 and
9.5.5 or the impacted risk that may be caused if configured or customized to
meet this business specification.

c. Bidderindicated RFP requirement 10.4.1 requires instrument interfacing
when this requirement is specific to receiving results from external labs.

d. Bidderindicated they have pre-existing capabilities for HL7 result messaging
but not specific to each CDC program listed. Bid response did not mention
any public health CDC programs the lab needs to implement for 13.6#9.

4. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 14-26 (24/30)

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

a. Bidderindicated they comply with NIST Standards & FedRAMP but did not
answer how they are compliant and noted that this requirementis a future
enhancement for RFP requirement 20.1.2.

b. Bidderrecommend the old data be kept separate from new and the State is
responsible for leading and executing the data migration from the current
technology for RFP requirement 23#1.

5. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 27-36 (27/28)

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

a. The examples provided in the bid response are not of similar size and scope
to this RFP for question 36.2#3.

Total Score: 106.75/130

D. OnQ Software Pty Ltd
The Evaluation Team determined that OnQ Software based on a score of 48.5, did not
meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was accomplished by evaluating
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Vendor Questions Worksheet (0/1 point)
The Evaluation Team noted the following deficiencies:

a. Bidder did not agree to the State’s Contract Terms and Conditions and
submitted redlines.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-7 (5/8.5 points)

The Evaluation Team noted the following deficiencies:
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Bidder failed to provide PAT(s) for requirement 5#1.

Bidder's proposed solution does not meet requirements 7.2.1.7, 7.2.1.8,
7.2.1.9,7.2.1.14,7.2.1.16,and 7.2.1.18.

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 8-13 (12.5/62.5)

The Evaluation Team noted the following deficiencies:

a.

Bidder proposed solution does not meet requirements 8.2.7, 8.3.1, 8.3.2,
8.3.3,8.3.4,8.3.5, 8.3.6,8.3.7,8.4.1,8.4.2,8.5.4,9.5.4,13.1.2, 13.1.3,
13.1.5,13.1.6,13.1.7,13.1.8,13.1.9,13.1.12, 13.1.13, 13.2.1, 13.2.3, 13.2.4,
13.2.5,13.2.6, 13.2.7, 13.2.8, 13.2.9, 13.2.10 out of the box to and requires
customization. This is an important factor in a public health LIMS.

Bidder's proposed solution does not meet requirement 9.4.7.

For requirement 9.5.3, the bid response only talked about cut off values.
There was no mention of interpretations on genus or species level.

Bid response did not indicate details on the configuration needed to meet
requirements 9.6.2, 9.6.6 or the impacted risk that may be caused.

Bidder's proposed solution does not meet requirements 11.3.3, 11.5.5.

Bidder talks about using a partner Synci Lab loT Platform - Technical Solution
for requirement 13.1.1, but no supporting documentation was provided.

Bidder indicated their system was capable to meet requirement 13.2.2, but
requirement 13.2.1 indicated it required customization which are
contradictory to each other.

Bidder did not provide details on the configurations needed for 13.5.2 or the
impacted risk that may be caused if configured or customized to meet this
business specification.

4. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 14-26 (18/30)

The Evaluation Team noted the following deficiencies:

a.

d.

Bidder's proposed solution does not meet requirements 14.1.5 14.1.7,
14.3.2,16.2.1,16.2.2,16.2.4

Bidder indicated the State cannot configure their retention schedule for
Requirement 18.7.

Bidder indicated the use offshore resources to access SOM data which is
prohibited under this RFP for requirement 21.3#1.

The bid response provided a general description but no direct experiencing
migrating legacy Public Health LIMS data to their proposed solution for
requirement 23#4.
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e. Bidresponse indicated JMC is to handle the training for requirement 25#1.
Bidder will provide train the trainer to JMC who will be responsible for training
end users. There is a concern that a third-party is providing the training.

f. Bidder provided a generic training sample for requirement 25#2. They did not
provide written instructions and documentation to enable State admins and
end-users to operate the solution without additional support from the
bidder.

g. Bidder provided a transition plan per requirement 26, but the plan provided
failed to provide detail in how they will transition in and out.

5. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 27-36 (13/28)
The Evaluation Team noted the following deficiencies:

a. Bidder agreed to requirement but failed to provide details on, and examples
of, documentation to meet the requirements in Sections 27#1, 27#2, 27#3,
and 27#4.

b. Theresources provided for requirements 30.1, 30.2, and 30.3 are all offshore
resources which are not allowable under the contract.

c. Bidder failed to provide information on the person who would be assigned as
the Data Conversion Personnel in requirement 30.4 and indicated it as to be
determined.

d. Bidderindicated JMC will provide support during the hours identified in
requirement 31.1. Given most of the contractor personnel are located in
Australia, there is a concern proper support would not be available when
needed.

e. Bidresponse indicated defect tracking log (SEM-0186) that an
implementation project typically doesn't require defect tracking for
requirement 35.1. There is a concern from this comment that the Bidder
does not have a lot of experience implementing a public health LIMS.

f. Bidder failed to provide a high-level project plan and just referred back to the
milestones table for requirement 35.2#1.

g. Bidder did not give release date of the new version 9.4.2 of their proposed
solution, only provided release date of version 9 for response to requirement
36.1#11.

h. The Bidder indicated there are 16 customers on the latest version for
requirement 36.2#2. So, there is a concern with 200 implementations that
they would only have 16 companies transitioned to the current version.

i. The Bidder provided all foreign labs with no public health labs listed for
requirement 36.2#3.
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j. Bidder provided references for 3 customers but no public health labs in the
list for requirement 36.2#4.

k. Bidder could not provide an exact figure for the total number of concurrent
user licenses or workstations their system is installed for requirement
36.2#5.

. Bidderindicated JMC would provide the technical support, but mentioned
earlier that they would use a follow the sun support system for after hours for
requirement 36.4#2. It was unclear on how support would be provided based
off conflicting answers within the proposal.

m. Bidder did not provide the average timeframe between report and installed
fix for requirement 36.4#9.

n. Bidderindicated the largest customer installed is 11GB for requirement
36.7#3. This is a very small customer in comparison to the scope of this RFP.
There is a concern their proposed solution may not be able to support the
requirements needed to run a successful public health LIMS for Michigan.

o. Bidder did not provide a maximum number of concurrent users for
requirement 36.7#7.

p. Bidder does not support ODBC and recommend comprehensive REST API
instead for requirements 36.7#9 and 36.7#10. The State needs the proposed
solution to support ODBC.

Total Score: 48.5/130

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary

0]310)

LabWare LabVantage Software Pty

Selection Criteria Clinisys, Inc .
Solutions Inc.

Holdings, Inc

R P P
e PO PU PR
3 s\f:ri‘f'gfc/;’o itsag?:‘;e”“’f 61.5 49.75 47.25 12.5
i TR P PR
e R PR PR

Total | 105.4 107.25 106.75 485
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V. Oral Presentations/Demonstrations

The State requested demonstrations of the solutions who passed the technical evaluation.
All were able to successfully complete the list of items we requested to be shown in the
demonstration.

VI. Pricing Summary

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

Deliverable LabVYare Clinisys, Inc Lasz.antage
Holdings, Inc Solutions Inc.
1 Implementation Costs $1,667,967 $593,475 $2,500,000.99
2 Software/License Costs $1,585,500 $888,776 $750,000.00
3 Hosting Costs N/A N/A N/A
4 Maintenance & Support Costs | $434,475 N/A N/A
5 Other Costs $13,388 N/A N/A
Total Price - 1styear | $3,701,330.00 $660,675.00 $3,250,001.00
Total Price - 5 year | $5,492,782.00 $4,215,779.00 $6,250,001.00

VII. Negotiations

The State requested second round pricing from all Bidders who passed the technical
evaluation, but no discounts were provided.

Labware Holdings and Clinisys, Inc. were moved forward in Contract Terms negotiations.
Labware failed to provide dedicated personnel who would support this contract, so the
State was unable to determine eligibility.

VIll. 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.

Clinisys, Inc. provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award
Recommendation include: meeting all RFP requirements, providing a dedicated team who
can supportimplementation and contract support and maintenance without the use of
offshore resources, and price.

Award Recommendation is made to Clinisys, Inc. in the amount of $4,215,779.00.
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