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AWARD RECOMMENDATION 
 Notice of Intent to Award Number: 250000000989 

 Notice of Intent to Award Date: 8/25/2025 

The Department of Technology, Management and Budget’s Procurement office has completed the evaluation of RFP 
250000001460 LARA- MPSC Salesforce Maintenance and Support and has recommended an award to Aimpoint Technology, 
LLC in the amount of $450,000 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: 

Kristine Mills, Solicitation Manager 

Millsk11@michigan.gov 

517-242-6402 

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 Salesforce Maintenance and 
Support. The term of this contract is 5 base years, with up to 5 -1 year renewal options. 

Bidders: 

The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on Wednesday, February 19, 2025. The following bidders submitted proposals by the 
published due date of Monday, March 31, 2025. 

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

580 Strategies LLC 1100 7th Street NE Unit #3 Washington DC 2002 No No 

Aimpoint Technology, LLC 4737 Reed Rd. Ste, 152 Upper Arlington, OH 43220 No No 

Brite Systems, Inc 101 W. Ohio Street, Suite 2000, Indianapolis, IN 46204 No No 

https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/policies/state-ad-board
https://www.michigan.gov/dtmb/procurement/contractconnect/bid-proposals
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Cloud Digital LLC 6330 Mount Pisgah Lane Austell, Georgia 30168 No No 

Devcare Solutions 120 N Washington Square, Suite 345 Lansing, MI 48933 No No 

Global Solutions Group, 
Inc 

31681 Dequindre Road Madison Heights, Michigan 
48071 
 

No No 

HighCloud Solutions, Inc 445 Minnesota St Suite 1552, Saint Paul, MN 55101, 
USA. 
 

No No 

Intellibee Inc 400 Renaissance Center, Suite 2600, Detroit, MI 48243 
 

No No 

Kyra Solutions, Inc 4454 Florida National Dr. Lakeland FL 33813 
 

No No 

Provisio Partners Illinois 
Ltd 

325 N Wells Street, Suite 100, Chicago, IL 60654 
 

No No 

RADcube LLC 1119 Keystone Way N, Carmel, IN 46032 
 

No No 

Slalom, Inc 255 S King Street, Suite 1800 Seattle, WA 98104 
 

No No 

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

No No 

Truenorth Technologies 
Group LLC 

3079 S. Baldwin Rd #1002 Lake Orion, MI 48358 
 

No No 

Youngsoft, Inc 49197 Wixom Tech Dr Wixom, MI, 48393, USA  
 

No No 

*SDVOB: Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Business 
**GDBE: Geographically Disadvantaged Business Enterprise  
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EVALUATION SYNOPSIS 
I. Evaluation Process 

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

Proposal Instructions: Evaluation Process 

 Technical Criteria Name Weight 

1. Schedule A - Statement of Work  40 

2. Attachment 1 – Business Specification Worksheet  40 

3. Vendor Questions Worksheet 5 

4. Attachment 1 - Resumes  5 

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet – (Section 6) Compliance with SOM 
Terms & Conditions – Redlining results in reduction in points, or 
possibly deeming the bid non-responsive.  

10 

 Total 100 

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

II. Evaluation Method 

Responses to this solicitation were reviewed by the Solicitation Manager in collaboration with the Joint Evaluation Committee, 
which consisted of the following individuals:  

 

Voting Advisory 

Kristine Mills- DTMB Anne Armstrong- LARA 
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Voting Advisory 

Cynthia Creisher- LARA 
Christina Forist- LARA 
Andy Hannum- LARA 
Anjali Nomula- DTMB 

Donald Dine- LARA 
Lisa Felice- LARA 
Benjamin Johnson- LARA 
Wanda Jones- LARA 
Laura Kwiecien- LARA 
Megan LaMarbe- LARA 
Ryan McAnany- LARA 
Shoba Murali- DTMB 
Paul Negin- LARA 
Kasey Patrick- LARA 
Katy Stevenson- DTMB 
Wendy Thelen- LARA 
Stuart Willard- DTMB 
Ryan Wilson- LARA 

III. Evaluation Results 

The following bidders were disqualified from the technical evaluation: 

• Provisio Partners and Radcube- The bidders were disqualified for failing to accept the State’s Contract Terms and 
Conditions or provide any redlines for consideration, as required in the Proposal Instructions. This requirement 
ensures legal compliance, fairness among bidders, and minimizes the risk of future contract disputes. Without 
acceptance or proposed modifications, the State cannot confirm the bidder’s willingness or ability to meet 
contractual obligations, rendering the bid non-responsive and ineligible for award. 

• Cloud Digital LLC- The bidder was disqualified for failing to submit the required Key Resources and for not 
providing a response to Schedule A - Attachment 1: Business Specification Worksheet, as outlined in the Proposal 
Instructions. These components are critical to evaluating a bidder’s ability to meet the State’s business and 
technical requirements. The omission of these mandatory elements rendered the bid non-responsive and therefore 
ineligible for further consideration. 
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• High Cloud Solutions- The bidder was disqualified for failing to submit a response to Schedule A - Attachment 1: 
Business Specification Worksheet, as required in the Proposal Instructions. This worksheet is a critical component 
of the proposal, as it captures the bidder’s ability to meet the State’s business and technical requirements. The 
absence of this mandatory submission rendered the bid non-responsive and ineligible for further evaluation. 

 

The JEC determined that five out of the eleven proposals met the minimum 80 technical evaluation point threshold. The JEC 
derived the technical scores below from the bidders’ written proposals. 

DEDUCTIONS SUMMARY 

Criteria 

580 
Strategies 

LLC 

Aimpoint 
Technology, 

LLC 

Brite 
Systems, 

Inc 

Devcare 
Solutions 

Global 
Solutions 
Group, Inc 

Intellibee 
Inc 

Kyra 
Solutions, 

Inc 

Slalom, 
Inc 

Spruce 
Technology, 

Inc 

Truenorth 
Technologies 

Group LLC 

Youngsoft, 
Inc 

Project Scope 
• Schedule A – 
Statement of 
Work:  Sections 1-
26 
• Schedule D – 
Service Level 
Agreement 
• Schedule E – 
Data Security 
Requirements 
• Schedule F – 
Transition In/Out 
Plan 

-6 -4 -2 -4 -8 -6 -11 -7 -6 -8 -3 

Solution 
Requirements / 
Specifications 
• Schedule A, 
Table 1 – Business 
Specification 
Worksheet 

0 0 0 0 -15 -15 -15 -15 -15 -15 0 

Staffing 
• Attachment 1, 
Resume 
Templates 

-2 0 -4 -1 -3 -2 -4 -4 -4 -2 -4 
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Company 
Background 
• Vendor 
Questions 
Worksheet (5pts) 
• Vendor 
Questions 
Worksheet - 
(Section 6) 
Compliance with 
SOM Terms & 
Conditions (10pts) 

-3 0 0 0 0 0 0 -13 0 0 0 

Total Technical 
Evaluation 
Deductions 

-11 -4 -6 -5 -26 -23 -30 -39 -25 -25 -7 

 
Technical 

Evaluation Score 89 96 94 95 74 77 70 61 75 75 93 

 

Evaluation Scoring Breakdown 

Project Scope 

PROPOSAL 
SECTION 
(40pts) 

Deficiency 
Description 

580 
Strategi
es LLC 

Aimpoint 
Technolog

y, LLC 

Brite 
System

s, Inc 

Devcar
e 

Solutio
ns 

Global 
Solutio

ns 
Group, 

Inc 

Intellib
ee Inc 

Kyra 
Solution

s, Inc 

Slalo
m, Inc 

Spruce 
Technolog

y, Inc 

Truenorth 
Technologi

es Group 
LLC 

Youngso
ft, Inc 

SOW Sec 4. 
IT 
Environment 
Responsibiliti
es 

Failed to 
provide their 
own 
response, 
instead 
referring to 
Salesforce's 
information.  

          -1 -1 -1       

SOW Sec 4. 
IT 
Environment 

Failed to 
demonstrate 
that bidder 
will be 

  -1           -1       
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Responsibiliti
es 

providing 
initial 
support 
ahead of 
Salesforce 
Premier 
Support.  

Schedule D - 
SLA 

Failed to 
agree to 
terms as 
presented. 

-3     -3     -3   -3     

Schedule E - 
Data Security 
Requirement
s 

Failed to 
agree to 
terms as 
presented. 

                  -3   

SOW Sec 5. 
ADA 
Compliance 

Failed to 
provide their 
own 
response, 
instead 
referring to 
Salesforce's 
information.  

            -1 -1       

SOW Sec 7. 
Access 
Control and 
Authenticatio
n 

Failed to 
provide their 
own 
response, 
instead 
referring to 
Salesforce's 
information.  

            -1 -1       

SOW Sec 7. 
Access 
Control and 
Authenticatio
n 

Failed to 
provide 
detail on 
how they will 
meet Access 
Control and 
Authenticati
on.  

-1       -1 -1         -1 
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SOW Sec 8. 
Required 
Functionality 
Relating to 
Data 
Retention, 
Disposal, 
and Retrieval 

Failed to 
provide their 
own 
response, 
instead 
referring to 
Salesforce's 
information.  

            -1   -1     

SOW Sec 8. 
Required 
Functionality 
Relating to 
Data 
Retention, 
Disposal, 
and Retrieval 

Bidder's 
response 
suggests 
storing data 
in their own 
system. 

    -1 -1   -1 -1 -1 -1     

SOW Sec 8. 
Required 
Functionality 
Relating to 
Data 
Retention, 
Disposal, 
and Retrieval 

Failed to 
provide 
detail on 
how they will 
meet Data 
Retention, 
Disposal and 
Retrieval.  

-1   -1   -1 -1       -1 -1 

SOW Sec 9. 
End User and 
IT Operating 
Environment 

Failed to 
provide their 
own 
response, 
instead 
referring to 
Salesforce's 
information.  

            -1 -1       

SOW Sec 9. 
End User and 
IT Operating 
Environment 

Failed to 
provide 
detail on 
how they will 
meet State 
system 
access 
requirement
s.   

-1      -1 -1       -1 -1 
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SOW Sec 11. 
Integration 

Failed to 
provide 
detail on 
how they will 
meet 
Integration 
requirement
s.  

  -1       -1   -1   -1   

SOW Sec 11. 
Integration 

Failed to 
provide their 
own 
response, 
instead 
referring to 
Salesforce's 
information.  

            -1         

SOW Sec 14. 
Training 
Services 

Failed to 
provide 
training plan 
and suggests 
using 
Salesforce's 
training 
tools.  

            -1         

SOW Sec 15. 
Transition 
Responsibiliti
es 

Transition 
In/Out 
activities are 
to be 
included in 
the 600 
annual 
support 
hours.  

                -1     

SOW Sec 17. 
Additional 
Products and 
Services 

Failed to 
provide a 
response. 

        -1             

SOW Sec 18. 
Contractor 
Personnel 

Failed to 
provide a 
response. 

        -1             
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SOW Sec 19. 
Contractor 
Key 
Personnel 

Failed to 
provide a 
response. 

        -1             

SOW Sec 20. 
Contractor 
Personnel 
Requirement
s 

Failed to 
provide a 
response. 

        -1             

SOW Sec 22. 
Meetings 

Failed to 
provide a 
response. 

        -1             

SOW Sec 22. 
Meetings 

Failed to 
provide 
detail on 
how they will 
meet the 
Meeting 
requirement
s.  

  -1               -1   

SOW Sec 23. 
Project 
Control & 
Reports 

Failed to 
provide 
detail on 
how they will 
meet the 
Project 
Control & 
Reports 
requirement
s.  

  -1              -1   

  
Deductions 

Subtotal -6 -4 -2 -4 -8 -6 -11 -7 -6 -8 -3 

 

Schedule A, Table 1 – Business Specification Worksheet 

Deficiency 
Description 

580 
Strategie

s LLC 

Aimpoint 
Technology

, LLC 

Brite 
Systems

, Inc 

Devcare 
Solution

s 

Global 
Solution
s Group, 

Inc 

Intellibe
e Inc 

Kyra 
Solutions

, Inc 

Slalom
, Inc 

Spruce 
Technology

, Inc 

Truenorth 
Technologie
s Group LLC 

Youngsoft
, Inc 
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The bidder did 
not provide a 
clear 
explanation of 
their ability to 
meet the 
business 
requirements. 
Although 
multiple 
capabilities 
were 
selected, the 
written 
response did 
not address or 
elaborate on 
those 
capabilities. 
As a result, 
the business 
area was 
unable to 
determine 
whether the 
bidder could 
effectively 
fulfill the 
requirements. 

        -15             

The bidder’s 
responses 
were overly 
general and 
lacked the 
specificity 
necessary to 
address the 
State’s 
defined 
requirements. 
The 
submission 

          -15 -15         
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failed to 
demonstrate 
a clear 
understanding 
of the 
requirements 
or provide 
specific 
strategies as 
they relate to 
the State’s 
use case. This 
lack of 
relevance and 
depth limited 
the State’s 
ability to 
assess the 
bidder’s 
capabilities 
and created 
uncertainty 
about their 
ability to meet 
the 
expectations 
effectively. 
Without a 
clear, 
contextual 
explanation, 
the State 
cannot 
confidently 
evaluate the 
bidder’s 
approach or 
determine 
whether it 
aligns with 
operational 
needs and 
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performance 
expectations. 

The bidder 
stated that 
they could 
meet the 
requirements 
but did not 
provide a 
detailed 
explanation in 
Column D 
outlining how 
they would do 
so. The lack of 
detail 
prevented the 
State from 
understanding 
specific 
methods and 
strategies the 
bidder would 
employ to 
fulfill the 
requirement. 
Without this 
information, it 
is difficult to 
evaluate the 
feasibility and 
effectiveness 
of the bidder's 
approach and 

              -15 -15 -15   
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ensure they 
can be held 
accountable 
for their 
commitments
.  

Deductions 
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 -15 -15 -15 -15 -15 -15 0 

 

 

Attachment 1, Resume Templates 
PROPOS
AL 
SECTION 
(5pts) 

Deficiency 
Description 

580 
Strategie

s LLC 

Aimpoint 
Technolog

y, LLC 

Brite 
System

s, Inc 

Devcare 
Solution

s 

Global 
Solution
s Group, 

Inc 

Intellibe
e Inc 

Kyra 
Solution

s, Inc 

Slalo
m, Inc 

Spruce 
Technolog

y, Inc 

Truenorth 
Technologi

es Group 
LLC 

Youngsof
t, Inc 

Project 
Manager 
Resume 

Failed to 
demonstrat
e 5 years’ 
experience 
with 
managing 
projects of 
similar size 
and scope 
of this 
solicitation.   

-1       -1 -1           

Project 
Manager 
Resume 

Failed to 
provide a 
letter of 
commitmen
t for Key 
Resources. 

    -1       -1 -1 -1   -1 

Contracto
r 
Developer 
Resume 

Failed to 
demonstrat
e 5 years’ 
experience 
with 
managing 
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projects of 
similar size 
and scope 
of this 
solicitation.   

Contracto
r 
Developer 
Resume 

Bidder 
proposing 
subcontract
or for Key 
Resource. 

                  -1   

Contracto
r 
Developer 
Resume 

Failed to 
provide a 
letter of 
commitmen
t for Key 
Resources. 

    -1       -1 -1 -1   -1 

Contracto
r System 
Architect 

Failed to 
demonstrat
e 5 years’ 
experience 
with 
managing 
projects of 
similar size 
and scope 
of this 
solicitation.   

        -1             

Contracto
r System 
Architect 

Bidder 
proposing 
subcontract
or for Key 
Resource. 

-1                 -1   

Contracto
r System 
Architect 

Failed to 
provide a 
letter of 
commitmen
t for Key 
Resources. 

    -1       -1 -1 -1   -1 

Contracto
r Security 
Officer 

Failed to 
provide a 
letter of 

    -1       -1 -1 -1   -1 
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commitmen
t for Key 
Resources. 

Contracto
r Security 
Officer 

Failed to 
demonstrat
e 5 years’ 
experience 
with 
managing 
projects of 
similar size 
and scope 
of this 
solicitation.   

      -1 -1 -1           

Contracto
r Security 
Officer 

Bidder 
proposing 
subcontract
or for Key 
Resource. 

                      

  
Deductions 

Subtotal -2 0 -4 -1 -3 -2 -4 -4 -4 -2 -4 

 

Background and Experience 
VENDOR 
QUESTION
S 
WORKSHE
ET 
SECTION 
(15pts) 

Deficienc
y 
Descripti
on 

580 
Strategie

s LLC 

Aimpoint 
Technolog

y, LLC 

Brite 
System

s, Inc 

Devcare 
Solution

s 

Global 
Solution
s Group, 

Inc 

Intellibe
e Inc 

Kyra 
Solution

s, Inc 

Slalo
m, Inc 

Spruce 
Technolog

y, Inc 

Truenorth 
Technologi

es Group 
LLC 

Youngsof
t, Inc 

Contract 
Terms 

Failed to 
agree to 
terms as 
presented. 

              -10       

Insurance 
Terms 

Failed to 
agree to 
terms as 
presented. 

-3             -3       
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Deductio
ns 

Subtotal 
-3 0 0 0 0 0 0 -13 0 0 0 

 

IV. Oral Presentations/Demonstrations 

All bidders who passed the technical evaluation were invited and participated in demonstrations. 

V. Pricing Summary 

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

 
580 Strategies LLC Aimpoint Technology, 

LLC Brite Systems, Inc Devcare Solutions Youngsoft, Inc 

Bidder 
Resources/Role 

Rate/
Hr 

Hou
rs Cost Rate/

Hr 
Hou

rs Cost Rate/
Hr 

Hou
rs Cost Rate/

Hr 
Hou

rs Cost Rate/
Hr 

Hou
rs Cost 

Project Manager 
$165.

00   $0.00 
$150.

00   $0.00 
$160.

00   $0.00 
$118.

00   $0.00 
$95.0

0   $0.00 

Developer 
$165.

00   $0.00 
$150.

00   $0.00 
$145.

00   $0.00 
$86.0

0   $0.00 
$90.0

0   $0.00 

System Architect 
$185.

00   $0.00 
$150.

00   $0.00 
$185.

00   $0.00 
$130.

00   $0.00 
$125.

00   $0.00 
Security Officer  $165.

00   $0.00 
$150.

00   $0.00 
$145.

00   $0.00 
$130.

00   $0.00 
$95.0

0   $0.00 

Blended Rate 
$170.

00 600 $102,000 
$150.

00 600 $90,000 
$158.

75 600 $95,250 
$116.

00 600 
$69,600.

00 
$101.

25 600 
$60,750.

00 

Yearly Cost   600 
$102,000.

00   600 
$90,000.

00   600 
$95,250.

00   600 
$69,600.

00   600 
$60,750.

00 
Base Contract 
Years 1-5   

$510,000.
00   

$450,000
.00   

$476,250
.00   

$348,000
.00   

$303,750
.00 

10 Year Total   
$1,020,00

0.00   
$900,000

.00   
$952,500

.00   
$696,000

.00   
$607,500

.00 

 

VI. Negotiations 

After entering into negotiations, Aimpoint was able to reduce their proposal by $225,000. The new proposed total contract 
price is $900,000 for all base and option years.  
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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. 

The JEC has determined that Aimpoint Technology, LLC provided the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award 
Recommendation include, Aimpoint’s committed Key Resources, previous Salesforce experience, and experience with the 
State’s existing tool stack, aligning them more closely with the project’s long-term goals and operational needs. 

The full-term commitment of Aimpoint's Key Resources sets them apart in their offerings. Not only have they named the 
specific resources to be utilized at the time of this award, the resources are all previous Salesforce employees, bringing 
valuable institutional knowledge that enables them to navigate the system’s design, architecture, and known quirks with 
ease. Their familiarity with past decisions and system behaviors ensures continuity and reduces the risk of missteps during 
maintenance. Additionally, the resources come with government experience. This brings an understanding of compliance 
requirements, security standards, and the operational realities of government environments, making them best equipped to 
deliver effective, compliant, and reliable solutions. These factors will allow Aimpoint to quickly and efficiently triage issues, 
make enhancements, and maintain the overall system utilizing fewer hours, leading to further cost savings. While the 
projected costs above are all based on the same projection of 600 yearly hours, the State is confident in Aimpoint’s ability to 
spend fewer hours to maintain the solution than the other bidders.  

Additionally, Aimpoint is a licensed partner for the State’s existing add-on tools and in their demonstration, they showcased 
their abilities and even offered additional tools to enhance functionality. Their familiarity with the State’s toolset suggests that 
they can deliver results more efficiently, reducing cost. They also stood out by taking the time to research the State’s current 
business needs and tailored their demonstration to directly address the State’s specific use cases- showing a strong 
commitment to understanding and meeting the State’s goals. Furthermore, their thorough Transition In/Out Plan highlights 
their capability to onboard swiftly and manage project handoff responsibly, which reduces operational risk/ cost and ensures 
seamless service. 


