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I.
INTRODUCTION

On December 13, 2011, the Texas Lottery Commission (“Commission” or “TLC”) issued a
Request for Proposals for Advertising Services (the “RFP”). The RFP was issued pursuant to the
Commission’s authority under Texas Government Code Chapter 466 and the Commission’s rules
at Title 16 Texas Administrative Code Section 401.101. The scoring matrix used in this
procurement was included as Attachment G to the RFP and encompassed all of the factors
required to be considered by the Evaluation Committee (the “Committee”) in evaluating
proposals, as set forth in Section 401.101 of the Commission’s rules and Section 2.16 of the

RFP.

II.

BACKGROUND:
DEVELOPMENT AND ISSUANCE OF THE RFP

Prior to issuance of the RFP, the agency conducted a comprehensive review of existing
operations. The objective was to develop a RFP that would meet the agency’s needs going
forward, promote competition to the maximum extent possible, and provide best value to the
State of Texas.

A. PREPARATION OF THE RFP

O June 29, 2011, the Commission’s Executive Director Gary Grief appointed the members of
the Evaluation Committee. The committee members and the assigned contract administrator
from the Administration Division, with support from Lottery Operations, the Office of the
Controller and Legal Services, met several times during the summer and fall to develop a RFP.

On March 5, 2012, after Proposals were received, but before the Committee met to begin
evaluating the Proposals, Mr. Grief added several members of senior management to the
Evaluation Committee. Toni Erickson, Support Services Manager, chaired the Committee, and
the following persons served on the Committee:

Ray Page, Advertising and Promotions Manager
Andrew Leeper, Creative Coordinator

Heidi Moreno, Advertising Contract Coordinator
Robert Tirloni, Products Manager

Ed Rogers, Enforcement Director

Nelda Trevino, Governmental Affairs Director
Mike Fernandez, Administration Director
Michael Anger, Lottery Operations Director
Kathy Pyka, Controller

Each Committee member either has direct responsibilities related to advertising services, or has
served previously on evaluation committees for other RFPs at the Commission.



On November 10, TLC staff provided a draft of the RFP to the State of Texas Contract Advisory
Team (“CAT”) for review. CAT provided comments and questions, which Commission staff
considered, responded to, and addressed in the RFP, as appropriate.

On November 18, the TLC issued a Solicitation Announcement stating that the agency expected
to issue an RFP for Advertising Services in the near future, and informing interested persons how
to obtain a printed copy of the RFP.

B. RFP ISSUANCE AND PRE-PROPOSAL PERIOD

The Commission issued the RFP on December 13. On that date, the RFP was posted on the
Commission’s website and the Electronic State Business Daily (“ESBD”) website maintained by
the Texas Procurement and Support Services Division in the Texas Comptroller’s Office, and
mailed to interested persons who responded to the Solicitation Announcement and requested a
printed copy of the RFP. Prospective proposers were invited to attend the pre-proposal
conference, where the TLC’s HUB Coordinator gave a detailed presentation on Historically
Underutilized Business (“HUB”) Subcontracting Plan (“HSP”) requirements.

The pre-proposal conference was held at the TLC headquarters on January 10, 2012.
Representatives from fifteen (15) prospective Proposers and subcontractors attended the pre-
proposal conference. After the conference, the TLC provided an opportunity for prospective
proposers to submit written questions. The deadline for submitting questions was January 19;
TLC staff provided written responses on February 2 and included answers to questions that were
asked at the pre-proposal conference.

Also pursuant to RFP Section 5.3.2, the TLC’s HUB Coordinator and Purchasing and Contracts
staff were available to meet upon request, with prospective proposers to discuss HUB
subcontracting requirements, to answer questions specific to conducting the good faith effort for
HUB subcontracting opportunities and completing the required HSP forms, and to review drafts
of HSP forms. TLC staff responded to written questions regarding the HSP requirements in a
separate question-and-response document, but in its responses did not disclose any prospective
proposer’s specific business information to the other prospective proposers.

The Commission issued a total of eight (8) amendments to the RFP. All amendments were
posted on the Commission’s website and on the ESBD. Some amendments were initiated by
Commission staff and others were made in response to questions raised by prospective
proposers.

The Commission received four (4) timely submitted proposals, including cost proposals, from
the following proposers:

Integer
LatinWorks
TracyLocke
TM Advertising



Upon receipt of the proposals, the Purchasing and Contracts Administrator (Angela Zgabay-
Zgarba) reviewed the proposals for completeness and compliance with the RFP filing
requirements. Purchasing and Contracts staff retained the original proposals and the sealed cost
proposals. The cost proposals remained sealed until after scoring of the technical proposals was

completed.

I1I.
SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION PROCESS

1. Guidelines for Evaluation Committce Members. Each member of the Evaluation Committee
was provided with the “Request for Proposals (RFP) Guidelines for Evaluation Committee
Members”.

2. Non-Disclosure Agreement. Each committee member signed a non-disclosure agreement.

3. Distribution of Proposals. Copies of each proposal were distributed to all Evaluation
Committee members for their independent review.

4. Financial Soundness Review. The TLC’s Office of the Controller completed a review of the
financial soundness of each proposer and presented findings to the Executive Director. The
Executive Director reviewed the findings and determined that all proposers met the RFP
minimum requirements for financial soundness.

5. HUB Subcontracting Plan Review. The agency’s HUB Coordinator completed a review of
the HSP submitted by each proposer. Following this review, the HUB Coordinator presented
findings to the Executive Director. The Executive Director reviewed the findings and
determined that each proposer demonstrated good faith in preparing its HSP.

6. Evaluation Committee Review of Proposals. The Evaluation Committee met as a group on
numerous occasions between March 26 and May 1 to review and discuss each of the
proposals submitted, and to consider responses received to clarification questions and
reference questionnaires. The TLC Executive Director and TLC attorneys also attended the

meetings.

7. Clarification of Technical Proposals. The Evaluation Committee determined that additional
information was required from each proposer to clarify the technical proposals. The
Committee drafted written questions on items requiring clarification, and the Contracts
Administrator faxed and/or e-mailed the clarification letters to the proposers. Responses
were reviewed by the Evaluation Committee.

8. Reference Questionnaires. The Evaluation Committee met and prepared reference
questionnaires. Purchasing and Contracts staff distributed the questionnaires to customers
identified by the proposers in their proposals. Responses were reviewed by the Evaluation
Committee.




9. Oral Presentations. Between April 17 and April 25, pursuant to RFP section 2.17, each
proposer made an oral presentation of its Proposal to the Evaluation Committee at TLC

headquarters.

10. Scoring Technical Proposals. At a meeting at 9 am. on May 1, each member of the
Evaluation Committee independently scored each of the téchnical proposals using the scoring
matrix published in the RFP. The Contracts Administrator collected the scoring sheets from
each Committee member. The Evaluation Committee then opened and reviewed the cost
proposals. The cost proposals were returned to the Contracts Administrator, who provided a
copy to the Office of the Controller to review the cost proposal data and to score the
proposals using the cost points worksheet.

11. Cost Proposals. The Evaluation Committee reconvened at 2:00 p.m. on May 1, to receive the
computation of costs in the cost points worksheet. The Contracts Administrator distributed
the analysis and compilation of the cost points worksheet to the Committee and returned the
individual score sheets to each member. The Committee members then were instructed to add
the scores for the costs portion to their technical scores to determine the total score for each
proposer. Each Committee member signed his or her individual scoring sheets and submitted
them to the Contracts Administrator. The scoring summary matrix was compiled by
Purchasing and Contracts staff and distributed by the Contracts Administrator to the

Evaluation Committee.

12. Final Scores. The individual scoring sheets, together with the scoring summary sheet
prepared by Purchasing and Contracts staff, are attached. Below are the final results for all

proposers out of a possible 2000 points:

e Integer 1353
e LatinWorks 1951
e TM Advertising 1648
e TracyLocke 1549
Iv.
RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the foregoing, the undersigned members of the Evaluation Committee recommend
that the Commission name LatinWorks the Apparent Successful Proposer and enter into contract
negotiations.



EVALUATION COMMITTEE REPORT AGREEMENT

The Evaluation Committee has worked diligently to conduct and document a fair and impartial
evaluation for the procurement of Advertising Services. All members of the Evaluation
Committee have been actively involved in the process and have developed this Report and
Recommendation. The members of the Evaluation Committee, as indicated below, support the
findings and recommendations contained herein.

Toni Erickson, Evaluation Committee Chair W 2”""'%’

Ray Page, Evaluation Committee Member %W/ / /

Andrew Leeper, Evaluation Committee Member /// ,L >z
Heidi Moreno, Evaluation Committee Member YY\NM

Robert Tirloni, Evaluation Committee Member W ( —

Ed Rogers, Evaluation Committee Member /@v Ly

Nelda Trevino, Evaluation Committee Member ﬁtéﬁi’,{k}%@(hﬁ 7 C""

s

Mike Fernandez, Evaluation Committee Member %{ '
/i

Michael Anger, Evaluation Committee Member

Kathy Pyka, Evaluation Committee Member IébmJ pﬂ%
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LATINWORKS

Weighted Hourly |

$ : $
Associate Media Director 1 0.75] $ 97.00 | % 72.75
Media Planner 1 075 $ 83.00 [ $ 62.25
Junior Media Planner 2 0.25] % 60.00 | $ 15.00
Media Buyer 1 0.75] $ 83.00 | $ 62.25
Junior Media Buyer 2 0.25( % 60.00 | $ 15.00

Digital Creative Director 2 0.25] $ $ 29.50
Digital Producer 2 0.25| $ 87.00 | $ 21.75
Digital Specialist 2 0.25| § 90.00 | $ 22.50
Digital 2 0.25] $ 77.00 | $ 19.25

Promotional Event Planner

" 0.25

$

59.00

0.25

$

105.00




‘TM Advertising

Weighted Hourly |
Title Categories | Weighted % | Hourly Rate Rate

2 $ 96.00 | $
Associate Media Director 1 0.75| $ 84.00 | $ 63.00
Media Planner 1 0.75] $ 74.00 | $ 55.50
Junior Media Planner 2 025 % 31.00 | $ 7.75
Media Buyer 1 0.75] $ 45.00 | $ 33.75
2 0.25] % 41.00 | $ 10.25

Media Junior Media Buyer

tive Direct

Digital Creative Director 2 0.25] % $ 48.75
Digital Producer 2 0.25] $ 90.00 | $ 22.50
Digital Specialist 2 0.25( $ 75.00 | $ 18.75
Digital Programming Specialist 2 0.25( $ 75.00 | $ 18.75

4 [I {uct M

Average Hourly Rate o 42.01




TRACYLOCKE

Weighted Hourly
Title Categories | Weighted % | Hourly Rate Rate

Media Director 2 025 $ 150.00 | $ 37.50
Associate Media Director 1 0.75] $ 95.00 | $ 71.25
Media Planner 1 0.75] $ 75.00 | $ 56.25
Junior Media Planner 2 025 % 45.00 | $ 11.25
Media Buyer 1 0.75| § 65.00 | $ 48.75
Media Junior Media Buyer 2 025 % 50.00 | § 12.50

Digital Creative Director 2 0.25] § 200.00 | § 50.00
Digital Producer 2 0.25| § 100.00 | $ 25.00
Digital Specialist 2 0.25| $ 75.00 | § 18.75
Digital Programming Specialist 2 0.25] § 110.00 | § 27.50

Production’

Promotional Event Planner

Promotions |Promotions Specialist

Average Horly Rate S BERT




INTEGER

Weighted Hourly
Title Categories [ Weighted % | Hourly Rate Rate

0.25

Media Director 2 $ 175.00 | $ 43.75
Associate Media Director 1 0.75] § 160.00 | $ 120.00
Media Planner 1 0.75] $ 95.00 [ $ 71.25
Junior Media Planner 2 025 % 85.00 [ $ 21.25
Media Buyer I 0.75( § 90.00 | $ 67.50
Media Junior Media Buyer 2 025 $ 70.00 | $ 17.50

-

Digital Creative Director 2 0.25] $ 225.00 | § 56.25
Digital Producer 2 025 $ 185.00 | § 46.25
Digital Specialist 2 0.25] § 110.00 | $ 27.50
Digital Programming Specialist 2 0251 % 125.00 | $ 31.25

di n V]

Promotional Event Planner 0251 % 100.00 | $
Promotions Specialist 0.25( % 80.00 [ $




| FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS REVIEW

RFP: Advertising Services

Proposer Names: TRACYLOCKE, TM ADVERTISING, INTEGER, LATINWORKS

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL OPERATIONS MANAGER:

roposer submitted documentation

supporting the financial soundness review with its Proposal. | have ewed the financial documents and

summarized my findings on the attached Report. m
Kelly Stuckey, Financial Operations Manager A

Si?nature)' i

— b= =

As required by Section 4.5 of the RFP for Advertising Services, eac il

Attached hereto is a written report from the Office of the Controller.

DETERMINATION BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:
Based on my review, and considering the totality of the circumstances of this procurement, it is my
determination all Proposers:

Demonstrated financial soundness and satisfied this RFP requirement.

|:| Do not demonstrate financial soundness and do not satisfy this RFP requirement.

3-23-j2
Signature / / Date

Gary Grief, Executive Director




Texas Lottery Commission
Report on Financial Soundness
Advertising Services

Background
Section 4.5 Financial Soundness, of the Request for Proposal (RFP), requires that the Proposers

provide the Commission with information in order to evaluate the Proposers’ financial
responsibility and stability for performance of any Contract awarded as result of this RFP and
must demonstrate the ability to finance the project described in its submission.

As a basis for making this determination Proposers were required to submit the following
documentation with its Proposal:

A. Copies of audited financial statements and/or complete tax returns for each of the
Proposer’s (and its parent corporation, if applicable, or joint venture member or
affiliate, if applicable) two (2) most recently ended fiscal years; and/or

B. If documentation under (a) is not available, provide other proof of financial assurance.

Staff in the Office of the Controller reviewed each Proposers response to Section 4.5 of the RFP.
The review consisted of reading the applicable sections of the response to the Request for
Proposal, including the Transmittal Letter, Executive Summary, Section 4.5 and all related
financial statements and/or supplementary information.

Below is a summary of each Proposer’s response to information requested in relation to Section
4.5 of the Request for Proposal.

Tracylocke

Response to Section 4.5 of the Request for Proposal was complete. The proposer provided
audited financial statements of parent company Omnicom as well as Attachment B to satisfy
this section of the proposal. Staff in the Office of the Controller reviewed the financial
statements and has concluded that TracyLock has sufficient financial resources to perform
under the contract in accordance with Section 4.5 of the Request for Proposal.

TM Advertising

Response to Section 4.5 of the Request for Proposal was complete. The proposer provided
audited financial statements to satisfy this section of the proposal. Staff in the Office of the
Controller reviewed the financial statements and has concluded that TM Advertising has
sufficient financial resources to perform under the contract in accordance with Section 4.5 of

the Request for Proposal.

Interger

Response to Section 4.5 of the Request for Proposal was complete. The proposer provided
audited financial statements of parent company Omnicom as well as Attachment B to satisfy
this section of the proposal. Staff in the Office of the Controller reviewed the financial



statements and has concluded that Interger has sufficient financial resources to perform under
the contract in accordance with Section 4.5 of the Request for Proposal.

LatinWorks

Response to Section 4.5 of the Request for Proposal was complete. The proposer provided
audited financial statements to satisfy this section of the proposal. Staff in the Office of the
Controller reviewed the financial statements and has concluded that LatinWorks International
has sufficient financial resources to perform under the contract in accordance with Section 4.5
of the Request for Proposal.



EXHIBIT B
HUB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN REVIEW

RFP: 362-12-0002 — Advertising Services

Proposer’s Name: TracyLocke

STATEMENT OF HUB COORDINATOR AND PURCHASING & CONTRACTS MANAGER:

As required by Section 5.2 of the RFP for Advertising Services, the Proposer submitted a HUB
Subcontracting Plan (HSP) with its Proposal. We have reviewed the HSP and summarized our findings

below.

Joyce Bertolacini, HUB Coordinator Oéj/(*t AM }WAL

ighature Ddte
Debbie Pina, Purchasing & Contracts Manager 1 )\)\L K f;)' 3‘1‘\ =
Signature Date

l. Did Bidder/Proposer complete and sign the HSP form? Yes No []
Il.  Does Bidder/Proposer intend to subcontract? Yes X No [J
lll.  If Bidder/Proposer intends to subcontract, did Bidder/Proposer use:
(] Option 1 — Select one or more HUBs for 100% of identified subcontracting opportunities?

Option 2 - Meet or exceed the HUB contract goal?
[J Option 3 - Perform HUB Outreach?

Attached hereto are (1) a spreadsheet that outlines the subcontracting opportunities identified in the
Proposer’s HSP and evidence of the Proposer’s good faith effort; and (2) any clarifications requested from
and provided by the Proposer.

DETERMINATION BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:

Based on my review of the above findings, and considering the totality of the circumstances of this
procurement, it is my determination that TracyLocke:

(Select one)

[] Failed to demonstrate a good faith effort in preparing its Historically Underutilized Business
ijmtracting Plan. As a result, the Proposal submitted by TracyLocke is rejected.

Demonstrated good faith in preparing its Historically Underutilized Business Subcontracting Plan and
has satisfied this RFP requirement.

&
Gary Grief, Executive Director ﬂM %O/ _?/5 / 4

Signature// Date
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EXHIBIT B
HUB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN REVIEW

RFP: 362-12-0002 — Advertising Services

Proposer’s Name: TM Advertising

STATEMENT OF HUB COORDINATOR AND PURCHASING & CONTRACTS MANAGER:

As required by Section 5.2 of the RFP for Advertising Services, the Proposer submitted a HUB
Subcontracting Plan (HSP) with its Proposal. We have reviewed the HSP and summarized our findings

below. I
Joyce Bertolacini, HUB Coordinator Qﬂ’/l( éiujl”_’d ;/:2////%‘

,%[S ature .l Date '
Debbie Pina, Purchasing & Contracts Manager - \!J‘)\.)LL_\ Ao >FAH
Slgnature Date

l. Did Bidder/Proposer complete and sign the HSP form? Yes X No [J
Il.  Does Bidder/Proposer intend to subcontract? Yes X No [
lll. If Bidder/Proposer intends to subcontract, did Bidder/Proposer use:
[J Option 1 — Select one or more HUBs for 100% of identified subcontracting opportunities?

X! Option 2 - Meet or exceed the HUB contract goal?
U Option 3 - Perform HUB Outreach?

Attached hereto are (1) a spreadsheet that outlines the subcontracting opportunities identified in the
Proposer’s HSP and evidence of the Proposer’s good faith effort; and (2) any clarifications requested from
and provided by the Proposer.

DETERMINATION BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:

Based on my review of the above findings, and considering the totality of the circumstances of this
procurement, it is my determination that TM Advertising:

(Select one)

[] Failed to demonstrate a good faith effort in preparing its Historically Underutilized Business
Zbyntracting Plan. As a result, the Proposal submitted by TM Advertising is rejected.

Demonstrated good faith in preparing its Historically Underutilized Business Subcontracting Plan and
has satisfied this RFP requirement.

Gary Grief, Executive Director ﬂﬂy %‘/ ‘}/ ‘5/ (2

Slgnatur Date
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EXHIBIT B
HUB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN REVIEW

RFP: 362-12-0002 — Advertising Services

Proposer’s Name: The Integer Group

STATEMENT OF HUB COORDINATOR AND PURCHASING & CONTRACTS MANAGER:

As required by Section 5.2 of the RFP for Advertising Services, the Proposer submitted a HUB
Subcontracting Plan (HSP) with its Proposal. We have reviewed the HSP and summarized our findings

below. /
Joyce Bertolacini, HUB Coordinator #ﬂ% /Zﬁﬂq’ﬂ ///—///V

Sighature p Date
Debbie Pina, Purchasing & Contracts Manager D L)_\),LQ N D’m — '

Signature Date

l. Did Bidder/Proposer complete and sign the HSP form? Yes No [
II.  Does Bidder/Proposer intend to subcontract? Yes No [
. If Bidder/Proposer intends to subcontract, did Bidder/Proposer use:
[J Option 1 - Select one or more HUBs for 100% of identified subcontracting opportunities?

X Option 2 - Meet or exceed the HUB contract goal?
U Option 3 - Perform HUB Outreach?

Attached hereto are (1) a spreadsheet that outlines the subcontracting opportunities identified in the
Proposer’s HSP and evidence of the Proposer’s good faith effort; and (2) any clarifications requested from
and provided by the Proposer.

DETERMINATION BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:

Based on my review of the above findings, and considering the totality of the circumstances of this
procurement, it is my determination that The Integer Group:

(Select one)

[J Failed to demonstrate a good faith effort in preparing its Historically Underutilized Business
T;b/cgntracting Plan. As a result, the Proposal submitted by The Integer Group is rejected.

Demonstrated good faith in preparing its Historically Underutilized Business Subcontracting Plan and
has satisfied this RFP requirement.

Gary Grief, Executive Director % /%/ ‘?/ / e

Slgnat é Date
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EXHIBIT B
HUB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN REVIEW

RFP: 362-12-0002 — Advertising Services

Proposer’s Name: Latinworks Marketing, LLC

STATEMENT OF HUB COORDINATOR AND PURCHASING & CONTRACTS MANAGER:

As required by Section 5.2 of the RFP for Advertising Services, the Proposer submitted a HUB
Subcontracting Plan (HSP) with its Proposal. We have revieyHSP and summarized our findings

below. /vfzﬁ M D tt;//[/ /é—
ATE Q\cx DD

Signature Date

Joyce Bertolacini, HUB Coordinator

Debbie Pina, Purchasing & Contracts Manager .

I Did Bidder/Proposer complete and sign the HSP form? Yes No []
fl.  Does Bidder/Proposer intend to subcontract? Yes No [
lll.  If Bidder/Proposer intends to subcontract, did Bidder/Proposer use:
[] Option 1 — Select one or more HUBs for 100% of identified subcontracting opportunities?

Option 2 - Meet or exceed the HUB contract goal?
L] Option 3 - Perform HUB Outreach?

Attached hereto are (1) a spreadsheet that'outlines the subcontracting opportunities identified in the
Proposer’s HSP and evidence of the Proposer’s good faith effort; and (2) any clarifications requested from
and provided by the Proposer.

DETERMINATION BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:

Based on my review of the above findings, and considering the totality of the circumstances of this
procurement, it is my determination that Latinworks Marketing, LLC:

(Select one)

[] Fajled to demonstrate a good faith effort in preparing its Historically Underutilized Business
Subcgntracting Plan. As a result, the Proposal submitted by Latinworks Marketing, LLC is rejected.

Demonstrated good faith in preparing its Historically Underutilized Business Subcontracting Plan and
has satisfied this RFP requirement.

Gary Grief, Executive Director %J‘/% ‘?/5-/}

Slgnature Date
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ATTACHMENT G

SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME Latn Works

Advertising Scrvices RFP

Possible

Points

‘yn 0 [
Total

Points
Awarded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 500
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | 500
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% 1S
The agency’s evaluation of the likelihood of the Proposal.to
produce the desired outcome for the agency, considering:
The q{lal'it'y_J of the Proposer’s past perfofmance in . _
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% | 200
other state entities, or with private sector entities. - o
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | QU5
The experience of the Proposer in providing the .
requested goods or services. 150 5% 150
The financial status of the Proposer. . Pass/Fail | - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail P
required by the HUB subcontractingplan. | "™ | a_s_s |
Technical Proposal Subtotal | 1500 | 75% | (UTO
TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | |Q 7O

Toni trickson

Evaluator Name

i, Eo o

5)hlia

Signature Date



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME T/ Adve rﬁél;’\\g

(1)
Advertising Services RFP Possible .14’ to ‘; Points
vertising Services Points otal O rded
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 4 q9
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% Ll_q 4
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45%
e
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% || 20
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | 1715
The experience of the P'roposer in providing the 150 7 5% qo
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail P
required by the HUB subcontracting plan, - 58
. Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% 45
TOTAL 2000 100% \ q 1 ’]

Toni Ericlkson

Evaluator Name

%pz'——/éw»—

Signature



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME Tmcg Locke

Advertising Services RFP

Possible
Points

Points
Awarded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 4 T q
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | L} '7q
900 45%

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services.

The ‘a‘Eeucy’sLé _‘ a 1 i

The quality of the Proposer S past per formance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% | OO
other state entities, or with private sector cntities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | S
The experience of the Proposer in providing the )
requested goods or services. 150 7:5% | 20
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass |
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort .
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Fail ) i .
. Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% | 435
TOTAL | 2000 100% | |40
Tond Evickson
Evaluator Namc
o~ . C H
O ZTI/\/\, Cf“"‘“‘[vw»—" Sl\ l?\
Signature Date



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME L1 teger

Advertising Services RFP

Possible
Points

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

The probable quahty of the offered goods and/or services.

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 3 5’,
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 257
900 45%

AT W Y

producc The.desn od ou comedor t[fe agen

The quality of the Proposer s past performancc in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% |40
other state entities, or with private scctor entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | |H0O
The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7 50, q O
requested goods or services.

" The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort . !
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. | PaSS/_Fa_ll i Fase

Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% qao
TOTAL 2000 100% t Q7] ’7

Toni Erickson

Evaluator Name

Vi En e

SR

Signature Date



ATTACHMENT G

SCORING MATRIX
PROPOSER NAME _ [_» b Lo ks
e ; Possible Points
Advertising Services RFP Points PCETTI]
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% So00
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 5% "—"') OO0
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% % 50
e ageney’s evaluatit on of 1he likel 1hood ofit g
produce the desired outcomc for. the ag,ency, ™
‘The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in ) -
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% | 9 0
other state cntities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | 2. 3 O
The experience of the P}-oposer in providing the 150 7 5% | 7.0
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whe_ther the Proposer performed .the good faith effort Pass/Fail i Pass
___ required by the HUB subcontracting plan. | — 1
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 | 75% | 280
TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | | %30

Al/ﬂre/u) L&&PU

Evaluator Name

//—u /71/ i

5/ [iv

@lgmtunc Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSERNAME 1T M)

Advertising Services RFP Possible ,I% :"i; Points

dvertising Services Points ota Awarded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% Q/\ A 7
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% L+ q 7

The probable quahty of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% 510

The quahty of the Proposer S past performance In
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% \ % 0
other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% ) (.0
The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7.5% | Z0O
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail i Pass
___required by the HUB subcontracting plan.
Technical Proposal Subtotal | 1500 5% | 97 ¢

Q
TOTAL | 2000 100% | |4 |2

And reau Lcie/PL '

Evaluator Name

/{{ /«m.ff s/i1/ie

Slgnat ure Date




ATTACHMENT G

SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME | (a¢ y Loc ke

Advertising Services RFP

Possible
Points

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

45%

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% H -1 q
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | i 7(,]
900

produce {he desued (;utCOEnL;_ t:the agency, considering:

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% | | O

other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | | 40

The experience of the P;‘oposer in providing the 150 7 5% J 2) 0

requested goods or services. 2

The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort o

required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Eall i Pass
Technical Proposal Subtotal | 1500 | 75% | %70

TOTAL 2000 100% | %L{ C}

A V]r( A pr A

Evaluator Name

e A

oY A VAN

Signature

Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME ‘f\/\*&%&r

% of

Advertising Services RFP Pl;)sisli‘l:;e Total A]\:'(::c:Zd
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 355
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 5’ e i
45% o :x 1

The p1obc1ble quahty of the offered goods and/or services. 900

The. agcz ey’s oy cilike
produce the desired outcome fortlie agen
The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% 90
other state entities, or with private sector entities. B
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% %D
The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 759 é) 9
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort ) .
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. sl ) s
Technical Proposal Subtotal | 1500 5% | & 50
TOTAL | 2000 100% | 4% 7

/\V\ | rew Léﬂ/wtf

Evaluator Name

5/1 /1

Signature P Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME Lathin Werk <

Advertising Services RFP

Possible
Points

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services.

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% <00
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% SO0
900

.'Ihe""'p,,ency vl ua oﬁ%f‘lhbflﬂgelil ‘pdnfr"?f‘ll (o]plors
produce the: desufcd ou{to‘me for: the ageney, considering:

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

2000

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% \4o
other state entities, or with private sector entities. :
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | 7do
The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7 5% lug
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail Pass
____required by the HUB subcontracting plan. i i
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% laso
TOTAL 100% | 45O

i

Evalumtdr Nd

W ﬂ'/‘ $ )12

Signaturg Date



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME "1 M

% of

Su ; Possible _ Points
Advertising Services RIP Points Total © rded
The Proposet’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% q 4‘2_
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | YqC

900 45% | 1p2.8

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% ‘ 2D
other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | Y70
The experience of the Proposer in providing the

. 150 7.5%
requested goods or services. V1O
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/IFail - Pass

~ Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort
required by the HUB subcontracting plan.

Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 5% | YOS
TOTAL | 2000 100% | 1527

Pass/TFail - Pass

i Tk

Evaluator Ngm&w

sz

Date



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME 1 racy Locl

Possible 70,08 Points
Advertising Services RFP Points Total Awarded
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 3] -74
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | Y 7q
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% | §KRO
The ag,bncy 'si cvaluatl(m of !he' sl A
ptdducc the (‘]csncd outtome for'the Y o
The quality of the Proposer’s past pelformance in
contracting with the Texas Lotlery Commission, with 200 10% \0D
other state entities, or with private sector cntities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel, 250 12.5% | £0o
The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7 5% QD
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whejther the Proposer performed :che good faith effort Pass/Fail i Pass
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. _ .
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% Q2D
TOTAL [ 2000 | 100% | \249

TR Tare

Evaluntor N.mfe\
/ <112,

Signature Date



ATTACHMENT G

SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME _Ln-e 4, ed

Advertising Services RIP

Possible
Points

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

The probdble quality of the offered goods and/or services.

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 2 57
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | 357
900 45%

<00

ARG

Jbbaior s ml gposalo |

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% \Z

other state entities, or with 1 private sector entitics. ~

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% |70

The experience of the P'roposer in providing the 150 759

requested goods or services. q0

The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort . i

required by the HUB subcontracting plan. e - Fa
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% LS

TOTAL 2000 100% | \24H42Z

Evaluiitor Nalﬁ -

~

S\

Date

Signature




ATTACHMENT G

SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME L adtin Wekss

Advertising Services RFP

Possible
Points

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% \5 0O
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 5 o°
900 45%

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services.

The agency’s evﬁluaggp"*-*'-:. T

produce the desired out :ﬁmufor the : dg“éﬁ@}!, R d%TPg. VA

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% | 2 o0

other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | 250

The experience of the PFoposer in providing the 150 75% | | Us

requested goods or services.

The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort .

required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Fail ) Pass
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% 1495

TOTAL | 2000 100% | 19¢S

Ed RD&@VS

Evaluator Name"

S-1- v

0 P,

Signature Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

TM

PROPOSER NAME _

Advertising Services RIP

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services

Possible

Points

500

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

Cost Proposal Subtotal

500

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% | q 0
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | 2850
The experience of the P}roposer in providing the 150 75% | | 40
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort ]
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. __“P_aSS/Faﬂ i Pz_lss
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 5% | /4 60
TOTAL 2000 100% /qS 2
£ 3,7_@ A
Evaluator Name °
99 Loqs_ Si-p
= Date

Signature




ATTACHMENT G

SCORING MATRIX
PROPOSER NAME /ra y Locke
% of :
B : , Possible Points
Advertising Services RI'P Points Total  \ Carded
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% o 7 q
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% L{ 7 q

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% | g 75

: STz, NG et Etaeey . i 3 il 10 g, Sl
sationtol 1ih Eh ‘Propose

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% | q o
other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | 24 5

The experience of the Proposer in providing the
requested goods or services. |

150 7.5% | | HS

The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort .

required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Tail i Pass
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 5% (/4SS

TOTAL 2000 100% [ q 3 L,s

EcQ ‘ZQK (AP

Evaluator Name !

f (oep— S l- 7
’ (%)

Date

Signature



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME Inﬂ‘uf«,r

6000 Points
Advertising Services RFP Points Total Awarded

Possible

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 3 5
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 35 7

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% | g0

bR AR T I e

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% ] 85

other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% | A40
The experience of the Proposer in providing the 150 7 50, |3 5

requested goods or services.

The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Iail - Pass

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. o
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% | /4 30

TOTAL 2000 100% / ;]X"]

Pass/I'ail - Pass

EC/Q Rﬁch,fj

Evaluator Name J

E‘ng\g@cw Sk
T d

Signature Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME L\ T T WSS

Advertising Services RFP P}?;islill:;e A{:?;:(:Zd
The Proposcr’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% j\_\Q
- Cost Proposal Subtotal 5(;0 ;5% | SQQ
900 45%

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services.

LT T, e -
i 2

I i

.“‘16

produce the desired outcome for the agency, Consideritip: |1

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% \ O\ Q
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% &3 CP
The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7 5% \ jog~
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposcr._ Pass/Fail | - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail i Pass
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. s/
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% W
S
TOTAL 2000 S5 J

100%

M TR A

Evaluator Name

-

i,

Signature Date

M
1



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

TR LoCie

PROPOSER NAME

Advertising Services RI'P

Possible
Points

% of
Total

Points

Awarded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% qwq
Cost Proposal Subtotal | 500 25% | YO\
900 45% | O

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services.

The: agency s waluauun of lhe"' kelil i 2
plodute the’ debned ou{bome i'or‘th S AEENCY, CONS

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lotlery Commission, with 200 10% \F\Q

other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% | O\ \3

The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7 5% \ 3 S,

requested goods or services. -

The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail | - Pass

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail Pass

required by the HUB subcontracting plan. i )
Technical Proposal Subtotal | 1500 75% | |35

TOTAL | 2000 100% l T

NI CWRAC A OEL

Evaluator Nam

r‘

Signature



ATTACHMENT G

SCORING MATRIX
[ {r
PROPOSER NAME I\
% of .
e : Possible Points
Advertising Scrvices RFP Points Total Awarded
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% \,‘ O\d\
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% \f C]‘_\l
45% '

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200
other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% ;L&SJ

The experience of the P_roposer in providing the 150 7 5% L 3 S g

requested goods or services.

The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort s .

‘required by the HUB subcontracting plan. et ) g
Technical Proposal Subtotal | 1500 75% | 138

TOTAL 2000

100% g\qw

(VTR AR (AR

Evaluator Name

\/p7L ff \\\3

Signature e Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME SRYZOAL

Advertising Services RFP

Possible
Points

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

rad
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% j ﬁ \
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 35(\

900 45%

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services.

R I EEE R

The quahty of the Proposer s past perforrnance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% \ &(_ )
other state entities, or with private sector entities. |
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% ‘ @3
The experience of the Proposer in providing the
. 150 7.5%

requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whe.ther the Proposer performed .the good faith effort Pass/Fail i Pass
required by the HUB subcontracting plan.

Technical Propesal Subtotal 1500 75% | | QW

TOTAL| 2000 | 100% || B—{ ] X

(ONTrbet (0 Ok

Evaluator Name

= .

Signature G

\V) 7]



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME Lotin Works

Possible 2ol Points
Advertising Scrvices RIP Points Total Awarded
The Proposcr’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% | SOO
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 5% §OO
900 45%

The probable quahty of the offered goods and/or services.

produce the deeared outw‘me Efor,»ﬂie agen‘ _

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracling with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% | 200
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | 250
The experience of the P_roposer in providing the 150 759 | | (_I o)
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort :
: . Pass/Fail - Pass
required by the HUB subcontracting plan.
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% ]‘4 S
TOTAL| 2000 | 100% | |65

Hodn Marens

Evaluator Name

Signature




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME [ M\ :

Possible /0l Paoints
Advertising Services RIFP Points Tolal Awarded
The Proposcr’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% | Y9~
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 ;5% % q 9‘
The probable quahty of the offered goods and/or ser\;cs 900 45% | )06

uation o‘l‘the"'kelihﬁm‘i ‘_p “ bto, e
les red outcomnie. fm‘the ‘ageney. consider oAl

The. agéne ;
produce tl

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% lOQ
other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% ‘ s
The experience of the P_roposer in providing the 150 7 5% |00
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort )
__required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Fail i P_a_ss
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 5% | |0S

TOTAL | 2000 100% | | 567

Hé\o-\« N\ e

Evaluator Name

Hugh mapvs s ‘,J >

Signature Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME Trac\; Cacke.

Advertising Services REP

Possible

Points

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

TOTAL

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% Ct ’] q
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% b‘ —)cl
The probable quahty of the offered goods and/or services. 900 LSO
'producé the demred eutc ¢ forthe
The quality of the Proposer’s past pelformance in -
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% | 00
other state entities, or with private sector entities. o )
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | XO0
The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 5% 160
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort . ]
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. . o B
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% ].OSB
2000 100% | | S>> O\

Herolh Movews

Evaluator Name

W‘Y)\M

Signature Date

s a! >



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME __ Ln e QR "

Possible PR3 Points

Advertising Services RI'P Points Total Frpicr P
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 35—)
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 66—‘]

The probable quahty of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45%

The quahty of the Ploposer s past pelformance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% l sO

other state entities, or with private sector entitics.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% l o6

T'he experience of the P{'oposer in providing the 150 7 5% IOC)

requested goods or services.

The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail P

required by the HUB subcontracting plan, ) ass
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% ‘150

TOTAL 2000 100%

(207

J(‘\(JQ\/\d/\ MN\Aernd

Evaluator Name

WWW‘O S‘)l/l}

Signature Date



ATTACHMENT G

SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME LHIL \ |’\_(,f’\ju ( ,é >

Advertising Services RFP

Possible
Points

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% A (/i( )
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | 4, \', I
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% ({U(J
'111L ubcncy’ svaluatio ke B
ploducc the desired: 3151 ome orthe agencys consi
The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in B
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% SO
other state entities, or with private sector entities. |
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | / O
The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7.5% i ,-\D
requested goods or services. O
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort s ‘
requircd by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Fail i Fass
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% | | U
TOTAL 2000 100% | oo
) >
/ e
|
) D lm\” ey
L’V«Illl.lll)l N?llll.
Vol e

Sig?atur#




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services.

L)
Possible ,1{':) l(:l‘ Points
Points Awarded
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% Ul L [ '_.'; g
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | L H '/
900 45% | (,5O

Fes Gilgd X 73
erhe LY ) .

T agencys valuaion O kel
produce the desired outc: ’

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% k'S
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% 2 . S
The EXPCRIENte of the P.roposer in providing the 2o T \ /-/'7 [j
requesied goods or services. L
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort .
. . Pass/Fail - Pass
required by the HUB subcontracting plan.
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 5% | 2.
TOTAL 2000 100% J lpH /
27 —
aw a ) :
\ A \ L len

Eva ua}ur Nime

/
At~
F, /Z/ o =

Date

Sig;naﬂere



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME

Advertising Services RFP

Possible
Points

0/0 Of
Total

Points
Awarded

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services.

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% (,{ / ‘]
I x

Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% ._,i 7 ’

900 i

produtce the desired outcome for the agency, considering:. '

T O B T e DA s 1 |

The quality of the Proposer’s -past pcrforménce in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% l\;,‘u
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% thg)
The experience of the Proposer in providing the i

, 150 5% | | 2D
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail Pass

 required by the HUB subcontracting plan. )
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 5% | ({715
TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | |'[")-|

,-/f | —
[ /. = \
Whedt W \um
Evaluator Nmpg
=) f 4

F A o

e " /
/ S

[

/

.

p—— 3o ‘

Ji

Sign:}fure [ Date

/



ATTACHMENT G

SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME _\i\ \Q.f\}'s'f. (

Advertising Services RFP

Possible

Points

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% ?;3/ 7
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% ‘\3‘:)7

B ‘-‘.A-I:o-.-l-. 5=

The quality of the Propbser’s past performancé in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% /"\)L
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% | | OC
The experience of the Proposer in providing the T

: 150 7.5% )
requested goods or services. .
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail Pass
required by the IIUB subcontracting plan. )

Technical Proposal Subtotal | 1500 75% | N5
TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | | (%7~

b h i Lflen

Evaluator dme
A

Y/

Date

Sif;u atl{rc



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME £ 7/ &/M/(/ 5

% of
AL - Possible Points
Advertising Services RFP Points Total Awarded
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25%
d d S oo
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | sToC)
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% 52 5”’

'Ihe ageucy S Waluag On 0“. TR o e
produce the desired: olutcon‘ug‘> o

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% v
other state entities, or with private sector entities. B / 9 0
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% 2 /5
The experience of the Proposer in providing the
: 150 7.5%

requested goods or services. /S0
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail Pass
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. i

| Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 5% | /¢ 0

TOT 2000 100%
— /770

’////M/ A farwandoz

Evaluator Name

S/2
Date , e




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME 7. 7],

Possible
Points

Advertising Services RIFP

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% qf 0,2
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | &/ g X

N BT, AN T R Tk =

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900

I TR dev he e

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in _

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10%
other state entities, or with private sector entities. /S0
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% /7 S—/
The experience of the Proposer in providing the
. 150 7.5%
requested goods or services. / 5’ Iy
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort .
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. St ) Has
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 5% | 29§ -
TOTAL 2000 100%

L5677

- i) B Frenarcle

La

LE¥valuator Name

N I

Si?{l’a—fure 4 Date,” /




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME ’4’: e, Locha

1)
a4 . - Possible Points
Advertising Services RFP Points 1 Awarded
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% ¢ 17 ?
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 77 ?
The probable quahty of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% ,f/ 00

The quahty of the Proposer s past pelformance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% o
other state entities, or with private sector entities. /ZS

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% /570
The experience of the Proposer in providing the

. 150 7.5% =
requested goods or services. =
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort .
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. S ) s

Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 5% | &25

TOTAL 2000 100% y, 30 .f/ !

T s ] 22 Linn

Epaluator Name

AL L sy

b:}tfﬁture (y D:x_te/ /




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

Possible
Points

Points
Awarded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 3 5/7
50
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 % | 34 7
900 45%

The agency’s éé"liﬁtiq[ il C ]
produce the desired ouicomt, fm the age, Y, CONS

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services.

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

Sl(?(flture ,;:/
&

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% )
other state entities, or with private sector entities. /30
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% ;S0
The experience of the Proposer in providing the .
g ted goods or services B0 e
requested g : /50
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort .
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. S ) b
i Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 8% | S/0
TOTAL 2000 100% 1 r
o /167
Y 7 Y o
f/’/ Saef A frrempa oé' z
EAaluator Name
//'/ 4 = / -2
g fee ?4:*—-' Z — / 5’/ ///a?
Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME L.atin Woyks

% of

- s Possible Points
Advertising Services RFP Points Total Awarded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% S0
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | 500

The probable quality of the offered g

valuafio

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lotlery Commission, with 200 10% | 45
other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% 240

The experience of the Proposer in providing the o

requested goods or services. 150 7:5% 160

The financial status of the Proposer. - Pass/Fail ) Pass

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort .

required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Fail ) .
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 5% | | HT0

TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | [ 470

aohy Pykoo

= 1
Evaluator Name

5V aDR PM(W 5-1-2012

Signature G Date




- ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSERNAME [ M

Possible L2,01 Points

Advertising Services RFP Points Total  \ rded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 4q o]
Cost Proposal Subt;tal 500 25%_ 9 2

The probable quahty of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% 1710

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% [o©)
other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% &0

The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7 504 LU0

requested goods or services. g

The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort i

required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Fail i Pass
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% |, 250

TOTAL 2000 100% | | 7 L{ g

Caony oo

Evaluator Name —’

(hoho )ﬂgﬁu Gl 2y,

Signature (ﬁ} \ Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME _]-t:'t‘?‘\{.)\j( oULE,

Possible
Points

Advertising Services RFP

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% ‘ /{ ,2 0]
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% L,/ 7 /)
45%

The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900

; -. ! fiz 2 s ..I:‘ r:,i.f‘v'.:_ "
outcome forthe:a

The quality of the Proposer’s past pertbmlance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% | gy

other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% (L

The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7 5% LU0

requested goods or services.

The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail | - Pass

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail Pass

required by the HUB subcontracting plan. _ | - ’ 3
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% [ 200

TOTAL 2000 100%

[ (1T

Caonyg Polcoe

Evaluator Name

Date

iy (v e
()

Signature | f



ATTACHMENT G

SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME, | \"\'\tr;jr;" .

Advertising Services RI'P

Possible
Points

% of
Total

Points
Awarded

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 207
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% A5
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% 710
tsh?- S n "
e for the agent nsiderin ‘s
The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracling with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% \R s
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% =
The experience of the P'roposer in providing the 150 7 5% 1 2S
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort .
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Tail j Pass
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% LA
TOTAL 2000 100% | | 2
\ b
Kathy Ry e
Evaluator Name
3 /9 12002
o 512012,

Signature

( S G Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

) p
PROPOSER NAME 7%/ Yo / V&4 Z o

Possible  2°f  points
Advertising Services RI'P Points Total Awarded
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% /)2’ D
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% "DHL:' O
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% ,({ "/ )

The apency’s evalu:
producethe desired

okl St

contracling with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% D77
other state entities, or with private sector entities. ! ()

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% | 77 6/7_/
The experience of the Proposer in providing the

, 150 7.5% | o
requested goods or services. / ey Lo
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Iail - Pass

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort
_required by the HUB subcontractingplan. | "

Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% / (7l
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Advertising Services RI'P

The Proposet’s price to provide the goods or services 500 25% 6/ (/ N,
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | ¢ (/ Y
£/ 0

The probable quahty of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45%

The quality of the Proposer S past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% VS
other state entities, or with private sector entities. / 'S/ [
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% 7/( 9 j
The experience of the Proposer in providing the
: 150 7.5% ;e
requested goods or services. / ( 7] “)
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort .
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. o | et ) S
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The quahty of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% :
other state entities, or with private sector entities. / é( &
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% Q P
A D
The experience of the Proposer in providing the
. 150 7.5% Ay ok
requested goods or services. / )7 )
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail Pass
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. i
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The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% /‘Y) o
other state entities, or with private sector entilies. _—
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personuel. 250 12.5% ;/ T
The experience of the Proposer in providing the
. 150 7.5% { oa
requested goods or services. /7 ()
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Pass/Fail Pass
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