REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION

on the

PROPOSAL EVALUATION

for

ADVERTISING SERVICES
(RFP No. 362-18-0002)
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I.
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The Texas Lottery Commission (“Commission™) issued a Request for Proposals for Advertising
Services (the “RFP”) on October 16, 2017. The REFP was issued pursuant to the Texas Lottery
Commission’s authority granted under Texas Government Code Ann. ch. 466 and by 16 Texas
Administrative Code §401.101. The scoring matrix was published in the RFP and encompassed
all of the factors required to be considered by the Evaluation Committee in evaluating Proposals,
as set forth in Texas Administrative Code §401.101, and by Section 2.15 of the RFP.

The Evaluation Committee was appointed by Gary Grief, Executive Director, on July 31, 2017.
Michael Anger chaired the Evaluation Committee, which included the following Committee
members: Nelda Trevino, Ed Rogers, Heidi Moreno and Andrew Lecper.

Three technical advisors from the Texas I .ottery Commission served as technical consultants to
the Evaluation Committee: Liesa Perez, Ray Page and Kelly Cripe.

On October 25, a Pre-Proposal conference was held at Texas Lottery headquarters. Twenty-three
prospective proposers attended the conference.

The RFP provided an opportunity for prospective proposers to submit written questions. Questions
were received from eleven prospective proposers. The Commission responded to the questions in
writing and posted the responses on the Texas Lottery Commission website and the Electronic
State Business Daily on November 17.

Proposals were due by 4 p.m., December 5. The Commission received four timely submitted
Proposals from the following firms:

e Richards/Lerma

e The Atkins Group
e Y&R Austin

e Latinworks, L1.C

Contracts staff reviewed the Proposals for compliance and completeness. Copies of the Proposals
were then distributed to each member of the Evaluation Committee for their independent review.
Contracts staff maintained the original Proposals.

IL.
SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION PROCESS

1. Prior to issuance of the REP, cach member of the Evaluation Committee reviewed the “Request
for Proposal (RFP) Guidelines for Evaluation Commitiee Members.”
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10.

Prior to issuance of the RFP, each Committee member signed a Non-Disclosure and Conflict
of Interest Statement.

The agency’s HUB Coordinator reviewed each Proposer’s HUB Subcontracting Plan (HSP).
The HUB Coordinator determined that additional information was required from two
Proposers. Contracts staff emailed the clarification letters. The responses were received and
included in the review by the HUB Coordinator. The HUB Coordinator determined that all
Proposers demonstrated the required good faith effort. Contracts staff informed the Evaluation
Committee of these findings.

The Office of the Controller (OC) reviewed the financial soundness of the Proposers. The OC
determined that additional information was required from three Proposers. Contracts staff
emailed the clarification letters requesting the necessary information. The responses were
received and included in the review by the OC. The OC determined that all Proposers met the
minimum requirements for financial soundness. Contracts staff informed the Evaluation
Committee of these findings.

After completion of the reviews in items 3 and 4 above, the following Proposals were evaluated
by the Evaluation Committee:

e Richards/Lerma

e The Atkins Group
e Y&R Austin

e [atinworks, LL.C

The Evaluation Committee met and prepared reference questions. Contracts staff distributed
reference questionnaires to the references identified in the Proposals. Contracts staff
distributed the responses to the Evaluation Committee for its consideration and review.

Contracts staff also searched the Comptroller of Public Accounts database for vendor
performance reports and did not find a report for any of the Proposers.

The Evaluation Committee met as a group on several occasions between January 8 and
February 14 to thoroughly review and discuss the Proposals, and the responses to reference
questions received.

Between January 29 and February 1, pursuant to RFP section 2.16, each proposer made an oral
presentation of its Proposal to the Evaluation Committee at TLC headquarters.

On February 14, a 9:00 a.m. meeting was held, each member of the Evaluation Committee
independently scored the technical portion of the Proposals using the scoring matrix published
in the RFP. Scoring sheets were turned in to Contracts staff. Contracts staff and the assigned
attorney reviewed cach score sheet for completeness. Following the technical scoring, the
Evaluation Committee opened and reviewed the cost proposals.
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1. Members of the Evaluation Committec re-convened at 2:00 p.m. on December 14 to receive
the computation of costs in the cost points worksheet. Contracts staff distributed a worksheet
showing the analysis and compilation of the cost points. Score sheets were then returned to the
Committee members and the scores for the costs portion were added to the technical scores to
determine the final scores for each Proposer. Each Committee member signed and submitted
individual scoring sheets to Contracts staff. The scoring summary matrix was compiled by
Contracts staff and distributed to the Evaluation Committee. The individual scoring sheets,
together with the scoring summary sheet prepared by Contracts staff, are attached. Below are
the final results for each Proposer out of a possible 2000 points:

e Latinworks, LL.C = 1899
e Richards/Lerma = 1740
e Y&R Austin 1669
e The Atkins Group = 1442
I11.
RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the foregoing, the undersigned members of the Evaluation Committee recommend
that the Commission name Latinworks, LLC the Apparent Successful Proposer, and enter into
contract negotiations. In accordance with Texas Lottery rule 16 TAC §401.101 ()(4), if a contract
cannot be negotiated with the Apparent Successful Proposer on terms the agency determines
reasonable, negotiations with that Proposer will be terminated, and negotiations will be undertaken
with the next highest scored Proposer. If no contract is executed, the agency may cancel the
solicitation.

EVALUATION COMMITTEE REPORT AGREEMENT
The undersigned members of the Evaluation Committee have worked diligently to conduct and
document a fair and impartial evaluation for the procurement of advertising services, and have

been actively involved in the process summarized in this final report. The undersigned members
of the Evaluation Committec support the findings and recommendation contained herein.

Michael Anger, Evaluation Committee Chair

Nelda Trevino, Evaluation Committee Member
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BEST VALUE VERIFICATION

In accordance with Tex. Govt. Code Ann. §2155.0755, 1 have reviewed the best value standard
utilized for the procurement of Advertising Services and acknowledge that the agency has
complied with the agency’s and comptroller’s contract management guide in this purchase.

In accordance with Tex. Govt. Code Ann. §2261.255, my signature below acknowledges that the

solicitation and purchasing methods and contractor selection process for the procurement of
Advertising Services comply with state law and agency policy.

Qi&/wwﬁ&tkwimtﬁav
9 U U

1gnatur

Angela Zgabay-Zgarba

Printed Name

2] saf201§
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ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME

The Atkins Group

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% 374
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 374
The probable quahty of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% 630
aluation of he 1 kehhood of the Proposal to |
‘ for‘ the agency, cons1der1ng '
The quahty of the Proposer s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% 180
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% 175
The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7 50 105
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort e T i
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Fail Pass
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% 1090
TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | 1464

Michael Anger
Evaluator Name

Score Submitted Electronically

February 14, 2018

Signature Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME \77;/ ﬂwlémjh) é’l/ B2 P

Advertising Services REP s
dveriineSy 0% Avarded
The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% % 7 SZ

Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 3 7 L]/

'| The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% g o0

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

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

220
The experience of the Proposer in providing the 150 7 5%
requested goods or services. / é g/

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

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

£
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% / 5_ (/?/
TOTAL| 2000 |100% | )7,

Pass/Fail - Pass

A/@/a/,;’/ﬁ v/ D

Evaluator Name

% it — 2./¢ /¥
igndture Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME Blkins & oo

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% 3 (,{
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | 37 o
| The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% | 7700

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% 7 ; D/
other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% /5’ O

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

150 75% | 50

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

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

Technical Proposal Subtotal | 1500 | 75% | /028
TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | 134G

Pass/Fail - Pass

EcQ\ p{oci e

Evaluator Name

E@\z@”ﬁ/“\ TRt

Signature Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSERNAME __ MAin, Guewp

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% ’5‘7 U\
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 37 L/f
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% (7 g

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% \ g 0
other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | |8

The experience of the Proposer in providing the

; 150 75% | 10O
requested goods or services.

The financial status of the Proposer. A Pass/Fail - Pass
Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort
required by the HUB subcontracting plan.

Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% | {1,110

Pass/Fail - Pass

TOTAL | 2000 100% \u\%q

Hondi Morewe

Evaluator Name

wf\ﬂm/é 2‘)/(1' ) )4

Signature Date ! (




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSERNAME Tl Ackins (g,-{.mg

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% 274
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 374
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% L4550

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% Yo
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% | 20
The experience of the P?oposer in providing the 150 7 5% (0 0
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% | 777C
TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | 5,
Aond E,W
Evaluator Name
///Z A{»y/ 2/14/1%

Sién: nature Date

.



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME LatinWorks

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% 443
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 443
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900
1hood of the Proposal to .
: Zagency, cons1der1ng |
The quahty of the Proposer s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% 190
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% 238
The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7 50, 150
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% 1433
TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | 1876
Michael Anger
Evaluator Name
Score Submitted Electronically February 14. 2018

Signature Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME Z,ML? ) N 00]@

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% 4 1\/ é
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% (% L1[ 5,
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% g’? g/

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% / q 5_’

other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% 07"/ 5,

The experience of the P%‘oposer in providing the 150 7 50, D

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 | 75% | /Y {p 5

TOTAL | 2000 | 100% '

Neoldn TR evi 7D

Evaluator Name

mch}LW

2.4 1%

Slg ature Date



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

[oobin WJorks

PROPOSER NAME

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

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% L_} L{ 3
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% z?l 1{3
900 45%

390

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% { g8

other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% ol L{ O

The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7 50 S0

requested goods or services.

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

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort iy

required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Fail Pass
Technical Proposal Subtotal | 1500 75% | /475

TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | G ¢

EJ\ 1206{&(‘}

Evaluator Name

&9\/@@“’:})\

. 1Y
Signature




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

prROPOSER NAME  { atindlJedha

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% q %3
Cost Proposal Subtotal | 500 25% Y43
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% | 8S

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% \3§

other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 125% | 2.5 0

The experience of the Proposer in providing the - o

requested goods or services. 150 7:5% [SG

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

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith eftort .

required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Fail i Pass
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% { 47 0

TOTAL | 2000 | 100%

Hodh Maorimg

Evaluator Name

e~

Signature Date

T

2l




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

L—Nﬁm l\) or k&

PROPOSER NAME

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% th Y 2
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% dus
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% %60

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% ' ap
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% Z40
The experience of the P'roposer in providing the 150 75% l L’i g
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% (425
TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | g9g
Pnderns |eorper
Evaluator Name 3
// /‘?/‘/DM 7// iv / g
Slgnature Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME Richards/Lerma

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% 765
ion of the hkehhood bf the ’Propo‘sal to
: r the agency, considering: |
The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% 180
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% 200
The experience of the P.roposer 1n providing the 150 7 59, 128
requested goods or services.
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass
- Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort o /Ta ]
required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Fail Pass
Technical Proposal Subtotal 15060 75% 1273
TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | 1773
Michael Anger
Evaluator Name
Score Submitted Electronically February 14, 2018

Signature Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME ?,JCAM;& / d&/‘/””&)

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% 5 ) 0
Cost Proposal Subtotal | 500 | 25% | 50 0
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% g SD

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

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% 0’2 §/§,
The experience of the Proposer in providing the < o

requested goods or services. 150 7:5% / ‘7/5/
The financial status of the Proposer. Pass/Fail - Pass

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

L
Technical Proposal Subtotal | 1500 | 75% | / 7Tc~U

TOTAL | 2000 100% jQZ@@
(\’

Pass/Fail - Pass

/\]6/&//4\72@ v/ D

Evaluator Name

oo 21418




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME % \ d’\cwcé§ L.erma

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% 50 O
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% | 500
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% 80 0O

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. } 7S
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% .00
The experience of the Proposer in providing the - 0
requested goods or services. 150 7:5% / gv
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 75% | 127

TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | =175

EC/Q\ &Oﬁ vef

I

Evaluator Name

3&@)\ 213

Signature ~ Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME (U cJummedo [ (e

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% SO0
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% .| SO0
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45%

7190

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% “5 O
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% | 2-00D
The experience of the Proposer in providing the 0
requested goods or services. 150 7:5% \ &
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 75% | 130

TOTAL | 2000 | 100% |\ A°\D

U own IMovews

Evaluator Name

Yopseg

Signa{ture




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME

Richseds / Levims

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% 5 oo
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% Lo
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services 900 45% 400

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% | Z0

other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% | 1o

The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 759, 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/Fall Pass
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% aLo

TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | ju¢ep

JANR Y i,ws;/(f

Evaluator Name

Y 2

2/ 14/1%

Slgﬁature Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME Y&R Austin

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% 446
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 446
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% 720
s evaluati n ofthehkehhood of the Proposal to k
de e for the agency, considering:
The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% 180
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% 200
The experience of the P?oposer in providing the 150 7 50/, 120
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 75% 1220
TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | 1666
Michael Anger
Evaluator Name
Score Submitted Electronically February 14, 2018

Signature Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME Z{/il ? ]é){,( D/QA/’\)
, s

Advertising Seryic

% of

Total |

_ Points

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

—

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25%
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% 4/ ('l[(ﬂ
00 | 4% | 95

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% 5}
other state entities, or with private sector entities. / 5
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% 0’2 {/ D
The experience of the Proposer in providing the o
requested goods or services. 150 7:5% / @
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. ) , : si\
Technical Propoesal Subtotal 1500 75% / o7V
TOTAL | 2000 | 100%

/\/p// JiTRovi AD

Fvaluator Name

D b Wit 2.4 /8

Signature Date



ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME Y€ R Austin

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% L’f W, é)
.
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% (7L(1p Q
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% SO

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 12.5% 9\@ O

The experience of the P.roposer in providing the 150 7 59 73/

requested goods or services.

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

Whether the Proposer performed the good faith effort Jy

required by the HUB subcontracting plan. Pass/Fail i Pass

Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% / / ?Sﬁ

TOTAL | 2000 | 100% | [/ 5

ECQ\ Roq 405

Evaluator Name !

@%&\ Sty §

Signature Date




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME 1 +1 NuAis

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% q q (0
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25%. | Y Ul o
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% 7 7 Q

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in

contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% \5’6

other state entities, or with private sector entities.

The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% | 2O

The experience of the Proposer in providing the - o

requested goods or services. 150 7:5% l 36

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

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

required by the HUB subcontracting plan. ' 58
Technical Proposal Subtotal 1500 75% \2/5 )

TOTAL | 2000 | 100% |} ;40

Hoon Nocend

Evaluator Name

Liyvweus

. |}
Signature




ATTACHMENT G
SCORING MATRIX

PROPOSER NAME

\( }3 - AVV‘;TH 4l

The Proposer’s price to provide the goods or services. 500 25% YA
Cost Proposal Subtotal 500 25% HuL
The probable quality of the offered goods and/or services. 900 45% TJoo

The quality of the Proposer’s past performance in
contracting with the Texas Lottery Commission, with 200 10% |66
other state entities, or with private sector entities.
The qualifications of the Proposer’s personnel. 250 12.5% } 90
The experience of the P'roposer in providing the 150 750, 4
requested goods or services. 0
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 75% 1030

TOTAL | 2000 100% | 55 ¢

Andeow [eeper

Evaluator Name

/% %/ 1/ 14/1¢

ngnature Date




HUB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN (HSP) Evaluation Form

Solicitation Name/Number: Advertising Services RFP / 362-18-0002

Bidder/Proposer’s Name: | Atkins International, LLC dba The Atkins Group

L. Did Bidder/Proposer complete and sign the HSP form? Yes No (]

Il.  Does Bidder/Proposer intend to subcontract? Yes No [

fll.  If Bidder/Proposer intends to subcontract, did Bidder/Proposer use:
[J Option 1 — Select one or more HUBs for 100% of identified subcontracting opportunities?
Option 2 - Meet or exceed the HUB contract goal?
(] Option 3 - Perform HUB Outreach?

A. Bidder/Proposer Intends to Subcontract

Option 1: Bidder/Proposer will utilize 100% HUB subcontractors. Did Bidder/Proposer:

[ Identify subcontracting opportunities in Section 2? Yes 0 No O
Il.  Provide a copy of Attachment A for each identified subcontracting opportunity? Yes [J No [J
[tl.  Identify all selected HUB certified subcontractors in Section A-2 of Attachment A? Yes [J No [

IV. Provide the approximate dollar amount and expected contract percentage? Yes (O No [J

Comments:

Option 2: Bidder/Proposer will meet or exceed the HUB contract goal. Did Bidder/Proposer:

I Identify subcontracting opportunities in Section 2? Yes XI' No [

Il.  Provide a copy of Attachment A for each identified subcontracting opportunity? Yes No []

Il Identify all selected subcontractors in Section A-2 of Attachment A? Yes No [

IV. Provide the approximate dollar amount and expected contract percentage? Yes No [

V.  Demonstrate that the aggregate HUB subcontracting percentage (for HUBs utilized by the
Bidder/Proposer for five years or less) meets or exceeds the HUB contract goal? Yes No [J

Comments:

HSP Evaluation Form Page 1 11/9/2011



HUB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN (HSP) Evaluation Form

Solicitation Name/Number:

Advertising Services RFP / 362-18-0002

Bidder/Proposer’s Name:

Atkins International, LLC dba The Atkins Group

Option 3: Bidder/Proposer performed HUB outreach. Did Bidder/Proposer:

L. Identify subcontracting opportunities in Section 2? Yes (0 No [

ll.  Provide a copy of Attachment B for each identified subcontracting opportunity? Yes [J No [J

. Identify that they would utilize their protégé as a subcontractor and include a valid
mentor/protégé agreement? Yes [ No [

IV. Identify at least three HUB vendors contacted for each subcontracting opportunity? Yes 0 No [J

V.  Send notices to HUBs no later than seven working days prior to the submission of their
bid/proposal? Yes [] No [J

VI. Identify at least two minority/women trade organizations or business development centers
contacted for each subcontracting opportunity? Yes O No [

VIl. Send notices to organizations no later than seven working days prior to the submission of their
‘bid/proposal? Yes 0 No [J »

VIII. Provide copies of all notices, fax confirmations, e-mails, etc., to demonstrate that notices were
sent to both HUBs and organizations? Yes J No [J

IX. Identify all selected subcontractors in Section B-4 of Attachment B? Yes [J No [

X.  Provide the approximate dollar amount and expected contract percentage? Yes O No [J

XI.  Provide justification for the selection of any non-HUB subcontractors? Yes [0 No [0 N/A [

Comments:

B. Bidder/Proposer Does Not Intend to Subcontract

Did Bidder/Proposer: Provide an explanation of how they will perform the entire contract with the use
of their own equipment, supplies, materials and/or employees? Yes [ No [J N/A

The Texas Lottery Commission HUB Coordinator having reviewed the HSP documents for this Bidder or
Proposer, recommends, based on HSP requirements, that this HSP is:

Acceptable Unacceptable [

& /] vy —/
Eric Williams, HUB Coordinator Al ste L {f /2, ijﬁ/i’ F—
Signature Date
A " f N ' ‘
Angela Zgabay-Zgarba, Contracts \ Q\Hi(ﬁ,ﬁf& ' ’éf"fje/&'%/ ;9/( ﬂ/l [
Management & Procurement Manager vSignatOre J \3 Date

HSP Evaluation Form Page 2 11/9/2011



HUB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN (HSP) Evaluation Form

Solicitation Name/Number:

Advertising Services RFP / 362-18-0002

Bidder/Proposer’s Name:

LatinWorks Marketing, LLC

l. Did Bidder/Proposer complete and sign the HSP form? Yes No [
ll.  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?
L] Option 3 - Perform HUB Outreach?

A. Bidder/Proposer Intends to Subcontract

Option 1: Bidder/Proposer will utilize 100% HUB subcontractors. Did Bidder/Proposer:

L. Identify subcontracting opportunities in Section 2? Yes (J No [J

Il Provide a copy of Attachment A for each identified subcontracting opportunity? Yes (1 No [J
. Identify all selected HUB certified subcontractors in Section A-2 of Attachment A? Yes [J No [J
IV.  Provide the approximate dollar amount and expected contract percentage? Yes [ No [J

Comments:

Option 2: Bidder/Proposer will meet or exceed the HUB contract goal. Did Bidder/Proposer:

l. Identify subcontracting opportunities in Section 2? Yes No [J

Il. ~ Provide a copy of Attachment A for each identified subcontracting opportunity? Yes No [
lll.  Identify all selected subcontractors in Section A-2 of Attachment A? Yes No [

IV.  Provide the approximate dollar amount and expected contract percentage? Yes No []

V. Demonstrate that the aggregate HUB subcontracting percentage (for HUBs utilized by the

Bidder/Proposer for five years or less) meets or exceeds the HUB contract goal? Yes No []

Comments:

HSP Evaluation Form

Page 1 11/9/2011




HUB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN (HSP) Evaluation Form

-So"citation Name/Number: Advertising Services RFP / 362-18-0002

Bidder/Proposer’'s Name: LatinWorks Marketing, LLC

Option 3: Bidder/Proposer performed HUB outreach. Did Bidder/Proposer:

V.

V.

VI§

Identify subcontracting opportunities in Section 2? Yes [ No [J

Provide a copy of Attachment B for each identified subcontracting opportunity? Yes [0 No [J
Identify that they would utilize their protégé as a subcontractor and include a valid
mentor/protégé agreement? Yes [1 No [J

Identify at least three HUB vendors contacted for each subcontracting opportunity? Yes ] No (J
Send notices to HUBs no later than seven working days prior to the submission of their
bid/proposal? Yes [J No [J

Identify at least two minority/women trade organizations or business development centers
contacted for each subcontracting opportunity? Yes [ No [J

VIl.  Send notices to organizations no later than seven working days prior to the submission of their

bid/proposal? Yes [J No [

VIil. Provide copies of all notices, fax confirmations, e-mails, etc., to demonstrate that notices were

sent to both HUBs and organizations? Yes [1 No [J

IX. Identify all selected subcontractors in Section B-4 of Attachment B? Yes [J No [J

X.  Provide the approximate dollar amount and expected contract percentage? Yes [J No [J

Xl.  Provide justification for the selection of any non-HUB subcontractors? Yes [0 No [J N/A [
Comments:

B. Bidder/Proposer Does Not Intend to Subcontract

Did Bidder/Proposer: Provide an explanation of how they will perform the entire contract with the use
of their own equipment, supplies, materials and/or employees? Yes ] No [0 N/A KX

The Texas Lottery Commission HUB Coordinator having reviewed the HSP documents for this Bidder or
Proposer, recommends, based on HSP requirements, that this HSP is:

Acceptable Unacceptable O

N Ef ‘ :5'; /: . -
Eric Williams, HUB Coordinator O Ale ~ \ (Koyd [ 2/;‘3 7+
Signature Dat{e
Angela Zgabay-Zgarba, Contracts [ ﬂ\&dgﬂ/ 71 EO[L%%/}/ULQK/ Iﬂ(g’{ M
Management & Procurement Manager Signature y J J Date

HSP Evaluation Form Page 2 11/9/2011




HUB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN (HSP) Evaluation Form

Solicitation Name/Number: Advertising Services RFP / 362-18-0002

Bidder/Proposer’s Name: Richard Lerma, LLC

Did Bidder/Proposer complete and sign the HSP form? Yes No []

Does Bidder/Proposer intend to subcontract? Yes No [

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?

A. Bidder/Proposer Intends to Subcontract

Option 1: Bidder/Proposer will utilize 100% HUB subcontractors. Did Bidder/Proposer:

1.
Iv.

Identify subcontracting opportunities in Section 2? Yes [J No [
Provide a copy of Attachment A for each identified subcontracting opportunity? Yes [0 No [
Identify all selected HUB certified subcontractors in Section A-2 of Attachment A? Yes [ No [

Provide the approximate dollar amount and expected contract percentage? Yes (] No [J

Comments:

Option 2: Bidder/Proposer will meet or exceed the HUB contract goal. Did Bidder/Proposer:

Identify subcontracting opportunities in Section 2? Yes No [
Provide a copy of Attachment A for each identified subcontracting opportunity? Yes No [J
Identify all selected subcontractors in Section A-2 of Attachment A? Yes No []

IV.  Provide the approximate dollar amount and expected contract percentage? Yes No []
V. Demonstrate that the aggregate HUB subcontracting percentage (for HUBs utilized by the
Bidder/Proposer for five years or less) meets or exceeds the HUB contract goal? Yes No [
Comments:

HSP Evaluation Form Page 1 11/9/2011




HUB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN (HSP) Evaluation Form

Solicitation Name/Number: Advertising Services RFP / 362-18-0002

Bidder/Proposer’s Name: Richard Lerma, LLC

Option 3: Bidder/Proposer performed HUB outreach. Did Bidder/Proposer:

l. Identify subcontracting opportunities in Section 2? Yes (J No U

ll.  Provide a copy of Attachment B for each identified subcontracting opportunity? Yes [0 No [J

. Identify that they would utilize their protégé as a subcontractor and include a valid
mentor/protégé agreement? Yes [J No [J

IV. Identify at least three HUB vendors contacted for each subcontracting opportunity? Yes [0 No [J

V.  Send notices to HUBs no later than seven working days prior to the submission of their
bid/proposal? Yes [0 No [

VI. Identify at least two minority/women trade organizations or business development centers
contacted for each subcontracting opportunity? Yes [J No [

VIl. Send notices to organizations no later than seven working days prior to the submission of their
bid/proposal? Yes [ No [J

VIIl. Provide copies of all notices, fax confirmations, e-mails, etc., to demonstrate that notices were
sent to both HUBs and organizations? Yes [] No []

IX. Identify all selected subcontractors in Section B-4 of Attachment B? Yes [J No OJ

X.  Provide the approximate dollar amount and expected contract percentage? Yes [J No [J

Xl. Provide justification for the selection of any non-HUB subcontractors? Yes [J No [ N/A O

Comments:

B. Bidder/Proposer Does Not Intend to Subcontract

Did Bidder/Proposer: Provide an explanation of how they will perform the entire contract with the use
of their own equipment, supplies, materials and/or employees? Yes [J No (O N/A

The Texas Lottery Commission HUB Coordinator having reviewed the HSP documents for this Bidder or
Proposer, recommends, based on HSP requirements, that this HSP is:

Acceptable Unacceptable [

- j;} é *{;j ff; . g
Eric Williams, HUB Coordinator %}{;f o (AL é{gyxﬁ / Z’ /3 /af -
glgnature 10 Date
Angela Zgabay-Zgarba, Contracts WY f& iU\//Y /I’U (}iﬁ ) M
Management & Procurement Manager Slgn ture ' Date

HSP Evaluation Form Page 2 11/9/2011



HUB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN (HSP) Evaluation Form

Solicitation Name/Number: Advertising Services RFP / 362-18-0002

Bidder/Proposer’s Name: Y&R Austin

Did Bidder/Proposer complete and sign the HSP form? Yes No []

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?

(] Option 3 - Perform HUB Outreach?

A. Bidder/Proposer Intends to Subcontract

Option 1: Bidder/Proposer will utilize 100% HUB subcontractors. Did Bidder/Proposer:

L
.

.
V.

Identify subcontracting opportunities in Section 2? Yes [ No (J
Provide a copy of Attachment A for each identified subcontracting opportunity? Yes [0 No (J
Identify all selected HUB certified subcontractors in Section A-2 of Attachment A? Yes [0 No [J

Provide the approximate dollar amount and expected contract percentage? Yes [J No [J

Comments:

Option 2: Bidder/Proposer will meet or exceed the HUB contract goal. Did Bidder/Proposer:

Identify subcontracting opportunities in Section 2? Yes No [J
Provide a copy of Attachment A for each identified subcontracting opportunity? Yes No []
Identify all selected subcontractors in Section A-2 of Attachment A? Yes No L]

V. Provide the approximate dollar amount and expected contract percentage? Yes No [
V. Demonstrate that the aggregate HUB subcontracting percentage (for HUBs utilized by the
Bidder/Proposer for five years or less) meets or exceeds the HUB contract goal? Yes No [
Comments:

HSP Evaluation Form Page 1 11/9/2011




HUB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN (HSP) Evaluation Form

Solicitation Name/Number: ‘Advertising Services RFP / 362-18-0002

Bidder/Proposer’s Name: Y&R Austin

Option 3: Bidder/Proposer performed HUB outreach. Did Bidder/Proposer:

I Identify subcontracting opportunities in Section 2? Yes [0 No [J

ll.  Provide a copy of Attachment B for each identified subcontracting opportunity? Yes [J No (J

. Identify that they would utilize their protégé as a subcontractor and include a valid
mentor/protégé agreement? Yes [J No [J

IV. Identify at least three HUB vendors contacted for each subcontracting opportunity? Yes (1 No [J

V.  Send notices to HUBs no later than seven working days prior to the submission of their
bid/proposal? Yes [J No [

VI.  Identify at least two minority/women trade organizations or business development centers
contacted for each subcontracting opportunity? Yes [0 No OJ

V1. Send notices to organizations no later than seven working days prior to the submission of their
bid/proposal? Yes [J No [

VIll. Provide copies of all notices, fax confirmations, e-mails, etc., to demonstrate that notices were
sent to both HUBs and organizations? Yes [ No [J

IX. Identify all selected subcontractors in Section B-4 of Attachment B? Yes [J No [J

X.  Provide the approximate dollar amount and expected contract percentage? Yes [] No [J

XI. Provide justification for the selection of any non-HUB subcontractors? Yes [J No [(J N/A [

Comments:

B. Bidder/Proposer Does Not Intend to Subcontract

Did Bidder/Proposer: Provide an explanation of how they will perform the entire contract with the use
of their own equipment, supplies, materials and/or employees? Yes (1 No (J N/A

The Texas Lottery Commission HUB Coordinator having reviewed the HSP documents for this Bidder or
Proposer, recommends, based on HSP requirements, that this HSP is:

Acceptable X Unacceptable Ol

/
Eric Williams, HUB Coordinator @ - ;/U/fi/f ‘ /'Z/;’ / 19
gjlgna‘cure Date
Angela Zgabay-Zgarba, Contracts \w/Q A ’L()/O/U}L—é&h@ﬂﬂ—/ D112 ( \7

Management & Procurement Manager S:gr‘{}ature t Date

HSP Evaluation Form Page 2 11/9/2011



J/ Gary Griel, Executive Director

~ INTEROFFICE MEMO

Alfoniso D. Roval IH, Charitable Bingo Operations Director

To: Zgarba, Angela

Contracts and Purchasing

From: Annika Guarnero
Office of the Controller

Date: January 9, 2018

Re: Financial Soundness Review for Advertising Services

Please find below the summary of the Office of the Controller's Financial Soundness Review for
Advertising Services.

PASSIFAIL

The Atkins Group PASS
LatinWorks Marketing LLC PASS
Y&R Austin PASS
Richards/berma PASS

v

/ // %’/fi ot

Approved v
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