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INTRODUCTION

Maine Statuerequiresthe GamblingControlBoard to acquirea CentralSiteMonitoringSystemto
monitorand controlcertainfunctionsand activitiesof the systemsused by the operatorof a gambling
facility.

An RFP to acquire such a system was issued in October of 2004 and four proposals were received
from bidders on November 12, 2004.

The following pages represent the work of the evaluation team selected to review proposals, score and
recommend a bidder to the Board.



EVALUATION PROCESS

The GamblingControlBoardapprovedan evaluationteam consistingofthe followingmembers

RichardB. Thompson,Chair
LT.ThomasKelly,DPS
MichaelPeters,GamblingControlBoard
WayneGallant,DPS
TonyVanDenBossche,spa

This team met on several occasions to establish its process, conduct evaluations, score proposals and
approve this report.

The team met as evaluatorson November12,2004. ChairpersonThompsonattendedby
teleconference.The team reviewedits responsibilities,discussedexecutinga documentaffirmingno
conflictof interestexistedwith any team member,and to dispersethe proposalsreceivedby the
Divisionof Purchases. Fourproposalswere received.

The Evaluationprocessconsistedof severalsteps:

. ReadlRevieweachpro?osal. Thiswas doneindividuallyby eachteam member. Noteswere
taken andkept.
BidderPresentations. Interviewswereconductedof all fourbidders. Eachwas given 1 12
hours to discusstheirproposedsolutionand 12hour was reservedfor team questions.
DemonstrationiSiteAnalvsis.Threeof the teammembers(Gallant,Kelly andPeters)attended
demonstrationsat the GLI Laboratoryin New Jersey. Eachbidderhad an opportunityto
demonstratetheir systemand for GLI (theteam's consultant)to assistwith questionsof the
team. This groupreportedthe findingsto the team memberswho were notpresent.
References. Referencecheckswere assignedto DetectiveDonArmstrongof the Maine State
Police. He reportedthe resultsof a uniformset of questionsto the team.
Scoring. The team chosea consensusscoringprocesswhereall team memberswoulddiscuss
each ofthe publishedevaluationcriteriaandreachconsensuson scorein each ofthe criteria
exceptcost.
Cost Scoring. The cost componentsscoreswere calculatedby RolandLeachfTomthe
Departmentof PublicSafety. Thiswas a mathematicalcalculationbasedon a recommended
procedureofthe Divisionof Purchases.
Final Scores. The final spreadsheetof scoreswasprepared.
Report. The reportwas draftedby Chair,Thompsonandforwardedto all team membersfor
reviewprior to the Boardmeeting.
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BIDDERS PRESENTATION

All bidderswere giventhe opportunityto presenttheir solutionto the evaluationteam and the GLI
consultanton eitherMonday,November22, 2004or Tuesday,November23, 2004. Eachbidder
participated,bringingseveralkeypersonsto the presentation.

Upon completionof the directpresentation,the team met to identifyany followup questions.
Technicalquestionswerepresentedby the GLI consultant,otherquestionsaskedby the Chairor
membersof the team. The questionswere verysimilaracrossall of the biddersandwere used onlyto
clearlyunderstanda bidder's proposaland the systembeingproposedfully.

The team met at the conclusionof the interviewsand confirmedthat allbidderswouldbe invitedto
participateat the demonstration.The team alsodeterminedthat onenon-teammemberwouldcontact
referencesandreportto the teamresults.



DEMONSTRATION/SITE ANALYSIS

Three team members attended demonstrations at the GLI Laboratory in New Jersey. Each bidder was

required to demonstrate the following transactions or features:

1. Systemis capableof tracking& reportingeitherticket in/ticketout or cash in/ticketout.

2. Systemis capableof producingan alarmif a dooris openedwithoutauthorization,and other
relatedalerts.

3. The systemcan read & report a machinessignature/seednumberat startup.

4. The system produces, and schedules, an accounting report showing weekly, monthly, and
annual gross income.

5. The systemis capableof remotelydisablinga machineif the systemlosescommunication
with the machine.(and enabling)

6. System can be set up to provide an 89% pay back rate.

7. The systemis monitored24/7/365forproblems.

8. Opportunityforquestions/answers.

Duringthe presentationsthe reviewteam verifiedthe supportofthe SAS communicationprotocoland
inquiredinto the anticipatedsupportof futureprotocolsSuperSAS andBOB. Bidderswere also
asked to describethe new gamechipenrollmentandverificationprocessbasedon theirproposed
solution.

Wayne Gallant, team member, reported on behalf of the attendee group on December 10, 2004. The
GLI consultant (Todd Elsasser) was also available to answer questions. The full team used this
information as part ofthe scoring process.



REFERENCES

DetectiveDonAnnstrong of the Maine StatePolicecontactedreferencesand askedthe following
questions:

1. What is yourbusinessrelationshipwith (CompanyName)?

2. How longhave you conductedbusinesswith (CompanyName)?

3. During yourrelationshipwith (CompanyName)have you everexperiencedanyproblems
with eitherthe companyor the personnelthat youwere dealingwith?

4. Has the (CompanyName) deliveredon everythingthat theyhavepromised? Werethe
deliverableon time?

5. Did you everhold (CompanyName)in defaultof your contract,or were any liquidated
damageseverassessed?

6. What is your overall opinion of (Company Name)? Would you recommend conducting
business with this company?

The following references were chosen at random by Detective Annstrong:

IGT - FloridaLottery,New HampshireSweepstakeCommission,VermontLotteryCommission,
Iowa State/Tri State Lottery, Racing (W. Virginia)

Scientific Games - Delaware Lottery, South Dakota Lottery, Connecticut Lottery, Colorado Lottery

Multimedia - Seneca Nation Gaming Corporation, New York Lottery, Saratoga Gaming and Raceway
(a third reference did not return repeated calls)

Gtech - Florida Lottery, Louisiana Lottery, Massachusetts State Lottery, Michigan Bureau of Lottery,
Colorado State Lottery

All ofthe bidderswere describedfavorably.Pointsof interestincludedMultimedia'srecentwork
with New York,specificallystatingdeliveryon time andwhatwas promised.

One referencefor Gtechdescribedsomedifficultygettingthroughthe bureaucracyof the organization,
but describedthem as professional.

One reference (South Dakota) identified major network failures. The system error was not directly the
fault of the Scientific Games (it was the telephone company) but Scientific Games should have been
prepared for such an issue. This occurred while this company was under IGT and the problems were
resolved.



SCORING

The team met for nearly six hours to deliberate and assign scores. A consensus process was used and
each team member actively participated.

The first step takenwas to reviewthe IGTproposalto detennine if it was indeedcompleteand
compliant. Theirproposaloffereda monitoringsystem,but specificallystatedthat PennNational.
would be requiredto purchasethe IGTAdvantageSystemfor its operation. The RFPdid allowfor a
bidder to offera systemwhich includedfunctionality/componentsfor the facilityoperator, but it did
not allow for a proposalto requirethe cost of a necessarycomponentof the systemto be paidby the
facilityoperator,on a mandatorybasis. The solutionofferedwas incompleteandwould notmeet the
requirementsunlessPennmade the purchaseandIGT didnot includethe costofthis systemin their
costproposal. Consequently,the team disqualifiedtheproposaloflGT.

The scoresofthe otherbiddersare as follows:

Criteria 1 - General Hardware and System Specification (max 6pts)

GTECH
3

ScientificGames
4

Multimedia
6

Key distinctionswere the strongarchitecturalsolutionofferedby Multimedia,its faulttoleranceand
redundancydeemedsignificantlybetter than the competition.

Criteria 2 - Communication (max 6pts)

GTECH
2

ScientificGames
5

Multimedia
6

Key distinctionswereMultimedia'suse of standardprotocolsandtwo wire linepathsplus satellite
backup. ScientificGamesofferedframerelaywith ISDNbackup. GTECHdemonstratedits
proprietaryprotocol,while used by many machinemanufacturers,wasnot as widelyused andopenly
availableas statedin 3.2.4of the RFP an 8 MRSAc.31 § 1004.1.B(SASis the standardopenprotocol
currentlyused by most, if not allmanufacturers)Therewas concernregardingGTECH's abilityto
supportSAS.GTECHdid offerto furnishits DXS productto manufacturers.

Criteria 3 - Software, Data and Reporting Requirements (max 20pts)

GTECH
8

ScientificGames
12

Multimedia
18

Multimediaoffersan integratedapplicationwhichoperatedin real time. Theusabilitywas detennined
to be the best, includingeaseof use. ScientificGamessystemperfonned the desiredfunctions,but
requiredseveralapplications to be activeon the managementtenninal. Its systemwasnot quitereal
time. Thepay back demonstrationdidnotwork at the demo. GTECHoffersits stableproduct,but it
operatesin its proprietaryDXS protocol. It had onlybasic graphicaluser interfaceswhen comparedto
others. The enrollmentof new gamechips(in Texas)was a weakness.



Criteria 4 - Operations Support and Staffing (max 20pts)

GTECH
14

Scientific Games
15

Multimedia
15

ScientificGamesofferedan existingoperationwith the MaineStateLottery. Theirproject
managementwas good. Twosharedfieldpersonnelwerecited fromthe existingMaine facility,but it
was not clearifthey had the additionalcapacityto accomplishthe work. Abackuppersonwas
anticipated. Multimediahad dedicatedstaff,had dedicatedpartnersat the interview,but had the
weakestpresentationonprojectmanagement. GTECHhad dedicatedstaffat the facilityand the best
projectmanagement. The GTECHoperationscenterandbackupsare in TexasandRhodeIsland. It
was unclearif therewere dedicatedstaffat thoselocationsandonerepresentativestatedwe can call
operationsto reporta systemoutage(theexpectationof the reviewteam is that the systemwould
alwaysbe monitoredand identifyoutages,thuswe wouldnothave to call).

Criteria 5 - bidder Corporate Capability (max 13pts)

GTECH
10

ScientificGames
9

Multimedia
12

Multimediahad the most effectivesystemof anyof the bidders. Theymade it work successfullyin
New York. Theyhad the most fluidteam andwerepoisedto perform. Financialswere good.
ScientificGameshad very goodMaineLotteryexperiencebut team managementwouldbe shared,as
would otherresources. TheMainedata centermanagerhad littleknowledgeof this typeof system.
Verystrongfinancials. GTECHhad excellentfinancialstrength,but the systemwas least effective
and researchand developmenthas notbeen usedto keeptheir systemup to date. TheTexassolution
and supportwere deemedless effectivethan the in statepresencesand the abilityto support/trainhere.



COST SCORING

Criteria 6 - Cost (max 35pts)

RFP Financial Package Awarding of Points

2004/2005

$158,489,348 t
2005/2006

$323,316,000
2006/2007

$824,460,000
FY

RevisedEstimates

Awarding of Points

GTECH
7.35

ScientificGames
35

Multimedia
10.5

It is important to note that IGT did not include the cost to be borne by the operator in its cost figures,
but nonetheless, their cost was the highest ofthe original four bidders.

Company Bid $ 04/05 $05/06 $06/07 35 pt fonnula Award
Total% Points

IGT 2.80 $4,437,701 $9,062,848 $23,084,880 4.5/23.0* 35 6.84
GTech 2.60 $4,127,723 $8,406,216 $21,435,960 4.5/21.4* 35 7.35

Multi- 1.825 $2,892,430 $5,900,517 $15,046,395 4.5/15 * 35 10.5
MediaGames

Scientific .5500 $871,691 $1,778,238 $4,534,530 4.5/4.5 * 35 35
Games



FINAL SCORES

The [mal total scores break down as follows:

GTECH
44.35

ScientificGames
80

Multimedia
67.5

The Multimediaproposalscoredhighestin the evaluationof its systemwith ScientificGamessecond
and Gtechthird.

ScientificGamesis the highestratedproposalas a resultof the inclusionof the cost scoringand is the
lowestcostproposalto the GamblingControlBoard. The ScientificGamessolutionis a workable,
effectivesystemthatwill meet the needsof the GamblingControlBoard.The recommendationis to
approvea contractaward to ScientificGamescontingentupon successfulnegotiationof a contractand
approvalby the StatePurchasesReviewCommittee.

RespectfullySubmitted,

RichardB. Thompson,Chair

LT.Thomas Kelly, DPS

Wayne Gallant, DPS

Tony VanDenBossche, SP~

MichaelPeters,GamblingControlBoard


