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AWARD RECOMMENDATION

Notice of Intent to Award Number: 240000001344
Notice of Intent to Award Date: 8/23/2024

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget office has completed the
evaluation of RFP 240000001711 - Marketing and Advertising Services for Michigan Wildlife
Council (MWC) Benefits of Hunting and Fishing Educational Media Campaign and has
recommended an award to Virtual Marketing, LLC dba Fusion92 in the amount of
$4,200,000.00, pending State Administrative Board approval, if applicable. More
information on the State Administrative Board can be found at: State Administrative Board.

Bidders who were not recommended for the award are encouraged to schedule a
debriefing session with the Solicitation Manager. The debriefing session will provide the
bidder with the State’s rationale on why the bidder was not recommended for the award.
The Solicitation Manager may be contacted as follows:

Marissa Gove, Solicitation Manager.
Govem1@michigan.gov
517-449-8952

Public copies of all bidder proposals can be found here: DTMB - Bid Proposals
(michigan.gov)

Background Information:

This Request for Proposal (RFP) was to solicit responses for selection of a Contractor to
provide Marketing and Advertising Services for Michigan Wildlife Council Benefits of
Hunting and Fishing Educational Media Campaign. The term of this contract is three (3)
years, with up to two (2) renewal options.

Bidders:

The RFP was posted on SIGMA VSS on May 8, 2024 for 28 days. The following bidders
submitted proposals by the published due date of June 5, 2024.

Bidder Address, City, State, Zip Code SDVOB* GDBE**
Brogan & Partners 535 Woodward Heights, Ferndale, M1 48220 No No
Advertising Consultancy,

Inc.

Daniel Brian & Associates, | 222 South Main Street, Rochester, M| 48307 No No

Inc.

Virtual Marketing, LLC dba | 38505 Country Club Drive, Suite 200, Farmington Hills, No No
Fusion92 M| 48331

Gud Marketing, Inc. 1223 Turner Street, Suite 101, Lansing, M| 48906 No Yes

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

I. Evaluation Process

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

Proposal Instructions: Evaluation Process

1.

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

Step 1: The following chart represents particular factors that will be utilized to score
Step 1. Bidders who receive a minimum score of 128 will pass Step 1 and a limited
number of Bidders will be further evaluated based on the criteria identified in Step 2.
Bidders who do not meet the minimum point threshold in Step 1 will not be considered
for award.

Technical Evaluation Criteria

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1 75
2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-3 15
3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 4-9 33
4. Vendor Questions Worksheet Experience 30
5. Vendor Questions Worksheet (Excluding Experience) 7
Total 160

Step 2: Oral Presentation - MWC Campaign

A limited number of Bidders who pass Step 1 will be required to make an oral
presentation to the State as follows: The top 4 Bidders with the highest-ranking scores
who pass Step 1 will be contacted after the initial JEC meetings to establish a date and
time for the oral presentation. Oral presentations are preferred to be held in person,
however, can be held virtually if the bidder chooses. In the case of a tie or if the State
deems otherwise necessary, the number of bidders could change. The Schedule F will
be utilized for the oral presentation. Note that the response to Schedule F does not
have to be submitted with the initial RFP response.

Bidders will be evaluated on their ability to create a strategically sound presentation
detailing their marketing solutions for the campaign as detailed in Schedule F and in
alignment with all Contract requirements. Oral presentations will last no longer than
three hours, including responses to questions fielded from the JEC.

The following chart represents particular factors that will be utilized to score Step 2.
Proposals receiving a minimum score of 128 in Step 1 and a minimum score of 80 in
Step 2 in the evaluation of the complete proposal will have their Pricing (Schedule B)
evaluated and be considered for award.

Version 2024-2 Page 3 of 11



STATE OF MICHIGAN <‘;f
PROCUREMENT! >

Michigan.gov/MiProcurement

Oral Presentation Evaluation Criteria

1. Company Information/Quality of presentation 10
2. Project Plan 10
3. Research Plan/Methodology Rationale 25
4. Media and Message Plan and Value Add 25
5. Creative and Messaging Concepts/Innovation/Cutting-edge Strategy 30
Total 100

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

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

Marissa Gove, Category Specialist Kip Conley, Buyer Manager
DTMB-CPS DNR

Jon Spieles, Marketing and Outreach Division Director | Jason Garvon

DNR MWC

Beth Fults, Marketing Manager Nick Buggia

DNR MWC

lll. Evaluation Results
A. Brogan & Partners Advertising Consultancy, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Brogan & Partners Advertising Consultancy, Inc.
based on a score of 157, did meet the requirements of this RFP This determination was
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1 74/75
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiency was noted:

a. Section 1.1.A. Communications/Marketing, 3, the bidder described minimal
strategies for moving the needle on metrics.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-3 15/15
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-9 31/33

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

a. Section 4.1 Project Plan, the bidder failed to provide their process for
addressing issues and changes as they develop or state the individuals
responsible.

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Experience 30/30
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The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this

section.

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Excluding Experience 717
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

Total Score: 157/160
B. Daniel Brian & Associates, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Daniel Brian & Associates, Inc. based on a
score of 149, did meet the requirements of this RFP. This determination was
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1 66/75
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Section 1.1.A. Communications/Marketing, #3, the bidder failed to describe
any strategies for moving the needle on metrics.

b. Section 1.1.D. Creative, #1, the bidder’s response did not confirm that their
process complied with the specific requirements detailed in this section.

c. Section 1.1.D. Creative, #2, the bidder failed to provide their plan for earned
media.

d. Section 1.1.E. Production, the bidder only addressed one of several items
within this requirement.

e. Section 1.1.F. Website Management, Development and Maintenance, the
bidder failed to identify who will be responsible for these services and if they
are deemed key or non-key.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-3 15/15
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-9 31/33

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiency was noted:
a. The bidder failed to explain their reporting capabilities and did not provide
the stated attachment including samples of required reports.

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Experience 30/30
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Excluding Experience 717
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

Total Score: 149/160
C. Virtual Marketing, LLC dba Fusion92
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The Evaluation Team determined that Virtual Marketing, LLC dba Fusion92 based on a
score of 155, did meet the requirements of this RFP This determination was
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1 70/75
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiencies were noted:

a. Section 1.1.D. Creative, #2, the bidder failed to identify their proposed plan
for social media, new media strategies, and any earned media.

b. Section 1.4 Specific Standards, Mobile Responsiveness, the bidder failed to
provide a list of features that can be performed via a mobile device.

c. Section 1.9 Products and Services, the bidder failed to describe how they
would meet requirements set forth in this section.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-3 15/15
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-9 33/33
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

4. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Experience 30/30
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Excluding Experience 717
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

Total Score: 155/160
D. Gud Marketing, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Gud Marketing, Inc. based on a score of 159, did
meet the requirements of this RFP This determination was accomplished by evaluating
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Section 1 74/75
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory, but the following deficiency was noted:

a. Section 1.7 Migration, the bidder did not explain how they will migrate the

data.

2. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 2-3 15/15
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.

3. Schedule A, Statement of Work, Sections 4-9 33/33
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for these
sections.
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4. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Experience 30/30
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

5. Vendor Questions Worksheet, Excluding Experience 717
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

Total Score: 159/160

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary

Selection Criteria Brogan & Daniel Brian & Virtual Gud Marketing,
Partners Associates, Marketing, LLC Inc.
Advertising dba Fusion92

Consultancy,

1 Schedule A, Statement 74 66 70 74
of Work, Section 1

2 Schedule A, Statement 15 15 15 15
of Work, Sections 2-3

3 Schedule A, Statement 31 31 33 33
of Work, Section 4-9

4 Vendor Questions 30 30 30 30
Worksheet Experience

5 Vendor Questions 7 7 7 7
Worksheet (Excluding
Experience)

Total 157 149 155 159

V. Oral Presentations
A. Brogan & Partners Advertising Consultancy, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Brogan & Partners Advertising Consultancy, Inc.
based on a score of 100, did meet the requirements of this RFP This determination was
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Company Information/Quality of Presentation 10/10
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

2. ProjectPlan 10/10
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

3. Research Plan/Methodology Rationale 25/25
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

4. Media and Message Plan and Value Add 25/25

Version 2024-2 Page 7 of 11



STATE OF MICHIGAN <

PROGUREMENT

Michigan.gov/MiProcurement

The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this

section.

5. Creative and Messaging Concept/Innovation/Cutting-edge Strategy 30/30
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

Total Score: 100/100
B. Daniel Brian & Associates, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Daniel Brian & Associates, Inc. based on a score
of 83, did meet the requirements of this RFP This determination was accomplished by
evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Company Information/Quality of Presentation 10/10
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

2. ProjectPlan 10/10
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

3. Research Plan/Methodology Rationale 18/25

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory for this section, but the following deficiency was noted:
a. The bidder failed to go into detail about their plan for measuring Michigan
residents’ attitudes and perceptions towards hunting, fishing, and trapping.

4. Media and Message Plan and Value Add 25/25
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

5. Creative and Messaging Concept/Innovation/Cutting-edge Strategy 20/30

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory for this section, but the following deficiency was noted:
a. The bidder’s creative examples presented lacked complexity and were not
geared towards the target audience.
Total Score: 83/100

C. Virtual Marketing, LLC dba Fusion92

The Evaluation Team determined that Virtual Marketing, LLC dba Fusion92 based on a
score of 100, did meet the requirements of this RFP This determination was
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Company Information/Quality of Presentation 10/10
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

2. Project Plan 10/10
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

3. Research Plan/Methodology Rationale 25/25
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The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this

section.

4. Media and Message Plan and Value Add 25/25
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

5. Creative and Messaging Concept/Innovation/Cutting-edge Strategy 30/30
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

Total Score: 100/100
D. Gud Marketing, Inc.

The Evaluation Team determined that Gud Marketing, Inc. based on a score of 97, did
meet the requirements of this RFP This determination was accomplished by evaluating
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.

1. Company Information/Quality of Presentation 7/10
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly
satisfactory for this section, but the following deficiency was noted:

a. The bidder did not explain their previous experience in detail.

2. Project Plan 10/10
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

3. Research Plan/Methodology Rationale 25/25
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

4. Media and Message Plan and Value Add 25/25
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

5. Creative and Messaging Concept/Innovation/Cutting-edge Strategy 30/30
The Evaluation Team determined that the responses were satisfactory for this
section.

Total Score: 97/100

VI. Oral Presentation Evaluation Summary

Selection Criteria Brogan & Daniel Brian & Virtual Gud
Partners Associates, Marketing, Marketing,
Advertising Inc. LLC dba Inc.
Consultancy, Fusion92
Inc.
1 Company Information/Quality 10 10 10 7
of presentation
2 Project Plan 10 10 10 10
3 Research Plan/Methodology 25 18 25 25
Rationale
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4 Media and Message Plan and 25 25 25 25
Value Add
5 Creative and Messaging 30 20 30 30
Concepts/Innovation/Cutting-
edge Strategy
Total 100 83 100 97

VII. Pricing Summary

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

their price proposals:
Initial Pricing Proposal:

Deliverable

Brogan & Partners
Advertising

Consultancy, Inc.

Daniel Brian &
Associates, Inc.

Virtual Marketing,
LLC dba Fusion92

Gud Marketing,

Inc.

Digital Media Placement Services -

Commission

Percentage (Yearly Value of Media 7% 6% 6% 7.5%
Placed)

a. $1to $1,000,000

Optional Use Professional Services

—Variable Blended Hourly Rate $118 $169 $130 $140
Account Management Fee (Annual $34.102 $74.213 $50.934 $57.200
Cost) I s s s
Creative Services Fee (Annual Year 1: $110,566 Year 1: $450,945 Year 1: $251,922

Estimated Cost) Year 2: $347,980 Year 2: $215,231 $144,200

Year 2: $77,408
Year 3: $77,408

Year 3: $248,195

Year 3: $211,614

Second Round Pricing Proposal:

Deliverable

Brogan & Partners
Advertising

Consultancy, Inc.

Daniel Brian &
Associates, Inc.

Virtual Marketing,
LLC dba Fusion92

Gud Marketing,

Inc.

Digital Media Placement Services —
Commission

Percentage (Yearly Value of Media 6.5% 6% 6% 6.5%
Placed)
a. $1to $1,000,000
Optional Use Professional Services
—Variable Blended Hourly Rate $116 $125 $130 $138
A tM tFee (A L

ccount Management Fee (Annua $33,524 $66,000 $50,934 $52,000

Cost)
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Deliverable Brogan & Partners | Daniel Brian & Virtual Marketing, Gud Marketing,
Advertising Associates, Inc. LLC dba Fusion92 Inc.

Consultancy, Inc.

4 Creative Services Fee (Annual Year 1: $108,692 Year 1: $417,500 Year 1: $266,922
Estimated Cost) Year 2: $76,096 Year 2: $322,000 Year 2: $188,808 $124,200
Year 3: $76,096 Year 3: $226,125 Year 3: $193,046

VIII. Negotiations

The bidders who passed both technical and the oral presentations were offered an
opportunity to submit second round pricing which is reflected in the above table.

IX. Award Recommendation

Award recommendation is made to the responsive and responsible Bidder who offers the
best value to the State of Michigan. Best value is based on the proposal meeting the
minimum point threshold and offering the best combination of the factors stated in the
Proposal Instructions Evaluation Process section, and price.

Virtual Marketing, LLC dba Fusion92 provided the best value to the State. Best value
factors for Award Recommendation include: Documented knowledge, research
capabilities, target audience reach goals, and creative capability in alignment with DNR
and MWC goals.

As part of the best value determination, overall economic impact to the State of Michigan
was considered and is not a determinative factor in making this award.

Award Recommendation is made to Virtual Marketing, LLC dba Fusion92 in the amount of
$4,200,000.00.
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