
Alexander Barrett 
ASSOCIATE  

DIRECT: 573.556.3601 

OFFICE: 573.636.6263 

alexander.barrett@stinson.com 

 

230 W. McCarty Street, Jefferson City, MO 65101 

 
 

June 20, 2023 

Sent via E-mail 
 
Tara Ronimous 
Missouri Department of Revenue 
tara.ronimous@dor.mo.gov 
 
 

 

Re: Formal Protest to RFPSDOR230072 Cape Girardeau License Office 

Protesting Party: SEMO Tags, LLC 
   1515 E. Malone Avenue 

Sikeston, MO 63801 
 
Point of Contact: Terry Cole 
   573.380.4113 
 
Attorney:  Alexander C. Barrett 
   Stinson LLP 
   230 W. McCarty Street 
   Jefferson City, MO 65101 
   573.556.3601 
 
Dear Ms. Ronimous: 

SEMO Tags, LLC protests the award of the contract for RFPSDO4230072 (the 

“RFP”) to Mineral Area License Offices LLC (“Mineral”) pursuant to 1 CSR 40-1.050(12) 

and Special Delegation of Authority 537 (SDA537). As this firm represents SEMO Tags, 

please arrange any contact with it regarding this protest through me. 

After proposals were scored, Mineral received a total evaluation score of 170.92 

points and SEMO Tags received a total evaluation score of 169.22 points. Thus, Mineral 

won the contract by a mere 1.7 points.1 However, there were several problems and errors 

in Department of Revenue’s (“DOR”) award of the contract to Mineral. As explained 

below, the contract should have been awarded to SEMO Tags. DOR should rescind the 

award to Mineral and award the contract to SEMO Tags. 

                                                   
1 Evaluation Report at 118. 
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First, DOR should have rejected the bids submitted by both Mineral and the third 

bidder—MCLB Management Company, LLC (“MCLB”)—because they engaged in 

improper bid manipulation. Mineral and MCLB are affiliated companies. They are owned 

by largely the same people. This is easily confirmed from their bids. Mineral is an LLC 

owned by Gerald Jones (40%), Gina Raffety (40%), and Kelly Bartel (20%).2 MCLB is an 

LLC owned by Gerald Jones (40%), Gina Raffety (45%), Thomas Raffety (5%), and Amy 

Jones (10%).3  

Thus, Mineral and MCLB are both predominately owned by Gerald Jones and 

Gina Raffety. MCLB is the incumbent bidder and current operator of the Cape Girardeau 

License Office. MCLB also previously ran the Farmington License Office. Mineral is a 

newer LLC that was formed in April 2021. 

The Mineral and MCLB bids are nearly identical. Both proposed to use Penny 

Eaker (the current Office Manager in Cape Girardeau) as the Contract License Office 

Manager (“CLOM”).4 The only meaningful differences between the bids are: (i) Mineral 

proposed a salary of $16.50 per hour, while MCLB proposed a salary of $18.00 per hour; 

and (ii) MCLB  disclosed it had lost more than $175 in inventory, whereas Mineral stated 

that it had not lost any inventory.5 

The current contractor, MCLB, knew it would lose points due to lost inventory. 

Indeed, MCLB received 0 points in Section B-6B, while SEMO Tags received 2 points, 

and Mineral received 8 points.6 SEMO Tags otherwise outscored MCLB by over 4 

points.7 But Jones and Raffety decided to hedge their bets by submitting bids under both 

MCLB and Mineral. In the process, they proposed a higher salary under the MCLB bid 

(which was less likely to be awarded the contract due to the inventory loss), which had 

the potential to further manipulate the scoring of Section A-1 (which is worth 

approximately 15% of the available points). 

Under its delegation of authority from the Office of Administration (“OA”), DOR 

adheres to OA regulations. Pursuant to 1 CSR 40-1.060(7)-(8), a vendor may be 

suspended or debarred for engaging in misconduct in the procurement process. Among 

                                                   
2 Mineral Bid at 9. 
3 MCLB Bid at 9. 
4 Mineral Bid at 5; MCLB Bid at 5. 
5 Mineral Bid at 2, 6; MCLB Bid at 2, 6. 
6 Evaluation Report at 123. 
7 Evaluation Report at 118. 
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other things, a vendor can be sanctioned for “[v]iolating any federal, state, or local law, 

ordinance, or regulation in the performance of a contract/purchase order,” “[p]roviding 

false or misleading information . . .in a bid/proposal,” or “[c]olluding with others to 

restrain competition.” 1 CSR 40-1.060(8). 

At a minimum, Mineral and MCLB (which are owned by some—but not all—of the 

same people) engaged in collusion. OA’s regulations do not address what constitutes 

collusion. But the Department of Justice (“DOJ”) has. “In simple terms, bid rigging is 

fraud which involves bidding. It is an agreement among competitors as to who will be the 

winning bidder. . . . The bidders agree in advance who will submit the winning bid.”8 One 

form of bid rigging is “Complimentary Bidding,” which occurs when “coconspirators 

submit token bids which are intentionally high or which intentionally fail to meet all of 

the bid requirements in order to lose a contract.”9 

That is what happened here. MCLB submitted a bid proposing a higher minimum 

wage, knowing full well that Mineral (owned by many of the same people), would submit 

an ultimately more competitive bid with a lower minimum wage. Even more concerning, 

Jones and Raffety were able to pick up an additional (and outcome-dispositive) 8 

evaluation points by simply submitting a bid under a different LLC than the one they 

have been using to operate the Cape Girardeau License Office. The problems with DOR’s 

scoring of the inventory-loss provisions are discussed further below. 

These improper tactics directly resulted in Mineral being awarded the contract 

rather than SEMO Tags. All three vendors received identical scores in most categories. 

The following chart identifies those categories where they received different scores: 

  

                                                   
8 See Exhibit A at 2. 
9 Id. 
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 MCLB Score Mineral Score SEMO Tags Score 

A-1 – Wage 25 22.92 22.22 

A-3 – Prior Experience 20 20 15 

B-6B – Inventory Loss 0 8 2 

B-6D – Transaction Processing 5 5 15 

Total 50 55.92 54.22 

 

Had Mineral’s owners not manipulated the bids by forming a different LLC, they 

would have received 0 points in Section B-6B. The resulting 8-point swing would have 

resulted in SEMO Tags being awarded the contract. That would be true regardless of 

whether Mineral had proposed $16.50 or $18.00 an hour as the minimum wage. (In the 

absence of MCLB’s bid—and assuming Mineral kept its $16.50/hour proposal—Mineral 

would have received 25 points in Section A-1, while SEMO Tags would have received 

24.24 points.) 

In short, Mineral and MCLB engaged in bid rigging. That is “collusion” under any 

definition. Per OA’s regulations, they are subject to suspension and/or debarment. At a 

minimum, DOR should toss out their proposals and award the contract to SEMO Tags. 

Second, and relatedly, Section B-6B of the RFP gave improper preferential 

treatment to Mineral. That section offers points based on how much inventory a vendor 

lost within the previous two years. Mineral has not operated license offices for two years. 

It was awarded the contract to operate the Farmington License Office (previously 

operated by MCLB) in April 2022. 

Nonetheless, DOR awarded Mineral 8 points for having lost no inventory in the 

last two years. It awarded SEMO Tags 2 points after verifying that SEMO Tags had lost 

less than $138 in inventory. MCLB received 0 points. As just explained, however, Mineral 

should also have received 0 points on this section, which would have resulted in the 

contract being awarded to SEMO Tags. 

Section B-6B offered points to vendors based on the amount of inventory they lost 

within the preceding two years. Notably, if a vendor has “no prior experience operating a 

License Office,” they cannot receive any points. Thus, DOR recognizes that it is improper 

to permit a start-up vendor to obtain points when it has not had the opportunity to lose 
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inventory, as that would result in an unfair advantage over established office operators. 

DOR did not go far enough, however, and that RFP provision still resulted in an unfair 

advantage for Mineral. 

The comparison DOR drew between Mineral and SEMO Tags was not fair or 

appropriate because Mineral has not operated for two years, and thus has had far less 

time to potentially lose inventory than SEMO Tags. The bids at issue illustrate the 

inherent flaw in Section B-6B. It assesses inventory loss based on the experience of the 

vendor rather than the vendor’s owners. This makes it extremely easy for vendors to 

avoid any point loss by simply spinning up a new LLC every time they bid. That’s what 

happened here.  

MCLB and Mineral have functionally the same owner group. They proposed the 

same CLOM. Yet, Jones and Raffety were able to escape the consequences of their poor 

inventory management (illustrated by the fact that DOR awarded MCLB 0 points in 

Section B-6B) by simply bidding through Mineral in addition to MCLB. The bid 

documents amply illustrate why this is improper and why Section B-6B needs revision. 

Mineral, like MCLB, should have received 0 points on Section B-6B, and SEMO Tags 

should have been awarded this contract. 

Third, SEMO Tags should have received 20 points, rather than 15 points, in 

Section A-3 based on the management experience of its proposed CLOM, Lynette Kay 

Sexton. This would have independently resulted in SEMO Tags being awarded the 

contract. 

Section A-3 of Attachment 1 to the RFP offered up to 20 evaluation points based 

on the managerial experience of a vendor’s proposed Contract License Office Manager or 

“CLOM.” To receive 20 points, the proposed CLOM needed 1 or more years of experience 

as the “Manager” of a license office during the last 10 years. To receive 15 points, the 

proposed CLOM needed to have been an assistant manager or some other supervisor for 

3 of the last 10 years. SEMO Tags received 15 points and Mineral received 20 points, 

resulting in a 5-point differential.10 

SEMO Tags’ proposal stated that Ms. Sexton had served as the Contract License 

Office Manager at the Jackson License Office from December 23, 2015 to August 27, 

2018.11 From the evaluation report, it appears that DOR came to a different conclusion 

                                                   
10 Evaluation Report at 120. 
11 SEMO Tags Bid at 5. 
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regarding Ms. Sexton’s experience. It recites that Ms. Sexton served in the following roles 

at the Jackson License Office: 

 12/23/2015 – 05/23/2018, Assistant Manager, Jackson License Office; 

 05/24/2018 – 08/27/2018, Contract Manager, Jackson License Office; 

 08/27/2018 – 04/08/2019, Office Manager, Jackson License Office.12 

DOR appears to have credited Ms. Jackson’s time as the Contract Manager and Office 

Manager, which amounted to 10 months, 15 days of “management experience.”13 

As an initial matter, SEMO Tags is unclear why DOR’s records show Ms. Sexton as 

being only an Assistant Manager from December 23, 2015 to May 23, 2018. Ms. Sexton 

served as the manager of the Jackson License Office during that period. She was “on site” 

at the Jackson License Office. She oversaw all aspects of the license office. She had 

authority to act on behalf of SEMO Tags in all matters of management. She therefore met 

the definition of “Manager in Attachment 3 to the RFP. 

 Indeed, DOR records should reflect that Ms. Sexton has been a “Keyholder” at the 

Jackson License Office since approximately August 19, 2014. In another recent 

evaluation, DOR declined to award points to Breast Cancer Foundation of the Ozarks 

(“BCFO”) for the inventory experience of one of its identified officers. Subsequently, 

BCFO protested, claiming that its identified officer had such experience because she was 

a “keyholder,” which DOR could have confirmed, and that meant she had “managerial 

experience.” In ruling on that portion of the protest, DOR concluded the proposed 

manager had served in a “management role” and BCFO should have received additional 

points.14 

 Ms. Sexton served in roles that meet the definition of “Manager” in Attachment 3 

for more than 1 year. DOR’s practice of declining to award points based solely on 

someone’s title as reflected in DOR’s records—without regard to whether they actually 

served as a “Manager”—is arbitrary and unlawful. Ms. Sexton was a “Manager” of the 

Jackson License Office for more than 1 year, SEMO Tags should have received 20 points 

in Section A-3, and should have been awarded this contract. 

                                                   
12 Evaluation Report at 129. 
13 Id. 
14 Exhibit B, Joplin Protest Ruling. 
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* * * 

For all of these reasons, the contract award to Mineral was arbitrary and unlawful. 

DOR should rescind the award to Mineral, suspend and/or debar both Mineral and 

MCLB, and award the contract at issue to SEMO Tags. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Stinson LLP 

 
Alexander Barrett  
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT A 



An o icial website of the United States government

Here’s how yyou know

TING BID RIGGING, PRICE FIXING, AND MARKET
ALLOCATION IN POST-DISASTER REBUILDING PROJECTS
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EXHIBIT B 












