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Independent Evaluation Study of California’s

Public Charter Schools Grant Program, 2010-2015

Request for Proposals
The California Department of Education (CDE) is requesting proposals for an independent evaluation of the implementation, effectiveness, and impact of California’s federally-funded Public Charter Schools Grant Program (PCSGP) for 2010–2015. The evaluation is to be performed in accordance with the federal Charter Schools Program authorized under Title V, Part B, Subpart 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended, and the requirements of California’s approved federal grant under the Charter Schools Program State Educational Agency CFDA  Number 84.282A, PR/Award Number U282A100013. California is required to have an evaluation of this program as a condition of receiving the federal grant for implementation of the program.
To be considered, all bidders must strictly comply with the requirements of this Request for Proposals (RFP), including the timely submission of both of the following:

· A Technical Proposal containing the components identified in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of this RFP that addresses in detail the bidder’s approach to the project, experience, and qualifications; and 

· A Cost Proposal that details the cost to complete the tasks in the Technical Proposal according to Section 5.3 of this RFP. 

The Proposals will be evaluated by the CDE in a process described in RFP Section 6 pursuant to California Government Code Section 10344(b) to determine the lowest responsible bidder. The final contract will incorporate the Technical and the Cost Proposal submitted by the successful bidder, as well as this RFP. 

All proposals and related documents submitted in response to this RFP will become the property of the State of California. All proposals and related documents that advance to the Public Bid Opening are public documents and will be available for public inspection and reproduction in their entirety. Submission of a proposal is acceptance of these and other terms set forth in this RFP.

Pursuant to California Education Code (EC) Section 32370, the CDE has committed to the reduction of paper waste; therefore, information that is available on the Internet will be referenced in this RFP but will not be appended to it.
1.
PURPOSE

The purpose of the 2010–2015 PCSGP evaluation study is to provide information and recommendations for necessary or desirable modification of the program to the U.S. Department of Education (ED), State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI), CDE, Governor’s Office, Legislature, State Board of Education (SBE), Legislative Analyst’s Office, charter schools organizations and authorizers, and California public school community. 

The overall goal of the PCSGP grant is:

· Expand the number of high quality charter schools and disseminate information from high quality charter schools to other public charter and non-charter schools in order to increase student achievement and to close the achievement gap. 

Four objectives to meet this overall goal were identified in California’s federal grant application. The 2010–2015 PCSGP evaluation study will address evaluation questions within the framework of the four main objectives of the PCSGP grant:

· Objective 1: Increase the Number of High Quality Charter Schools in California

· Objective 2: Strengthen Charter School Sustainability through Capacity Building

· Objective 3: Improve Academic Achievement of Charter School Students

· Objective 4: Disseminate Best Practices from High Quality Charter Schools

The evaluation questions across all of the objectives focus on the following:

· Descriptive information

· Characteristics of PCSGP developers, schools, and their students and families

· Progress of developers/authorizers and schools in implementing PCSGP requirements

· How sub-grantees use their PCSGP funds

· How the PCSGP encourages the development of charter schools

· Extent to which the PCSGP addresses its overall goal and four objectives

· Effectiveness and impact of the PCSGP 

· The extent to which PCSGP schools meet state and federal accountability standards for academic performance and how PCSGP schools and traditional public schools compare in meeting those standards

· The effectiveness of the PCSGP process in improving the academic performance of charter school students compared with traditional school students

· The impact of CDE, charter authorizers, and state policy support on the charter schools’ capacities to implement the PCSGP requirements

· The impact and effectiveness of PCSGP implementation on classroom instruction and student achievement

2.
BACKGROUND

California’s Charter Schools Act of 1992 established the beginning of charter school law in California with a key goal of increasing learning opportunities and encouraging innovative teaching methods. The legislation capped the number of charter schools at 100 with no more than 10 charter schools in any one district and described charter term, renewal, revocation, preferences for serving low-achieving students, aspects of charter school funding, and other state priorities. The law was updated in 1995 to raise the statewide cap to 250 charter schools with an additional 100 schools to be added each year and to eliminate the district level cap. The update also allowed charter schools the option of acting as their own fiscal agent and being directly funded through the state rather than having a local educational agency (LEA) acting as their fiscal agent. Currently, there are more than 800 charter schools operating in the state. The CDE Charter Schools Web page is located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cs/. 
There are three levels of authorizers in California—LEAs, county offices of education (COEs), and the SBE. If a charter proposal is refused at the local district level, the charter school developer may appeal and submit the proposal to the county board of education. If the COE also refuses to authorize the charter school, the developer may submit the charter application to the SBE for authorization.

The federal PCSGP was enacted in 1995 to improve the financial circumstances of charter schools in their planning and early implementation stages. In later years, this program extended its scope to successful charter schools that have been open for three or more years to assist them in disseminating their best practices to other public schools. The program provides grants to state education agencies to implement these goals, and the program is administered by the ED. 

California operates the largest state PCSGP in the U.S. in both the amount of grant funds and in the number of sub-grantees. California has received six PCSGP awards dating back to October 1995 and was awarded $300 million in grant funds for 2010–2015.

2010–2015 PCSGP
Under its 2010–2015 PCSGP grant, the CDE’s target is to award 610 new Planning and Implementation (P/I) grants to charter developers and 20 dissemination grants to successful charter schools between 2010-11 through 2014–15, pending annual allocations from the ED. The project is designed to incentivize charter school developers to open high-quality charter schools in the attendance areas of the state’s persistently lowest performing schools and to share best practices with other schools. California's application was approved by ED in August 2010 and first year funds were received in October 2010. California’s 2010–2015 PCSGP grant application is available from the CSD upon request. 
Planning and Implementation Sub-grants
The overall goal of California's 2010–2015 PCSGP is to increase student achievement that leads to closing the achievement gap through high-quality charter schools. To that end, P/I sub-grants for new and continuing charter schools are a key component of the program and address the first three objectives under the overall goal:

· Objective 1: Increase the Number of High Quality Charter Schools in California

· Objective 2: Strengthen Charter School Sustainability through Capacity Building

· Objective 3: Improve Academic Achievement of Charter School Students

Appendix A describes the meaning of “high quality” charter schools for California’s 2010–2015 PCSGP grant.

The 2010–2015 PCSGP Request for Applications (RFA) for P/I grants for new and continuing charter schools was approved by the SBE in July 2010 and updated in September 2012. For 2010–11, 147 P/I grants were awarded and for 2011–12 an additional 61 P/I grants were awarded. Therefore, the current total number of P/I grants for the first two years under the 2010–2015 PCSGP is 208 (147 + 61 = 208). The 2010–2015 RFA is located on the CDE Public Charter Schools Grant Planning and Implementation Grant Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/r1/pcsgp11rfa.asp.
The RFA requires applicants to allocate a portion of the sub-grant funds to Work Plan activities, and applicants are encouraged to allocate at least a majority of the sub-grant funds to Work Plan activities. Applicants are required to develop and submit a PCSGP Work Plan that includes objectives and activities to develop capacity in:
· Governing the School

· Managing the School’s Finances 

· Evaluating Teacher Effectiveness

· Providing Professional Development

· Using Data to Inform Instruction, Evaluate Staff, and Evaluate Programs

· Using Varied Instructional Strategies to Engage All Students

· Using Formative and Summative Assessments

· Retaining at Least 80 Percent of Students at the School

· Increasing the Graduation Rate (high schools only)

The PCSGP applicant’s grant project period is broken down into two phases: the planning phase, not to exceed 18 months, and the implementation phase, not to exceed 24 months. The duration of the grant project period cannot exceed 36 months; if the planning phase exceeds 12 months in duration, then the implementation phase will be shortened by a commensurate number of months. The planning phase begins when funds are awarded and ends on the day prior to the first day of instruction (including summer school programs). Once the school begins serving students, the grantee will enter the implementation phase. Schools that fit this timeline are awarded a “three-year grant.” If the grant recipient’s school is operational when the grant is awarded, then the grant immediately enters its 24-month implementation phase. The school is awarded a “two-year grant,” and will not have a planning phase.

The CDE online application system generates the funding level based on the information provided in the application, as well as determining if the applicant will receive a P/I sub-grant or only an implementation sub-grant based on the school opening date in the application. The sub-grant funding levels are:

· Non-classroom based school
$250,000 base award


$375,000 higher grant award

· Classroom based school

$375,000 base award


$575,000 higher grant award

The higher grant award level is available to P/I applicants who submit an application clearly identifying that the charter school will:

· Be located in the attendance area of a school that is either eligible for Title 1 School Improvement Grant (SIG) funding or is chronically low performing, or
· Serve a majority of students who reside in the attendance area of a school that is either eligible for Title I SIG funding or is chronically low performing.

Chronically low performing schools are defined as schools that have been determined to be persistently lowest-achieving or in Program Improvement (PI) Years 3, 4, or 5 under Title 1, Part A of the ESEA, as amended by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act and have an Academic Performance Index (API) decile rank of 1 or 2. The applicant’s charter school must not have been awarded Title I SIG funding. Any school identified for the purpose of meeting the higher grant award eligibility requirement must serve at least one grade level that matches the applicant’s charter school’s grade levels and must be in operation.

A classroom based school has a program that requires students to be engaged in educational activities under the immediate supervision and control of an employee of the charter school who possesses a valid teaching certification (also referred to as site-based). A non-classroom based program does not meet these requirements. [See EC Section 47612.5(e)(1and 2)].

These funding levels are not contingent on the length of the grant period. For example, a P/I sub-grant for 36 months will be funded at the same level as an implementation sub-grant funded to 24 months or less. The online application system spreads the grant funds over the period of time the school is eligible to receive grant funding based on the opening date for the school.

A newly established or conversion charter school may apply for a P/I grant. If open, the school must not have been serving students for more than one school year at the time of application. Grant funds are intended to support the final planning and initial operation of the charter school. A developer is limited to a maximum of three P/I grants in each year, although exceptions may be granted by the CDE based on the developer’s capacity, location of the applicant’s school, students served, or the availability of funds. Grantees may only use grant funds for allowable grant project expenditures during the grant project period. Any unspent funds remaining at the end of the grant project period must be returned to the CDE. 

PCSGP funds are supplemental and may not be used for a school’s ongoing operating expenses. The applicant is expected to have sufficient funds available to open and operate the school without receiving a sub-grant.

Dissemination Sub-grants

The fourth objective of California’s 2010–2015 PCSGP is to disseminate best practices from high-quality charter schools to other charter and non-charter public schools. The RFA for this component of the Program is expected to be released in spring 2013. The dissemination sub-grants will be funded during the 2013-14 and 2014-15 fiscal years. 

Dissemination sub-grants are awarded to successful charter schools to assist other schools in adopting best practices. Dissemination activities may include (a) assisting other individuals with the planning and start-up of one or more new public schools, including charter schools, that are independent of the assisting charter school and its developers and that agree to be held to at least as high a level of accountability as the assisting charter school; (b) developing partnerships with other public schools designed to improve student academic achievement; (c) developing curriculum materials, assessments, and other materials that promote increased student achievement and are based on successful practices within the assisting charter school; and (d) conducting evaluations and developing materials that document the successful practices of the assisting charter school and that are designed to improve student performance in other schools [20 U.S.C. 7221c(f)(6)].
The CDE expects to award up to 20 dissemination sub-grants to charter schools that have been successful in improving their students’ academic achievement. Each of the dissemination sub-grant applicants must develop a proposal describing their dissemination objectives, practices, and procedures. The schools receiving sub-grant funding will identify partner school/s with which they will be working. Exact numbers will not be known until applications are received and evaluated, but the dissemination sub-grant component of this evaluation is projected to include up to 20 charter schools that will receive sub-grant funding and up to 100 beneficiary schools per year. Both dissemination grant schools and their beneficiary schools will be included in the evaluation.
Data Sources

The CDE has relevant statewide data that it can provide the contractor in conducting this evaluation study. These data sources include (1) project objectives, performance measures, and monitoring reports; (2) student, school, and district demographic information; (3) information on charter schools and PCSGP sub-grants; and (4) school and student achievement information.
· Project Objectives, Performance Measures, and Monitoring Reports
The four project objectives in California’s 2010–2015 PCSGP grant (listed in RFP Section 1 Purpose) describe what the project aims to accomplish to support the overall goal of the grant. For each objective, the grant specifies performance measures, which are indicators used to determine the extent to which the project objectives are met. As required under California’s grant, the CSD sends annual performance reports to the ED (available upon request) that include quantitative and descriptive data for performance measures on the extent to which California is meeting its performance measure targets. Appendix B shows the current project objectives and performance measures for California’s 2010–2015 PCSGP grant.

In addition to CDE reporting to the ED on its performance measures, California’s PCSGP grant is required to be monitored by the ED in how funds are used to implement the grant. For the prior PCSGP cycle, a California Monitoring Report for the 2007–2010 PCSGP (available from the CSD upon request) was prepared for the ED by WestEd on November 20, 2009, and described the extent to which California’s grant met, partially met, or did not meet 31 indicators within the following categories:

1. Subgrant Applications and Award Process

2. Outreach, Guidance, and Technical Assistance

3. State CSP Quality and Performance Assessment

4. Subgrantee Monitoring and Performance

5. Administrative and Fiscal Responsibilities

6. Dissemination Subgrant Applications and Awards

Three indicators under category three above (State CSP Quality and Performance Assessment) evaluated the extent to which California demonstrated progress in meeting its project objectives and performance measures of the 2007–2010 PCSGP grant. For the 2010-2015 PCSGP grant, a similar monitoring report will be prepared at the end of the grant cycle and provided to the ED.

· Student, School, and District Demographic Information 
Demographic information is available through two primary sources:

· California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS) 
The CALPADS is the foundation of California's K-12 education data system that allows for tracking a student's academic performance over time. It includes student level demographic, program participation, grade level, enrollment, discipline, graduation, and dropout information. More information about CALPADS is located on the CDE CALPADS Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sp/cl/index.asp. Special instructions for charter schools reporting is located on the CDE CALPADS Charter Schools Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sp/cl/charterschools.asp. 

· California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS)

In addition to the CALPADS, the CBEDS includes school level data collected from the following two types of data collection forms: 

· The County District Information Form (CDIF)—provides county and district-level information about number of classified staff, estimated number of teacher hires, and high school graduation requirements.

· The School Information Form (SIF)—provides school-level information about the number of classified staff, select educational options enrollment, technology, education calendars, parental exception waivers, bilingual paraprofessionals, truancy, and school improvement grant information.

Complete, aggregate, and historical aggregated CBEDS data files are available on the CDE Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/cb/studentdatafiles.asp.

· Information on Charter Schools and PCSGP Sub-grants 
The Charter Schools Division (CSD) of the CDE collects data on all charter schools, charter schools that receive PCSGP P/I sub-grants, schools that receive PCSGP dissemination sub-grants and their partner schools, and school districts and county offices of education that authorized charter schools that received P/I sub-grants. The following information is available:

· Electronic files from the CSD that includes all charter schools, including those with P/I and dissemination sub-grants, date school opened, grade levels, grant start and end dates, addresses, and contact information. 

· A current Charter School Locator file and map are available on the CDE Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/si/cs/. 

· Information collected from P/I sub-grantees

Applicants that receive P/I sub-grants are required to submit Quarterly Benchmark Reports (QBRs) that include all expenses for which sub-grant funds were used during the quarter along with documentation supporting the expenditures—receipts, invoices, cancelled checks, personnel activity reports, or general ledger pages for small purchases. Applicants indicate for each expense listed whether or not the item was included in the school’s approved PCSGP Work Plan. 

Applicants also are required to submit Comprehensive Annual Reports in which they report on the status of all PCSGP Work Plan objectives and activities and to update the approved Work Plan if needed. The annual reports specifically ask sub-grantees to describe (1) the progress of activities completed towards meeting objectives, and (2) the relevance of expenditures allocated towards meeting objectives. 

Data collected annually from P/I sub-grant recipients include:

· Demographic information about the community the charter school serves

· Student achievement data, particularly the results on state reading and mathematics assessments, from surrounding schools and the funded charter schools 

· Student enrollment numbers and retention rates from year to year

· Rates of attendance, expulsions, graduation, and transfers for surrounding schools and the charter school

· Information about prospective students on waiting lists

· Information about parent and community participation and satisfaction with the school

· A description of the activities completed and any analysis on their impact on the design and/or operation of the school

Applicants are required to acknowledge that specific and general assurances will be observed. One of these is, “The grant recipient agrees to cooperate with ED, the CDE, the Secretary of Education, and their independent contractors, if any, to conduct any external evaluation of the effectiveness of the grant process.” Therefore, the successful bidder should expect the full cooperation of P/I sub-grant recipients with the evaluation.
· Information collected from Dissemination sub-grantees

Data collected for Dissemination Sub-grant recipients will include:
· Student achievement at the sub-grant recipient and partner schools
· Satisfaction of the partner schools with information and services received
· Effect of partnering on both the sub-grant recipient and partner schools
· Extent of the dissemination activities—number of partner schools, administrators, teachers, parents/community members, and charter school developers

· Changes implemented in partner schools based on information received from sub-grant recipient
· School and Student Achievement Information

The CDE reports school level accountability data on all schools, including charter schools, and student achievement information:

· Accountability Progress Reporting

The Accountability Progress Reporting (APR) includes school information on LEAs’ and schools’ performance within the state and federal accountability systems. The APR provides information on the state API, the federal Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), and the federal Program Improvement (PI) Program. The CDE APR Web page is http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ar/. The Analysis, Measurement, and Accountability Division (AMARD) administers the statewide accountability reporting.
· API—The API information in the 2011–12 APR covers the 2011–12 API reporting cycle. This cycle includes the 2011 API base, calculated using the 2011 test results, and the 2012 API growth, calculated using the 2012 test results. Both the base and the growth are calculated using the same test indicators. The APR report indicates whether or not the school has met its API target schoolwide and for all numerically significant student groups. The APR also shows API growth for LEAs, although under state law LEAs do not have growth targets. The API data files are available on the CDE Web site at http://api.cde.ca.gov/datafiles.asp.
· AYP—The AYP information in the 2012 APR is based on the 2012 test results. The report indicates whether or not the LEA or school has met the target for percent proficient schoolwide and for all numerically significant student groups. The PI information included in the report only applies to LEAs and schools that receive Title I funding. An LEA or school is identified for PI if it does not make AYP for two consecutive years. The AYP data files are available on the CDE AYP Web site at http://ayp.cde.ca.gov/datafiles.asp. 

· Student Achievement Information
Statewide student achievement information related to this RFP includes the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program, the California English Language Development Test (CELDT), and the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE). The Assessment Development and Administration Division (ADAD) administers California’s statewide assessment programs, including the following:

· STAR Program—Current law requires all students in grades 2-11 to participate in the statewide STAR Program. The following three components of the STAR Program would be used in this evaluation: 

California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA)—The CAPA is an alternate performance assessment to the CSTs in English-language arts (ELA), mathematics, and science. It is an individually administered assessment for pupils with significant cognitive disabilities who have an individualized education program (IEP). 

California Modified Assessment (CMA)—The CMA is an alternate assessment to the CSTs in ELA, mathematics, and science for eligible pupils who have an IEP and meet the CMA eligibility criteria adopted by the SBE. 

California Standards Tests (CST)—The CSTs are criterion-referenced tests that assess the California content standards in ELA, mathematics, science, and history-social science. 

All pupils, including English learners (ELs) and pupils in special education programs, must participate in the STAR program. The SBE approved five performance levels for reporting STAR results: advanced, proficient, basic, below basic, and far below basic. Performance levels describe pupil achievement on the California content standards. Individual pupil and group results are reported using scaled scores and performance levels.

School, district, county, and state-level reports, disaggregated by pupils’ English–language fluency, gender, economic status, and disability status must be distributed to district and county officials by the CDE and posted on the CDE Web site by August 15 of each year. Individual written reports of pupil performance for the STAR Program must be provided to parents within 20 working days after districts have received the reports.

For reporting purposes, the following student background data are also collected: birth date, grade level, gender, ethnicity, language fluency, home language, testing adaptations and accommodations, special education service delivery, amount of time in the district and school, special program participation, and parent education level. The Student Demographic Information page of the STAR Test Site Coordinator’s Manual specifies the data elements and codes. The manual is available on the STAR Web site at http://www.startest.org/doclibrary.html. 
· CELDT—Federal law requires a statewide English language proficiency test that local educational agencies (LEAs) must administer to students in kindergarten through grade twelve whose primary language is not English and to students previously identified as English learners (ELs) who have not been reclassified as fluent English proficient (RFEP), and California regulations define the test as the CELDT. 
The CELDT was developed to (1) identify students with limited English proficiency; (2) determine the level of English language proficiency of those students; and (3) assess the progress of limited English-proficient students in acquiring the skills of listening, speaking, reading, and writing in English. The CELDT assesses the four domains of listening, speaking, reading, and writing in English and is aligned to the English-language development (ELD) standards adopted by the SBE. 

For reporting purposes, the same type of student background data is also collected in the CELDT administration. The Student Demographic Information page of the CELDT Test Coordinator’s Manual specifies the data elements and codes. The manual is available on the test publisher’s CELDT Web site at http://www.celdt.org/.
· CAHSEE—In California, all high school students must pass the CAHSEE. Some students with disabilities do not have to pass this test.
California created the CAHSEE to improve student achievement in high schools. The test helps to ensure that students graduate from high school with grade level skills in reading, writing, and math. Students first take the CAHSEE in grade ten. If they do not pass the test in grade ten, they have more chances to take the test. In grade eleven, they can take the test two times. In grade twelve, they have up to five times to take the test. 

For reporting purposes, the same type of student background data is also collected in the CAHSEE administration. The Student Demographic Information page of the CAHSEE Test Coordinator’s Manual specifies the data elements and codes. The manual is available on the test publisher’s CAHSEE Web site at http://www.ets.org/cahsee/test_administration/. 
Even though all student level data will be stripped of personal identifiers, the contractor shall maintain individual pupil confidentiality and security provisions established by the ADAD of the CDE. The contractor shall handle data in accordance with the Data Handling provisions in Exhibit D of the contract. 

For more information about these and other components of the state testing program, visit the CDE Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/.
3. SCOPE OF WORK
The successful contractor shall fulfill the following tasks and objectives related to the administration of the Independent Evaluation of California’s Public Charter School Grant Program (PCSGP), 2010 –2015:
Task 1 – Literature Review
The contractor shall conduct a literature review that summarizes research on charter schools effectiveness related to the evaluation questions listed in Task 2 of this RFP, particularly related to persistently low-achieving schools. The literature review shall reflect the necessary level of understanding of the background, policies, purpose, and scope of the project as well as of school reform efforts and effectiveness in charter schools, particularly in PCSGP persistently low-achieving school.
Task 2 – PCSGP 2010–2015 Evaluation
The contractor shall conduct an evaluation of the implementation, effectiveness and impact of California’s PCSGP for 2010–2015. The 2010-2015 PCSGP evaluation study will address evaluation questions within the framework of the four main objectives of the PCSGP grant.
1. Questions to be Addressed

The overall PCSGP grant project goal is that California students in charter schools show increased student achievement that leads to closing the achievement gap through high quality charter schools. This overall goal includes four major objectives that provide the framework for the evaluation questions (Objectives 1, 2, and 3 must be evaluated separately from Objective 4). The goal of the evaluation is to effectively answer the following evaluation questions.
· Objective 1: Increase the Number of High Quality Charter Schools in California

1.1 How many continuing PCSGP charter schools were funded and how many new PCSGP charter schools, by county and district, opened each year and in total during the grant period? What are the PCSGP funding and demographic characteristics of these schools? 

1.2. How have charter schools used PCSGP grant funds to become high-quality charter schools?

1.3. What, if any, similarities and differences occurred in the startup operations among PCSGP charter schools under each of the following circumstances:

· Opened by independent developers, as statewide benefit charter schools, or by Charter Management Organizations?

· Received a planning sub-grant vs. received an implementation only sub-grant?

· Received a P/I sub-grant vs. were disapproved for a P/I sub-grant?

Identify any differentiating characteristics between funding expenditures in the startup vs. later years of the grant. To the extent possible, determine which expenditures are particularly effective in startup vs. later years of the grant.

1.4. To what extent did charter authorizers of PCSGP schools follow the processes, procedures, and timelines for charter approval (EC 47605), renewal and revocation (EC 47606)?

1.5. To what extent for each year of funding did charter authorizers report better than the statewide average API performance for the PCSGP charter schools that they authorized?
1.6. What are the early signs from PCSGP schools that indicate the potential of leading to high-quality charter schools that the CDE can disseminate to charter authorizers? Are there necessary pre-conditions, on-going conditions, areas of expertise, practices, or approaches that appear to be particularly effective in moving schools to successful implementation? What are the barriers to successful implementation?
1.7. To what extent have the CDE-selected contractors provided charter development technical assistance for PCSGP charter schools? To what extent has the technical assistance been effective in increasing the number of high quality schools?
· Objective 2: Strengthen Charter School Sustainability through Capacity Building

2.1 How were PCSGP P/I funds used to implement capacity building that increased the sustainability of new charter schools? What areas of expertise, practices, or approaches appear to be particularly effective in increasing the sustainability of new charter schools? To what extent were the schools able to sustain implementation once funding was discontinued?
2.2. What were the characteristics of (1) governance training and (2) fiscal management training for PCSGP schools for the following:

· The extent of schools completing governance/fiscal management training by the end of the first year of implementation?

· The quality of the governance/fiscal management training?

· Barriers encountered by schools in obtaining high quality governance/fiscal management training?

2.3. To what extent did PCSGP funded charter schools develop a teacher effectiveness measurement system that included student achievement as a substantial portion of teacher evaluations? How effective were those systems in improving classroom instruction and student achievement of students, particularly in PCSGP schools receiving the higher grant award? What types of systems were implemented at higher performing PCSGP schools?
2.4. To what extent did PCSGP funded charter schools obtain Proposition 39 facilities versus other facility solutions compared to non-PCSGP funded charter schools?

2.5. At what rate did charter schools that received PCSGP sub-grants close compared to charter schools that did not receive sub-grants? To the extent possible, identify any differentiating characteristics between the PCSGP schools vs. non-PCSGP charter schools. Were there specific barriers to achieving sustainability in the schools that closed compared to those that did not close?

2.6. How available, accessible, and effective in building charter school capacity was the technical assistance provided by the CDE to PCSGP charter schools?

· Objective 3: Improve Academic Achievement of Charter School Students

3.1. To what extent has school performance and progress changed from 2010–2015 in PCSGP funded charter schools compared to that in (1) non-charter public schools and (2) non-PCSGP charter schools on annual API and AYP reports? To what extent has it changed for numerically significant student groups? Include the following:

· Annual school wide results and results for each student group for each component of each accountability report.

· Year to year summary of changes for each group (school wide and student group) on each component of each accountability report.

· Whether achievement gaps were reduced or eliminated.

3.2. To what extent has student achievement changed from 2010–2015 in PCSGP funded charter schools compared to that in (1) non-charter public schools and (2) non-PCSGP charter schools on annual STAR Program (CST, CMA, and CAPA), CAHSEE, and CELDT assessments? To what extent has it changed for numerically significant student groups? Include the following:

· Annual school wide results and results for each student group for each content area and each performance level of the assessments. 

· Year to year summary of changes for each group (school wide and student group) for each content area and each performance level of the assessments.

· Whether achievement gaps were reduced or eliminated. 

3.3. To what extent did student achievement change overall and for the student groups listed above for PCSGP schools receiving the higher grant award?

3.4 What necessary pre-conditions, ongoing conditions, areas of expertise, practices, or approaches of the PCSGP process assist schools in improving their students’ academic achievement, particularly PCSGP schools receiving the higher grant award?
3.5. To what extent did PCSGP funded charter schools implement methods of improving student academic achievement through the following:

· Professional development and teacher training programs?

· Using data, including formative and summative assessments, to inform and improve instruction? 

· Using effective and varied instructional strategies in the classroom or through online instruction, as appropriate?

How effective was each method in assisting school staff to improve classroom instruction and improve the academic achievement of students, particularly low-achieving student groups? What other more or less critical methods were used to improve classroom instruction and/or student achievement? What types of professional development were implemented at higher performing PCSGP schools?
3.6. How do student dropout/retention rates from 2010–2015 in PCSGP funded charter schools compare to those in (1) non-charter public schools and (2) non-PCSGP charter schools? Include the following:

· Report of school wide results and results for each student group for each year from 2010 to 2015.

· Year to year summary of changes for each group (school wide and student group) from 2010 to 2015.

· Whether dropout rate gaps were reduced or eliminated. 

3.7. How do student graduation rates from 2010–2015 in PCSGP funded charter high schools (excluding dropout recovery high schools) that have operated for at least five years compare to those in (1) non-charter public high schools and (2) non-PCSGP charter high schools that have operated for at least five years? Include the following:

· Report of school wide results and results for each student group for each year from 2010 to 2015.

· Year to year summary of changes for each group (school wide and student group) from 2010 to 2015.

· Whether graduation rate gaps were reduced or eliminated.

3.8. To what extent did PCSGP schools report a minimum of 80 percent year-to-year student retention rate (e.g., student retained at PCSGP school and stayed at the same PCSGP school)?

3.9. To what extent did PCSGP high schools (excluding dropout recovery high schools) that have operated for at least five years report a minimum 80 percent cohort graduation rate (i.e., student entered the PCSGP high school in grade 9 and graduated from the same PCSGP high school in grade 12)?

· Objective 4: Disseminate Best Practices from High Quality Charter Schools

4.1. How did sub-grantees use PCSGP funds to disseminate best practices from high quality charter schools?

4.2. What percentage of sub-grantee schools made at least one public presentation regarding best practices during the first year of their dissemination grant, and what percentage made at least one public presentation regarding best practices during the second year of their grant? Include the following:

· Describe the forum in which each presentation took place.

· Identify how many people attended each presentation.

· Describe the background of attendees (i.e., teachers, principals, district personnel, educational researchers, parents, public, and affiliation with charter or with non-charter school).

4.3. To what extent did PCSGP charter schools awarded dissemination sub-grants and their partner schools have higher student achievement levels on STAR Program, CAHSEE, and CELDT results than neighboring schools with comparable student populations?
4.4. What, if any, affect did receiving a PCSGP dissemination sub-grant have on the charter school?

4.5. How did partnering with a PCSGP charter school affect the receiving schools? Were any changes made in the organizational structure, curriculum, and instructional delivery?

4.6. How transportable were the practices disseminated by the charter school? What adaptations had to be made to implement the practices at the partner schools?
2. Schools to be Included in Evaluation
Schools to be included in the evaluation shall include the schools receiving P/I Sub-Grant funding and schools receiving Dissemination Sub-Grant funding: 
· Schools With P/I Sub-Grants 
PCSGP grant cycles run consecutively. Prior to receiving federal funding for its 2010–2015 grant cycle, California had a 2007–2010 PCSGP grant. During the 2007–2010 cycle, sub-grants were continuously awarded to applicants. While applicants were awarded sub-grants for up to 36 months, funds were encumbered a year at a time. This resulted in using 2010–2015 funds to continue funding 117 sub-grants awarded during the 2007–2010 cycle. The P/I evaluation component in this RFP includes both schools that were approved for P/I sub-grants during the 2007–2010 cycle that continued to receive funds from the 2010–2015 grant funds as well as schools approved for new funding during the 2010–2015 grant cycle. 

Tables 1a, 1b, and 1c on the following three pages shows the number of P/I schools to be included in this evaluation by grant year and year of operation. Table 1a shows schools receiving the base award; Table 1b shows schools receiving the higher award; and Table 1c shows both schools receiving the base award and schools receiving the higher award. Because P/I grants for 2012–13, 2013–14 and 2014–15 are still to be awarded, the numbers in the shaded boxes show the estimated number of schools for 2012–13, 2013–14 and 2014–15 based upon the target number of new schools in California’s grant that are projected to receive P/I grants. CDE estimates that approximately 596 schools will be included in the P/I sub-grant evaluation (see Table 1c).
Table 1a. Number of Schools with P/I Sub-Grants

to be Included in Evaluation

Schools Receiving Base Award

	Grant Year:

(July 1–June 30)
	PCSGP 2010-11 Year 1
	PCSGP 2011-12 Year 2
	PCSGP 2012-13 Year 3
	PCSGP 2013-14 Year 4
	PCSGP 2014-15 Year 5

	Continuing Schools from the 2007-2010 PCSGP Cycle

	Receiving PCSGP Funding

	Planning grant year – schools preparing to open the following school year
	0
	
	
	
	

	Implementation grant year 1 -- schools that are in their first year of operation
	22
	0
	
	
	

	Implementation grant year 2 -- schools that are in their second year of operation
	26
	22
	0
	
	

	After PCSGP Funding

	Year 3 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that ended prior to or at the beginning of the third year of operation
	
	26
	22
	0
	

	Year 4 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that are in year four of operation
	
	
	26
	22
	0

	Year 5 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that are in year five or greater of operation
	
	
	
	26
	48

	Subtotal, Schools Continuing from 2007–2010 grant cycle:
	48
	48
	48
	48
	48

	New Schools in the 2010-2015 PCSGP Cycle

	Receiving PCSGP Funding

	Planning grant year – schools preparing to open the following school year
	
	
	
	
	

	New
	7
	3
	13
	14
	15

	Implementation grant year 1 -- schools that are in their first year of operation
	
	
	
	
	

	New
	3
	9
	16
	17
	18

	Continuing
	
	7
	3
	16
	17

	Implementation grant year 2 -- schools that are in their second year of operation
	
	
	
	
	

	Continuing 
	
	3
	16
	19
	33

	After PCSGP Funding

	Year 3 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that ended prior to or at the beginning of the third year of operation
	
	
	3
	16
	19

	Year 4 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that are in year four of operation
	
	
	
	3
	16

	Year 5 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that are in year five or greater of operation
	
	
	
	
	3

	Subtotal, Schools New in 2010–2015 grant cycle:
	10
	22
	51
	85
	121

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total, Schools Receiving Base Award:
	58
	70
	99
	133
	169


Note: Shaded boxes show estimated number of schools. Assumes new schools target would be met for that year
Table 1b. Number of Schools with P/I Sub-Grants 

to be Included in Evaluation (continued)

Schools Receiving Higher Award*

	Grant Year:

(July 1–June 30)
	PCSGP 2010-11 Year 1
	PCSGP 2011-12 Year 2
	PCSGP 2012-13 Year 3
	PCSGP 2013-14 Year 4
	PCSGP 2014-15 Year 5

	Continuing Schools from the 2007-2010 PCSGP Cycle

	Receiving PCSGP Funding

	Planning grant year – schools preparing to open the following school year
	3
	
	
	
	

	Implementation grant year 1 -- schools that are in their first year of operation
	31
	3
	
	
	

	Implementation grant year 2 -- schools that are in their second year of operation
	35
	31
	3
	
	

	After PCSGP Funding

	Year 3 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that ended prior to or at the beginning of the third year of operation
	
	35
	31
	3
	

	Year 4 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that are in year four of operation
	
	
	35
	31
	3

	Year 5 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that are in year five or greater of operation
	
	
	
	35
	66

	Subtotal, Schools Continuing from 2007–2010 grant cycle:
	69
	69
	69
	69
	69

	New Schools in the 2010-2015 PCSGP Cycle

	Receiving PCSGP Funding

	Planning grant year – schools preparing to open the following school year
	
	
	
	
	

	New
	13
	20
	44
	46
	48

	Implementation grant year 1 -- schools that are in their first year of operation
	
	
	
	
	

	New
	7
	29
	48
	50
	53

	Continuing
	
	13
	20
	44
	46

	Implementation grant year 2 -- schools that are in their second year of operation
	
	
	
	
	

	Continuing 
	
	7
	42
	68
	94

	After PCSGP Funding

	Year 3 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that ended prior to or at the beginning of the third year of operation
	
	 
	7
	42
	68

	Year 4 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that are in year four of operation
	
	
	
	7
	42

	Year 5 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that are in year five or greater of operation
	
	
	
	
	7

	Subtotal, Schools New in 2010–2015 grant cycle:
	20
	69
	161
	257
	358

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total, Schools Receiving Higher Award:
	89
	138
	230
	326
	427


Note: Shaded boxes show estimated number of schools. Assumes new schools target would be met for that year.

* Schools receiving higher award: School's application identifies school is either (1) located in attendance area of a school that is eligible for Title I SIG funding or is chronically low performing OR (2) serves a majority of students who reside in the attendance area of a school that is either eligible for Title I SIG funding or is chronically low performing.

Table 1c. Number of Schools with P/I Sub-Grants

to be Included in Evaluation (continued)

Both Schools Receiving Base Award and Higher Award*

	Grant Year:

(July 1–June 30)
	PCSGP 2010-11 Year 1
	PCSGP 2011-12 Year 2
	PCSGP 2012-13 Year 3
	PCSGP 2013-14 Year 4
	PCSGP 2014-15 Year 5

	Continuing Schools from the 2007-2010 PCSGP Cycle

	Receiving PCSGP Funding

	Planning grant year – schools preparing to open the following school year
	3
	
	
	
	

	Implementation grant year 1 -- schools that are in their first year of operation
	53
	3
	
	
	

	Implementation grant year 2 -- schools that are in their second year of operation
	61
	53
	3
	
	

	After PCSGP Funding

	Year 3 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that ended prior to or at the beginning of the third year of operation
	
	61
	53
	3
	

	Year 4 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that are in year four of operation
	
	
	61
	53
	3

	Year 5 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that are in year five or greater of operation
	
	
	
	61
	114

	Subtotal, Schools Continuing from 2007–2010 grant cycle:
	117
	117
	117
	117
	117

	New Schools in the 2010-2015 PCSGP Cycle

	Receiving PCSGP Funding

	Planning grant year – schools preparing to open the following school year
	
	
	
	
	

	New
	20
	23
	57
	60
	63

	Implementation grant year 1 -- schools that are in their first year of operation
	
	
	
	
	

	New
	10
	38
	64
	67
	71

	Continuing
	
	20
	23
	60
	63

	Implementation grant year 2 -- schools that are in their second year of operation
	
	
	
	
	

	Continuing 
	
	10
	58
	87
	127

	After PCSGP Funding

	Year 3 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that ended prior to or at the beginning of the third year of operation
	
	
	10
	58
	87

	Year 4 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that are in year four of operation
	
	
	
	10
	58

	Year 5 -- Schools that received PCSGP grants that are in year five or greater of operation
	
	
	
	
	10

	Subtotal, Schools New in 2010–2015 grant cycle:
	30
	91
	212
	342
	479

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total, Schools to be Evaluated:
	147
	208
	329
	459
	596


	Annual New Schools Target
	111
	117
	122
	127
	133


Note: Shaded boxes show estimated number of schools. Assumes new schools target would be met for that year.

* Schools receiving higher award: School's application identifies school is either (1) located in attendance area of a school that is eligible for Title I SIG funding or is chronically low performing OR (2) serves a majority of students who reside in the attendance area of a school that is either eligible for Title I SIG funding or is chronically low performing.

California’s 2010–2015 PCSGP grant proposed a target annual increase of new P/I PCSGP schools for each year of the grant. The projected number of new schools is 610 by 2015. The current actual number of new P/I PCSGP schools from 2010–2013 is 91 schools. Therefore, the revised projected number of new P/I PCSGP schools from 2010 through 2015 is 473 (91 + 382) schools, as shown in Table 2.
Table 2. Comparison of New P/I PCSGP Schools Target 

with Actual and Estimated Number of New P/I PCSGP Schools

	Grant Year:

(July 1–June 30)
	PCSGP 2010-11 Year 1
	PCSGP 2011-12 Year 2
	PCSGP 2012-13 Year 3
	PCSGP 2013-14 Year 4
	PCSGP 2014-15 Year 5
	Total

	Annual New P/I PCSGP Schools Target
	111
	117
	122
	127
	133
	610

	Annual New P/I PCSGP Schools Actual
	30
	61
	
	
	
	91

	Annual New P/I PCSGP Schools Estimated
	
	
	122
	127
	133
	382


Note: Shaded boxes show estimated number of schools. Assumes new schools target would be met for that year.
· Schools With Dissemination Sub-Grants 

Table 3 below shows the estimated number of dissemination sub-grant and partner schools estimated to be included in this evaluation by grant year and year of operation. The shaded boxes in Table 3 show the estimated numbers for 2013–14 and 2014–15. CDE estimates that approximately twenty schools will receive the dissemination sub-grant and up to 200 schools will be beneficiary schools.  
Table 3. Number of Schools with Dissemination Sub-grants 

and Partner Schools to be Included in Evaluation (Estimated)

	Grant Year:

(July 1–June 30)
	PCSGP 2013-14 Year 4
	PCSGP 2014-15 Year 5

	New Dissemination Schools Target
	10
	10

	Dissemination Grant Schools
	 
	 

	New
	10
	10 

	Continuing
	 
	10

	Beneficiary Schools
	 
	 

	New (TBD up to 100)
	100
	100

	Continuing  (TBD up to 100)
	
	100

	
	
	

	Total, Schools to be Evaluated: (TBD)
	110
	220


Note: Shaded boxes show estimated number of schools. Assumes new schools target would be met for that year.

3. Evaluation Design

The contractor shall conduct the PCSGP Evaluation using an evaluation design that includes all of the following components:

a.
Overall Evaluation Design and Conceptual Framework

b.
Detailed Evaluation Design

1) Indicators, Definitions, and Data
2) Analyses
3) Assurances
4. PCSGP Evaluation Reports

a. 2013–14 Annual Report. The contractor must deliver a 2013–14 annual report and executive summary. The annual report must include the evaluation findings for PCSGP years 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13 separately by year and by total years for all evaluation questions detailed in Task 2 of this RFP. The evaluation report must include at a minimum an executive summary, background, the literature review from Task 1 of this RFP, evaluation questions, schools included, conceptual framework, study design, methodology, data, analysis, findings, contextual factors, and recommendations for the CDE related to monitoring the PCSGP, including but not limited to support that schools may need to develop into high-quality sustainable charter schools. The report must describe the procedures used to collect and analyze the data for each school and cohort of schools, describe any limitations of the findings, and challenges related to conducting the evaluations. Any surveys or other instruments developed to conduct the evaluation are to be included in the report. 

A draft copy of the 2013–14 annual report is to be delivered to the CDE for review and approval no later than May 14, 2014. See Table 4 below for the timeline for producing reports, and see Task 3, part 6, below for CDE Approval Schedule requirements. Following approval, the contractor is to deliver a Compact Disc (CD) in a Microsoft Word format used by the CDE, as well as a PDF version suitable for Web posting, and 15 bound copies of the report to the CDE by June 16, 2014.
b. Comprehensive Final Report. The contractor must deliver a comprehensive final report and executive summary that will summarize the findings from the 2013–14 annual report, provide an annual report of evaluation findings for 2014–15, and provide final recommendations for the PCSGP based upon the findings of the comprehensive evaluation. The report must include the evaluation findings for PCSGP years 2010–11, 2011–12, 2012–13, and 2014–15 separately by year and by total years for all evaluation questions detailed in Task 2 of this RFP. The report must include at a minimum the same sections required for the 2013–14 report as well as implications of the findings for the future.

A draft of the comprehensive final report is to be delivered to the CDE for review and approval no later than March 27, 2015. See Table 4 below for the timeline for producing reports, and see Task 3, part 6, below for CDE Approval Schedule requirements. Following approval, the contractor is to deliver all final documents on a Compact Disc (CD) in a Microsoft Word format used by the CDE, as well as a PDF version suitable for Web posting, and 15 bound copies, and an electronic copy of the report to the CDE by June 16, 2015. 
c. Data Files and Reports – All final documents must adhere to the CDE Style Guidelines and Web posting requirements. The CDE Style Guidelines and Web hosting standards are available via the CDE Web Services Office Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/di/ws/webstandards.asp. Unless otherwise specified, all final documents must be provided in a Microsoft Word format used by CDE or with prior approval of the CDE, the contractor may also use Adobe Acrobat or any other CDE approved software. Any document to be posted on the Internet must meet CDE Style Guidelines and Web posting requirements including accessibility standards. After a document has been fully approved by CDE, the contractor must ensure the material meets CDE accessibility tags and alternate text for every non-text element (e.g., images, graphical representations of text (including symbols), etc.). All fully approved PowerPoint documents and Webcasts, for posting of the Internet, must be delivered to CDE with a text-only Word version. Upon request, CDE staff will provide contractor staff training on CDE accessibility requirements up to once per fiscal year at CDE offices in Sacramento.

Unless otherwise specified, all data files must be delivered in text file format that can be imported into Microsoft Access and Microsoft SQL Server. Data files must be accompanied by a text file layout indicating field names and descriptions. (Refer to RFP Attachment 16, Sample Consulting Services Contract, Exhibit E) 

The CDE must approve all material and/or deliverables developed in conjunction with this contract. The successful bidder may not disseminate any written information, materials, or deliverables to the field, public, of any other third party without written approval by CDE. The contractor is responsible for allowing sufficient time for CDE to review the materials and/or deliverables, and if necessary, for the contractor to make modifications as directed by CDE to review and sign-off on the revised submission. The contractor is responsible for any costs associated with making modifications to materials and deliverables necessary to obtain sign-off by CDE. 

Table 4 shows the timeline for the annual and final reports:

Table 4. PCSGP Evaluation Reports Timeline

	Activity
	Due Date

	2013–14 Annual Report DRAFT to CDE
	May 14, 2014

	2013–14 Annual Report FINAL to CDE
	June 16, 2014

	Comprehensive Final Report DRAFT to CDE
	March 27, 2015

	Comprehensive Final Report FINAL to CDE
	June 16, 2015


Task 3 – Coordination and Communications with CDE
The contractor shall coordinate communications with the CDE during the entire contract period. The contractor shall provide a schedule for proposed task initiation and completion dates, level of effort, and chronological dates for each activity. The contractor shall provide timely and accurate communication and coordination with CDE staff and other policy, administrative, and advisory groups; attend and provide minutes for required meetings; adhere to the CDE Approval Schedule for project deliverables; and generate and deliver the required reports. The Task 3 activities include, but are not limited to, the following subtasks:
1. Orientation Meeting
An orientation meeting is to occur within the first two weeks of the commencement of this contract. All key contractor and subcontractor personnel, including the management team, must meet in person with the CDE for up to four hours at the CDE headquarters in Sacramento, California. During the orientation meeting, the contractor must provide a review of each task and the proposed methods for implementation as contained in the Technical Proposal. The contractor must develop the meeting agenda in coordination with the CDE, take minutes, and, within five working days after the meeting, submit the minutes to the CDE by e-mail for review and approval. The orientation meeting must address all tasks, including timelines, questions, and concerns about implementation of the contract.

2. Quarterly Management Meetings
At a minimum, Quarterly meetings are to be held between the contractor’s Project Manager and the CDE to review and discuss task implementation and status. Other contractor staff and any subcontractors that the CDE requests must attend the meetings as appropriate to the task. The meetings may be held in-person at the CDE office, or may be conducted via teleconference. The contractor must develop the meeting agenda in coordination with the CDE, take minutes, and, within five working days after the meeting, submit the minutes to the CDE by e-mail for review and approval.

3. SBE Meetings
Upon request from the CDE, the contractor may be asked to provide periodic presentations at the SBE meetings. These meetings require in-person attendance and are typically held in Sacramento. The contractor must also present evaluation findings to the SBE, if available, and respond to questions from Board members and other interested stakeholders. 
4. Evaluation Advisory Group Meetings
To ensure the evaluation’s responsiveness to stakeholder groups, a PCSGP Evaluation Advisory Group will be formed to provide guidance to the successful bidder on the evaluation study. The Evaluation Advisory Group will consist of representatives of interested stakeholder groups, such as the SBE, SSPI, Legislature, Department of Finance, Legislative Analyst’s Office, County Offices of Education, California charter developers/authorizers, districts, and charter schools, CDE contract monitor, and other pertinent CDE staff members. The contractor is expected to consult with the Advisory Group about details involved with data collection instruments and schedules, sampling plans, data analysis strategies, and policy issues. 

5. Second Year Meeting
A Second Year meeting is to occur no later than June 2014 to confirm the evaluation procedures and time line for schools that receive dissemination sub-grants. All key contractor and subcontractor personnel, including the management team, must meet in person with the CDE for up to four hours at CDE headquarters. During the meeting, the contractor must provide a review of each task and the proposed methods of implementation as contained in the Technical Proposal. The contractor must develop the meeting agenda in coordination with the CDE, take minutes, and within five working days after the meeting submit the minutes to the CDE by e-mail for review and approval. The meeting must address all tasks, time lines, questions, and concerns related to evaluating the effectiveness of the PCSGP Dissemination Grants.
6. CDE Approval Schedule
The coordination and communications with CDE plan must include a comprehensive plan and schedule that specifically conform to and incorporate the CDE approval schedule. Failure to do so may result in disqualification from this procurement. 

The CDE must approve all deliverables developed in conjunction with this contract. The contractor may not disseminate any written information, materials, or deliverables to the field, public, of any other third party without the CDE’s prior written approval. The contractor is responsible for allowing sufficient time for the CDE to review the deliverables, and if necessary, for the contractor to make modifications as directed by the CDE to review and sign-off on the revised submission. The contractor is responsible for any costs associated with making modifications to deliverables necessary to obtain sign-off by the CDE. The Technical Proposal’s comprehensive plan and schedule must specifically conform to the CDE approval schedule. Failure to do so may result in disqualification from this procurement.

Unless otherwise specified in this RFP or agreed to in writing by the CDE, the contractor must: (1) allow at least ten working days for the CDE to initially review each submission; (2) make all modifications within five working days from receipt of the changes directed by the CDE; and (3) allow the CDE at least five working days to review the modified submission. Review of draft annual reports may require 15–30 working days for CDE review. An approval/sign-off for any deliverable will be provided only when the CDE is satisfied with the submission. The contractor is responsible for any costs associated with making modifications to deliverables necessary to obtain CDE approval. (See RFP Section 5.3 Cost Proposal Requirements.)

The CDE’s review and approval of independent evaluation reports will typically be limited to a review of contract adherence, inclusion of all required report sections, and adherence to the CDE Style Guidelines, Correspondence Guide, and Web posting requirements. Occasional report content edits may be required, but in all cases the integrity of the independence of the evaluation will be maintained.

4.
GENERAL PROPOSAL INFORMATION

4.1
 Bidder Eligibility 
Sole proprietorships, partnerships, public or private agencies, unincorporated organizations or associations may submit proposals in response to this RFP. The bidder must be legally constituted and qualified to do business within the State of California. If required by law, any business entity required to be registered with the California Secretary of State must submit a current Certificate of Good Standing issued by the California Secretary of State. The required document(s) may be obtained through the Certification Unit at (916) 657-5251 or through the following Web site: http://www.sos.ca.gov/business/be/information-requests.htm.
Note: Allow sufficient time to obtain the certificate from the California Secretary of State. If the bidder’s legal status does not require a filing or registration with the California Secretary of State, a separate paragraph in the Technical Proposal must clearly state the bidder’s legal status and evidence that it is legally constituted and qualified to do business with the State of California. With the exception of organizations whose legal status precludes incorporation (i.e., public agencies, sole proprietorships, partnerships) bidders that are not fully incorporated by the deadline for submitting proposals will be disqualified.
4.2 Minimum Qualifications for Bidders 
Bidders must have a minimum of at least two years of recent (one of which must be within the last three years) full-time experience in the development and operation of projects similar to that described in this RFP. In addition, bidders must have experience with, and knowledge of, the following:

a. Conducting similar large scale evaluation programs for schools districts and/or school based programs.
b. Using a variety of evaluation designs employing both quantitative and qualitative data collection. 
c. Quantitative research, surveys, sampling methodology, statistical analysis, and interpretation of standardized tests and other student achievement data.
d. Qualitative research, including onsite observational, interviews, case studies, focus group methodologies, and content analysis.

e. Existing achievement data in California schools and the uses thereof for student impact, benefit, and academic achievement analysis sought in this RFP.

f. Conduct of research and evaluation in charter schools and in low performing schools.

g. Current research and literature about school reform and statewide comprehensive, high-stakes school accountability systems

Project Manager: 
This person is the bidder’s primary person assigned to oversee the project. The Project Manager must be an employee of the prime bidder and will act as the liaison between the CDE and all other project staff. The Project Manager is responsible for ensuring completion of all project deliverables. 
Minimum qualifications: The person to act as project manager or director must have at least two years of recent experience (one of which must be within the last three years) in managing similar projects of comparable scope, size, and content to the project described in this RFP. The project manager must have experience in using a variety of evaluation designs employing both quantitative and qualitative data collection. 
The Project Manager must be accessible to the CDE Contract Monitor at all time during normal CDE business hours. In addition to other specified responsibilities, the Project Manager will be responsible for all matters related to the bidder’s project staff/personnel including, but not limited to:

i. Supervising, reviewing, monitoring, training, and directing all project staff/personnel.

ii. Overseeing personnel assigned to complete the required work as specified.

iii. Maintaining project files.

iv. Implementing and maintaining quality control procedures to manage conflicts, insure product accuracy, and identify critical reviews and milestones.

v. Submitting monthly progress reports and invoices in a timely matter. 

Fiscal Manager: 
This person is the bidder’s fiscal person responsible for the fiscal oversight and management, invoicing and accounting for this project. 

Minimum qualifications: The person to act as the fiscal manager must have at least two years of recent experience (one of which must be within the last three years) managing large complex contracts comparable to the size and scope of the services described in this RFP.

Personnel and Project Staff Qualifications

The abilities of the Project Manager and assigned project staff/personnel are crucial to the success of the project. This project poses multiple project management challenges, which require an experienced Project Manager and staff/personnel. In particular, meeting the project schedule and ensuring that effective project-related communications are maintained requires a high level of organizational and leadership ability.
The project staff/personnel must have the following desirable qualifications:

a. A minimum of two years’ experience and demonstrated work history conducting the tasks similar to those described in this RFP.
b. Assigned project staff/personnel must be capable of assisting the Project Manager in all aspects of project work.

c. The bidder shall specify in RFP Section 5.D Personnel each individual contract participant/subcontract participant proposed for each task on this project and identify by name, job position title, the specific responsibilities assigned to each individual. In addition, the proposal must include résumés for each individual contract participant/subcontract participant.
d. The assigned project staff/personnel cannot be changed or substituted without the CDE Contract Monitor’s prior approval and formal amendment approved by the Department of General Services. The substitute personnel shall meet or exceed the qualifications and experience level of the previously assigned project staff/personnel.

4.3 RFP Schedule

	Activity
	Action Date

	Request for Proposal Released
	April 11, 2013

	Bidders’ Conference
	April 19, 2013 (10:00 a.m.)

	Intent to Submit a Proposal
	April 26, 2013 (12:00 p.m. noon PT)

	Receipt of Questions from Bidders Due
	April 26, 2013 (12:00 p.m. noon PT)

	Responses to Questions Posted on CDE Web page
	May 3, 2013 (5 p.m. PT) (Tentative)

	Proposals Due
	May 29, 2013 (12:00 p.m. noon PT)

	Review of the Proposals
	June 3–7 , 2013 (Tentative)

	Public Bid Opening




	June 12, 2013 (9:30 a.m. PT) (Tentative)

	Posting of Intent to Award (five- business day posting period)
	June 19–25, 2013 (Tentative)

	Anticipated Contract Start Date





	August 19, 2013 (Upon DGS approval)


Bidder’s Conference
A bidders’ conference will be conducted on Friday, April 19, 2013, at 1430 N Street, Room 1801, Sacramento, California beginning at 10:00 a.m... Pacific Time (PT). The purpose of the bidders’ conference is for the CDE to provide an overview of the RFP including Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise (DVBE) requirements and for potential bidders to ask clarifying questions. All questions, asked either during the bidders’ conference or outside the bidders’ conference as described in RFP Section 4.6 of this RFP, must be submitted in writing. Responses to written questions regarding the RFP will be posted on the CDE Web site on Friday May 3, 2013. Responses to questions regarding DVBE will be posted on CDE Web site, only as available.
Cost of travel and all other expenses incurred to attend the bidders’ conference is the sole responsibility of the proposed bidder/attendee and will not be reimbursed by the CDE.

4.4 Contract Funding and Time Period
Time Period

The proposed term of the Contract to be awarded under this RFP is for two fiscal years from August 19, 2013, through June 30, 2015, with a one fiscal year option to renew for the period July 1, 2015, through June 30, 2016, at the same or lower rates, under the same terms and conditions. After June 30, 2014, annual renewal of the contract will be based on the contractor’s performance, the continued receipt of PCSGP funds from the ED, and legislative approval to spend the funds. The bidder’s Technical Proposal for this RFP must be for the time period of August 19, 2013 through June 30, 2015.
The actual start date of the contract is contingent upon approval of the contract by the California Department of General Services (DGS), California’s receipt of federal funding, and legislative approval for use of the federal funds for this purpose. The CDE is in the process of requesting approval from the ED for an extension of the evaluation time period to June 30, 2016, in order to include final year PCSGP schools in the evaluation. Therefore, this contract may extend to June 30, 2016, contingent upon approval of a contract amendment by DGS for this purpose and California’s approval from ED to extend the contract time period for an additional year. 
Funding
Currently a maximum amount of $800,000 in federal funds is estimated to be budgeted for the length of the contract over two years. Contract funding is contingent upon appropriation in the annual state Budget Act (see Funding Contingency Clause in sample contract, Attachment 16, Exhibit B). The bidder’ Cost Proposal must be for a bid for the two-year evaluation shown below:
	Fiscal Year
	Estimated Amount

	2013 –14
	$ 500,000

	2014 –15
	$ 300,000

	TOTAL
	$ 800,000


The CDE is in the process of requesting approval from the ED to carryover $200,000 remaining PCSGP funds to the 2015–16 fiscal year in order to include final year PCSGP schools in the evaluation. This contract may include an additional $200,000 in the 2015–16 fiscal year for this purpose, contingent upon approval for carryover in the state Budget Act, approval of a contract amendment by DGS for this purpose, and California’s approval from ED to extend the contract time period and to carryover funds for an additional year. Should the one year extension and carryover funding be approved, a contract amendment will be initiated and processed.
If insufficient funds are appropriated for the work in this contract, CDE may cancel the contract with no liability of any kind accruing to or against CDE, its employees, agents, contractors or representatives and the bidder shall not be obligated to perform any work, or the Contract may be amended by CDE and the successful bidder to reflect a reduction of work and the reduced appropriation subject to appropriate government agency approval. 
4.5 Intent to Submit a Proposal 
Bidders are required to submit an Intent to Submit a Proposal (Attachment 11), mailed, e-mailed or faxed, that must be received by 12:00 p.m. (noon PT) Friday, April 26, 2013. The Intent to Submit a Proposal does not require an organization to submit a proposal; however, a proposal will not be accepted unless an Intent to Submit a Proposal (Attachment 11) is submitted on time.

The Intent to Submit a Proposal must be signed by the bidder or the bidder’s representative and include the title of the person signing the Intent to Submit a Proposal and show the date of submission. In the case of e-mailing an electronic signature must be affixed. Questions regarding this RFP may be included with the Intent to Submit a Proposal (see also Section 4.6) and must be mailed, e-mailed, or faxed by 12:00 p.m. (noon PT) Friday, April 26, 2013.
The Intent to Submit a Proposal and questions regarding the RFP must be mailed, e-mailed or faxed to:

Public Charter Schools Grant Program Evaluation 2010–2015
Charter Schools Division

California Department of Education
Attn: Pete Callas
1430 N Street, Room 5401

Sacramento, CA  95814

Fax: 916-322-1465, E-mail Pcallas@cde.ca.gov
(Please include “PCSGP Evaluation 2010–2015” in the subject line.)

It is the bidders’ responsibility to ensure that the Intent to Submit a Proposal reaches the Charter Schools Division no later than 12:00 p.m. (noon PT) Friday, April 26, 2013. Proposals, for which the Intent to Submit a Proposal (Attachment 11) has not been received by the date and time specified, shall not be accepted.
4.6 Questions and Clarifications

Bidders may submit questions, requests for clarification, concerns, and/or comments (hereinafter referred to collectively as “questions”) regarding this RFP. All questions must be submitted in writing and may be submitted with the Intent to Submit a Proposal (Refer to Section 4.5). The bidder must include its name, e-mail address, and telephone number with its submission of questions. The bidder should specify the relevant section and page number of the RFP for each question submitted. Questions must be received by 12:00 p.m. (noon PT) Friday, April 26, 2013. CDE will make every effort to e-mail its responses to the questions to all who submitted an Intent to Submit a Proposal by 12:00 p.m. (noon PT) on Friday, April 26, 2013. At its discretion, the CDE may respond to questions that are submitted late or not in proper form. The CDE reserves the right to rephrase or not answer any question submitted.
Written questions regarding the RFP will be included in the response to questions posted on the CDE Web site. Responses are scheduled to be posted on the CDE Web site on Friday, May 3, 2013. 
All questions must be submitted either by e-mail, facsimile, or mail (express or standard). Address e-mails to Pete Callas. The use of e-mail for submission of questions is encouraged. Questions may be e-mailed to pcallas@cde.ca.gov or fax to 916-322-1465. (Please include “PCSGP Evaluation 2010–2015” in the subject line.)
4.7 Cost of Preparing a Proposal

The costs of preparing and delivering the proposal are the sole responsibility of the bidder. The State of California will not provide reimbursement for any costs incurred or related to the bidder’s involvement or participation in the RFP process.

4.8 Definitions
· “Aggregate Data File” shall mean a file that allows for the tracking of individual charter schools that received PCSGP Planning and Implementation Grants. The file is to include data for the years during which each school received PCSGP funds and up to one year after the completion of the each school’s grant funding that are used to determine the quality of each school’s program.

·  “Assessment” shall mean any systematic method of obtaining information from tests and other sources, used to draw inferences about characteristics of people, objects, or programs, as defined in Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (1999). 

· “Bidder” shall mean each and every business entity, sole proprietorship, partnership, public or private corporation, agency, organization, or association that submits a proposal in response to the RFP.

· “Charter School” is a public school established by a developer according to California charter school laws that operates in pursuit of a specific set of educational objectives determined by the school’s developer and agreed to by the authorized public chartering agency, which may be a local school district, a county office of education, or the State Board of Education.

·  “Contractor” shall mean the successful bidder selected by the CDE as the business entity to administer its proposal and subsequent contract to support the accomplishment of any tasks described in this RFP.

· “Cost reimbursement contract” provides for payment of allowable incurred costs related to services performed, to the extent prescribed in the contract. These contracts establish an estimate of total cost for the purpose of obligating funds and establishing a ceiling that the successful bidder may not exceed for each line item, except as specified in RFP Attachment 14, Exhibit B, Budget Detail and Payment Provisions, Article 6. Budget Adjustments.
· “Data Dictionary” means a document describing the data in the data file, including but not limited to, the number of records in the file, variable or field names and data types, and file location. This document shall utilize the CDE’s common data element names, common definitions, and code sets, and be provided in PDF and text file formats.

·  “Fiscal year” means the state fiscal year July 1 through and including the following June 30.

· “Planning and Implementation Grant” means a Public Charter Schools Grant Program sub-grant awarded by the CDE to a charter school developer for up to up to 18 months of funding to plan for opening a new charter school with an additional 18 months of implementation funding after the school opens or up to 24 months of implementation funding to use during the first two years the school is open.
·  “Portions of work” shall be defined by the bidder for the purposes of compliance with Disabled Veterans Business Enterprise (DVBE) requirements. Public Contract Code Section 10115.12(a)(2) precludes the use of more than one subcontractor to perform a “portion of work” as defined by the bidder in his or her proposal as a subcontractor identified as a DVBE to be used for that portion of work.

· “School year” means the school year July 1 through and including the following June 30.

·  “Specifications” shall mean the minimum specifications required by the CDE for a task, subtask, or activity. Specifications provided in this RFP represent a comprehensive outline of the detail required in the bidder’s proposal for successful accomplishment of a task, subtask, or activity.
·  “Subcontract” shall mean any and all agreement(s) between a bidder and another entity (including but not limited to an individual or business) for the accomplishment of any task, subtask or activity, in whole or in part, described in this RFP, or to provide goods or services in support of the work described in this RFP.

· “Subcontractor” shall mean each and every entity (including but not limited to an individual or business) with whom a bidder enters into any agreement for the accomplishment of any task, subtask, or activity, in whole or in part, described in this RFP, or to provide goods or services in support of the work described in this RFP. All persons who are not employees of the bidder are to be considered subcontractors.

· “Successful bidder” shall mean the business entity selected by the CDE as the business entity to administer its proposal and subsequent contract to support the accomplishment of any task(s) described in this RFP.

· “Working day” shall mean days Monday through Friday, inclusive, but exclusive of the CDE-observed holidays.

5.
PROPOSAL SPECIFICATIONS

5.1
Technical Proposal Format Requirements

Each bidder must submit a technical proposal that contains all of the required items listed below. One original (clearly marked “original”) and six (6) copies of the technical proposal, along with all required attachments, must be sealed, marked, and packaged separately from the cost proposals. Also refer to RFP Section 5.2 Required Attachments for attachments that must accompany the technical proposal and RFP Section 5.4, Submission of Proposal, for submittal details.
Separately, each bidder must submit a Cost Proposal that includes the costs for completing all tasks in the technical proposal. Do not submit any cost information with the Technical Proposal. Also refer to RFP Section 5.2 Required Attachments for attachments that must accompany the cost proposal and RFP Section 5.4, Submission of Proposal, for submittal details.
DO NOT include the "budget" or any financial or cost information with the Technical Proposal. 
A.  Management 
The bidder’s Technical Proposal shall designate by name, the Project Manager to be employed. The selected Contractor cannot change or substitute the assigned Project Manager without the CDE Contract Monitor’s prior approval and formal amendment approved by the Department of General Services. The substitute Project Manager shall meet or exceed the qualifications and experience level of the previously assigned Project Manager. (Refer to RFP Section 4.2 Minimum Qualifications for Bidders)
The Management section must present a plan for the internal management of contract work that will ensure accomplishment of the tasks. 
1. Management Plan–To be successful, this project requires an effective management plan that enables the approved bidder to complete tasks on schedule and within budget. The bidder’s management plan must include clearly identified procedures for:
a. Managing project personnel, subcontracts (if any), and fiscal resources;
b.
Ensuring adherence to the schedules and deadlines;
c.
Ensuring high-quality products and outcomes;

d.
Identifying potential problems early and resolving those problems in a timely manner;
e.
Maintaining close communication with the CDE; and
f.
Monitoring and controlling project expenditures.

2. Management Staff– The bidder’s proposed management team must include a (1) Project Manager, (2) Fiscal Manager, and if subcontractors are used, a (3) Project Coordinator for each subcontract. (See RFP Section 4.2 Minimum Qualifications for Bidders). 
3. Staff Organization Plan and Chart–The bidder must include in its proposal a staff organization plan and organization chart that identifies all project participants/subcontractors. 
B.  Scope of Work Methodology

In this Section the bidders Technical Proposal must provide the specific details regarding the methodology to be used for conducting the tasks and objectives related to the administration of the Evaluation of California’s Public Charter School Grant Program (PCSGP), 2010 –2015 as required by Section 3. Scope of Work.

Task 1. Literature Review 

The Technical Proposal must include a literature review that summarizes research on charter schools effectiveness related to the evaluation questions listed in Task 2 of this RFP, particularly related to charter schools serving high percentages of low performing students. The literature review must reflect the necessary level of understanding of the background, policies, purpose, and scope of the project as well as of school reform efforts and effectiveness in charter schools, particularly in PCSGP charter schools serving low performing students.

Task 2. PCSGP 2010—2015 Evaluation

The Technical Proposal must include a plan for evaluating California’s PCSGP, 2010—2015. The evaluation plan must include clear, concise, detailed, and sound descriptions of how the bidder will evaluate this program. The plan must describe the bidder’s process for accomplishing all associated tasks, subtasks, and activities. The bidder’s evaluation plan must include and address the following sections as required by Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 2:

1. Questions to be Addressed – The bidder’s evaluation plan must include a section listing the evaluation questions required by Section 3. Scope of Work and describe how the bidder will successfully answer the evaluation questions.

2. Schools to be included in Evaluation – The bidder’s evaluation plan must include a section that describes the schools to be included in the evaluation and demonstrate how the bidder will successfully obtain data from those schools to answer the evaluation questions. Schools to be included in the evaluation shall include the schools receiving P/I Sub-Grant funding and schools receiving Dissemination Sub-Grant funding as required by Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 2.
3. Evaluation Design – The bidder’s Technical Proposal must include a design section that provides an extensive description of the technical plan for the evaluation. The evaluation design must include all of the following components:
a. Overall Evaluation Design and Conceptual Framework  
The bidder must provide a clear, cohesive, comprehensive summary of the overall evaluation design and the approach to be taken in addressing the evaluation questions and requirements of Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 2. The overview must include a description of the conceptual framework for the evaluation and the professional standards on which the proposed evaluation plan and procedures are based. The conceptual framework must align with the bidder’s literature review in Task 1. The overall plan must summarize the indicators, definitions, data, analyses, methods, and assurances to be used for the evaluation.
b.
Detailed Evaluation Design, Indicators, Definitions and Data 

1) Indicators, Definitions and Design

1.a) The bidder must specify the appropriate indicators, indicator definitions, and benchmarks to be used for assessing and evaluating the PCSGP, including the “effectiveness” and “impact” of the PCSGP process. The study design must identify and address confounding variables and methodological issues that may affect this study, including a discussion of how these potential problems will be controlled. These may include, but are not limited to, variations in program data collection, reporting techniques and practices, the intervening impact of other key state initiatives and requirements, such as class size reduction, student promotion and retention policies, and the STAR Program on student academic achievement. 

1.b) The bidder must identify the data to be used for the evaluation and describe how that data will be collected and used to address each evaluation question. It must clearly delineate the data collection strategies that will be used for obtaining the data necessary for the evaluation as well as the timelines for collecting, analyzing, and reporting the data for specified reports. The CDE expects the contractor to collect and analyze both qualitative and quantitative data (i.e. indicators and measures of student, teacher, school, and developer/authorizer processes and outcomes) in undertaking this study. 

1.c) The bidder must address limitations of available data sources for addressing the evaluation questions. The bidder must also propose data collection strategies that take these limitations into account while providing for an evaluation research design that is rigorous, sound, and credible in examining the long-term effects of the PCSGP process on students’ academic achievement. The data description must explicitly state (1) the degree to which the evaluation questions can or cannot be answered with the available data, (2) other proposed data sources to augment those from the CDE, and (3) any anticipated problems and their proposed solutions in conducting the study.

1.d) Due to the limitations in data collected by the CDE, the bidder must include strategies to collect data from charter developers/authorizers and their schools on the PCSGP process and implementation of the PCSGP requirements. Examples include school budgets and qualitative information from charter authorizers, their PCSGP schools, school staff, parents, etc.  

1.e) Data elements to consider include:

· Achievement and performance results obtained through the STAR Program, CELDT, CAHSEE, API, and AYP measures

· Demographic data from the CALPADS

· The data available through the Charter Schools Division

· Questionnaires/phone surveys to PCSGP school staff 

· Questionnaires/phone surveys to non-PCSGP school staff 

· Questionnaires and/or interviews with charter developers/authorizers, CDE Charter Schools Division staff; charter school administrators, teachers, parents, and students; members of the charter school governing board, and authorizing agency staff members overseeing the charter schools.

· Site visits to successful and unsuccessful PCSGP schools and their authorizers/districts

· Classroom observations by staff with experience in teaching and learning, using a standardized observation tool

· Intensive case studies of selected participating schools

· Interviews and focus groups with developer/authorizer staff, school and district personnel, students, parents, and community members

1.f). The evaluation studies for academic achievement should use the prior year’s data for each year of the contract as shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Contract Year Matched to

Academic Achievement Data School Year

	Contract Year
	Academic Achievement Data to Be Used

	Fiscal Year 2013–14
	School Years 2010–11, 2011–12, 2012–13

	Fiscal Year 2014–15
	School Year 2013–14


2) Analyses 

2.a) The bidder’s technical proposal must describe the specific analytical methods and procedures that will be used to answer the evaluation questions, including instrumentation, data sources, and statistical analyses, and their relation to the evaluation tasks and timelines. These can include content analyses, case studies, descriptions, and statistical procedures. The analyses must include:

·  Statistical analysis of assessment results obtained through the STAR Program, CELDT, CAHSEE, API, and AYP measures

·  Quantitative and qualitative analysis of the PCSGP schools’ locally-reported monitoring reports and comprehensive annual reports required by the sub-grant and available through the CSD

·  Cost/benefit and/or cost-effectiveness analysis, as appropriate

·  Longitudinal analysis of academic growth patterns

·  Appropriate quantitative and qualitative analyses of survey, interview, and observational data collected
2.b) The study design must propose sound and credible methodologies in the research design and analysis. It must clearly and concisely describe the quantitative and qualitative procedures, as well as the analytical procedures, that will be used to determine results of PCSGP grant recipients’ performance and progress both individually and collectively for each grant year and each year of operation. Appropriate justifications must be provided for each method selected regarding how the methodology will obtain the information needed to answer the evaluation questions. . 

2.c) The design must discuss conceptual, methodological, analytical, or operational problems and limitations and propose sound solutions and timelines for correcting those problems and addressing those limitations as part of the design. It must discuss how the evaluation design will effectively provide sound and credible answers to the evaluation questions.

3) Assurances

3.a) The study design must describe the confidentiality procedures the evaluator will use to ensure that all data collected (including classroom observations, interviews, and surveys) will be reported only in the aggregate and that no personally identifiable information will be accessible to anyone but the contractor. Even though all student level data will be stripped of personal identifiers, the bidder must ensure that individual pupil confidentiality and security provisions established by the CDE will be followed and that all data will be destroyed or returned to the CDE at the conclusion of the contract. 

3.b) The study design must describe how the proposed comprehensive evaluation of the PCSGP will adhere to current professionally accepted research principles and how the PCSGP evaluation contractor will ensure that only appropriate personnel will have access to electronic files and data. The bidder’s technical proposal must demonstrate the evaluation contractor’s understanding and adherence to protecting the confidentiality of individual student results pursuant to the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). At a minimum, protection of student privacy precludes access to individual student results or easily traceable student information by any person or any organization other than the student, the student’s parent or guardian, or the charter school. 

If applicable, include a written assurance describing how pupil records will be handled in accordance with contract terms and conditions must also be included. Be prepared to collaborate with CDE staff in the development of a human subjects protocol, if applicable, and to have approval from the bidder’s Institutional Review Board for conducting the proposed research at the time the award is made.
4. PCSGP Evaluation Reports

a. 2013–14 Annual Report. 
The bidder’s proposal must include a plan for delivering a 2013–14 annual report and executive summary as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 2.

b. Comprehensive Final Report. 
The bidder’s proposal must include a plan for delivering a comprehensive final report and executive summary that will summarize the findings from the 2013–14 annual report, provide an annual report of evaluation findings for 2014–15, and provide final recommendations for the PCSGP based upon the findings of the comprehensive evaluation as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 2.

c. Data Files and Reports. 
The bidder must acknowledge on the Bidder Certification Sheet (Attachment 1) that it will adhere to the CDE Style Guidelines and Web posting requirements.
Task 3. Coordination and Communications with CDE

The Technical Proposal must include a clear and responsive plan for coordination and communications with the CDE. The plan must describe each activity in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 3 and the bidder’s capacity and commitment to completing all activities with the highest quality. The plan must provide a clear schedule for proposed task initiation and completion dates, level of effort, and chronological dates for each activity. The plan must demonstrate the bidder’s ability to provide timely and accurate communication and coordination with CDE staff and other policy, administrative, and advisory groups; attend and provide minutes for required meetings; adhere to the CDE Approval Schedule for project deliverables; and generate and deliver the required reports. 

1.  Orientation Meeting – The bidder’s proposal must include an orientation meeting to occur within the first two weeks of the commencement of this contract as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 3.
2.  Quarterly Management Meetings – The bidder’s technical proposal must include quarterly meetings to be held between the contractor’s Project Manager and the CDE to review and discuss task implementation and status as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 3.

3.  SBE Meetings – For the purposes of this project, the bidder’s proposal must include a plan for at least one presentation at a State Board of Education meeting each year for FY 2013–14 and 2014-15.

4.  Evaluation Advisory Group Meetings – The bidder’s technical proposal must describe the steps necessary to convene at least three meetings per fiscal year of the PCSGP Evaluation Advisory Group during the contract period as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 3. Convening tasks must include, but are not limited to, notifying members of the meeting date and location, preparing the agenda and supporting materials, providing the agenda and supporting materials to advisory committee members at least 48 hours in advance, and securing the facilities for the meeting. The bidder’s technical proposal must include a description of how the bidder intends to present information and secure responses from the PCSGP Evaluation Advisory Group about the preceding items throughout the contract period other than at the group’s scheduled meetings. Separate from the technical proposal, the bidder must include all costs for convening these meetings in the Cost/Price Proposal, exclusive of the travel costs for members as described in RFP Section 5.3, Cost Proposal Requirements. 

5.  Second Year Meeting – The bidder’s technical proposal must include a plan for a Second Year meeting to occur no later than June 2014 as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 3. 
6.  CDE Approval Schedule – The bidder’s proposal must include a plan for coordination and communications with CDE. The plan must be a comprehensive plan and schedule that specifically conforms to and incorporates the CDE approval schedule as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 3. 
The bidder must acknowledge on the Bidder Certification Sheet (Attachment 1) that it will comply with the CDE Approval Schedule requirements. 

C.  Work Plan and Timeline 

The proposal shall include a work plan and timeline for task completion for all tasks, subtasks, and activities contained in this RFP (also refer to RFP Section 3, Scope of Work). Identify each major task and subtask by which progress can be measured and payments made. The work plan and timeline shall specify the estimated hours to accomplish each task/subtask for each fiscal year, or part thereof, and must include proposed task initiation and completion dates. The estimated hours specified in this section must correlate with the task hours specified in RFP Section D. Personnel. 
D.  Personnel

The proposal shall list all personnel who will be working on the project. Additionally, the proposal shall identify the proposed management team which must include a (1) Project Manager, (2) Fiscal Manager, and if subcontractors are used, a (3) Project Coordinator for each subcontract. (Refer to RFP Section 4.8 for the definition of subcontractor.) The proposal must describe in detail the professional qualifications, names, and position titles of the individual members of the proposed management team and all personnel working on this project. In addition, the proposal must include résumés for the proposed management team and for all staff working on the project including but not limited to project manager, fiscal manager, lead researchers, attorneys, consultants and advisors. (Refer to RFP Section 4.2 Minimum Qualifications for Bidders.)
For each individual and job position title identified above, include the specific tasks each individual/job position will perform and indicate the number of hours the individual/job position title will devote to each task on Attachment 2, Technical Proposal, Staffing Labor Hours Worksheet. Additionally, include a statement that includes the job position title and name of each supervisor who has approval authority over each individual/job position title identified above and the relationship of the individual/job position title to the bidder, i.e., bidder, bidder’s employee, subcontractor, or subcontractor’s employee.

E.  Subcontracts

If subcontractors are to be used, the proposal must include a description of each person or firm and the work to be done by each subcontractor. (Refer to RFP Section 4.8 for the definition of subcontract and subcontractor.) No work shall be subcontracted unless included in the proposal. The hours of the subcontractor must be included in proposal (Refer to Attachment 2, Technical Proposal, Staffing Labor Hours Worksheet.) The proposal must include a resume if the subcontractor is part of the proposed management team or professional staff working on the project including but not limited to lead researchers, attorneys, consultants and advisors. The cost of the subcontract work is to be itemized in the Cost Proposal (Refer to Attachment 3, Cost Worksheet) as described in the section entitled Cost Proposal Requirements. The prime contractor must obtain advance written approval from the CDE Contract Monitor before substituting a subcontractor.

F.  Capacity 
The proposal must describe the bidder’s capacity and ability to perform and administer all tasks related to this project. If the bidder will be subcontracting a portion of the work, the proposal must include a description of the subcontractor’s capacity and ability to perform the portion of the work in which the subcontractor will be involved. 
This section must include at least two examples of previous work of an evaluation study design and their accompanying final evaluation reports developed and prepared by the bidder. A bidder must provide at least three copies of such products with the Technical Proposal.
G.  Bias
The proposal must describe the bidder’s ability to conduct the study without bias or preconceived opinions in determining the outcome of this study. 

H.  Facilities and Resources

Provide a brief description of the prime bidder’s company/business and its ownership structure. Include a description of the prime bidder’s and, if any, subcontractor’s, facilities and equipment. Discuss the location(s) of the office(s) from which the primary work on this contract is to be performed. 
I.  Bidder References 

Provide three (3) references using the Bidder Reference Form included in this RFP as Attachment 8. References may be contacted to verify the information provided on the form. Failure to complete and include the form with the Technical Proposal will cause your proposal to be rejected and deemed non-responsive. The references should be relevant to the scope and complexity of the services required by this RFP. These references must include a description of the services performed, the date of these services, and the name, address, and telephone numbers of the client references.

J.  Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise (DVBE) Program Requirements (Public Contract Code Section 10115 et Seq.)

In accordance with Public Contract Code section 10115 et.seq., and California Military and Veterans Code section 999, et. Seq., every bidder must comply with the Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise (DVBE) program participation requirements. These requirements apply whether conducting business as a public agency, profit or non-profit individual, partnership or corporation. In order to be deemed responsive and eligible for award of the contract, the bidder must attain the prescribed goal.

This solicitation requires a minimum 3% DVBE participation percentage (goal). The DVBE Participation goal must be based on the total contract dollar value. A proposal will be disqualified if DVBE requirements are not met.  
RFP Attachment 4 contains information and instructions in which each bidder must comply with in order to achieve the required participation percentage (goal). All bidders must document DVBE participation commitment by completing and submitting the Bidder Declaration (GSPD-05-105) with the Technical Proposal (Refer also to RFP Section 5.2 i). The GSPD-05-105 can be accessed at: http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/pd/delegations/GSPD105.pdf (Outside Source). When completing the declaration, bidders must identify all subcontractors proposed for participation in the contract. Bidders shall identify the percentage figure (must be 3% or more) representing the rate of participation for each subcontractor rather than an actual dollar figure. No actual dollar figures should appear on the GSPD-05-105 form. 

California Certified Micro Businesses are exempt from the 3% DVBE participation percentage (goal) requirement.

The successful bidder is contractually obligated to use the subcontractors for the corresponding work identified unless the CDE agrees to a substitution and it is incorporated by amendment to the contract. Bidders must provide notification to DVBE Subcontractors immediately after an award is announced by the CDE. 

Final determination of “meeting the goal” by the bidder shall be at the sole discretion of the CDE.

5.2
Required Attachments
The Technical Proposal must be submitted as specified in Section 5.4. and must include the following completed attachments:

a. Bidder Certification Sheet (RFP Attachment 1) must be completed and signed by an individual who is authorized to bind the bidder contractually completed and submitted with the original Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal.

b. Technical Proposal Staffing Labor Hours Worksheet (RFP Attachment 2) must be completed for each fiscal year, or part thereof. If subcontractors are being used, a separate Staffing Labor Hours Worksheet must be submitted for each subcontractor.
c. Cost Proposal (RFP, Attachment 3) information must be submitted in a separate sealed envelope as instructed in RFP Section 5.4. Do not submit any cost information with the Technical Proposal. Failure to adhere to these instructions will result in rejection of the proposal. 
d. Contractor Certification Clauses CCC-307 (RFP Attachment 5). The CCC-307 is also available on-line at: http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/ols/CCC-307.doc) (Outside Source) Page one (1) must be completed, signed and dated with an original signature on the form and included in the ORIGINAL Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal.
e. Federal Certifications (RFP Attachment 6) must be completed, signed and dated with an original signature on the form included in the ORIGINAL Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal.
f. Darfur Contracting Act Certification (RFP Attachment 7) must be completed if the business entity (bidder) currently or within the previous three years has had business activities or other operations outside the United States. Or, if the business entity (bidder) has not within the previous three years had business activities or other operations outside the United States, then the or Darfur Contracting Act Certification Supplemental (RFP Attachment 7a) form must be completed. The completed form must be signed and dated with an original signature and included in the ORIGINAL Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal.
g. Bidder References (RFP Attachment 8) Bidders must provide three (3) references using the Bidder Reference Form included in this RFP. References may be contacted to verify the information provided on the form. Failure to complete and include the form with the Technical Proposal will cause your proposal to be rejected and deemed non-responsive.

h. Small Business Preference Sheet (RFP Attachment  9) must be completed, signed and dated with an original signature on the form included in the ORIGINAL Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal. If the preference is being claimed, a copy of the certification letter from the Office of Small Business and Disabled Veterans Business Enterprise Services (OSDS) or a print out from the OSDS Web site must be included. 
i. Attachment Checklist (RFP Attachment 10) must be completed and submitted with the original Technical Proposal, along with originals of all required forms/attachments. A copy of the form and required forms/attachments must be included with each copy of the Technical Proposal. The CDE will review the contents of the Attachment Checklist for the presence of all required forms/attachments. Proposals that do not provide all of the forms/attachments as required will be rejected as non-responsive.

j. The Bidder Declaration (GSPD-05-105), must completed in accordance with the instructions provided on the form, commitment letter and OSDS certification letter or a print out from the OSDS website for each participating DVBE and included with each copy of the Technical Proposal. (See RFP sections 5.2, 5.3 and Attachment 4 of this RFP for more information). The GSPD-05-105 can be accessed at: http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/pd/delegations/GSPD105.pdf (Outside Source).
5.2.1 Conditional Attachments

The following two (2) Attachments are required by the successful bidder of this RFP, upon award of the contract, and do not need to be included with the bidders’ Technical Proposal. However, bidders’ are required to certify on the Bidder Certification Form (RFP Attachment 1)  that Attachment 12 and Attachment 13 will be completed and signed in accordance with the instructions indicated below:

a. The Conflict of Interest and Confidential Statement (RFP Attachment 12) must be completed, signed and dated by the successful bidder, and all its subcontractors, as a condition of receipt of the contract. The successful bidder must agree to this requirement by including an acknowledgement in the cover letter (See Section 5.4.A).

b. The California Department of Education Computer Security Policy (RFP Attachment 13) must be completed, signed and dated by the bidder, subcontractors and each of their employees engaging in services to CDE related to this RFP and the resulting contract and kept on file by the bidder and made available to the CDE upon request, as a condition of receipt of the contract. 
5.2.2 Preference Programs

The State of California (State) has the following preference programs to encourage participation in state contracts by various segments of the business community:

a. Small Business Preference

A five percent (5%) bid preference is available to a certified small business firm. The Small Business preference will be applied to those bidders declaring their eligibility on the Small Business Preference Sheet (Attachment 9). Information regarding this preference program may be obtained at www.pd.dgs.ca.gov/smbus/default.htm. (Outside source)

b. DVBE Incentive Option

In accordance with Section 999.5(a) of the Military and Veterans Code, an incentive will be given to responsive and responsible bidders who commit to DVBE participation as outlined below. The incentive amount for awards based on the lowest responsive/responsible Cost Proposal received will vary in conjunction with the percentage of DVBE participation. The incentive is only given to those bidders who are responsive to the DVBE Program Requirements and DVBE participation in the resulting contract. The following table represents the percentages that will be applied towards the bidder’s Cost/Price Proposal amount:

	Confirmed DVBE Participation of:
	DVBE Incentive:

	5% or Over
	5%

	4% to 4.99% inclusive
	4%

	3% to 3.99% inclusive
	3%


Refer to RFP Attachment 4, California Disabled Veterans Business Enterprise Program Requirements for specific information regarding the DVBE Incentive Option.

Bidders must also comply with the requirements and instructions specified in Section 5.2.1 of this RFP.
c.
Target Area Contract Preference Act

Information regarding this preference program may be obtained at www.pd.dgs.ca.gov/disputes/default.htm. Bidders seeking to obtain a Target Area Contract Preference Act (TACPA) preference must complete and submit the TACPA Preference Request, STD. 830 with their Bid submission. The STD. 830 is available to download at the link provided above.

d.
Enterprise Zone Act

Information regarding this preference program may be obtained at www.pd.dgs.ca.gov/disputes/default.htm. Bidders seeking to obtain Enterprise Zone Act (EZA) preference must complete and submit the EZA Preference Request, STD. 831, with their Bid submission. The STD. 831 is available to download at the link provided above.

e.
Local Agency Military Base Recovery Area Act

Information regarding this preference program may be obtained at www.pd.dgs.ca.gov/disputes/default.htm. Bidders seeking to obtain a Local Agency Military Base Recover Area Act (LAMBRA) preference must complete and submit the LAMBRA Request, STD. 832, with their Bid submission. The STD. 832 is available to download at the link provided above.

5.3 Cost Proposal Requirements
Separate from the Technical Proposal, the bidder must include the cost to the State for all tasks in the scope of work as described in Section 3. All costs must be included in Attachment 3, Cost Worksheet.
a.  Cost proposals must be submitted in a separately sealed envelope, marked as specified in Section 5.4. The contract will be awarded to the lowest responsible bidder meeting all of the requirements of this RFP. The lowest responsible bidder will be determined by the lowest total amount for the overall contract. The resulting contract will be a cost reimbursement contract. (Refer to RFP, Section 4.8 for the definition of cost reimbursement).

b. The detailed costs and estimated hours (Refer to Attachment 3, Cost Worksheet) must correspond with the hours (Refer to Attachment 2, Technical Proposal, Staffing Labor Hours Worksheet) in the Work Plan and Timeline and Personnel (refer to Section 5.1 Technical Proposal Requirements). Detailed costs must correlate with the tasks set forth in Section 3 of this RFP.
c. The total contract bid amount must be for all tasks specified in the scope of the project (Refer to Section 3, Scope of Work, for required tasks), including work done by subcontractors, and all related labor costs, travel, overhead or indirect costs, etc. for each of the two (2) fiscal years covered by this contract (Refer to item g in this section). Except as noted, bidder is responsible for all logistics and costs incurred by bidder or other program participants, including, but not limited to, travel costs (e.g. meals and lodging); meeting costs (e.g. meeting materials, interpreters, video hook-up fees, facilities rental, etc.); and all clerical and technical staffing and costs to produce, draft, preliminary, and final reports. The successful bidder is not responsible for costs of outside observers or CDE staff. (Refer to Attachment 3, Cost Worksheet.)
d. No costs, direct or indirect, shall be omitted from the Cost Proposal. Computations must accurately compute and calculated to the exact cent (expressed in dollars to two (2) decimal places). 

e. Cover Sheet - The first page of the Cost Proposal must be a Cover Sheet. Only the Cover Sheet will be read at the bid opening. The Cover Sheet must indicate the TOTAL amount for the overall contract without any cost breakdowns. 

The Cover Sheet should state:

[Name of bidder] proposes to conduct the work associated with the administration of the [insert RFP title] for $ [insert bid amount].
f. The costs/rates must be reasonable. Any proposed costs submitted by the bidder that are not included in the total amount for the overall contract as stated on the Cover Sheet, are not binding on CDE, or the State of California, and the bidder will be legally bound to fully perform all work for the total amount stated and absorb such amounts not included.

g. The following fiscal years must be addressed in the cost proposal:

Fiscal Year 2013 – 14:
July 1, 2013 – June 30, 2014
Fiscal Year 2014 – 15:
July 1, 2014 – June 30, 2015
h. Cost Proposals must provide the computation for all costs that accurately compute. Travel and per diem rates must not exceed those established for the State of California’s non-represented employees, computed in accordance with and allowable pursuant to applicable Department of Personnel Administration regulations (Refer to RFP, Attachment 14). The Cost Proposal must specify what is included/covered for any direct costs, overhead and indirect cost rates proposed. 
i. Every component of the cost is subject to reasonableness of cost justification to DGS, who may approve it at its discretion. If any portion of the cost is rejected by DGS, then the entire bid may be rejected.
j. The cost proposal will NOT be opened unless the technical proposal has met the requirements of Phase II (see RFP Attachment 15). 

5.4
Submission of Proposal

a. Proposals must provide clear and concise descriptions of the bidder’s ability to satisfy the requirements of this RFP. The proposals must include all requirements specified in this RFP. Omissions, inaccuracies or misstatements will sufficient cause for rejection of a proposal.
b. The technical proposal must contain a Table of Contents which identifies by page number all the section and subsection headings in the Technical Proposal. 
c. The original proposal must be single sided and marked “ORIGINAL COPY”. All documents contained in the original proposal package must have original signatures and must be signed by the person who is authorized to bind the bidder. All additional sets of the proposal may contain photocopies of the original package. Due to limited storage space, the proposal package should be prepared in the least expensive method. Do not use fancy bindings such as spiral bindings or 3-hole punch.

d. CDE does not accept alternate Agreement language from a bidder (Refer to RFP Attachment 16, Sample Agreement). A proposal with such language will be considered a counter proposal and will be rejected. The State General Terms and Conditions (GTC) are not negotiable. The GTC 610 may be viewed at http://www.dgs.ca.gov/pd/programs/leveraged/contracts.aspx (Outside Source)

e. Proposals shall be submitted in two (2) separate sealed packages/envelopes:

1st sealed Package/Envelope: Technical Proposal – Original Technical Proposal and six (6) copies with all requirements specified in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of this RFP.
2nd sealed Package/Envelope: Cost Proposal – Original Cost Proposal and six (6) copies with all requirements specified in Section 5.3.
f. Proposals must be received by the CDE no later than Wednesday, May 29, 2013 12:00 p.m. (noon PT). The proposal package/envelope must be plainly marked with the RFP number and title, your firm name, address, and must be marked with “DO NOT OPEN”, as shown in the following example: 
	1st SEALED PACKAGE/ENVELOPE
	2nd SEALED PACAKGE/ENVELOPE

	
	

	Agency/Firm Name
	Agency/Firm Name

	Address
	Address

	RFP Number CN130066
	RFP Number CN130066

	RFP Title [Insert RFP Title]
	RFP Title [Insert RFP Title]

	
	

	TECHNICAL PROPOSAL
	COST PROPOSAL

	DO NOT OPEN
	DO NOT OPEN

	
	


Proposals not submitted under sealed cover and marked as indicated above may be rejected. If the proposal is made under a fictitious name or business title, the actual legal business name of bidder must be provided.
g. All proposals shall include the documents identified in this RFP’s Required Attachment Checklist, Attachment 10. Proposals not including the proper “required attachments” shall be deemed non-responsive. A non-responsive proposal is one that does not meet the proposal requirements.
h. Proposals must be submitted for the performance of all tasks described herein. Any deviation from the tasks described in Section 3. Scope of Work will not be considered and will cause a proposal to be rejected.

i. Both of the individually sealed and labeled proposals (Technical and Cost Proposals) can be packaged and mailed together. Label and mail the package, in accordance with the instructions provided below, to the following location:
Public Charter Schools Grant Program Evaluation 2010–2015
Charter Schools Division

California Department of Education
Attn: Pete Callas
1430 N Street, Room 5401

Sacramento, CA  95814
In the upper portion of the sealed mailed envelope, label outer package:

RFP CN130066
RFP Public Charter Schools Grant Program Evaluation 2010–2015
Firm Name: ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​________________________

DO NOT OPEN

j. Each Technical Proposal will be reviewed to determine if it meets the proposal requirements contained in RFP Section 5.1 Technical Requirements and 5.2 Required Attachments.
k. A proposal may be rejected if it is conditional or incomplete, or if it contains any alterations of form or other irregularities of any kind. CDE may reject proposal that is not responsive, does not meet the technical standards, or is not from a responsible bidder, or may choose to reject all proposals. CDE may also waive any immaterial deviations in a proposal. CDEs waiver of immaterial defect shall in no way modify the RFP document or excuse the bidder from full compliance with all requirements if the bidder is awarded the contract.
l. Costs incurred for developing proposals and in anticipation of award of the contract, are the sole responsibility of the bidder and shall not be charged to the State of California.

m. Only an individual who is authorized to contractually bind the bidder shall sign the Bidder Certification Sheet (Attachment 1). The individual signing the Bidder Certification Sheet must indicate his/her position title. The mailing address, telephone number, and fax number of the authorized representative who signed the Bidder Certification Sheet must be included.
n. A bidder may modify a proposal after its submission by withdrawing its original proposal and resubmitting a new proposal prior to the bid submission deadline. Proposal modifications offered in any other manner, oral or written, will not be considered.

o. A bidder may withdraw its proposal by submitting a written withdrawal request to CDE that is signed by the bidder’s authorized representative. A bidder may thereafter submit a new proposal prior to the bid submission deadline. Proposals may not be withdrawn without cause subsequent to bid submission deadline.
p. The CDE may modify the RFP up to the specified time and date stated for submission of proposals by issuance of an addendum to all parties who received a proposal package. All addenda will be posted on BidSync: http://www.bidsync.com/ as well as the CDE’s Funding Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/af/.
q. CDE reserves the right to reject all proposals for reasonable cause.

r. Bidders are cautioned not to rely on CDE during the evaluation of the proposals to discover and report to bidders any defects and/or errors made to the documents submitted. Before submitting documents, bidders should carefully proof them for errors and adherence to the RFP requirements.

s. Where applicable, bidders should carefully examine the work specifications. No additions or increases to the agreement amount will be made to due to lack of careful examination of the work specifications.

t. More than one proposal or a proposal that includes various options or alternatives from an individual, firm, partnership, corporation or association under the same or different names, will be rejected. Reasonable grounds for believing that any bidder has submitted more than one proposal for the work contemplated herein will cause the rejection of all proposals submitted by that bidder. If there is reason for believing that collusion exits among the bidders, none of the participants in such collusion will be considered in this or future procurements.
6.
EVALUATION PROCESS
A.
Formal Requirements

At the time of technical proposal opening, each Technical Proposal will be checked for the presence or absence of required information in conformance with the submission requirements of this RFP. Proposals that do not provide requested information will be rejected as non-responsive.
1. Technical Proposals that contain false or misleading statements, or which provide references, which do not support an attribute or condition claimed by the proposer, shall be rejected.

2. CDE will evaluate each Technical Proposal to determine its responsiveness to CDE’s needs. Technical Proposals and oral interviews will be rated by an evaluation panel using a consensus process for determining final scores as noted below.

3. Technical Evaluation (Attachment 15)
a.
Phase I: Pre-Evaluation Review – Attachment Checklist

The CDE will review the contents of the Attachment Checklist for the presence of all required forms/attachments. Bidders will be rated on the basis of Pass/Fail. Proposals that do not provide all of the forms/attachments as required by the RFP will be deemed as non-responsive and the bidder will receive a Fail for this portion of the evaluation process, which will result in the elimination of the bidder’s Proposal from further consideration. 

b.
Phase II: Technical Proposal Evaluation

An evaluation panel will evaluate those Technical Proposals that meet the proposal submission requirements. The evaluation will be based on the criteria shown on Phase II – Technical Proposal Evaluation, Attachment 15. Only those bidders receiving a minimum of 135 points or above will move on to the Public Opening of the Cost Proposal. Those Technical Proposals receiving less than the above minimum score will not receive further consideration.

B.
Public Opening of the Cost Proposal

1. Cost Proposals will be opened for bidders who achieved the required minimum points in Phase II – Technical Proposal Evaluation. The final selection will be made on the basis of the lowest responsive Cost Proposal from a responsible Bidder. The Public Opening of the Cost Proposal will be held at 1430 N Street, Room 1801, Sacramento, California, 95814 on Wednesday, June 12, 2013 at 9:30 a.m. PT. 
2. The CDE Contracts Office will review the Cost Proposals for compliance with the standards and requirements in the RFP (see Cost Proposal Evaluation, Attachment 15, Adherence to Cost Proposal Requirements section) including a review comparing the hours in the Cost Proposal with the hours in the Technical Proposal, Staffing Labor Hours Worksheet component of the Technical Proposal. The CDE reserves the right, at its sole discretion, to overlook, correct, or require a bidder to remedy any obvious clerical or incidental mathematical errors on a proposal, if the correction does not result in an increase in the bidders’ total price. Bidders may be required to initial corrections. Inconsistencies between the Technical Proposal and the Cost Proposal may result in the rejection of the proposal. 
3. The Small Business, Disabled Veterans Business Enterprise (DVBE), TACPA, EZA and LAMBRA preference program incentives will be computed by the CDE Contracts Office if the required documentation is included in the proposal. Adjustment to the bid price will be made accordingly. The preference program incentives are used only for computation purposes to determine the winning bidder and does not alter the amounts of the resulting contract. 

4. If no proposals are received containing bids offering a price, which in the opinion of the CDE is a reasonable price, CDE is not required to award an Agreement (PCC Section 10344 [d]).

5. Every component of the cost is subject to reasonableness of cost justification to DGS, who may approve it at its discretion. If any portion of the cost is rejected by DGS, then the entire bid may be rejected

C.
Miscellaneous Award Issues

1. CDE does not negotiate rates and/or costs listed on any Cost Proposal submitted.

2. An error in the proposal may cause rejection of that bid; however, the CDE may, at its sole discretion, retain the proposal and require certain corrections. In determining if a correction will be made, the CDE will consider the conformance of the bid to the format and content required by the RFP, and any unusual complexity of the format and content required by the RFP.

If the bidder’s intent is clearly established based on review of the submitted proposal, the CDE may, at its sole discretion, require a bidder to correct an error based on that established intent. The CDE may, at its sole discretion, require a bidder to correct obvious clerical errors or incidental mathematical computation errors. The CDE may, at its sole discretion, require a bidder to correct incidental errors of omission, and in the following three situations, the CDE will take the indicated actions if the bidder’s intent is not clearly established by the complete bid submittal:

a. If a deliverable, task, sub-task, or staff is described in the narrative and omitted from the cost proposal, it will be interpreted to mean that the deliverable, task, sub-task, or staff will be provided by the bidder at no cost.

b. If a deliverable, task, or sub-task is not mentioned at all in the bidder’s proposal, the bid will be interpreted to mean that the bidder does not intend to perform that deliverable, task, or sub-task.
c. If a deliverable, task, or sub-task is omitted, and the omission is not discovered until after contract award, the bidder shall be required to perform that deliverable, task, or sub-task at no cost.

3. The bidder is advised that should this RFP result in an award of a contract, the contract will not be in force and no work shall be performed until the contract is fully approved by the Department of General Services and the bidder is notified by the CDE Contract Monitor that services may begin.

7.
AWARD AND PROTEST
A.
Notice of Intent to Award will be posted for five (5) working days beginning June 19–25, 2013, in the CDE lobby located at 1430 N Street, Sacramento, California, and on the CDE Funding Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/af/. During the same period, proposals and rating sheets will be available for public inspection at the Charter Schools Division, 1430 N Street, Room 5401, Sacramento, California, during normal business hours. After the five (5) day notice has been completed, the proposed awardee will be formally notified by mail. 
B.
If prior to the formal award, any bidder files a protest with the Department of General Services against the awarding of the contract, the contract shall not be awarded until either the protest has been withdrawn or the Department of General Services has decided the matter. Within five (5) days after filing the protest, the protesting bidder shall file with the Department of General Services, a full and complete written statement on the grounds that the (protesting) bidder would have been awarded the contract had the CDE correctly applied the evaluation standards in the RFP, or if the CDE followed the evaluation and scoring methods in the RFP. It is suggested that bidders submit any protest by certified or registered mail to:
	DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
	DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 

	Contracts Office
	Office of Legal Services

	Attn: Competitive Bid Services Unit
	Attn: Protest Coordinator

	1430 N Street, Suite 1802
	707 Third Street, 7th Floor

	Sacramento, CA 95814-5901
	West Sacramento, CA 95605

	
	

	Fax Number (916) 319-0124
	Fax Number (916) 376-5088


8. DISPOSITION OF PROPOSALS


Upon proposal opening, all documents submitted in response to this RFP will become the property of the State of California, and will be regarded as public records under the California Public Records Act (Government Code section 6250 et seq.) and subject to review by the public. The State cannot prevent the disclosure of public documents. However, the contents of all proposals, draft proposals, correspondence, agenda, memoranda, working papers, or any other medium which discloses any aspect of the bidder’s proposal, shall be held in the strictest of confidence until the “Notice of Intent to Award” is posted. We recommend that bidders register the copyright for any proprietary material submitted.

9.
STANDARD CONDITIONS OF SERVICE
A.
Service shall be available no sooner than the express date set by CDE and the bidder, after all approvals have been obtained and the contract is fully executed. Should the bidder fail to commence work at the agreed upon time, CDE, upon five (5) days written notice to the Contractor, reserves the right to terminate the Agreement. In addition, the proposer shall be liable to the State for the difference between the bidder’s cost proposal price and the actual cost of performing work by the second lowest proposer or by another Contractor.
B.
All performance under the contract shall be completed on or before the termination date of the contract.

C.
No oral understanding or agreement shall be binding on either party.

D.
If a bidder is awarded a contract and refuses to sign the contract presented for signature within the time and manner required, the bidder will be liable to CDE for actual damages resulting to CDE therefrom or ten percent of the amount proposed, whichever is less.
Appendix A

Definition of “High Quality” Charter Schools for California’s 2010–2015 PCSGP Grant

This appendix includes selected sections from the Federal Register, May 24, 2010 and from California’s approved 2010–2015 PCSGP grant application that describe the meaning of “high quality.”

Federal Register: May 24, 2010, Volume 75, Number 99, Page 28789-28795

The following text was part of the “Overview of CSP Grants for Replication and Expansion of High Quality Charter Schools: Notice Inviting Applicants for New Awards for Fiscal Year (FY) 2010.”

Purpose of CSP Program
The purpose of the CSP is to increase national understanding of the charter school model and to expand the number of high-quality charter schools available to students across the Nation by providing financial assistance for the planning, program design, initial implementation, or expansion of charter schools, and to evaluate the effects of charter schools, including their effects on students, student academic achievement, staff, and parents.
The purpose of this competition (CFDA 84.282M) is to award grants to eligible applicants to enable them to replicate or expand high-quality charter schools with demonstrated records of success, including success in increasing student academic achievement. 

Absolute Priority: This priority is an absolute priority. Under 34 CFR 75.105(c)(3) we consider only applications that meet this priority. This priority is:

Experience Operating or Managing High-Quality Charter Schools

The applicant must have experience operating or managing more than one high-quality charter school. For purposes of this priority, a high-quality charter school is 

· A school that shows evidence of strong academic results, based on the criteria described in Selection Criterion (a), and 

· Has no significant issues in the areas of student safety, financial management, or statutory or regulatory compliance. For purposes of this competition, significant issue means something that did, will, or could lead to the revocation of a school's charter.

Selection Criterion (a) 
    (a) Quality of the eligible applicant (50 points). In determining the quality of the applicant, the Secretary considers the following factors:

    (i) The degree to which the applicant has demonstrated success in significantly increasing student academic achievement and attainment for all students, including educationally disadvantaged students, served by charter schools operated or managed by the applicant. For a definition of educationally disadvantaged students, see paragraph (d) of the Application Requirements in this notice.

    (ii) The degree to which the applicant has demonstrated success in closing historic achievement gaps for the subgroups of students described in section 1111(b)(2)(C)(v)(II).

    (iii) The degree to which the applicant has achieved results for low-income and minority students that are significantly above the average academic achievement results for such students in the State.

    Applicants are invited to submit objective data that they believe would provide relevant information in support of these three factors, along with comparison data for similar schools, where available. 

In particular, the Secretary is interested in the following data: 

(1) Performance (school-wide and by subgroup) on statewide tests of all charter schools operated or managed by the applicant as compared to all students in other schools in the State or States at the same grade level, and as compared with other schools serving similar demographics of students; 

(2) annual student attendance and retention rates (school-wide and by subgroup), and comparisons with other similar schools; 

(3) where applicable and available, high school graduation rates, college attendance rates, and college persistence rates (school-wide and by subgroup) of students attending schools operated or managed by the applicant. 

California’s approved CSP State Educational Agency application CFDA # 84.282A, PR/Award # U282A100013
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California law has created an environment supportive of the development of high-quality charter schools throughout the state in four areas: 
1. A review process for the charter petition; 

2. Accountability through statewide academic standards and assessments; 

3. Charter renewal; and 

4. Charter revocation. 

First, the charter review process pursuant to EC Section 47605 provides specific and stringent criteria that all petitioners must meet for a charter petition to be approved. These criteria ensure that only high-quality charters are approved by chartering authorities, and provide the legal basis by which low-quality charter petitions may be denied (see Attachment 3).
Second, California law under EC Section 47605(c) supports high-quality charter schools throughout the state by requiring that charter schools meet all statewide academic standards and conduct all state pupil assessments in addition to the individual criteria defined in MOUs. California has adopted high standards in English-language arts (1997), mathematics (1997), history-social science (1998), science (1998), English language development (1999), visual and performing arts (2001), physical education and career technical education (2005), and health education (2008). California’s assessment system measures student performance against state standards. Its central piece is the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) program, created in 1997 to provide annual assessment of academic achievement in core content areas in grades 2 through 11. The state assessment system also includes the California English Language Development Test, and the California High School Exit Exam and Physical Fitness Test. In addition, all charter schools in California are measured in the state’s accountability system, known as the API, which combines multiple achievement measures into an index measure that is used to rank all schools and assign school-specific annual performance targets, both schoolwide and at the subgroup level that build toward state performance goals. California’s API system is complemented by the federal AYP accountability system, which California also uses as a measure of high-quality charter schools, in addition to a charter school’s accreditation by the Western Association of Schools and Colleges and clear annual audits.

As of the most recently published data available through the CDE, AYP data files for the 2009 testing period show the number of charter schools making AYP under the NCLB exceeds non-charter schools. In 2007, 67 percent of operating charter schools in California met AYP compared to 65 percent of non-charter schools. In 2008, 56 percent met AYP compared to 51 percent of non-charter schools. Finally, in 2009, 51 percent met AYP compared to 48 percent of non-charter schools.

Lastly, California law ensures high-quality charter schools through the renewal and revocation processes established in EC sections 47607 and 47604.5. As identified in Part I, Priority 1. Periodic Review and Evaluation, charter renewals may only be granted if a charter school meets specific academic achievement criteria,
 and a charter may be revoked by its chartering authority at any time for failure to meet or pursue any student outcomes identified in the charter; violation of the charter’s conditions, standards, or procedures; fiscal mismanagement; or violation of any provision of the law. A school’s charter may also be revoked by the SBE, whether or not the SBE is the chartering authority, under the provisions of EC Section 47604.5.

California also supports charter schools in maintaining high-quality standards by providing state-led technical assistance through a CDE charter support team and the SBE’s Advisory Commission on Charter Schools (ACCS), which reviews charter school funding and programmatic issues and provides advice to the SBE.

Another example of California’s promotion of the growth of high-quality charter schools is evidenced by the recently released Charter School Law Ranking and Scorecard 2010 developed by The Center for Education Reform. Under the ranking and scorecard, California ranks as the third strongest of the nation’s 40 charter laws. The report cites the following as contributing factors to California’s charter school growth: consistent improvements to law; successful charters can obtain direct State approval to replicate; and California has highly equitable funding measures.
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California 2010–2015 CSP Grant Objectives and Performance Measures

Objective 1. Increase the Number of High-Quality Charter Schools in California
1a. Ninety percent of charter developers receiving charter development technical assistance will receive approval of their charter by an authorizer within two years of completing charter development technical assistance.

1b. Eighty-five percent of charter developers receiving charter development technical assistance will open a charter school within one year of their charter being authorized.

1c. A total of 610 CSP funded charter schools will open during the grant period August 1, 2010 – July 31, 2015. The number of new sub-grant awardees for each year of the grant is estimated as follows:

· Project Year 1 (2010-11): 111
· Project Year 2 (2011-12): 117
· Project Year 3 (2012-13): 122
· Project Year 4 (2013-14): 127
· Project Year 5 (2014-15): 133
1d. Eighty percent of all newly-funded charter schools that have been in operation for at least three years will have APIs five or more points higher than the mean API of non-charter schools in the same attendance area. 

1e. Seventy-five percent of CSP funded charter schools will have an average attendance rate of at least 95% during each year of the grant.
Objective 2. Strengthen Charter School Sustainability Through Capacity Building

2a. One hundred percent of CSP funded charter schools (with the exception of successful charter management organizations or demonstration that applicants have already engaged in this activity prior to grant application) will complete governance training by the end of year one of their implementation sub-grant.

2b. One hundred percent of CSP funded charter schools will complete fiscal management training by the end of year one of their implementation sub-grant. 

2c. 100% of governing boards representing funded charter schools that completed the fiscal management will comply with all state and federal regulations and demonstrate fiscal health, as measured by the following criteria:

· Adequate reserves and ending balances

· Evidence of sound planning and adequate funding to support long-term goals.

· Budgets that reflect school priorities, which include student academic outcomes.

This measure will be assessed during each year of the funding period.

2d. Eighty percent of CSP funded charter schools will have developed teacher effectiveness measures that include student achievement data as a substantial portion of the teacher evaluation.

2e. Ninety percent of CSP funded charter schools will report that services received from its charter authorizer (including facilities and other services) are satisfactory. The 2010-15 grant application requires completion of a Work Plan, which includes a description of the status of services receive by the charter authorizer. At the end of each year, schools must complete an annual report, documenting progress on and any changes to the status of activities cited in the Work Plan. As a result, schools’ reported satisfaction with its charting authorizer will be updated annually.

Objective 3. Improve Academic Achievement of Charter School Students
3a. By the end of the CSP grant, seventy-five percent of all charter schools operating for at least four years will have met or exceeded their annual growth targets – by school and subgroup –in at least two of three years. (Note: first year will establish baseline data only.) See Overview of California’s 2009–10 Accountability Progress Reporting System for information on calculation of API growth targets.

3b. CSP funded charter schools will report a minimum 80 percent year-to-year student retention rate.

3c. CSP funded charter high schools (excluding dropout recovery high schools) that have operated for at least five years will report a minimum 80 percent *cohort graduation rate.

3d. After two years of operation, each CSP-funded charter school will have at least 56% of its students reach proficiency in reading, as measured by the California Standards Test (CST). After four years of operation, this number will increase to 67%.

3e. After two years of operation, each CSP-funded charter school will have at least 58% of its students reach proficiency in mathematics, as measured by the California Standards Test (CST). After four years of operation, this number will increase to 70%.

Objective 4. Disseminate Best Practices From High-Quality Charter Schools
4a. The CDE will award dissemination grants to up to twenty charter schools to disseminate best practices in increasing student achievement among charter schools and other public schools in California (in years three and four of the grant period).
4b. One hundred percent of dissemination sub-grantees will make at least one public presentation about their dissemination project at a meeting, conference or other education related training during the first year of their dissemination grant.

4c. One hundred percent of dissemination sub-grantees will make at least one public presentation about their dissemination project at a meeting, conference or other education related training during the second year of their dissemination grant.

4d. Each year during the grant period, 80% of the participants in dissemination grant activities will report an increase in awareness and knowledge of charter school best practices through a survey.
4e. After two years of partnering with the charter school, all participant schools will report at least five points of growth, as determined by API base and growth scores. 
Appendix B

Project Objectives and Performance Measures for California’s 2010–2015 PCSGP Grant

U.S. Department of Education Charter Schools Program
Review of Project Objectives and Performance Measures

for

The California Department of Education

Conducted by

Center for Evaluation and Education Policy (CEEP)
The purpose of the following review is to assess the extent to which program objectives, performance measures, and related evaluation plans will lead to reportable and meaningful data in future annual performance reports. Towards the end, each grantee’s program objectives and performance measures will be identified and assessed against a set of criteria developed by CEEP.  

1. Project Objectives

Project objectives describe what a project aims to do or accomplish in order to help support the overall goal of the Charter Schools Program. CEEP has developed a set of four criteria to identify high-quality project objectives. The strongest project objectives satisfy all four criteria to some degree. However, many objectives are stronger in some areas and weaker in others. Project objectives that are significantly deficient in multiple areas can prove to be problematic for the development of meaningful performance measures and the implementation of successful evaluation. The four criteria for strong project objectives are:

· RELEVANCE: The project objective should be congruent with the overall goals of the Charter Schools Program and/or the state’s own goals related to the Charter Schools Program;

· APPLICABILITY: The project objective should relate to the specific activities that are being conducted through the project;

· FOCUS: The project objective should identify one or two constructs of importance (e.g., build capacity, increase accessibility, enhance quality), but not so many that measurement becomes cumbersome; and 

· MEASURABILITY: The project objective should include constructs that are conceptually measurable through data collection strategies that are feasible to implement.

The following table illustrates how CA Department of Education’s project objectives measure up against these criteria. Checkmarks indicate the satisfaction of the criteria described above. Comments related to the degree to which each of the criteria are satisfied are also included in the table. 

	Project Objectives
	Relevance
	Applicability
	Focus
	Measurability

	1. Increase the Number of High-Quality Charter Schools in California
	*
	*
	*
	*

	2. Strengthen Charter School Sustainability Through Capacity Building
	*
	*
	*
	*

	3. Improve Academic Achievement of Charter School Students
	*
	*
	*
	*

	4. Disseminate Best Practices From High-Quality Charter Schools
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Comments: 

You have written a strong set of project objectives that are relevant, applicable, focused, and measureable. Excellent.




2. Performance Measures
A performance measure is an indicator used to determine the extent to which project objectives are being met. In most cases, project objectives involve more than one construct and therefore are associated with more than one performance measure. 

A. Types of Performance Measures

There are two types of performance measures: process and outcome measures. Ideally, each objective should have a set of performance measures that address both the process of achieving the objective and the outcome of these activities.
· Process measures address how the objective will be met. In other words, these measures address what the grantee will do to effect change in the targeted constituencies (e.g., schools, teachers, parents, students). Process measures are not things that the grantee will do to administer the grant (e.g., hire staff, develop application forms, implement monitoring and evaluation). Instead, process measures address program implementation activities that involve the targeted constituencies (e.g., workshops, technical assistance, dissemination grants). Ultimately, each process measure should be accompanied by an outcome measure, since effecting change is the underlying aim of all project objectives.
· Outcome measures assess the extent to which the objective is met and always involve some level of change related to knowledge, attitudes, or behavior. For example, outcome measures describe changes in teacher knowledge, parent attitudes, or student performance. The element of change is essential, however. 
B. Performance Measures are Aligned with Objectives
Each performance measure should be relevant to the project objective under which it falls. If a performance measure is not related to the objective under which it is listed, it will not be useful for measuring the processes used to reach the objective or the outcomes associated with the objective. 
C. Performance Measure Criteria
Performance measures that are highly measurable tend to include a number of common features. In particular, these measures describe a proposed change, the amount of change expected, and when the change will be achieved. Therefore, the most useful performance measures include four pieces of information:

1. WHAT is going to change as a result of the project?
2. HOW MUCH change will occur?
3. WHO will achieve the change?
4. WHEN will the change occur?

For example, the following performance measure includes all four pieces of information: “At least 80% (HOW MUCH) of 10th graders in all state charter schools (WHO) will pass the state high school competency assessment (WHAT) by 2009 (WHEN).” 

	Performance Measures
	Aligned with Objective
	Type of Performance Measure
	Performance Measure Criteria

	
	
	PROCESS
	OUTCOME
	WHAT?
	HOW MUCH?
	WHO?
	WHEN?

	Objective 1. Increase the Number of High-Quality Charter Schools in California

	1a. Ninety percent of charter developers receiving charter development technical assistance will receive approval of their charter by an authorizer within two years of completing charter development technical assistance.
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	1b. Eighty-five percent of charter developers receiving charter development technical assistance will open a charter school within one year of their charter being authorized.
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	1c. A total of 610 CSP funded charter schools will open during the grant period August 1, 2010 – July 31, 2015. The number of new sub-grant awardees for each year of the grant is estimated as follows:

· Project Year 1 (2010-11): 111
· Project Year 2 (2011-12): 117
· Project Year 3 (2012-13): 122
· Project Year 4 (2013-14): 127
· Project Year 5 (2014-15): 133
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	1d. Eighty percent of all newly-funded charter schools that have been in operation for at least three years will have APIs five or more points higher than the mean API of non-charter schools in the same attendance area. 
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	

	1e. Seventy-five percent of CSP funded charter schools will have an average attendance rate of at least 95% during each year of the grant.
	
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	


	Performance Measures
	Aligned with Objective
	Type of Performance Measure
	Performance Measure Criteria

	
	
	PROCESS
	OUTCOME
	WHAT?
	HOW MUCH?
	WHO?
	WHEN?

	Objective 2. Strengthen Charter School Sustainability Through Capacity Building

	2a. One hundred percent of CSP funded charter schools (with the exception of successful charter management organizations or demonstration that applicants have already engaged in this activity prior to grant application) will complete governance training by the end of year one of their implementation sub-grant.
	*
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*

	2b. One hundred percent of CSP funded charter schools will complete fiscal management training by the end of year one of their implementation sub-grant. 
	*
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*

	2c. 100% of governing boards representing funded charter schools that completed the fiscal management will comply with all state and federal regulations and demonstrate fiscal health, as measured by the following:

· Adequate reserves and ending balances

· Evidence of sound planning and adequate funding to support long-term goals.

· Budgets that reflect school priorities, which include student academic outcomes.

This measure will be assessed during each year of the funding period.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2d. Eighty percent of CSP funded charter schools will have developed teacher effectiveness measures that include student achievement data as a substantial portion of the teacher evaluation.
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	2e. Ninety percent of CSP funded charter schools will report that services received from its charter authorizer (including facilities and other services) are satisfactory. The 2010-15 grant application requires completion of a Work Plan, which includes a description of the status of services receive by the charter authorizer. At the end of each year, schools must complete an annual report, documenting progress on and any changes to the status of activities cited in the Work Plan. As a result, schools’ reported satisfaction with its charting authorizer will be updated annually.
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	


	Performance Measures
	Aligned with Objective
	Type of Performance Measure
	Performance Measure Criteria

	
	
	PROCESS
	OUTCOME
	WHAT?
	HOW MUCH?
	WHO?
	WHEN?

	Objective 3. Improve Academic Achievement of Charter School Students

	3a. By the end of the CSP grant, seventy-five percent of all charter schools operating for at least four years will have met or exceeded their annual growth targets – by school and subgroup –in at least two of three years. (Note: first year will establish baseline data only.) See Overview of California’s 2009–10 Accountability Progress Reporting System for information on calculation of API growth targets.
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	3b. CSP funded charter schools will report a minimum 80 percent year-to-year student retention rate.
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	3c. CSP funded charter high schools (excluding dropout recovery high schools) that have operated for at least five years will report a minimum 80 percent *cohort graduation rate.
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	3d. After two years of operation, each CSP-funded charter school will have at least 56 % of its students reach proficiency in reading, as measured by the California Standards Test (CST). After four years of operation, this number will increase to 67%.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3e. After two years of operation, each CSP-funded charter school will have at least 58% of its students reach proficiency in mathematics, as measured by the California Standards Test (CST). After four years of operation, this number will increase to 70%.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Performance Measures
	Aligned with Objective
	Type of Performance Measure
	Performance Measure Criteria

	
	
	PROCESS
	OUTCOME
	WHAT?
	HOW MUCH?
	WHO?
	WHEN?

	Objective 4. Disseminate Best Practices From High-Quality Charter Schools

	4a. The CDE will award dissemination grants to up to ten charter schools to disseminate best practices in increasing student achievement among charter schools and other public schools in California (in years three and four of the grant period).
	*
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*

	4b. One hundred percent of dissemination sub-grantees will make at least one public presentation about their dissemination project at a meeting, conference or other education related training during the first year of their dissemination grant.
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	4c. One hundred percent of dissemination sub-grantees will make at least one public presentation about their dissemination project at a meeting, conference or other education related training during the second year of their dissemination grant.
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	4d. Each year during the grant period, 80% of the participants in dissemination grant activities will report an increase in awareness and knowledge of charter school best practices through a survey.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4e. After two years of partnering with the charter school, all participant schools will report at least five points of growth, as determined by API base and growth scores. 
	*
	
	*
	*
	
	*
	


� EC Section 47607(b)


• Attaining an Academic Performance Index (API)—a composite of student test scores used to rank schools in the state—growth target in the prior year, or in two of the last three years, or in the aggregate for the prior three years;


• Attaining a state rank in deciles 4 to 10 (i.e., being in the top 60 percent of schools), inclusive, on the API in the prior year or in two of the last three years;


• Attaining a state rank in deciles 4 to 10, inclusive, on the API for a demographically comparable school in the prior year or in two of the last three years; and


• Ensuring that the entity that granted the charter determines that the academic performance of the charter school is at least equal to the academic performance of the public schools that the charter school pupils would otherwise have been required to attend. As well as at least equal to the academic performance of the schools in the school district in which the charter school is located, taking into account the composition of the pupil population that is served at the charter school.





