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Independent Evaluation of 
California’s Race to The Top Early Learning Challenge  
Quality Rating and Improvement System 2012–2015

Request for Proposals
Intent to Submit a Proposal Due Date: Friday, October 4, 2013, Noon
Questions Due Date: Friday, October 4, 2013, Noon
Proposal Due Date: Thursday, October 24, 2013, Noon
Independent Evaluation of 
California’s Race to The Top Early Learning Challenge 
Quality Rating and Improvement System 2012–2015

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 Race to The Top Early Learning Challenge (RTT-ELC) Quality Rating and Improvement System (QRIS) 2012–2015. 
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 separate Cost Proposal that details the cost to complete the tasks in the Technical Proposal according to Section 5.3 of this RFP. 

The Technical 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 California Race to The Top, Early Learning Challenge (RTT-ELC) Quality Rating and Improvement System (QRIS) Evaluation Project seeks an independent evaluator to provide critical information on the ability of the RTT-ELC QRIS to accurately measure and rate program quality, and how participating programs at various levels of quality are linked to improved child outcomes. 

While federal, state, and local resources are invested in a variety of quality efforts, little is known about what is most effective, and which elements or combination of elements are effective in both improving quality and supporting improved school readiness. A rigorous program evaluation will provide deeper insight into what common elements make the greatest impact on improving quality and are associated with improved school readiness.

California’s RTT-ELC grant implements a unique approach that builds upon California’s local and statewide successes and investments to create sustainable capacity at the local level to meet the needs of our early learners, with a focus on those with the highest needs. California’s RTT-ELC Regional Leadership Consortia (Consortia) are administering the QRIS at the local level, and their membership is comprised of 17 Consortia lead agencies in 16 different counties. Each Consortium has adopted a common hybrid approach to rating sites in their local QRIS, which includes three common tiers as well as common professional development strategies to support program and site progression through the QRIS tiers. 

California’s RTT-ELC QRIS approach will require an evaluation strategy that is equally creative. Considering the range of variability in rating, resources, and incentives, an evaluation of all 17 QRIS’s within California’s RTT-ELC grant projects would be unfeasible and cost prohibitive. The intent of this evaluation project is to identify and evaluate how Consortia, at varied stages of implementation and experience using varied strategies and approaches, might contribute to higher program quality and improved child outcomes. With this reality in mind, the state will trade breadth of the evaluation for depth.

To conduct the evaluation, California is seeking proposals from independent evaluators with established track records of rigorous program evaluation and demonstrated strength in validation studies. In their proposals, evaluators will propose a research design, methodology, and protocol to answer the questions included in Tasks 2-4 of this Request for Proposals solicitation. 

As required by the RTT-ELC grant, the evaluation will assess the validity and reliability of the three common tiers in the QRIS of participating RTT-ELC Consortia and determine if the tiers accurately reflect differential levels of program quality. The evaluation will also assess the extent to which graduated levels of quality result are most associated with successful outcomes and progress in children’s learning, development, and school readiness.

Accordingly, evaluators will describe in their proposals: 

1) Which research-based measures they will use to validate the tiers of the selected local QRIS models; and 
2) What appropriate research design and measures of progress they will use to determine the extent to which changes in quality ratings correlate with specified child outcomes. 
Upon completion of the evaluation data collection process, the evaluation contractor will analyze and prepare a full report to be submitted to the Child Development Division (CDD) of the California Department of Education (CDE), the State Advisory Council (SAC), the RTT-ELC Integration Team, and the Consortia. The report will include: deeper insight into what rating approach and common rating and professional development elements make the greatest impact on improving quality and are associated with improved school readiness; recommendations for broader implementation and any suggested modifications; and the effectiveness of quality rating and improvement systems and the RTT-ELC QRIS Rating Matrix and Professional Development Pathways. 
2.
BACKGROUND

On August 23, 2011, the U.S. Departments of Education and Health and Human Services Departments announced the application of $500 million for the Race to the Top – Early Learning Challenge Grant. The RTT-ELC grant competition sought to increase the quality of early childhood programs and increase the number and percentage of low-income and disadvantaged children, birth to five, in high-quality programs. On December 16, 2011, California was informed that it was awarded $52.6 million in grant funds.

California’s RTT-ELC application provides an opportunity to build upon California’s local and statewide successes to create sustainable capacity at the local level to meet the needs of our early learners, with a focus on those with the highest needs. Compared to any other state in the union, California is uniquely large, diverse, and complex. It is home to the dense and urban San Francisco Bay Area, remote and rural counties like Siskiyou and Shasta in the far north, the agricultural Central Valley, the sprawling greater Los Angeles area, and San Diego and its border influences in the far south of the state. These represent just a few of California’s distinct regions. Each has its own politics, economy, and labor market, and each is comparable in size and/or population to entire states on the eastern seaboard. A one-size-fits-all approach in California is impractical and, in most cases, counterproductive. Historically, change in California has always been most successful when regional and local leaders step forward to lead the way. 

The key to positive change in early learning in California is achieving the appropriate balance of central and local control. When crafting federal policy, the U.S. government takes into account the rich diversity of the 50 states. In the RTT-ELC grant competition, for example, the U.S. Department of Education (U.S. ED) did not attempt to determine nationwide tiers of quality or establish one model QRIS. This kind of centralization would not work across our country’s diverse states, nor will it work across California’s diverse regions. This understanding shaped California’s Race to the Top application in Phase II, which proposed bold reforms in a voluntary network of core districts serving highly populated regions and earned the application a spot in the finals. In the application for RTT-ELC funding, California likewise proposed a regional strategy with the resolute belief that this was the best approach for our state, and the one that would enable maximum access to high-quality early learning programs for children with high needs.

Approximately 74 percent of California’s RTT-ELC grant funding will be spent at the local level to support a voluntary network of 17 Regional Leadership Consortia, each led by an established organization that is already operating or developing a QRIS. As part of this grant, the Consortia are charged with bringing together organizations in their region with the same goal of improving the quality of early learning and expanding their current areas of impact by inviting other programs to join their QRIS or reaching out to mentor other communities. Nearly 1.9 million children, or almost 70 percent of children under five in California, are potentially impacted by this grant.

To meet California’s diverse need, the RTT-ELC grant implements a locally-driven approach that builds upon current quality improvement efforts and investments.  California identified multiple research-based common elements of a high-quality QRIS and created a Quality Continuum Framework (Framework) that can be used by communities throughout the state. The Framework includes common research-based elements, tools, and resources grouped into three core areas: (1) Child Development and School Readiness, (2) Teachers and Teaching, and (3) Program and Environment. This Framework is being implemented in the Consortia and is designed to both evaluate early learning programs based on scientific early childhood research and provide a quality improvement pathway.

Each Consortium has voluntarily agreed to align their local QRIS to a shared hybrid rating and monitoring system with common tiers for their local QRIS and research-based program assessment and improvement tools included in the Framework as represented in the RTT-ELC Hybrid Matrix with Three Common Tiers (Hybrid Matrix or QRIS) and Professional Development Pathways
 (Pathways) documents [see Appendix A Section (B)(1)(a)], as well as any locally prioritized tools. The Consortia will use their local data systems to: implement their own monitoring process; gather quality and scoring information; track supports and incentives; ensure participation by targeted programs serving children with high needs; and review progress in relation to their quality improvement targets. The QRIS monitoring process and local access to data will support the Consortia in their implementation of continued efficiencies and improvements. To guarantee the effectiveness of this work, Consortia will:       
1) use valid and reliable tools for monitoring participating licensed Early Learning and Development Programs; 2) work with trained monitors; 3) monitor these programs with appropriate frequency. Based on federal requirements and Consortia group consensus, the Consortia will implement a hybrid approach in their QRIS’s three common tiers, as well as additional locally determined tiers. They will set local goals to improve the quality of early learning and development programs in the following three areas:
1. Child development and readiness for school; 
2. Teachers and teaching; and 
3. Program and environment quality. 
By agreeing to use kindergarten readiness
 as the desired outcome, all Consortia drive toward a common goal: to ensure that children in California have access to high quality programs so that they thrive in their early learning settings and succeed in kindergarten and beyond.

To ensure access and participation by all interested early learning programs, California’s application stated the base, or first tier, of each local system, would start at California Code of Regulations Title 22 CDSS child care licensing standards. The Consortia decided to develop two common tiers in addition to the entry tier for a total of three common tiers, which took most of 2012 to design. The RTT-ELC Consortia QRIS includes the Three Common Tiers and two locally defined tiers for a total of five tiers. In sequence, California’s structure is as follows:

· Tier 1 – Common (California’s Title 22, CDSS licensing standards)

· Tier 2 – Locally determined
· Tier 3 – Common 

· Tier 4 – Common

· Tier 5 – Locally determined 
In order to ensure maximum flexibility and recognize diverse areas of quality, the Consortia ultimately chose a points-based hybrid rating system approach[1] and developed and approved the Hybrid Matrix in September 2012. In addition, the Consortia streamlined the elements/indicators for rating to focus on the “few and powerful” and moved approximately half of the elements from the Framework out of the Hybrid Matrix into the newly created corresponding Pathways.

The Table 1 below illustrates the elements and resources included in each core area in the QRIS. 
Table 1
	Rated Elements/Indicators
(in the Hybrid Matrix)
	Quality Improvement and Professional Development/Resources

(in the Pathways)

	CORE I: Child Development & School Readiness

	· Child Observational Assessments 

· Developmental & Health Screenings
	· Infant/Toddler and Preschool Learning Foundations and Curriculum Frameworks

· California Collaborative for the Social-Emotional Foundations of Early Learning (CCSEFEL)

· Health and Nutrition (USDA Child and Adult Food Program), physical education/activity, and tobacco cessation training

	CORE II: Teachers and Teaching

	· Lead Teacher/FCCH Owner Education and Professional Development

· Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) Assessments
	· Professional Growth Plan

· CLASS or PITC Program Assessment Rating Scale (PARS)

	CORE III: Program and Environment

	· Environment Rating Scales (ERS)

· Ratios & group size (Centers only)
· Director Qualifications and professional development (Centers only)
	· Program Administrative Scale (PAS) or Business Administrative Scale (BAS)

· Family Engagement



The California QRIS development deliberately established a foundation of core common elements with room for local control and variability in the following ways:

· Commonality Across Consortia QRIS Rating:
· Three common tiers (Tiers 1, 3 and 4)
· California’s Quality Continuum Framework

· Common rating criteria, as documented in Hybrid Matrix and the Implementation Guide

· Common quality improvement resources

· Variability Across Consortia QRIS Rating:

· Local determined tier(s)

· Local participation requirements (in addition to RTT-ELC project)

· Local rating criteria (in addition to Hybrid Matrix)

· Local quality improvement resources (in addition to Professional Development Pathways)

· Locally determined rating and monitoring protocol

· Locally determined supports and incentives

As the project moves out of a development phase and forward into an implementation phase, the up-take and enrollment of new sites into the QRIS will gain momentum over the next few years.  Current and projected site enrollments are illustrated in Table 2:



























































































Table 2
	
	Site Enrollment Across all 17 Consortia

	Number of Total Children Enrolled in QRIS Participating Sites

	2012
	21
	n/a

	2013
	1,090 
	38,870

	2014
	1,478
	43,544

	2015
	2,257
	84,403


While Consortia are using a variety of data systems to collect data, all are working toward collecting a core set of common data for ongoing program reporting and future evaluation needs.  These data represent core program, staff and child data and will be made available by the participating county agencies to the successful contractor to initiate evaluation activities.  

This project will be funded with federal RTT-ELC funds awarded to California following an application approved on October 18, 2012 by the Governor with CDE listed as the lead agency. This evaluation of the Consortia’s Quality Rating & Improvement Systems will be guided by the content of California’s RTT-ELC application as well as the ongoing work of the RTT-ELC Consortia workgroups.
A separate descriptive study of Quality Improvement Systems (QISs), including existing Quality Rating and Improvement Systems (QRISs), has just been concluded in each of the 58 counties of California. The purpose of the nine-month study was to identify, describe and compare the range and diversity of county-based systems and identify and compare indicators used to track child outcome measures. Within each county there may or may not be such a system, and a few counties may have more than one such system in place. Funding for this descriptive study has been made available through federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds awarded to California following an application by the California State Advisory Council on Early Learning and Care in August 2010. Information garnered from this study will inform and support the CDE’s RTT-ELC evaluation and help move California toward increasing the quality of current early learning programs and achieving desired outcomes; inform how to better use local, state and federal funds to improve program quality and support desired outcomes; and provide an opportunity to align current practices. 

The descriptive study final report is available (Appendix I –web link) to the RTT-ELC Evaluation Contract bidders, which include:
1. Literature Review
2. Identification and Comparison of Local QIS
3. Characteristics of Participating Programs and the Children and Families Served
4. Meta-Analysis of Existing Evaluations of Local QIS
5. Best Practices for Program Improvement
6. Strategies for Professional Development for Program Improvement
7. Family Engagement Strategies
8. Comparison of Local Models to CAEL QIS Quality Elements
9. Proposed Recommendations to California’s QIS Infrastructure
3. SCOPE OF WORK
This section outlines tasks to be completed pursuant to this RFP.  Proposals must address all tasks and requirements set forth in the RFP and must contain sections corresponding to each task and the related activities identified in the RFP.  The successful bidder must thoroughly describe in RFP Section 5.1,B, the methodology to be used on how each task will be planned and performed, with time frames established to allow for program improvement during the grant funding period, when appropriate, as well as to measure impact over the course of the grant funding period.   

As required by the RTT-ELC grant application, the evaluation scope of work includes the following tasks: 

Task 1 – Coordination and Communications with CDE


The contractor shall coordinate communications with the CDE during the entire contract period. 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 Requirements (See Task 1.4) for project deliverables; and generate and deliver the required reports. The Task 1 activities include, but are not limited to, the following subtasks:
1.1 Orientation Meeting 

An orientation meeting is to occur within the first two weeks of the commencement of this contract in Sacramento, California. 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.

1.2 Quarterly and Biannual Management Meetings 

At a minimum, Quarterly meetings are to be held between the contractor’s Project Manager and the RTT-ELC Implementation Team and the Evaluation Workgroup to review and discuss task implementation and status, the evaluation progress, challenges, findings or trends, and recommend any updates or changes needed. 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.
The contractor must meet with the RTT-ELC Implementation Team, the RTT-ELC evaluation workgroup, representatives of the consortia, and national QRIS evaluation staff including any teams working on a cross-state RTT-ELC evaluation to discuss the evaluation’s progress and other coordination related to cross-state RTT-ELC evaluation work. Meetings with national QRIS evaluation staff and teams working on a cross-state RTT-ELC evaluation will be approximately twice a year.

1.3 State and National level Meetings and Conferences
The contractor must present at state and national level meetings and conferences which may include SAC, RTT-ELC state and federal meetings, QRIS meetings and state legislature. Throughout the project the contractor will update stakeholder groups on progress of the work performed in Task 2. These meetings and presentations to provide information on the California RTT-ELC QRIS evaluation will occur at a minimum of three times per calendar year.
1.4 CDE Approval Schedule Requirements

The CDE must approve all material and/or deliverables developed in conjunction with this contract. The contractor may not disseminate any written information, materials, or deliverables to the field, public, or 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 approve the revised submission. The contractor is responsible for any costs associated with making modifications to deliverables necessary to obtain approval by the CDE. The contractor’s comprehensive plan and schedule must specifically conform to the CDE approval schedule. 

Unless otherwise specified in this RFP or agreed to in writing by the CDE, the contractor must: (1) allow at least 10 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 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 any 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.

Task 2: Research Questions to be addressed

2.1 Validate the RTT-ELC Common Tiers and Outputs of the Rating Process  

The contractor must obtain data and overall process to validate the efficacy of California’s Race to the Top structure and components.  

Research questions to be addressed are:

1. How effective are the California Common Tiers’ structure and components/elements at defining and measuring quality in early learning settings?  
2. How is the hybrid rating strategy and rating outputs representative of meaningful levels of quality?  
3. How effective is the rating protocol
 at determining valid ratings versus an annual 100 percent assessment protocol? 
4. Do point values of each element and the final rating provide meaningful distinctions between programs and program types?  
5. Do element levels relate to each other in consistent ways (e.g., CLASS/ERS score and their relationship to other elements)?
Task 2.1 Deliverables – Initial Validation report due December 31, 2014.  
Follow up Validation report with longer-term analysis (including a revisit/review of recommended changes) must also be included in final project report.  

  2.2 Evaluate Child Outcomes and the Effectiveness of the RTT-ELC        Quality Continuum Framework

The contractor shall develop and implement a research protocol and data analysis to assess the outcomes and effectiveness of the RTT-ELC Quality Continuum Framework.  Because RTT-ELC Consortia are enrolling participating sites at varied stages of readiness for rating (i.e., Sites engaged in the QRIS with only basic portfolio documentation and whose immediate QRIS path includes more QI and support, versus sites who enter the QRIS with broader experiences including education, training, ERS/CLASS observations, etc. and are immediately ready for a full rating process) it is essential that the successful contractor consider a stratified sampling process with outcomes in varied stages of QRIS take-up and tier ratings.  
Research questions to be addressed are:

1. How do the RTT-ELC strategies (e.g., technical assistance, quality improvement activities, incentives, compensation, family/public awareness) improve program quality, professionalization and effectiveness of the early learning workforce, and impact child outcomes?  Which strategies are the least/most effective?  

2. To what extent do the graduated elements and tiers correspond to graduated increases in child outcomes, including but not limited to children’s learning, healthy development, social/emotional health, and school readiness?
3. What incentives or compensation strategies are most effective in encouraging QRIS participation?
4. What is the cost versus benefit for various QRIS strategies relative to child outcomes?
5. What QRIS strategies/variables best impact measurable site progress through the tiers?  What barriers exist in progressing though tiers?

6. To what extent can the Consortia’s local QRIS be streamlined and still result in the same program quality level and same child outcomes? What common elements of the Hybrid Matrix and Pathways are most important to include?

7. How effective are the Consortia in increasing public awareness of the characteristics of early learning program quality that promote better outcomes for children?  

8. For which quality improvement elements does increased dosage (time and intensity of participation) impact program quality and child outcomes?

9. In context of the findings of the QRIS Descriptive Study Literature Review, are there other tiers, resources, measures, tools or system structures that should be included that support QRIS reliability, validity, and efficiency in program quality and have led to better overall outcomes in other systems or states?  
10. How effective have Consortia been at fostering an improved early childhood system to support early learning and quality improvement in their region?  To what extent have the local QRISs been used to align initiatives and projects at the local level? 

Task 2.2 Deliverables – Final report due date no later than December 31, 2015.
Task 3: Data Files and Report Requirements



The contractor shall be responsible for a variety of activities related to data files and report requirements. The contractor must adhere to the CDE Approval Schedule as stated in Task 1.4 above in generating and delivering required reports. The Task 3 activities include the following subtasks:
3.1 Quarterly Written Progress Reports. 

Throughout the project, and in addition to regular communication and review with the CDE contract monitor, the contractor must provide a quarterly written progress report to the CDE. Each progress report must include: 1) task number and title; description of task; a report of activities completed during the prior quarter, 2) an update of current or ongoing activities and the progress noted for each, and 3) a detailed list of activities submitted quarterly with the invoice. The quarterly progress report must be submitted to the CDE within one week from the last day of each quarter. The CDE will not approve invoice for payments on this contract without receipt of the quarterly progress report.  

The quarterly progress reports produced must note progress on all tasks and activities and must be used as a basis for tracking progress and making improvements. At a minimum, each quarterly progress report must address the following:

a. Work accomplished during the period
b. Obstacles encountered
c. Proposed solutions
The progress reports shall reflect all tasks specified in the corresponding quarterly invoice and each quarterly progress report will be used to evaluate the corresponding quarterly invoice. Additionally, the original quarterly progress report must be signed by the bidder’s Project Manager and submitted to the CDE with the quarterly invoice.
3.2 Half Term Report 

Approximately half way through the project the contractor must deliver a half term report based on progress reports, with updates from local Consortia, that provide a preliminary analysis of findings and propose mid-term course corrections, as needed. The half term report must include the evaluation findings for years 2013–14 and first two quarters of 2014–15 for all evaluation questions on the validation of the RTT-ELC Common Tiers detailed in Task 2.1of this RFP. The evaluation report must include, at a minimum, an executive summary; background; the literature review from Task 1and Task 2 of this RFP; evaluation questions; sites included; conceptual framework; study design; methodology; data; analysis; findings; contextual factors; and recommendations for the CDE related to validate the RTT-ELC common tiers and outputs of the rating process. The report must describe the procedures used to collect and analyze the data, 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 Half Term report is to be delivered to the CDE for review and approval no later than December 31, 2014. (See Task 1.4 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 six bound copies of the report to the CDE by January 31, 2015.
3.3 Comprehensive Final Report. 

Upon completion of Task 2.2, the contractor must deliver a comprehensive final report and executive summary that will summarize the findings from the final report, provide a final report of evaluation findings for 2015–16, and provide final recommendations based upon the findings of the comprehensive evaluation. The report must include:

· Deeper insight into what common elements make the greatest impact on improving quality and are associated with improved school readiness; 

· Which QRIS elements best predict quality and child outcomes/progress; 

· Recommendations for broader implementation and modifications;

· The effectiveness of quality rating and improvement systems and the RTT-ELC QRIS Hybrid Rating Matrix and Professional Development Pathways; and

· Recommendations for implementation of local QRIS models to other parts of the state and analysis as to which elements have the greatest impact and to where limited resources should be focused.

In addition the final report will include a contextual piece that incorporates the Consortia QRIS efforts within the broader current state and federal fiscal condition.

Progress, mid-term, and final reports also will cover any information required by the federal government’s cross-state RTT-ELC evaluation.

The final report must include the evaluation findings for all the research and evaluation questions detailed in Task 2.2 of this RFP. 

A draft of the comprehensive final report is to be delivered to the CDE for review and approval no later than October 31, 2015. (See Task 1.4 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 six bound copies, and an electronic copy of the report to the CDE by December 31, 2015. 

3.4  Data Files and Reports  
All final documents must adhere to the CDE Style Guidelines and Web standards. The CDE Style Guidelines and Web standards are available via the CDE Web Standards Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/di/ws/webstandards.asp. Unless otherwise specified in this RFP, all final documents must be provided in Microsoft Word 1997-2003 format. With prior approval from 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 standards, including the CDE Accessibility Standards. After a document has been fully approved by the CDE, the successful contractor must ensure that the material meets the CDE Accessibility Standards. All fully approved PowerPoint documents and multi-media (e.g., Webinars), for posting on the Internet must be delivered to the CDE with a text only Word 1997-2003 version, with fully equivalent alternative text for every non-text element (e.g., images and graphics.) The successful contractor must provide resources with knowledge, skills, and abilities to deliver Section 508 accessible products. If needed during the contract period, the contractor may request to meet with the CDE Web Application Review Team (Web ART) to answer questions about proposed accessibility strategies and request Web ART to review a small sample of a deliverable to help guide the process.  

Unless otherwise specified, all data files must be delivered in text files using a comma separated values (CSV) format with double quote field delimiters. The file must be encrypted using FIPS 140-2 validation product that can be incorporated into Microsoft Access and Microsoft SQL Server. 

The CDE must approve all material and/or deliverables developed in conjunction with this contract (See Task 1.5 CDE Approval Schedule requirements). The successful bidder may not disseminate any written information, materials, or deliverables to the field, public, or 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. 
The CDE and all authorized state control agencies must have access to all internal and external reports, documents, data and working papers used by the contractor and subcontractors in the performance and administration of this contract. CDE shall monitor all aspects of the contractor's performance.
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.

The bidder responding to this RFP must serve as the Prime Contractor and will be the responsible entity in ensuring that all tasks and activities are competently and successfully completed.

4.2 Minimum Qualifications for Bidder’s Firm
Bidder’s firm must have a minimum of at least four 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.  Bidders must have proven financial strength and stability to conduct large scale research and evaluation project. In addition, bidder’s must certify on Attachment 1, they are financially stable and solvent and have adequate cash reserves to meet all financial obligations while awaiting reimbursement from the State.”

Bidders must have the resources and demonstrated expertise and experience with, and knowledge of the following:

a. Conducting similar large scale evaluation programs on complex and diverse QRIS including evaluation of outcomes such as child out comes for early childhood educational programs and rating systems.
b. Validation of QRIS.
c. Technical experience in data collection, research and evaluation
d. Using a variety of evaluation designs employing both quantitative and qualitative data collection. 
e. Quantitative research, surveys, sampling methodology, statistical analysis, and interpretation of standardized tests and other student achievement data.
f. Qualitative research, including onsite observational, interviews, case studies, focus group methodologies, and content analysis.

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

h. Experience in working with public, private and non-profit agencies.
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 must have at least four 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 times 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, ensure 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 entire project. The Fiscal Manager must be an employee of the prime bidder. 

Minimum qualifications: The Fiscal Manager must possess a degree in accounting or related field, and have at least three years of recent experience (one of which must be within the last three years) providing fiscal oversight and management of large complex contracts comparable to the size and scope of the services described in this RFP.

Key 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 as well as experienced staff/personnel. 
The project requires a Project Manager and Fiscal Manager that meet the minimum qualifications stated above in the RFP Section 4.2.  Additionally, assigned project key staff/personnel must possess 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 key staff/personnel must be capable of assisting the Project Manager in all aspects of project work.

c. The bidder shall specify in RFP Section 5.1 A. Management and D. Personnel the Project Manager, Fiscal Manager, and all key staff/personnel proposed for each task on this project and identify each person by name, job position title, and the specific responsibilities assigned to each individual. 
d. The bidder shall also identify in RFP Section 5.1 D. Personnel, all other individuals/personnel (non-key staff) proposed for each task by name or position title, and the specific responsibilities to be assigned to each individual or job position. 

e. The assigned Project Manager, Fiscal Manager and key 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.

Follow-On Consultant Contracts Disclosure

Bidders must certify in Attachment 1, their proposal response is not in violation of Public Contract Code (PCC) Section 10365.5 and, if applicable, must identify previous consultant services contracts that are related in any manner to the services, goods, or supplies acquired in this RFP.

PCC Section 10365.5 generally prohibits a person, firm, or subsidiary thereof that has been awarded a consulting services contract from submitting a bid for and/or being awarded an agreement for, the provision of services, procurement of goods or supplies, or any other related action that is required, suggested, or otherwise deemed appropriate in the end product of a consulting services contract.

PCC Section 10365.5 does not apply to any person, firm, or subsidiary thereof that is awarded a subcontract of a consulting services agreement that totals no more than 10 percent of the total monetary value of the consulting services agreement. Consultants and employees of a firm that provides consulting advice under an original consulting contracts are not prohibited from providing services as employees of another firm on a follow-on contracts, unless the persons are named contracting parties in a subcontract of the original contract.

PCC Section 10365.5 does not distinguish between intentional, negligent, and/or inadvertent violations. A violation could result in disqualification from bidding, a void contract, and/or imposition of criminal penalties.
4.3 RFP Schedule of Events
	Activity
	Action Date 

	Request for Proposal Released
	September 23, 2013

	Bidders’ Conference
	September 30, 2013 Noon

	Intent to Submit a Proposal
	October 4, 2013 Noon

	Receipt of Questions from Bidders Due
	October 4, 2013 Noon

	Responses to Questions Posted on CDE Web page
	October 10, 2013 5:00 p.m. Pacific Time (PT) (tentative) 

	Proposals Due
	October 24, 2013 Noon

	Review of the Proposals
	October 28–31, 2013 (tentative)

	Public Bid Opening




	November 05, 2013 (9:30 a.m. PT) (tentative) 

	Posting of Intent to Award (five- business day posting period)
	November13–19, 2013 (tentative)

	Anticipated Contract Start Date





	December 19, 2013 (Upon DGS approval) (tentative)


Bidder’s Conference

A bidders’ conference will be conducted on Monday, September 30, 2013, at 1430 N Street, Room 1103, Sacramento, California beginning at noon. 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 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 Thursday October 10, 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 24.5 months from December 19, 2013, through December 31, 2015. The bidder’s Technical Proposal for this RFP must be for the time period of December 19, 2013 through December 31, 2015. At the sole discretion of the CDE, the contract may be extended by written agreement and formal amendment between the parties, for an additional year, at the same or lower rates, under the same terms and conditions.
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. 

Funding

Currently a maximum amount of $5 million in federal funds is estimated to be budgeted for the length of the contract over 24.5 months. 
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 the date and time specified in the RFP section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events. The Intent to Submit a Proposal does not require an organization to submit a proposal; however, a proposal will not be accepted unless 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  the date and time specified in the RFP section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events. 
The Intent to Submit a Proposal and questions regarding the RFP must be mailed, e-mailed or faxed to:

California Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge
Quality Rating and Improvement System Evaluation 2012–2015
Child Development Division
California Department of Education
Attn: Channa Hewawickrama
1430 N Street, Room 3410
Sacramento, CA  95814

Fax: 916-323-2587, E-mail CHewawickrama@cde.ca.gov
(Please include “RTT-ELC QRIS Evaluation 2012–2015” in the subject line.)

It is the bidders’ responsibility to ensure that the Intent to Submit a Proposal reaches the CDD no later than by October 4, 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 the date and time specified in the RFP section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events. CDE will make every effort to e-mail its responses to the questions to all who submitted an Intent to Submit a Proposal by  the date and time specified in the RFP section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events . 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  the date and time specified in the RFP section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events. 
All questions must be submitted either by e-mail, facsimile, or mail (express or standard). Address e-mails to Channa Hewawickrama. The use of e-mail for submission of questions is encouraged. Questions may be e-mailed to CHewawickrama@cde.ca.gov or fax to 916-323-2587. (Please include “RTT-ELC QRIS Evaluation 2012–2015” 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
· A QRIS is “a method to assess, improve and communicate the level of quality in early care and education settings” (Mitchell, 2005, p. 4). QRIS can exist on a spectrum in terms of their development and implementation and can operate statewide or in a local area.  A fully functioning QRIS, however, includes the following components:  (1) quality standards for programs and practitioners, (2) supports and an infrastructure to meet such standards, (3) monitoring and accountability systems to ensure compliance with quality standards, (4) ongoing financial assistance that is linked to meeting quality standards, and (5) engagement and outreach strategies (Child Trends, 2009).

· “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.
· “Contractor” or “Evaluator” 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.

· “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.

· “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.

· “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
1. The Technical Proposal shall designate by name, the Project Manager to be employed, and describe how the proposed Project Manager meets the minimum qualifications stated in RFP Section 4.2. 

The Technical Proposal must describe how the bidder’s Project Manager will effectively coordinate, manage, and monitor the efforts of the assigned staff, including subcontractors and/or consultants, to ensure that all tasks, activities, and functions are completed effectively and in a timely manner.

2. The Technical Proposal shall designate by name the Fiscal Manager to be employed and describe how the proposed Fiscal Manager meets the minimum qualifications stated in RFP Section 4.2. The Technical Proposal must describe the fiscal accounting processes and budgetary controls that will be employed to ensure the responsible use and management of contract funds and accurate invoicing. 

3. The Technical Proposal shall identify by name and position title each key staff/personnel that will comprise the proposed management team that will have responsibility for managing, directing, overseeing and/or coordinating the work of assigned staff, subcontractors and/or independent consultants. The proposed management team must consist of a (1) Project Manager, (2) Fiscal Manager, (3) Key staff/personnel, and if subcontractors are used, a (4) Project Coordinator for each subcontract. (Refer to RFP Section 4.8 for the definition of subcontractor.) 

4. The Technical Proposal must describe in detail the professional qualifications, names, and position titles of the individual members of the proposed management team and all key staff/personnel working on this project. In addition, the Technical Proposal must include résumés for the proposed management team including all key staff working on the project that will have responsibility for managing, directing, overseeing and/or coordinating the work of assigned staff, subcontractors and/or independent consultants including but not limited to Project Manager, Fiscal Manager, consultants, managers, and directors. (Refer to RFP Section 4.2 Minimum Qualifications for Bidders.)

5. The Technical Proposal must include an organization chart showing the hierarchy of key staff/personnel working on this project. The organization chart must show the relationship between the bidders’ Project Manager and key personnel that will have primary responsibility for managing, directing, overseeing and/or coordinating the work of assigned staff, subcontractors and/or independent consultants, and all other personnel (subcontractors) working on the project.  
Additionally, include with the organization chart a statement that identifies 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.
6. The selected Contractor cannot change or substitute the assigned Project Manager, Fiscal Manager or key staff/personnel without the CDE Contract Monitor’s prior approval and formal amendment approved by the Department of General Services. The substitute Project Manager, Fiscal Manager and key staff/personnel 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)

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 RTT ELC QRIS 2012–2015 by Section 3. Scope of Work.

Task 1 – Coordination and Communications with CDE


The bidder’s Technical Proposal must include a clear and responsive plan for coordination and communications with the CDE. The plan must the bidder’s capacity and commitment to completing all activities with the highest quality. 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.

1.1 Orientation Meeting 

The bidder’s proposal must include an orientation meeting to occur within the first two weeks of the commencement of the proposed contract as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 1.

1.2 Quarterly and Biannual Management Meetings 

The bidder’s proposal must include a plan for conducting quarterly meetings as stated in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 1. 
1.3 State and National level Meetings and Conferences

The bidder’s proposal must include a plan for periodic (at a minimum of three times per calendar year) in-person presentations at the state and national level meetings and conferences meetings as stated in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 1.
1.4 CDE Approval Schedule Requirements

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 1.

The bidder must acknowledge on the Bidder Certification Sheet (Attachment 1) that it will comply with the CDE Approval Schedule Requirements.

Task 2: Research Questions to be addressed

2.1 Validate the RTT-ELC Common Tiers and Outputs of the Rating Process  

The bidder must propose a methodology for answering the research questions in Section 3, Scope of Work, Task 2, using rigorous qualitative and quantitative methods. Bidders are encouraged to include cost-efficiency methodologies in their proposal, such as sampling, in addition to other larger scale data collection methods. This includes the identification and selection of Early Learning and Development Programs participating in the RTT-ELC QRIS to ensure a statistically valid sample across the 17 Consortia that is representative of the types of programs and participants in California, when sampling is employed. Bidders are encouraged to develop evaluation plans that address Consortia commonalities and project standards within the RTT-ELC Framework as well as nuances in various approaches to successfully administering QRIS’s at the local level. Bidders must propose how to assess development among children and measure child outcomes relative to the goals of this project. Bidders are also encouraged to address additional QRIS outcomes including costs associated with various rating protocols and the professionalization of the early learning workforce. With California’s demographic diversity in mind, proposals must include outcome measurement tools both available and reliable in languages other than English. In the study design, the bidder needs to include, to the extent possible, alignment and coordination of the RTT-ELC evaluation and research design with First 5 California’s evaluation of its signature programs, including CARES Plus and the Child Signature Program and with the Educare model and other national QRIS evaluation efforts. In addition, the bidder will need to include alignment and coordination with any cross-state RTT-ELC evaluation and national evaluation work on QRIS including similar data fields and data collection methods. The bidder must describe how to engage participating Consortia in answering all of the questions contained in Section 3, Scope of Work, Task 2, while identifying strategies to address other questions that can only be answered through evaluation of Consortia that are further along in the implementation process.
Study Design

In the study design, the bidder’s proposal must include:
· A clear, cohesive, comprehensive summary of the overall study design and the approach to be taken in addressing the evaluation questions and requirements of Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 2 (both Task 2.1 and Task 2.2)
· An evaluation plan outlining tasks and timelines associated with obtaining answers to the evaluation questions;
· Specific protocol(s) for obtaining the necessary data; data collected should be Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved; 
· Data collection tools and methods for collecting the data; 
· Process for collection and analyzing of the data; 
· Delivery method for findings and data output;
· Confidentiality procedures to be used to ensure that all data collected (including interviews and surveys) will be reported only in the aggregate and that no personally identifiable information will be accessible to anyone but the contractor;
· Description of how the proposed methodology answers the research questions
Task 2.1 Deliverables  
The bidder’s proposal must include a plan for delivering the Initial Validation report as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 2, by December 31, 2014.
  2.2 Evaluate Child Outcomes and the Effectiveness of the RTT-ELC        Quality Continuum Framework

The bidder’s proposal must include a plan for developing and implementing a research protocol and data analysis to assess the outcomes and effectives of the RTT-ELC Quality Continuum Framework for addressing research questions 6 -15. Bidders plan should describe a sampling process and a methodology to capture outcomes in varied stages of QRIS take-up and tier ratings.  The bidder should also address a process to validate ratings and measure the impact when looking at effectiveness outcomes.
Task 2.2 Deliverables 
The bidder’s proposal must include a plan for delivering the final report as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 2, by December 31, 2015.
Task 3: Data Files and Report Requirements



3.1 Quarterly Written Progress Reports. 

The bidder’s proposal must specify that monthly progress reports will be submitted to the CDE as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 3. 

The bidder’s proposal must specify that progress reports shall reflect all tasks specified in the corresponding monthly invoice so that each monthly progress report will be used to evaluate the corresponding monthly invoice. Additionally, the proposal must specify that the original monthly progress report will be signed by the bidder’s Project Manager and submitted to the CDE with the monthly invoice.
3.2 Half Term Report. 

The bidder’s proposal must include a plan for delivering the Half Term Report as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 3.  
3.3 Comprehensive Final Report. 

The bidder’s proposal must include a plan for delivering the Comprehensive Final Report as specified in Section 3. Scope of Work, Task 3. 
3.4 Data Files and Reports

The bidder must acknowledge on the Bidder Certification Sheet (Attachment 1) that it will adhere to the CDE Style Guidelines, Web posting and data file requirements.

C.  Work Plan and Timeline 

The proposal shall include a well-designed, comprehensive, and achievable work plan and timeline for task completion for all tasks, subtasks and activities contained in this RFP (Refer to RFP Section 3, Scope of Work, for required tasks and subtasks). 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 covered under this contract or part thereof and include proposed task initiation and completion dates, level of effort and chronological dates for each activity. The work plan and timeline will also serve as a monitoring document to assure timely completion of tasks as scheduled. The estimated hours specified in this section must correlate with the task hours specified in Section 5.1.D. Personnel. 
D.  Personnel

The Technical Proposal must describe the proposed staffing plan. The staffing plan, at a minimum, must: 

· Identify by name and position title, all individual members of the proposed management team, including the Project Manager, Fiscal Manager, as well as, all key staff/personnel assigned to this project who will have primary responsibility for managing, directing, overseeing and/or coordinating the work of assigned staff, subcontractors and/or independent consultants.
· Identify by position title all other supporting personnel assigned to this project and the number of individuals 
· Identify by name and position title, the project coordinator assigned to each subcontractor. 
· For each individual and job position title identified above, include the specific tasks each individual/job position will perform and the specific number of hours the individual/job position title will devote to each task (Refer to Attachment 2, Technical Proposal, Staffing Labor Hours Worksheet). 
E.  Subcontracts

If subcontractors are to be used in significant and upmost tasks, 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 the proposal (Refer to Attachment 2, Technical Proposal, Staffing Labor Hours Worksheet.) The proposal must include a resumes of key staff describing in detail the professional qualifications, national, state, county and local agency level experience in design and implementation of similar research and evaluation projects, if the subcontractor is part of the proposed management team or professional staff working on the project including but not limited to lead researchers, analysts, 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. Additionally, subcontractors proposed to be used for this project, must be identified on the Bidder Declaration (GSPD-05-105) in accordance with the instructions stated on the form (Refer to RFP Section 5.2). 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. 
The Technical Proposal 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 three percent 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. When completing the declaration, bidders must identify all subcontractors proposed for participation in the contract. Bidders shall identify the percentage figure (must be three percent 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. 

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 correctly 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. The Bidder Certification Sheet must be 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. Page one 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 print out from the Office of Small Business and Disabled Veterans Business Enterprise Services (OSDS) Web site http://www.bidsync.com/DPXBisCASB  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 be completed in accordance with the instructions provided on the form, a commitment letter and a print out from the OSDS website http://www.bidsync.com/DPXBisCASB for each participating DVBE must be included with each copy of the Technical Proposal. Additionally, all subcontractors proposed to be used for this project must be identified on the GSPD-05-105 (See RFP sections 5.1.E, 5.2.2 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 
k.  The Payee Data Record (Std. 204) must be fully 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. This form may be accessed at: 
http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/dgs/fmc/pdf/std204.pdf 
l. Enterprise Zone Act (EZA) Preference (STD. 831) must be completed, signed and dated with an original signature on the form included with the original Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal if the bidder is seeking to obtain EZA preference. 
m. Local Agency Military Base Recovery Area Act (LAMBRA) Preference (STD. 832) must be completed, signed and dated with an original signature on the form included with the original Technical Proposal and a copy of the form included with each copy of the Technical Proposal if the bidder is seeking to obtain LAMBRA preference. 
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 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 http://www.pd.dgs.ca.gov/smbus/default.htm. 
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 http://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 http://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 http://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). Failure to do so may result in the disqualification of the bidder’s proposal. 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 work (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 calculate 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:
December 19, 2013 through June 30, 2014
Fiscal Year 2014–15:
July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015
Fiscal Year 2015–16:
July 1, 2015 through December 31, 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 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/ols/Home.aspx. 
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 date and time specified in RFP section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events. 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 CN
	RFP Number CN

	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:
California Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge

Quality Rating and Improvement System Evaluation 2012–2015

Child Development Division

California Department of Education
Attn: Channa Hewawickrama
1430 N Street, Room 3410
Sacramento, CA  95814
In the upper portion of the sealed mailed envelope, label outer package:

RFP CN130254
California Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge 

Quality Rating and Improvement System Evaluation 2012–2015

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. The CDE is not required to award a contract. 
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, correctly completed, 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 270 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 at the time day and date specified in the RFP Section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events. 
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 on the date specified in the RFP Section 4.3 RFP Schedule of Events, 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 Child Development Division, 1430 N Street, Room 3601, 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
California’s RTT-ELC Application

Web link: http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/rt/documents/rttelcappbody.pdf
Appendix B
California’s RTT-ELC Hybrid Matrix

Appendix C   California’s RTT-ELC
 Professional Development Pathways

Web link: http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/rt/documents/pathwaysmatrix.doc
Appendix D

California’s RTT-ELC Annual Performance Report for 2012 (and subsequent years, when available)

Web link: http://www2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop-earlylearningchallenge/annual-performance-reports/casummary.pdf
Appendix E    RTT-ELC Consortia QRIS Implementation Guide

Web link: http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/rt/documents/rttelcqrisimplementguide.doc
Appendix F
   
RAND Study – Virtual Point

Web link: http://www.rand.org/pubs/documented_briefings/DB647.html
Appendix G
RTT-ELC Consortia Draft List of Common Data Elements

Race to the Top – Early Learning Challenge Grant

RTT-ELC Common Data Elements: Annual Data to be provided to CDE for Grant Reporting & Data for Statewide Evaluation
 - DRAFT
Data Submission:  TBD (pending discussion with Federal team on APR content and timing)

Instructions:  Consortia will prepare a data file for each data category (Site, Teacher and Child) with data to be defined and reported in the following ways: (Explore file transfer options: Excel, CSV, etc.)
Purpose:  Data will be used by the external evaluator as well as RTT-ELC Implementation Team staff for reporting performance measures and provide data to state administration.

Two things need to make sure your local system can report that you won’t provide to CDE but most collect: which classrooms are being assessed and individual scores for those classrooms; and which teachers (their degrees etc.) are associated with those classrooms

FR data to be submitted to CDE for federal grant reporting and accountability, E(I) and E(V) for RTT-ELC evaluation maintained locally and not to send to CDE

Site Data

	ELEMENT NAME

(Normal usage)
	DATA FIELD NAME

(Computer or database usage)

Due to limited number of digits
	DATA FIELD OPTIONS
	OPTIONS - CODES
	Variable Type/ FORMAT
	Federal Reporting and Accountability- FR

Evaluation (Validation)-E(V)

Evaluation (Impact)-E(I)
	Data Dictionary
	Consistent with INQUIRE Data Dictionary (X)

	Agency  Name
	Agency_Name
	
	
	Alphanumeric (25 max)
	 E(I)


	Name of the non-person entity such as an organization, cooperation, institution, agency or business responsible for the site.
	

	Site Name (Licensed Facility Name)
	Site_Name
	
	
	Alphanumeric (25 max)
	E(I)


	The full legally  accepted name of the institution at the site level
	

	Site Unique Identifier (9 digits FEIN + 9 digits zip code + 6 digits address)

Investigating use of Facility # and  issues related 801 data  


	SiteUI
	
	
	Alphanumeric (24)
	E(I)


	The site unique identifier is a unique list of characters (Combination/permutation of numbers and letters) assigned to a specific child care site.
	

	Facility Type
	Facility_Type
	 Center-Based Care,

 Family Child Care Home
	Center-Based Care =C

Family Child Care Home=F
	Character(1)
	FR,E(V), E(I)


	The type of Early Learning Setting of the site

Center-Based Care or Family Child Care Home
	X

	Program Type – Military
	PrgType_Mil
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The type of Early Childhood Program  offered
	APR tables

	Program Type - Tribal
	PrgType_Trib
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The type of Early Childhood Program offered
	

	Program Type – Migrant
	PrgType_Mig
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The type of Early Childhood Program  offered
	

	Program Type – Other 
	PrgType_OT
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The type of Early Childhood Program  offered
	

	Funding Source – Head Start
	FundingS_HS
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	X

	Funding Source – Early Head Start
	FundingS_EHS
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – Title I
	FundingS_T1
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – California State Preschool Program (Title V)
	FundingS_State
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, 
	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – General Child Care
	FundingS_CCTR
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – Private
	FundingS_Priv
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Funding from Private Sources/Parents
	

	Funding Source – IDEA Part C (Early Intervention)
	FundingS_IDEAPCEI
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – IDEA Part B (Special Education)
	FundingS_IDEAPBSE
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – Home Visiting 
	FundingS_HV
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – First 5 Child Signature Program RFP #1 (State and Local)
	FundingS_F5CSP1
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – First 5 Child Signature Program RFP #2 (State and Local)
	FundingS_F5CSP2
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – First 5 Child Signature Program RFP #3 (State and Local)
	FundingS_F5CSP3
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – First 5 Local Non-CSP Funds
	FundingS_F5LNCSP
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,
	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – Voucher
	FundingS_Vouch
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,
	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source - Migrant Head Start
	FundingS_MigHS
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source - Tribal Head Start
	FundingS_TribHS
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,
	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – Military 
	FundingS_Mil
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – State Migrant 
	FundingS_StateMig
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – CDD Contract
	FundingS_CCDF
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,
	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – CalSAFE
	FundingS_CalSAFE 
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Funding Source – Other
	FundingS_OT
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR,


	Contract funding for child care services of the Site
	

	Ratio – Infant 
	Ratio_Inf 
	1 : X
	X
	Numeric (2)
	E(V)


	The number of children (infants) per instructional staff member
	X

	Ratio – Toddler 
	Ratio_Tod 
	1 : X
	X
	Numeric (2)
	E(V)


	The number of children (Toddlers) per instructional staff member
	X

	Ratio – Preschool
	Ratio_P
	1 : X
	X
	Numeric (2)
	E(V)


	The number of children (pre- school) per instructional staff member
	X

	Group Size – Infant 
	GroupS_Inf 
	X
	X
	Numeric (2)
	E(V)

 
	The number of children (infants) in a infant class
	X

	Group Size – Toddler 
	GroupS_Tod 
	X
	X
	Numeric (2)
	E(V)

 
	The number of children (Toddlers) in a toddler class
	X

	Group Size – Preschool 
	GroupS_P 
	X
	X
	Numeric (2)
	E(V)


	The number of children (preschoolers) in a preschool class
	X

	Program Schedule – Full-Day Full Year
	PrgS_FDFY
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(I)
	Child receives more than 4 hours of care for total number of operational days of the year
	X

	Program Schedule – Full-Day Part Year
	PrgS_FDPY
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(I)
	Child receives more than 4 hours of care for part of  total number of operational days of the year

	

	Program Schedule – Part-Day Full Year
	PrgS_PDFY
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(I)
	Child receives less than 4 hours of care for total number of operational days of the year
	

	Program Schedule – Part-Day Part Year
	PrgS_PDPY
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(I)
	Child receives less than 4 hours of care for part of  total number of operational days of the year
	

	Program Schedule – Weekend
	PrgS_WE
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(I)
	Child receives care during the weekend
	

	Program Schedule – Evening
	PrgS_EV
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(I)
	Child receives care in the evenings
	

	Accreditation Status 
	Accred_Status 
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V)


	Program accreditation status
	X

	Accreditation Organization - NAEYC
	Accred_NAEYC
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V)


	Program is accredited by NAEYC
	X

	Accreditation Organization - NECPA
	Accred_NECPA
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V)


	Program is accredited by NECPA
	

	Accreditation Organization - NAC
	Accred_NAC
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V)


	Program is accredited by NAC
	

	Accreditation Organization - COA
	Accred_COA
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V)


	Program is accredited by COA
	

	Accreditation Organization - NAFCC
	Accred_NAFCC
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V)


	Program is accredited by NAFCC
	

	Accreditation Organization - SACS
	Accred_SACS
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V)


	Program is accredited by SACS
	

	Accreditation Organization - ACSI
	Accred_ACSI
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V)


	Program is accredited by ACSI
	

	Accreditation Organization - AMS
	Accred_AMS
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V)


	Program is accredited by AMS
	

	Accreditation Organization - Other
	Accred_Other
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V)


	Program is accredited by any other organization
	

	Languages Spoken – Arabic 
	LS_Arabic 
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	(CSP)

	Languages Spoken – Armenian
	LS_Armenian
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – Cantonese
	LS_Cantonese
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – English
	LS_English
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – Filipino
	LS_Filipino
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – Hmong
	LS_Hmong
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – Japanese
	LS_Japanese
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – Korean
	LS_Korean
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – Mandarin
	LS_Mandarin
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – Punjabi
	LS_Punjabi
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – Russian
	LS_Russian
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – Spanish
	LS_Spanish
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – Vietnamese
	LS_Vietnamese
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – ASL
	LS_ASL
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – Other
	LS_Other
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Languages Spoken – Unknown
	LS_Unknown
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR, E(I)


	The language the teacher use most often with the children in their classroom
	

	Infant Licensed Capacity
	Inf_LC
	
	
	Numeric(4) 
	E(V)


	Maximum number of Infants authorized to serve in the site
	X

	Toddler Licensed Capacity
	Tod_LC
	
	
	Numeric(4) 
	E(V)


	Maximum number of Toddlers authorized to serve in the site
	X

	Preschool Licensed Capacity 
	Pre_LC
	
	
	Numeric(4) 
	E(V)


	Maximum number of Preschoolers authorized to serve in the site
	X

	Number of Infant Classrooms
	Number_InfClass
	
	
	Numeric(2)
	E(V)


	Maximum number of Infants authorized to serve in a classroom
	X

	Number of Toddler Classrooms
	Number_TodClass
	
	
	Numeric(2)
	E(V)


	Maximum number of Toddlers authorized to serve in  a classroom
	X

	Number of Preschool Classrooms 
	Number_PreClass
	
	
	Numeric(2)
	E(V)


	Maximum number of Preschoolers authorized to serve in a classroom
	X

	Overall QRIS Tier/Ranking
	OverallQRIS_TRanking
	
	
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),FR


	site’s QRIS Tier/Rank for the reporting period
	

	Detail QRIS Score: Child Observation
	DetailQRIS_ScoreCO
	
	
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),FR


	site’s QRIS point value for child observation
	

	Detail QRIS Score: Developmental and Health Screenings
	DetailQRIS_ScoreDHS
	
	
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),FR


	site’s QRIS point value for Developmental and Health Screenings
	

	Detail QRIS Score: Minimum Qualifications for Lead Teacher/FCCH
	DetailQRIS_ScoreMQLT
	
	
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),FR


	site’s QRIS point value for : Minimum Qualifications for Lead Teacher/FCCH
	

	Detail QRIS Score: CLASS Observation(Prek & Toddler ) 
	DetailQRIS_ScoreCLASS 
	
	
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),FR


	site’s QRIS point value for CLASS observation 
	

	Detail QRIS Score: Prek-CLASS Observation(Emotional Support)

	DetailQRIS_ScoreCLASS_ES 
	
	
	Numeric(3)
	E(V),FR


	site’s average score for CLASS observation for all classrooms observed –Emotional Support
	

	Detail QRIS Score: Prek- CLASS Observation(Instructional Support) 

	DetailQRIS_Score Prek-CLASS_IS 
	
	
	Numeric(3)
	E(V),FR


	site’s average score for CLASS observation for all classrooms observed  –Instructional Support
	

	Detail QRIS Score: Prek -CLASS Observation(  organization) 

	DetailQRIS_Score Prek-CLASS_CO 
	
	
	Numeric(3)
	E(V),FR


	 site’s average score for CLASS observation for all classrooms observed –Classroom organization
	

	Detail QRIS Score: Toddler CLASS Observation (Emotional & Behavioral Support) 

	DetailQRIS Score Toddler-CLASS EBS
	
	
	Numeric(3)
	E(V),FR


	site’s average score for CLASS observation for all classrooms observed – Emotional & Behavioral Support 
	

	Detail QRIS Score: Toddler CLASS Observation (Engaged Support for Learning) 

	DetailQRIS Score Toddler-CLASS ESL
	
	
	Numeric(3)
	E(V),FR


	site’s average score for CLASS observation for all classrooms observed – Engaged Support for Learning 
	

	Detail QRIS Score: Ratios and Group Size
	DetailQRIS_ScoreR&GS
	
	
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),FR


	site’s QRIS point value for Ratios and Group Size
	

	Detail QRIS Score: Environment Rating Scale
	DetailQRIS_ScoreERS
	
	
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),FR


	site’s QRIS point value for : Environment Rating Scale tool-AS APPLICABLE PER SITE OR CLASSROOMS
	

	Detail QRIS Score: ECERS 
	DetailQRIS_Score_ECERS 
	
	
	Numeric(3)
	E(V),
	 site’s average score for ECERS observation for all classrooms observed
	

	Detail QRIS Score: ITERS
	DetailQRIS_Score _ITERS 
	
	
	Numeric(3)
	E(V),


	 site’s average score for ITERS observation for all classrooms observed
	

	Detail QRIS Score: Director Qualifications
	DetailQRIS_ ScoreDQ
	
	
	Numeric(3)
	E(V)


	site’s QRIS score for Director Qualifications
	

	QRIS Participation Status
	QRIS_Status
	Active, Dropped Out
	Active= A

Dropped Out=D
	Character(1)
	E(V)


	Site’s participation status in QRIS
	X

	QRIS/QIS Prior RTT Start Date (Point of initial engagement can including pre-RTT dates) 
	QIS_StDate 
	MM/DD/YYYY
	
	Date
	E(V)


	site’s participation start date of a prior Quality Improvement Program
	X

	QRIS RTT Start Date (RTT QRIS)
	RTT_StDate
	MM/DD/YYYY
	
	Date
	E(V)


	Program site’s participation start date of RTT  QRIS
	

	QRIS Rating Effective Date
	QRIS_EffDate
	MM/DD/YYYY
	
	Date
	E(V)


	Date QRIS awarded to program site
	

	CACFD Food Program Participation
	CACFD_FPP
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)


	Program site’s participation of CACFD Food Progra,
	


Child Data 

(All fields below provided in aggregate by SITE)

(23)

	ELEMENT NAME
	DATA FIELD NAME
	DATA FIELD OPTIONS
	OPTIONS / CODES
	Variable Type/ 

FORMAT
	Federal Reporting- FR

Evaluation (Validation)-E(V)

Evaluation (Impact)-E(I)
	Data Dictionary
	Consistent with INQUIRE Data Dictionary(X)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NE speaker status 
	NES_status
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR
	How many of children primarily speak a language other than English at home (i.e., are Non English speakers)?
	

	Child Languages Spoken – Arabic (desired, not required)
	CLS_Arabic 
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Arabic other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Armenian(desired, not required)
	LS_Armenian
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Armenian  other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Cantonese(desired, not required)
	LS_ Cantonese
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Cantonese  other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – English(desired, not required)
	LS_English
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Filipino(desired, not required)
	LS_Filipino
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Filipino  other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Hmong(desired, not required)
	LS_Hmong
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Hmong  other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Japanese(desired, not required)
	LS_Japanese
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Japanese  other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Korean(desired, not required)
	LS_Korean
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Korean other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Mandarin(desired, not required)
	LS_Mandarin
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Mandarin  other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Punjabi(desired, not required)
	LS_Punjabi
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Punjabi  other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Russian(desired, not required)
	LS_Russian
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Russian   other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Spanish(desired, not required)
	LS_Spanish
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Spanish  other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Vietnamese(desired, not required)
	LS_Vietnamese
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Vietnamese  other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – ASL(desired, not required)
	LS_ASL
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak Arabic other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Other(desired, not required)
	LS_Other
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak ASL other than English at home
	CSP

	Child Languages Spoken – Unknown(desired, not required)
	LS_Unknown
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	How many of  children primarily speak an unknown language other than English at home
	CSP

	Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity  
	Race_Hispanic
	Number of Yes
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR
	Race_ Hispanic (Child's ethnicity) indicates whether the child receiving child care services is of Hispanic or Latino origin.
	X 

	Number of  American Indian or Alaskan Native Children
	Race_AIorAN 
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR
	Race_AlorAN (Child's Race = American Indian or Alaska Native) indicates one possible race of the child receiving child care services.
	X

	Number of  Asian Children
	Race_Asian
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR
	Race_Asian (Child's Race = Asian) indicates one possible race of the child receiving child care services.
	X



	Number of Black or African American Children
	Race_AfAm


	
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR
	Race_AfAm (Child's Race = Black or African American) indicates one possible race of the child receiving child care services.
	X

	Number of Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander Children
	Race_NAorPacIs 
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR
	Race_NAorPacls (Child's Race = Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander) indicates one possible race of the child receiving child care services.
	X

	Number of White Children
	Race_White
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR
	Race_White (Child's Race = Caucasian) indicates one possible race of the child receiving child care services. 
	X

	Number of More Than One Race – Carlise Suggested Addition if we want an unduplicated count
	Race_M
	
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR
	Race_M (Child's Race =More than one race) indicates  race of the child receiving child care services has more than one race 
	X

	Time Base Full-Time
	TimeBase_FT 
	Number of Yes
	
	Numeric(4)
	 E(I)
	Child Receives Full-Time Care indicates whether the child receives more than 4 hours  of care each day during the report period
	X

	Time Base Part-Time
	TimeBase_PT 
	Number of Yes
	
	Numeric(4)
	E(I)
	Child Receives Part-Time Care indicates whether the child receives less than 4 hours (no more than three hours and 59 minutes) of care each day during the report period
	X

	Number of children screened with a developmental screening tool (conducted by site or screening results provided by another entity) (desired, not required)*
	Screened_by_DST
	Numeric value
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR,E(V)
	
	APR PM Table

	And of those, the number of children for whom their assessment score fell in a “gray” or at-risk area – indicating further evaluation is needed
	Gray_atrisk 
	Numeric value
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR,E(V)
	
	

	Number of Children Screened Using an ASQ assessments 
	ASQ_assess 
	Numeric value
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR,E(V)
	
	ASQ assessments

	Number of children receiving subsequent referrals based on screening 
	Sub_referral
	Numeric value
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR,E(V)
	
	APR PM Table

	IFSP
	IFSP
	Numeric count of children with IFSP 
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR,E(V),E(I)
	
	

	IEP
	IEP
	Numeric count of children with IEP
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR,E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Number of Voucher Payments
	SVP_Count 
	Numeric count of children receiving a voucher
	
	Numeric(4)
	FR,E(V),E(I)
	count of children receiving a vouchers
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Teacher/Staff Data (only center-based site director/lead teaching staff OR family child care home owner/operator for fields necessary for rating determination) – 

For validation study – need to have a link between assessed classrooms (CLASS, ECERS, etc.) and the teacher qualifications and child outcomes.   

(37)

	ELEMENT NAME
	DATA FIELD NAME
	DATA FIELD OPTIONS
	OPTIONS / CODES
	Variable Type/ FORMAT
	Federal Reporting- FR

Evaluation (Validation)-E(V)

Evaluation (Impact)-E(I)
	Data Dictionary
	Consistent with INQUIRE Data Dictionary(X)

	Site Unique Identifier
	SiteUI
	
	
	Alphanumeric (24)
	
	
	

	Teacher  Identifier
	TeacherUI
	.
	
	Alphanumeric (10)
	FR,E(I)
	
	

	Position
	Position
	Lead Teacher, Director, Owner/ 
	Lead Teacher=T, Director=D, 
	Character(4)
	FR,E(I)
	
	X

	Child Development Permit 
	CD_Permit 
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Child Development Permit Type
	CD_ PermitType
	Child Development Assistant Permit, Child Development Associate Teacher Permit, Child Development Teacher Permit, Child Development Master Teacher Permit, Child Development Site Supervisor Permit, Child Development Program Director Permit
	Child Development Assistant Permit=CDAP, Child Development Associate Teacher Permit=CDATP, Child Development Teacher Permit=CDTP, Child Development Master Teacher Permit=CDMTP, Child Development Site Supervisor Permit=CDSSP, Child Development Program Director Permit=CDPDP
	Character(5)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Participant in AB212 
	AB212 
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Participant in CARES Plus
	CARES_Plus
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Primary Language 
	PrimLang
	Arabic, Armenian, Cantonese, English, Filipino, Hmong, Japanese, Korean, Mandarin, Punjabi, Russian, Spanish, Vietnamese, ASL, Other, Unknown
	Arabic=ARAB, Armenian=ARME, Cantonese=CANT, English=ENGL, Filipino=FILI, Hmong=HMON, Japanese=JAPA, Korean=KORE, Mandarin=MAND, Punjabi=PUNJ, Russian=RUSS, Spanish=SPAN, Vietnamese=VIET, ASL=ASL, Other=OT, Unknown=UNKN
	Character(4)
	FR
	
	

	Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity 
	Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity 
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	FR
	
	X

	Race 
	Race 
	American Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian; Black or African American; Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander; White; Multi-Race
	American Indian or Alaskan Native=1; Asian=2; Black or African American=3; Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander=4; White=5; Multi-Race=6
	Numeric(1)
	FR
	
	X

	Date of Birth
	DOB
	MM/DD/YYYY
	
	Date
	FR,E(I)
	
	X

	Gender
	Gender
	Male

Female
	Male=M

Female=F
	Character(1)
	FR,E(I)
	
	X

	Annual Income from ECE Employment (Gross Income)
	 (Gross_Income)
	
	
	Dollar(6.2)
	E(I)
	
	X

	Highest Level of Education
	Highest_Edu
	Some High School; High School/GED Associates, Bachelors; Masters; Doctorate
	Some High School=SHS; High School/GED=HS; Associates=AD, Bachelors=BD; Masters=MD; Doctorate=DD
	Character(3)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	X

	Degree Major/Subject
	DegreeMajor
	
	
	Alphanumeric(15)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	X

	Credential Attainment 
	Cred_ Attainment 
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Credential  Type
	Cred_Type
	Single Subject, Multiple Subject, Early Childhood Special Education, Reading Specialist, Other
	Single Subject=SS, Multiple Subject=MS, Early Childhood Special Education=ECSE, Reading Specialist=RS, Other=OT
	Character(4)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Early Childhood Credits Earned
	EC_Credits 
	
	
	Numeric(2)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	X

	Core 8 Coursework Completed : Child Growth and Development 
	Core8Coursework_CG&D 
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Core 8 Coursework Completed : Child, Family and Community 
	Core8Coursework_CF&C
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Core 8 Coursework Completed : Introduction to Curriculum 
	Core8Coursework_IC
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Core 8 Coursework Completed : Principles and Practices of Teaching Young Children 
	Core8Coursework_P&PTYC
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Core 8 Coursework Completed : Observation and Assessment 
	Core8Coursework_O&A
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Core 8 Coursework Completed : Health, Safety and Nutrition 
	Core8Coursework_HS&N
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Core 8 Coursework Completed : Teaching in a Diverse Society 
	Core8Coursework_TDS
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Core 8 Coursework Completed : Practicum 
	Core8Coursework_P 
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Completion of Specific Training: (Need these to be checked) Foundations & Frameworks Overview 
	SpecificTraining_F&FO
	Yes

No


	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Completion of Specific Training:  CSEFEL
	SpecificTraining_CSEFEL
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Completion of Specific Training:  PITC
	SpecificTraining_PITC
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Completion of Specific Training: CPIN
	SpecificTraining_CPIN
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Completion of Specific Training: PARS
	SpecificTraining_PARS
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Completion of Specific Training: Intro to the CLASS
	SpecificTraining_CLASS
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Completion of Specific Training: Looking at CLASSrooms
	SpecificTraininG_CLASSroom
	Yes

No
	Yes=1

No=0
	Numeric(1)
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Start Date in Field
	StartDate_Field
	MM/DD/YYYY
	
	Date
	E(V),E(I)
	
	

	Start Date at Current Site
	StartDate_Site
	MM/DD/YYYY
	
	Date
	E(V),E(I)
	
	


Appendix H
Local Quality Improvement Efforts and Outcomes Descriptive Study                  
Web link: http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/ce/documents/localqieffortfinalreport.pdf 
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     RTT-ELC – Evaluation Logic Model 
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� Professional Development Pathways document is currently under development and most up to date version is available in draft form.


� California’s definition of School Readiness is based on the National Education Goals Panel (NEGP) definition and includes a whole child approach: physical well-being and motor development; social and emotional development; approaches to learning; language development; and cognitive development and general knowledge.


[1] For more information on a hybrid system approach, see Quality Rating and Improvement Systems Rating Structures in Appendix A.


� 2012 enrollment is based on actual numbers reported by Consortia.  2013, 2014, and 2015 enrollment numbers are projections.


� See RTT-ELC Implementation Guide


� Keep individual classroom CLASS values/scores separately for the statewide evaluation. 


� Keep individual classroom CLASS values/scores separately for the statewide evaluation. 


� Keep individual classroom CLASS values/scores separately for the statewide evaluation. 


� Keep individual classroom CLASS values/scores separately for the statewide evaluation. 


� Keep individual classroom CLASS values/scores separately for the statewide evaluation. 






