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Inter Office Memo

DATE: April 10, 2018
TO: Board of Supervisors
FROM: Delfino E. Neira, Director, Department of Socia

SUBJECT: Advance Agenda Materials - Appeal of RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

On May 1, 2018, the Department will bring for your Board’s consideration an Agenda Item
to approve a contract with Central Star Behavioral Health for the provision of Children’s
Wraparound Services. The item also includes a recommended action to consider an
appeal from the incumbent vendor, Uplift Family Services.

Provided as advance agenda materials is information regarding the appeal that include the
following:

¢ Timeline related to the Request for Proposal;

¢ Uplift's appeal letters to the Purchasing Manager and the County Administrative Officer
and their respective responses;

¢ RFP Summary of Evaluation;
¢ RFP Evaluation Sheets.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 600-2300
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TIMELINE FOR RFP 18-015 WRAPAROUND SERVICES FOR ELIGIBLE YOUTH

11/9/17: RFP released on Public Purchase.
11/27/17: Vendor Conference held at County Purchasing.
12/13/17: Addendum Number One released on Public Purchase.
1/9/18: RFP closed on Public Purchase at 2:00 pm. Four electronic responses received:
1. Westside Family Preservation Services Network
2. Central Star Behavioral Health, Inc.
3. Mental Health Systems, Inc.
4. Uplift Family Services, Formerly EMQ Families First

1/11/18: Initial Review Committee Meeting held at County Purchasing. Proposals were
distributed to reviewers.

1/31/18: Review Committee Meeting held at County Purchasing.
2/12/18: Recommendation letter received from Department of Social Services.

2/13/18: Tentative Award, Recommendation Letter and Score Sheets posted on Public
Purchase.

2/22/18: Purchasing Manager received an appeal letter from Uplift Family Services.

3/5/18: Purchasing Manager emailed a response to Uplift Family Services denying their
appeal.

3/13/18: CAO received an appeal letter from Uplift Family Services.

3/20/18: CAO emailed/mailed a response to Uplift Family Services denying their appeal.



Page 3

February 22, 2018

Gary E. Cornuelle
Purchasing Manager

County Of Fresno
4525 E. Hamilten Avenue 2™ Floor
Fresno, California 93702-4599

Email

RE: Written Appeal to County of Fresno Wraparound: RFP-18-015

Dear Mr. Carnuelle;

Uplift Family Services submits this written appeal to the County’s decision to award all $4.5
million dollars and 150 Wrap slots to Central Stars Behavioral Health in the recent competitive
bid process. We submit the appeal on the grounds of proposal rating discrepancies:

1.

2.

3.

The language in the award funding recommendation notice regarding “minimal post-
services transition” indicates that the decision is based on information that was not
solicited in the RFP.

The award funding recommendation notice conclusion regarding insufficient outcome
measures is inconsistent with reviewers’ comments and scores.

The award funding recommendation notice conclusion that administrative costs are “top
heavy” is inconsistent with the comments provided on the scoring sheets.

Uplift Family Services is alsc appealing the decision on the grounds of inappropriate or unfair
competitive procurement grievance procedures regarding the RFP process.

4. Due process is compromised by the fact that the scoring does not provide measurable

ratings, and by the lack of access to documents necessary to prepare a fully informed
appeal. Upon review of the scoring sheets it was noted that 4 out of 5 reviewers
provided an 85%-100% response rate for Uplift Family Services and Central Stars
Behavioral Health, while reviewer #3 provided only a 68% response rate for Uplift Family
Services.

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150 | Fresnn (A QR710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.8555 |
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The Funding Recommendation for RFP 18-015 (Wraparound Services} letter specifies that a
reason for non-select was due to “minimal post-service transition.”

In reviewing the comments on the reviewers’ scoring sheets, we were unable to find any
comments that mention minimal post-service transition services. Additionally, there is no
requirement or prompt in the RFP to address post-service transition in the bid response.
This justification for non-award is based on criteria that is outside the parameters of the
RFP, is not relevant 1o rating/scoring of the proposal and should be discarded as a
justification for non-award.

The Funding Recommendation for RFP 18-015 (Wraparound Services) letter specifies that a
reason for non-select was due to “Insufficient outcome measures.”

In reviewing the comments provided on the “scaring sheets,” the reviewers’ responses to the
items related to outcomes make no mention of insufficient outcomes. In fact, the comments
by all 5 reviewers rank Uplift Family Services as "strong” or “high” on outcomes. All
responses indicate that Uplift Family Services has strong data collection and outcome
measures.

Reviewer 1;
e Yes- provided detail logic model and examples of data tools CAN, WFI, surveys
s Yes- Very detailed SMART data tracking of outcomnes, provided examples of data
toofs
» Yes- Has avatar, Welligent, and SSPS systerns
e Very good- listed out clear outcormes with data tools, provided exarmnples of tools

Reviewer 2:

s Yas- pg. 83- the CANS tool- child and adolescent needs and sirengths toolfs is
explained in depth and how outcome will be captured

o Data and Quicome info very informative

s Pg. 85-87- very knowledgeable

e Data and Oufcome info very informative, outlines where service delivery will
occur and % served. Data noted % of youth with MH problems and residential
freatment centers pg. 14, pg. 12, pg. 19-very positive

Reviewer 3;

e yes, there is an understanding and experience with data collection and reporting
e yes, dafa and outcomes are understood, and experience with tracking

Reviewer 4:

o  Pg 82- CANS, CEDE, Youth services surveys, WFI-EZ, WPAS TOM 2.0 and post
discharge survey.- Bidder states they use oufcomes and evaluations as key
component for quality improvement (CQf)

» Yes- Bidder describes their current method of tracking and its effectiveness.

» (Good data collection and organizational skills

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150 | Fresnn A Q3710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.8555 |
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data from the other provider’s financial submission, to challenge such a conclusion which is
once again unsupported in the reviewers’ comments.

It is worth noting, however, that there is a heavy cost in the County's recommendation to
transfer this successful program from one provider to another, including the layoff of
approximately 48 staff and the unnecessary disruption to children and families in a transition of
care.

4. Due process is compromised by the scoring process nof being conducied in a manner that
provides measurable ratings, and by the lack of access to documents necessary to prepare a
fully informed appeal.

Fresno County purchasing policies provide a bidder the right to appeal the decision in the areas
of RFP contradictions, procurement errors, proposal rating discrepancies, legality of procurement
coniext, conflict of interest, and inappropriate or unfair competitive procurement grievance
regarding the RFP process. In appealing this decision, Uplift Family Services is unable to
determine any rating criteria used, as scores were not quantifiable. Furthermore, there is no
weighting associated with individual RFP sections, or explanation as to how the reviewers'
language translated to the recommendations for selection of the winning proposal. Due process
is further compromised by Fresno County's purchasing policy, which denies any appellant
access to essential information to challenge the decision based on the identified criteria for an
appeal, including: (1) the proposed budget submitted by the awardee; (2) the awardee's full
RFP response; and (3) notes from all meetings where the RFP was discussed and the award
decision made. In fact, we were informed that no minuies were taken in any meetings that
related to the winning bid selection.

We believe this decision is tragic for children and families, harmful for the citizens of Fresno
County, detrimental for our organization, and appears to penalize a provider that delivers
excellent outcomes far children and families in Fresno County and has served as an innovator
and a collaborator with the County and other providers for decades. The termination of the Upiift
Family Services contract results in abrupt transition to another provider of approximately 110
children and families, who are without voice or choice in the decision, one of the strongest
tenets of Wraparound. It will also adversely impact over 48 staff that has provided exceptional
services to this community. This is an unnecessary disruption of service and is not in the best
interest of children and families, nor of efficient and effective service delivery. Additionally,
these issues, in combination with a lack of consideration of demonstrated prior local
performance, sends the unfortunate message to the community and your contractors that
demonstrated performance is not relevant to contract awards in Fresno County.

We respectfully request that the award decision be reconsidered in light of the inconsistencies
specified in the RFP review process. Reconsideration of the decision is an appropriate request
under the appeal process and we urge serious consideration of the initial recommendation for
award. In the alternative, we would propose that the County adjust the award to provide § 2.25
million dollars and 75 slots each o its top two bidders. This would allow for a less disruptive
impact on services to families and financial impact on a smaller number of our staff.

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150 | Fresna (A 3710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.85655
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We would be happy to answer questions or provide further detail upon request. We are happy to
receive the written appeal decision by email and/or U.S. Mail at the earliest possible date.

Respecltiully Submitted,

"

-

Marilyn Bamford, LMFT Darrell Evora
Regional Executive Director Chief Executive Officer/President
Uplift Family Services Uplift Family Services

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150 | Fraenn CA Q3710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.8555 |
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County of Fresno

INTERNAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT
ROBERT W. BASH, DIRECTOR - CIO

Facility Services - Fleet Services + Graphics
information Technology = Purchasing
Security + Telecommunications

March 5, 2018

Ms. Marilyn Bamford, LMFT
Regional Executive Director

Mr. Darreli Evora

Chief Executive Office/President
Uplift Family Services

1630East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150
Fresno, CA 93710

RE: Appeal to Decision of the County of Fresno, Request for Proposal Number (RFP) 18-015
Wraparound Services.

Dear Ms. Bamford and Mr. Evora,

The following addresses your letter dated February 22, 2018 appealing the recommendation for
tentative award for the above-mentioned RFP.

The language in the award funding recommendation notice regarding “minimal post-services
transition” indicates that the decision is based on information that was not solicited in the RFP.

Response:

Although the RFP does not specifically prompt a response for post-service transition, the review
committee recognized the tentatively awarded bidder detailed post-service transition plan as a
strength. This factor was not specifically a requirement of the RFP and was not a determining factor;
this is just one comment from the evaluation team and their overall recommendation was to
tentatively award to Central Star based on their entire proposal.

The award funding recommendation notice conclusion regarding insufficient outcome measures and
that administrative costs are “top heavy” is inconsistent with the comments provided on the scoring
tools and is inconsistent with evaluator’s comments and scores.

Response:

In addition to completing an evaluation tool for each proposal, evaluators met to discuss the
proposals in detail. Both the evaluation tool and the discussions are taken into consideration when
rendering a recommendation to provide a comprehensive account of the RFP evaluation process. It
is an overarching process to determine the best overall proposal for the County. Please refer to #3
for a detailed explanation of the RFP evaluation process.

4525 E. Hamilton Avenue / Fresno, California 93702-4599/ (559) 600-7110 / Fax (559) 600-7126

* The County of Fresno is an Equal Employment Opportunity Employer *



Page 9

Uplift Family Services is also appealing the decision on the grounds of inappropriate or unfair
competitive procurement grievance procedures regarding the RFP process. Due process is
compromised by the fact that the scoring does not provide measurable ratings, and by the lack
of access to documents necessary to prepare a fully informed appeal.

Response:

An overview of the RFP evaluation process was provided at the Vendor Conference on November 27,
2017. An explanation of that process is provided below:

An RFP evaluation team is selected by the lead department and approved by Purchasing to ensure there
is no conflict of interest between the evaluators and the proposers. Each proposal is evaluated by an
evaluation team based on how each proposal met the requirements of the RFP. Each evaluator evaluates
each proposal with their own perspective, to say there are differences in comments noted from one
evaluator to another is common in this process as each evaluator brings his/her own unique perspective;
when evaluating proposals.

Once proposals are reviewed by the evaluators, the evaluators meet to discuss proposals in detail as to
how each addressed the RFP requirements, including strengths and weaknesses of each proposal. The
proposals are then ranked by the evaluation team and a tentative recommendation is forwarded to the
Department Head. The Department Head forwards his/her recommendation to the Purchasing Manager
and a tentative award notice is released.

In response to your comments about sharing of budgets and proposals from other proposers after a
tentative award is issued, it is the County’s longstanding and consistently applied policy to provide
proposals only after a noticed public hearing is concluded before the Board, as negotiations may and
sometimes do occur up until the time the Board makes a final award.

Based on the evaluation of your concerns addressed in your appeal letter, I've concluded that your
letter does not support your appeal for a tentative recommendation to Central Star. The evaluation
team concluded it was the best overall proposal that met the requirements of the RFP. As a result,
your appeal has been denied. You have the option to continue the appeal process. To do so, a
Letter of Appeal must be submitted in hardcopy form to the County Administrative Officer, Mr. Jean
Rousseau, 2281 Tulare St., Room 304, Fresno, CA 93721 and cc the Purchasing Manager in word
format via email. Mr. Rousseau must receive the letter within seven (7) County business days,
commencing on the date of this letter. Your letter must clearly state, in specific terms, the reason(s)
for the appeal.

Sincerely,

M@.

Gary E. Cornuelle
Purchasing Manager




Page 10

PRHIMGI Y LIVEW | CHNIIGD! Ila-t

March 13, 2018

Mr. Jean Rousseau

Chief Administrative Officer
County Of Frasno

2281 Tulare St., Room 304
Fresno, CA 93721

RE: Written Appeal to County of Fresno Wraparound: RFP-18-015

Dear Mr. Rousseau:

Uplift Family Services submits this written appeal to the County’s decision to award  $4.5
million dollars and 150 Wrap slots to Central Stars Behavioral Health in the recent compstitive
bid praocess. Upon receipt of the funding recommendation letter, we did an analysis of the
documents that were made available and now appeal this decision on the grounds of proposal
rating discrepancies and unfair competitive procurement grievance procedures regar 3 the
RFP process.

Proposal rating discrepancies:

1.

The language in the award funding recommendation notice states that “Uplift Family
Services proposal included minimal post-services transition” indicating that the decision
is based on information that was not solicited in the RFP.

The award funding recommendation notice also makes a conclusion regarding
“insufficient outcome measures” that is inconsistent with reviewers’ comments and
scores.

The award funding recommendation notice concludes that administrative costs are “top
heavy,” which is also inconsistent with the comments provided on the scoring sheets by
the reviewers.

Unfair competitive procurement grievance procedures regarding the RFP process:

4. Due process is compromised by the fact that the current “scoring” process lends itself to

subjectivity in that it provides no numerical scoring by reviewers in specific areas or
weighting to these areas in the RFP to support the ranking process performed by the
committee members, and by the lack of access to documents necessary to prepare a
fully informed appeal.

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150 | Fresnn. CA 93710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.8555 |



1.

Page 11

'\
LSRR BU L AL TN 1) u.'lt

The Funding Recommendation for RFP 18-015 (Wraparound Services) letter specifies that a
reason for non-select was due to “minimal post-service transition.”

In reviewing the comments on the reviewers’ scoring sheets, we were unable to  d any
comments that mention minimal post-service transition services. Uplift Family Services,
however, did include extensive narrative throughout the proposal that is inclusive of our
demonstrated commitment to ensuring a successful post service transition.

Additionally, there is no requirement or prompt in the RFP to address post-service transition
in the bid response. This justification for non-award is based on criteria that is oul 2 the
parameters of the RFP, is not relevant to rating/scoring of the proposal and shoud be
discarded as a justification for non-award.

The Funding Recommendation for RFP 18-015 (Wraparound Services) letter specifies that a

reason for non-select was due to “Insufficient outcome measures.”

In reviewing the comments provided on the “scoring sheets,” the reviewers’ responses to the
items related to outcomes make no mention of insufficient outcomes. In fact, the comments
by all 5 reviewers rank Uplift Family Services as “strong” or “high” on outcomes. All
responses indicate that Uplift Family Services has strong data collection and outcome
measures.

Reviewer 1:
s Yes- provided detail logic model and examples of data tools CAN, WFI, surveys
s Yes- Very detailed SMART data tracking of outcomes, provided examples of data
tools
e Yes- Has avatar, Welligent, and SSPS systems
o Very good- listed out clear outcomes with data tools, provided examples of tools

Reviewer 2:

s Yes- pg. 83- the CANS tool- child and adolescent needs and sirengths tools is
explained in depth and how outcome will be captured

e Data and Qutcome info very informative

e Pg. 85-87- very knowledgeable

e Data and Outcome info very informative, outlines where service delivery will
occur and % served. Data noted % of youth with MH problems and residential
treatment centers pg. 14, pg. 12, pg. 19-very positive

Reviewer 3:

e yes, there is an understanding and experience with data collection and reporting
» yes, data and outcomes are understood, and experience with tracking

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150 | Fresno. CA 93710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.8555
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The award letter conclusion that Uplift Family Services' has “insufficient outcome measures” is
unsupported by the data detailed in Uplift Family Services’ RFP response or by the comments
of the reviewers. Once again, there is no support in this area to justify a non-award decision to
Uplift Family Services.

3. The Funding Recommendation for RFP 18-015 {Wraparound Services) letter specifies that
the Uplift Family Services’ cost proposal appeared to be top heavy.

Similarly, no rater comments support the conclusion that Uplift Family Services' cost proposal is
top heavy. Moreover, as noted below, Uplift Family Services is without access to meaningful
data from the other provider's financial submission, to challenge such a conclusion which is
once again unsupported in the reviewers’ comments.

It is worth noting, however, that there is a heavy cost in the County’s recommendation to
transfer this successful program from one provider to another, including the layoff of
approximately 48 staff and the unnecessary disruption to Fresno County’s most vulnerable
children and families in a transition of care.

4. Due process is compromised by the scoring process not being conducted in a manner that
provides measurable ratings, and by the lack of access to documents necessary to prepare a

fully informed appeal.

Fresno County purchasing policies provide a bidder the right to appeal the decision in the
following areas:
» RFP contradictions
Procurement errors
Proposal rating discrepancies
Legality of procurement context
Conflict of interest
Inappropriate or unfair competitive procurement grievance regarding the RFP process.

In appealing this decision, upon review of the “Score Sheets,” Uplift Family Services is unable to
determine any rating criteria used, as scores were not guantifiable. In other words, the
reviewers did not provide numerical scoring to the sections of the RFPs, to support the later
committee ranking. Furthermore, there is no weighting associated with individual RFP sections,
or explanation as to how the reviewers' language translated to the recommendations for
selection of the winning proposal.

Due process is further compromised by Fresno County's purchasing policy, which denies the
appellant access to essential information to challenge the decision based on the identified
criteria for an appeal, including: (1) the proposed budget submitted by the awardee; (2) the
awardee's full RFP response; and (3) notes from all meetings where the RFP was discussed
and the award decision made. In fact, we were informed that there were no minutes taken in the

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150 | Fresno. CA 93710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.8555 |
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discussion that led to the winning bid selection; all information was represented to be included in
the comments on the “Score Sheets.”

In response to the request submitted by Uplift Family Services to obtain a copy of the minutes
from the meeting(s) in which the review of the RFP proposals were discussed, the following
communication was received from the Purchasing Analyst:

“Hi Marilyn - Gary forwarded me your email. The score sheets contain notes on all of the
responses lo the RFP. There are no minutes of the meeting. The recommendation is written
from the notes that the reviewers record on their individual score sheets. They are available
along with the recommendation on Public Purchase. [ have attached them for your
convenience.”

The written response received by Uplift Family Services from the Fresno County Purchasing
Manager on March 5, 2018 regarding our initial appeal stated that an overview of the RFP
evaluation process was provided at the Bidders Conference on November 27, 2017. There
were three representatives of Uplift Family Services who attended that Bidders Conference and
there is no recollection of Fresno County announcing a change in the scoring process from a
numerical rating system (recording the numerical ratings of the reviewers during the review
process) to the current process that has no numerical ratings and therefore, no meaningful way
to see where individual reviewers ranked the proposals.

Finally, we believe this decision is harmful for children and families who are already struggling
with a great deal of pain and loss, detrimental for the citizens of Fresno County, damaging for
our organization, and appears to penalize a provider that delivers excellent outcomes for
children and families in Fresno County and has served as an innovator and a collaborator with
the County and other providers for decades. The termination of the Uplift Family Services
contract results in abrupt transition to another provider of approximately 110 children and
families, who are without voice or choice in the decision, one of the strongest tenets of
Wraparound. It will also adversely impact over 48 staff members who have provided exceptional
services to this community. This is an unnecessary disruption of service and is not in the best
interest of children and families, nor of efficient and effective service delivery. Additionally,
these issues, in combination with a lack of consideration of demonstrated prior local
performance, sends the unfortunate message to the community and your contractors that
demonstrated performance is not relevant to contract awards in Fresno County.

We respectfully request that the award decision be reconsidered in light of the inconsistencies
specified in the RFP review process. Reconsideration of the decision is an appropriate request
under the appeal process and we urge serious consideration of the initial recommendation for
award, [n the alternative, we would propose that the County adjust the award to provide $2.25
million dollars and 75 slots each to its top two bidders. This would allow for a less disruptive
impact on services to families and financial impact on a smaller number of our staff.

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150 | Fresno. CA 83710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.8555 |
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We would be happy to answer questions or provide further detail upon request. Wearet oyto
receive the written appeal decision by email and/or U.S. Mail at the earliest possible date.

Respectfully Submitted,

gt e oy e - Larretl vora
Regional Executive Director Chief Executive Officer/President
Uplift Family Services Uplift Family Services

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150 | Fresno. CA 93710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.8555 |
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County of Fresno
COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
JEAN M. ROUSSEAU
COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER
A

March 20, 2018

Via U.S. Mail and Email To:

Ms. Marilyn Bamford, LMFT, Regional Executive Director
Mr. Darrell Evora, Chief Executive Office/President

Uplift Family Services

1630East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150

Fresno, CA 93710

RE: 2nd Appeal to Decision of the County of Fresno, Request for Proposal Nu  »er
(RFP), 187-015; Wraparound Services to Eligible Youth.

Dear Ms. Bamford and Mr. Evora:

The County of Fresno is in receipt of your letter appealing the recommendation for
tentative award for the above-mentioned RFP. Your letter identifies the basis for your
appeal, which are addressed below.

As outlined in the Purchasing Manager’s response, every evaluator brings his/her unique
perspective in evaluating proposals and makes notes or comments as to how each
addressed the requirements of the RFP. | can assure you that all proposals are evaluated
fairly and ranked based on who best met the requirements of the RFP and provided the
best overall proposal for the County.

Your appeal is on the grounds that the language in the recommendation notice regarding
“minimal post-services transition” indicates that the decision is based on information that
was not solicited in the RFP; that comments made on the evaluation tool are inconsistent
with the recommendation letter, and that there are concerns about the overall RFP
process.

After my review of the RFP, you are correct in that the minimal post-services is not
specifically mentioned in the RFP; however, this was not a determining factor in the
decision for award.

Hall of Records / 2281 Tulare Street, Room 304 / Fresno, California 83721 / {559) 600-1710 / FAX {555) 600-1230
The County of Fresno is an Equal Employment Opportunity Employer
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Mr. Darrell Evora, Chief Executive Office/President

Uplift Family Services

March 20, 2018

Page 2

Comments on the evaluation tool are made on all proposals regarding how each
addressed the proposal requirements. During the ranking session, the evaluators  cuss
an overall summary of all proposals and rank them collaboratively. The recommendation
is written based on the comments from the meeting and the evaluation tool. Every note
and comment on the evaluation tool is not discussed.

About your concerns regarding the RFP process overall, | have confirmed with the
Purchasing Manager that a statement is made at each vendor conference that proposals
are going to be ranked and not scored. Proposals are then evaluated and ranked based
on a collaborative review by the evaluation team. This ranking process is col 1only
utilized in procurement processes in other municipalities and provides a process for
selecting the best proposal for the County with all factors taken into consideration.

It has been the County’s practice to not share the proposals until a noticed public hearing
is concluded before the Board of Supervisors. This is done as negotiations may occur up
until the time the Board makes a final award.

Based on the reasons stated above, it is my conclusion that there is insufficient reason to
change the tentative award recommendation. This denial of your appeal and the County's
intent to recommend award of the contract to Central Star Behavioral Health may be
further appealed to the Fresno County Board of Supervisors. If that will be your intent,
please contact Gary Cornuelle, Purchasing Manager, by Tuesday, March 27, 2018, as
the Central Star Behavioral Health contract is scheduled to go before the Board of
Supervisors on May 1, 2018.

County Administrative Otricer
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SUMMARY OF EVALUATION
RFP # 18-015
Wraparound Services

TIMELINE

RFP RELEASE DATE November 9, 2017
VENDOR CONFERENCE November 27, 2017
RFP CLOSING DATE January 9, 2018
RFP COMMITTEE REVIEW January 31, 2018
TENTATIVE BOARD DATE FOR AGREEMENT April 17, 2018

SUMMARY OF REQUESTED SERVICES

The RFP sought proposals from qualified vendors to provide Wraparound Services to
Fresno County youth who are dependents of the Child Welfare System, Probation
youth, or are youth eligible for the Adoption Assistance Program (AAP). The RFP
indicated the preference of one vendor for the provision of these services. Funding for
these services is $4,500,000 per 12-month period.

The RFP requested an array of services including, but not limited to, mental health
services, Intensive Care Coordination (ICC) and Intensive Home-Based Services
(IHBS), case management, crisis intervention and mental health assessments, when
applicable. Additionally, requested services included facilitation of the service planning
process, community resource development and development of parent advocacy and
support networks.

Services are to be provided to children receiving assistance through Fresno County
Child Welfare, Probation, or AAP, are placed or are at risk of being placed in a group
home or licensed STRTP, and who have a family member/relative, guardian, or
potential provider who is open to services. The intent of these services is to keep
eligible children in, or return them to, permanent family settings.

PROPOSALS RECEIVED

Four (4) proposals were received and accepted by Purchasing and all were reviewed by
the RFP review committee. Reviewed proposals were submitted by the following
organizations:

Central Star Behavioral Health

Mental Health Systems, Inc.

Uplift Family Services

Westside Family Preservation Services Network

PowbdPE

The RFP was sent to vendors registered in Public Purchase as well as a bidders list
consisting of 32 organizations.
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RFP REVIEW COMMITTEE MEMBERS
A review committee was established consisting of five (5) representatives from:

Fresno County Department of Social Services (2) — Program Managers
Fresno County Probation Department (1) — Probation Manager

Fresno County Department of Behavioral Health (1) — Clinical Supervisor
Community-Based Organization (1) — Chief Executive Officer

All members signed the Confidentiality Certification and Conflict of Interest Certification.
Bid review guidelines were provided to each committee member. The review committee
members individually reviewed and ranked the proposals and convened on January 31,
2018 to discuss each proposal and render a funding recommendation.

REVIEW COMMITTEE RANKINGS

The proposals were ranked as indicated below:

Overall
Ranking Bidder
1 Central Star Behavioral Health
2 Uplift Family Services
3 Mental Health Systems, Inc.
4 Westside Family Preservation Services Network

REVIEW COMMITTEE FUNDING RECOMMENDATION

The review committee thoroughly reviewed each proposal. Each proposal was
considered responsive, however the proposal submitted by Westside Family
Preservation Service Network did not demonstrate the capability to provide the
requested services.

The proposal submitted by Central Star Behavioral Health received the highest ranking
and was unanimously recommended for funding at the requested amount of $4,500,000
annually.
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The Central Star Behavioral Health proposal demonstrated knowledge of the services
requested, experience providing Wraparound services in other counties, and
organizational readiness to provide the requested services expeditiously. The proposal
also included knowledge of the target population, appropriate assessment and
evaluation tools, robust staff training and demonstrated ability to retain quality staff.

The Uplift Family Services proposal included minimal post-service transition and
insufficient outcome measures. Staffing configuration concerns were identified, and the
cost proposal appeared top heavy and insufficient to support service delivery through
each Fiscal Year. The review committee acknowledged the proposal demonstrated
extensive experience providing the requested services and ability to continue providing
services without any delay/transition.

The Mental Health Systems proposal lacked appropriate salary increases for staff and
detail regarding data tracking and performance outcomes. Additionally, pending
litigation disclosed in the proposal raised concerns regarding the quality of care. The
review committee acknowledged the proposal demonstrated appropriate knowledge and
experience providing the services requested, and a strong crisis intervention plan.

The Westside Family Preservation Services Network proposal lacked understanding of
the services requested and insufficient experience in providing Wraparound services
and Medi-Cal billing. Additionally, the proposal indicated a targeted geographic service
area that would not meet the County’s need, lacked detail and did not support the
vendor’s organizational readiness to implement the requested services. The review
committee acknowledged the proposal demonstrated experience providing services to
the rural community.

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES RECOMMENDATIONS

The Department concurs with the review committee’s recommendation.
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

Bidder Name: Westside Family Preservation Services Network {WFPSN)

Evaluator Number Date

/

/3] 18

Bidder Company Data:

Comments

1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number of clients to be served?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

How did this bidder’s Company Data compare to
other bidders?
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Documentation:

Comments

1.

Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

Is there any conflict of interest with the bidder in
providing the services sought by this RFP?

Is there a completed reference list?

Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of
the bidder's capability included?

Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

How did this bidder's Documentation compare to
other bidders?

Goed = gppleted 1o S

Scope of Work Proposal Requirements:

Comments

1.

To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a
program design, program goals and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs?

. To what degree does the proposal indicate an

appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?
Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services?

. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an

understanding of the Scope of Work, and address
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?

ore

(5’/’) @/ﬂ/ﬁ?’ - 71“7 TR A ﬂ//&C‘ drof ’/’ULS\ Lo

1/\)’” hoire 6"”"&"4""»‘"?2’\— %ﬁv@x/{ﬂ’? y éi,{gfa l;a’f,}/}'u—
Jlenctan Atleds .

@ 7// » t\)/// /%ert’ Z”—Q/' ?7} /5,7:./4,‘41

v prad~sr <ol , Shorzs MN/‘B/% i
) Yos - dakds grivg Jo iShere T ol s
[ vy [l

/}’Wﬂgz ‘;:%www,{-j? ; "W/’D’ ey phobo]

TR

%Z/ 217, AZ/WS/,%/ 1 serui
e - WRE

s o~ Tre Jlver VRE
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

Cost Proposal:

Comments

1.

Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 — June 30, 2021;
July 1, 2021 — June 30, 2022.

Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

Are there any startup costs identified?

Is the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-
effective for the County?
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?
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Overall:

Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

Bidder Name: Westside Family Preservation Services Network (WFPSN) Evaluator Number Date /' / .

A~ {9"‘?’//2‘
Bidder Company Data: Comments WM%&/ M@Wiﬁ% / W%ZW
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experience in providing services to rural and/or , oy éﬂﬂéﬁéﬁéﬂa

underserved areas?

4. Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

5. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

6. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate %} ﬂ%&é&/ W«ﬂ_@? %

ability to meet all provider service and %
administrative requirements? /5
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?

I Pl A

Documentation:

Comments

1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

Is there any conflict of interest with the bidder in
providing the services sought by this RFP?

Is there a completed reference list?

the bidder's capability included?

Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?

Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

How did this bidder's Documentation compare to /é’ﬁ,_/) LA AL /ZM ﬂd;ﬂ%éé%@f/
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Scope of Work Proposal Requirements: Comments

1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a g{’} ,
program design, program goals and objectives é '

consistent with the Department’s needs? é

2. To what degree does the proposal indicate an
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?
Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

9),
3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the é
organizational readiness to implement the ‘} y
requested services? /03 » G -
4. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an M
understanding of the Scope of Work, and address é %
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive

operational plans for providing the services? @

5. Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff, g
qualifications/experience, training and (
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to
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) " yanrd 2 a
hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are W b LD pinHlhutatal
reflective of the target population? Q Yy Q,,/;@Z ﬂ{ /;Z/éf ::é /é /44

6. Does the bidder describe how services, program Aoz 4@%@,& AVMW%

activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturall
sensitive to the target population? =

7. Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

%
8. To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County

Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,< | 4 ‘ / 1 AL 7’
and other agencies to achieve goals? 23 &M{/ 4\-6"2%6@ W 4{[/2%
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Outcomes and Performance: Comments

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of, { 7 f .
and/or experience with data collection and 2.

reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?
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How does this bidder's data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal: Comments

1. Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019,
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021,
July 1, 2021 ~ June 30, 2022.

2. Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

3. Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

4. Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

5. Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary

for administration of the program? (Administrative A%Z AU ANC / g —
costs are administrative salaries and corporate ’
overhead)

6. Are there any startup costs identified? /{’}57

7. Is the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost- /’(/&

effective for the County?
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?

Overall: Comments
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Bidder Name: Westside Family Preservation Services Network (WFPSN) Evaluatoig Number Date ;’% g
T

Bidder Company Data:

Comments

1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

2. Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number of clients to be served?

3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

4. Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

5. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

6. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?

Documentation:

Comments

1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

2. lIs there any conflict of interest with the bidder in?z .

providing the services sought by this RFP?

3. Is there a completed reference list?

2
2

4. Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of

the bidder's capability included?

5. Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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How did this bidder's Documentation compare to
other bidders?

Scope of Work Proposal Requirements:

Comments

1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a
program design, program goals and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs?

To what degree does the proposal indicate an
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?
Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services?

To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an
understanding of the Scope of Work, and address
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?
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How did this bidder’s Scope of Work compare to other
bidders’?

Outcomes and Performance:

Comments

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,
and/or experience with data collection and
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?
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How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal:

Comments

1. Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost

proposal narratives for each of the following terms: %

July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 - June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021;
July 1, 2021 - June 30, 2022.

2. Do the cost proposals include rates/expense an%
revenue line items, including potential in-kind .
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

3. Does the proposed personnel detail include %
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits? :

4. Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

5. Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

6. Are there any startup costs identified?

7. ls the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-
effective for the County?
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?

Overall: Comments
What is your overall assessment of this bidder's P Al e lorddg . 3;,; ¢
. J— A0 - y WA 4 A L. PGy
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined | T~ A dse st m”\‘ Mf@@@” k,{,\ “ X ? ) i
in the RFP? : P T PN = A
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Bidder Name: Westside Family Preservation Services Network (WFPSN)

Evaluator Number 4

Date

Bidder Company Data: Comments
1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate Ao hoees Do L2 ot Seywee. s Fine— 0
PVE AT N ¢ b [ £ LT Ne
familiarity or experience with the services and prnlechiOs Dads Lselid barcahiol Bun OEga

target population associated with this RFP?

2. Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number of clients to be served?

3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

4. Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

5. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

6. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to \’%‘k&hf Ml e MW@ Wagouonrd sonrees s (o=
ther bidders? . et but podluny h lear—
other bidders i iyt - Yas essS  ecperreens bwt MKW@ h leaws
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Documentation: Comments

1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or N\ o wpwkuf;
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

2. ls there any conflict of interest with the bidder in P Ry {JMMJ
providing the services sought by this RFP?

3. lIs there a completed reference list? b%// ?
| e dleys  of oo

4. Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of | ¢ 5 Wk trevs of

the bidder's capability included?

5. Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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How did this bidder's Documentation compare to TW‘S’ Dd N would  be Y’b\hml/ué "(L\;s corshec
other bidders? ; . Lk , (L e
Fov e sl ' o +
puttiiyy  fegefier Inis Pweparm 1o e :zo
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Scope of Work Proposal Requirements: Comments
1. To what degree does the proposal demonstratea |.. \Orpp‘i'f;g_ 24 s (ot v L el gommmunvnes -
program design, program goals and objectives o WYRP Feam s Ruwo & Ao ST
consistent with the Department’s needs? ds —¥elk— rl e fne S ,
p %’Ood 2 Hr G - ol o Mw\cwkﬂﬂc“jﬁ&
2. To what degree does the proposal indicate an o , ; Acker” Stedes  Thae T\f:?ﬂ;% ’r_\:f\ 0 fp fo ikl cpaes g
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe? - ootk e Hd maw 1o
Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?
3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services? o
fo CQoevvra 20 S tots (9@7)
- ST G “ D S
4. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an | dder ﬁ\gﬁjj ’SW L _
understanding of the Scope of Work, and address f_Vé";;r:\hm bage dd yndenenhoS
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive - Ts DS
operational plans for providing the services? - cotfyporah e L ™ B
- o o o @ -
5. Does the bidder include a detailed description of Didaer ’&‘f /WS&’T& o Cd&wﬁuf h?‘bk M&t\?;\,e_
their staffing plan, including number of staff, cf“v"\f’( GEPLainin gy e F /p::) Canme odh N
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licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to C Leets
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population? /UY”-S

Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

7. Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery? o

8. To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?
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How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other
bidders’? ‘
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Outcomes and Performance:

Comments

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,
and/or experience with data collection and
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?

o ter e P ll ccpndl s

Ve

How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal: Comments
1. Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms: ‘Jpof

July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 — June 30, 2021;
July 1, 2021 - June 30, 2022.

Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

Are there any startup costs identified?

Is the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-
effective for the County?
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?

oo was b fo comprre fo

Overall:

Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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Bidder Name: Westside Family Preservation Services Network (WFPSN)

Evaluator Number

Bidder Company Data:

Comments

1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

Does the proposal include the unduphcated
number of clients to be served? D
for¥ion ~ P -Cie i

3. To what degree does the bi der demonmte

experience in prowdmg services to rura[\and/ori

underserved a eas’? Q\n 5@ €-

(ot Y [ Jo vl com

4. Are descriptions provided of any samllar or

related contracts,unger which the bidder ha
operated'? m &S \ %"V'sﬂm‘g
\@’» ealo

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements? ‘
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?

Documentation: Comments

1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or NN Q,Miy\ﬁ,dl.
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

Is there any confiict of interest with the bidder in NDMM\N&&,

providing the services sought by this RFP?

. Is there a completed reference list? \t@
. Are materials (e.q. letters of support) indicative of CA‘\"’) %WV\J C\“\"ﬂ ﬂ? CDCLQJN%) &gijgét (ﬂ ‘Yls C 4
the bidder's capability included? Huuon ?\)}

(@Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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3
How did this bidder's Documentation compare to M 6(‘{@/5 Wﬁ MmN\ NAL £ .
other bidders? Wd"\ — J datf
t\"gQ.VS :

/\Jm— en Han lettes to
f\U/V\—@V\(W prb \M { ey ise .

Scope of Work Proposal Requirements: Comments

1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a mw W S
program design, program goals and objectives @ 2 2 M A r\‘:)cyb 5 .

consistent with the Department’s needs? ? /S,D W\\ | \vo_ QQJ/\z 0 S

L , o v uxmw M,

2. To what degree does the proposal indicate an ) f/\([ W iY\ ,
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe? \‘f + : ‘Q)

Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County? - \ N\ 2 (\JO AN A N

SO
3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the QDV“A)Q\{K\M Wt) O "»(AM \QQ, /
organizational readiness to implement the bN\\T\W\Q/Q/)WW 7e1e ﬁd C,ﬁﬂ. L:?i
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requested services? 7/ < A f©o ¢t
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5. Does the bidder include a detailed description of ' 7 3 -
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qualifications/experience, training and ’

licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and ~
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

Does the bidder describe how tHe program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

To what degree does the proposal describe how

the bidder will work cooperatively with the County (J

Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?
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How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other
bidders’?
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Outcomes and Performance:

Comments

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,
and/or experience with data collection and
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes\
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized “
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?
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How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal: Comments

1. Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 — June 30, 2021;
July 1, 2021 — June 30, 2022.

2. Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal? ND

3. Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits? w

4. Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to

rcegéi/r‘f%p{igram operations? Nej@ ol
AN

5. Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

6. Are there any stam%)sts identified? W,

7. lIs the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-
effective for the County? ND
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?
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Overall:

Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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Bidder Name: Mental Health Systems (MHS) Evaluator Number Date

| [|>l] )6

Bidder Company Data: Comments

1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate | /! . ?Z{: /o o 5. I M o 4’
familiarity or experience with the services and )>‘/(' /. './Wb ’24%4’ W wlﬁfl ] &w&f &/fﬂ
target population associated with this RFP? V WL% ' c‘%/’/j/(/"j N,,, he Y;W;L‘r ) ‘
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3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate = /,}4;;,7% / "M/ W/”wji/ (M/’W‘y/ G 22D
experience in providing services to rural and/ rd, )__0 rurid poaeeas ‘ /::;/%(A/@ @_ewg/

2. Does the proposal include the unduplicated ,f
number of clients to be served? ~

underserved areas?
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4. Are descriptions provided of any similar or G Yes [ Freyperms l & 4 "T!\f J ‘;”_'d
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?
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Documentation:

Comments

1.
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

2. s there any conflict of interest with the bidder i
providing the services sought by this RFP?
3. Is there a completed reference list?

the bidder's capability included?

Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?

Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or f;
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Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative@
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How did this bidder’'s Documentation compare to
other bidders?
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Scope of Work Proposal Requirements: Comments
1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a . » ) ’ -
program design, program goals and objectives & L/—uﬂ& [‘w{j / #7 4 ‘m QW [Wgu?’j J ey
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2. To what degree does the proposal indicate an 1 i’h &%ﬁzﬁ //S’ j M / e
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe? SR V“’(f’/"c” 7 & )MLM . \
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

6. Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

7. Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

8. To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?
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How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other
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Outcomes and Performance:

Comments

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,
and/or experience with data collection and
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate }‘ (i) el . . - I X_J
performance measures and anticipated outcomeg/> }'Z/S /’ﬁSMme’S jh e 40 i .

to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be Steope J wo’O’L// hprs Crf 4 7 /¢ 9 A e/
tracked? M Py G ot Specfi jcf’Z\{S /v ds
3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized é) Lj% — /J»m,g /—}um jLA/ “H e M ZWN I TS ‘gwi,gza’b—

system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?

How does this bidder’'s data collection/outcomes and

performance plan compare to that of other bidders? C"G’U/Zi - ’/‘EKS [MZ@{Z‘J /’ffj‘/l lfz’m/ //q/'j f’p\
ot el e fyim Fodls , Cant s avafer
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Cost Proposal:

Comments

1.

Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019,
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021;
July 1, 2021 — June 30, 2022.

Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

Does the proposed personnel detail include C
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

Are the cost proposais and cost proposal
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narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to

required program operations?

Are administrative costs reasonable and necessan(
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

Are there any startup costs identified?

Is the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-
effective for the County?
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?

Cfc’?’d" /)0 (SJ’ZO//L//?/ C/&#f M’///[@C/j

Overall:

Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's

capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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Bidder Name: Mental Health Systems (MHS)

Evaluator Number

A

)

Bidder Company Data:

Comments

1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

2. Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number of clients to be served?

3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

4. Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

5. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

6. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?

Ledilie Aae t Atled- pland

/? Asnp arseend Qhsgebr

— P31 @ pg 27
«%ZZfV Lonifract pihe Fheond
§ i

’/%
f5

W Z 7;&&«75 cwczzf&;‘géw%

Lﬂﬂ(ﬂuw

Eedloi fne Ajolhiin s fo Atle X
Lo R 7 —

MMg ﬂé;ééa(é/

;\%3

4




Page 64

RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

How did this bidder's Company Data compare to

other bidders?

L4 25
rs 2

data p¢. 25

Documentation:

Comments

1.

Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

Is there any conflict of interest with the bidder in
providing the services sought by this RFP?

Is there a completed reference list?

Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of
the bidder's capability included?

Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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How did this bidder's Documentation compare to
other bidders?

Scope of Work Proposal Requirements:

Comments

1.

To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a
program design, program goals and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs?

To what degree does the proposal indicate an
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?
Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services?

To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an
understanding of the Scope of Work, and address
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to

PS5 6A  MHS Y775 Vgﬂqu f&‘a{é{?

Alhoctns fuley #
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are

reflective of the target population? —

Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and cuiturally
sensitive to the target population?

Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?

How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other

bidders'?

Outcomes and Performance:

Comments

1.

Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,

and/or experience with data collection and
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?

p5 25
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?

How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal:

1.

Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2018;
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 — June 30, 2021,
July 1, 2021 — June 30, 2022.

Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

Are there any startup costs identified? /1
-

Is the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-
effective for the County?
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?

K Beader /&(9’2 Haeo ot

K Buene by pfdis oeddls

Overall:

Comments /

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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Bidder Name: Mental Health Systems (MHS) Evaluator Number Date ; .
3 IEYWAYZ
Bidder Company Data: Comments

1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

l. ey [ E A g e “ho PSS e X b g L™

2. Does the proposal include the unduplicated ~ “7 \{fg?‘%{ 18t
number of clients to be served? " é | i \ Aﬁ
. 1y { r e&fﬂ v A P 3L % ,ﬁh
i Z ﬂé:w %?'ﬁ%? #E f' w % .
3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate o »g}\\{ ﬁﬁ«; [ ,\j\ég/%g& & é){sfim, Y B , %7 ?
experience in providing services to rural and/or+ - '
underserved areas?

A FE 4 e AV éi@é?,f’%

4. Are descriptions provided of any similar or \p ey Cur re st M e At ]
related contracts under which the bidder has { ;
operated? ‘ NI
o e U Ag b mea L BDF -
5. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate ~ [§, _ faS € &0

understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

3 ¢ - § { Il . v
Lo hovadh et QJ é‘«t” b el feDIA

6. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?

Documentation:

Comments

1.

Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

Is there any conflict of interest with the bidder in
providing the services sought by this RFP?

Is there a completed reference list?

Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of
the bidder's capability included?

Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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How did this bidder's Documentation compare to
other bidders?

Scope of Work Proposal Requirements:

Comments

1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a
program design, program goals and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs?

2. To what degree does the proposal indicate an
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?
Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services?

4. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an
understanding of the Scope of Work, and address
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

5. Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

6. Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

7. Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

8. To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?
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How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other
bidders’?

Outcomes and Performance: Comments
1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of, YRV
and/or experience with data collection and “ g'i’wﬁ’%

reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?

How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal: Comments

1. Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost

proposal narratives for each of the following terms: \1 A
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;

July 1, 2019 —~ June 30, 2020;

July 1, 2020 — June 30, 2021;

July 1, 2021 — June 30, 2022.

2. Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and \i 25
revenue line items, including potential in-kind "
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

%;?
3. Does the proposed personnel detail include \“% £
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits? !

4. Are the cost proposals and cost proposal \}‘@%’
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

5. Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary \\@M
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate

overhead)
% Qﬁ% Mool
6. Are there any startup costs identified? ?@ﬁ 2y o2 Mo
7. ls the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost- 2%
effective for the County? \i V
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?

Overall:

Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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Bidder Name: Mental Health Systems (MHS)

Evaluator Number 4 | Date

Bidder Company Data:

Comments

1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number of clients to be served?

Py

- {
@ . ~p\'c‘ ¢
L?V\cUQ e
To what degree does the bidder demonstrate

experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?
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Documentation:

Comments

1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

2. lIs there any conflict of interest with the bidder in
providing the services sought by this RFP?

3. Is there a completed reference list?

4. Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of
the bidder's capability included?

5. Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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How did this bidder's Documentation compare to
other bidders?

Scope of Work Proposal Requirements:

1.

To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a
program design, program goals and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs?

To what degree does the proposal indicate an
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?
Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services?

To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an
understanding of the Scope of Work, and address
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to

Comments
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

6. Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

7. Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

8. To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?

f@)\w pofreensl SPr (P S hued wition

r - ik — Ayl
_ Shakf cuarsty, Steclift (0

> o o ALy NN
~rra Commpesee et \Wet)
- L' [

prose —cenet¥y T
mbi::é\w_ﬁ-}'\f\ \oa %c/{ /waﬂ“\té‘ ce '

Fen m\\/\«% s

30 (iClj/S)

.
Al SuRemse™~

S vl D’{/L"’J'\JA/ ""7‘””\

tn nfav/s

S| 6
B@oﬂ‘z_

How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other | p, Aler hes kel conhuct T Prst crmer
bidders’? SeomS fo Jendrz N—— S ppe of covlc —hr
i D Pﬁsﬂwi"‘;ﬁtp"
Outcomes and Performance: Comments
1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of, | \A\S hacCs , (uit enlcones — Fanu
zraend/q experience with data collgctlon and cu*f'\fcf;nw £ Ysg Ll 4 soctr sfeefon S e, cAs
porting with regards to measuring performance Mot ﬁwthd\} Fe ports. )
outcomes? p-Lle

"(:\,V\CA" L7218 ;Lﬂ J C‘/jt‘ L»,\L

D

Page



Page 81

RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?

p. (b 1255§ﬂ41~vxé5> oo AMa ridalor il Aesiur
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How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal:

Comments

1. Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020; -
July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021;
July 1, 2021 - June 30, 2022.

2. Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

3. Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

4. Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

5. Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

6. Are there any startup costs identified?

7. ls the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-
effective for the County?
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How did this bidder’s Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?

Overall: Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's s b F~ Lz Ao,
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined QV\A"'S D‘\Chum s hld ¥
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Bidder Name: Mental Health Systems (MHS) Evaluator Number Date ,

5 [/71]ie
Bidder Company Data: Comments , ) . ,
1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate | G, f omTv, Cidaatd

familiarity or experience with the services and Q
target population associated with this RFP?

Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number of clients to be served?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate ~
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an /
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?
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Documentation:

Comments

1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved that are associated with the bldder'?

2. Is there any cgnfhct of interest wnth the bidder

providing the sefvices sought by this RFP?
Nowe QU @35

3. ls_there a completed reference list?

l
4, Are ;;Eatenals (e g Ietters of support) ind
< \‘5.

oes the proposal mclude a list or curre
for the Board of Directors?
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How did this bidder's Documentation compare to
other bidders?

£

ey

Scope of Work Proposal Requirements:

W:omments )y

Wa,k

1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate
program design, program goais and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs?

2. To what degree does the proposal indicate an
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?
- Will this tlmefra e meet the needs of the County?

3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services?

4. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an
understanding of the Scope of Work, and address
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

5. Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population? \Q/D

Does the bidder describe how &?\vices, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

7. Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

8. To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?
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How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other (

bidders’?
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Outcomes and Performance:

Comments

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,
and/or experience with data collection and
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be

tracked? %%@{b %

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized‘

system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and 3

reporting data and performance outcomes?

How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?

Page
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Cost Proposal:

Comments

1.

Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021,
July 1, 2021 - June 30, 2022.

Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided

under the proposal? Q ): §

Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits? \)@

Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to

required program operations?\l\ "C?

Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate

overhead) \(fJ /L{ 5.

Are there any startup costs identified?%@s ipzwtflé—

Is the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-

effective for the County? \{@g
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?

{U

Overall:

Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?

Page
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Bidder Name: Uplift Family Services Evaluator Number Date |
/ 1/31]/8
Bidder Company Data: Comments
1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate G/>L/ / M | ooed — / K Grs as frreo 1,,,),( 2 A
familiarity or experience with the services and j%’k J Mé/W /(1_&% Sn [4,4 in -
target population associated with this RFP? O&\;’?/"MT)/ IORAY s vrle Cor 8 s Nes |

Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number of clients to be served?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
experience in providing services to rural and/o
underserved areas?

Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?
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Documentation:

Comments

1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or@

certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

2. Is there any conflict of interest with the bidder @

providing the services sought by this RFP?

3. Is there a completed reference list?

4. Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicativeg’

the bidder's capability included?

5. Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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How did this bidder's Documentation compare to
other bidders?
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Scope of Work Proposal Requirements:

Comments

1.

To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a@
program design, program goals and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs?

To what degree does the proposal indicate an )
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?

Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

g

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate th > .
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services?

understanding of the Scope of Work, and addres
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

To what degree does the proposal demonstrate i&

Does the bidder include a detailed description of C
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?
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How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other
bidders’?
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes Q
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized C
p
reporting data and performance outcomes?
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How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal:

Comments

1.

Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following term d
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021;
July 1, 2021 — June 30, 2022.

~
Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and C/ (?Z/:)

revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

Are the cost proposals and cost proposal

narratives realistic and appropriate with regards t(:@ %Q/)

required program operations?

Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary’,
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

Are there any startup costs identified?

Is the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-
effective for the County?
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?
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Overall:

Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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Bidder Name: Uplift Family Services

Evaluator Number

/
Date ,{/;Lf;?/ /g;

Bidder Company Data:

Comments

familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

2. Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number of clients to be served? (

3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

4. Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

5. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

6. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate <
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?

=

1. To what degree dqes the t?idder demgnstrate ( fj& Y JéC G5 Mﬁ’i e uﬁ’ 1/‘7@ W’L j
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How did this bidder’'s Company Data compare to
other bidders?
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Documentation:

Comments

1.

Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or (If
certification, or other violations, outstanding off " J
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

Is there any conflict of interest with the bidder iré
providing the services sought by this RFP?

5

Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of (
the bidder's capability included?

Is there a completed reference list?

Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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How did this bidder's Documentation compare to é
other bidders? wﬁ/ ’&4’/ W%p //l/(éég
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Scope of Work Proposal Requirements: ymments
1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a (:‘)’7[/ ﬁ ey 2Al
program design, program goais and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs? wﬂ % éw Z -?0/5/-‘ Z&Q’géﬂ/

2. To what degree does the proposal indicate an
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe? G
Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

i { C
3. Towhat qegree dogs the b|<‘1der demonstrate th 37@ % . & %/? M /{
organizational readiness to implement the ‘

requested services? /\ )2 Y // gbé'g
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

6. Does the bidder describe how services, program

A
activities, and materials will be developed and ( @ , i £
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally ;.; fg : 4/ — Q ﬂ% 7

sensitive to the target population? i {
e, biddes

7. Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

8. To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?

How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other
bidders’?

id ///N
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Outcomes and Performance: Comments

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,
and/or experience with data collection and ?’@
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?

Page
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate

& ;
performance measures and anticipated outcome{/?/@ - , 875 — J{{_@ é AN/S
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be ; F Z ‘éé}é &vﬂgfé Wé@[ﬁ

tracked?
Q WL %ﬂé o
3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized W (ﬂ M /
e a2 e Hplne i oéﬂ,[é’é,d% 7y

system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and

reporting data and performance outcomes?
porting P ™ /ﬁéaéz,gwcz el by é&/,%,%/

How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and

performance plan compare to that of other bidders? CQ @ ﬂ‘ﬂ% @Z/L/ng ﬂ&d 7ee CZ
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Cost Proposal:

Comments

1.

Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the foljewing terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019; /e
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020; /
July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021,
July 1, 2021 = June 30, 2022.

Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

Are there any startup costs identified?

Is the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-
effective for the County?
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?

ke loctoal Sec”

7 4.

Overall:

Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined

in the RFP? 7(' %@%@é&a
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Bidder Name: Uplift Family Services

Evaluator Number Date

3 YR

Bidder Company Data:

Comments

1.

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number of clients to be served?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?

Documentation:

Comments

1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

2. ls there any conflict of interest with the bidder in
providing the services sought by this RFP?

3. lIs there a completed reference list?

4. Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of
the bidder's capability included?

5. Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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How did this bidder's Documentation compare to
other bidders?

Scope of Work Proposal Requirements: Comments

1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a |\
program design, program goals and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs?

2. To what degree does the proposal indicate an 2. Fhat v M’{ W@A COV‘/@”‘V;‘%
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe? e W’”“@Q 5.

Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services?

4. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an
understanding of the Scope of Work, and address
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

5. Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

6. Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

7. Does the bidder describe how the program | b ¢ g\ﬂ}i e A 9%’; w%é«‘w”“"’w ,
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery? e
8. To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?
How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other
bidders’?
Outcomes and Performance: Comments

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,
and/or experience with data collection and
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?

2., ki-&%‘ dadak ooVernusg are cwde-ttead,

e podtact in {W«‘@ c by

3.

LY

'

How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal:

Comments

1. Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021;
July 1, 2021 - June 30, 2022.

2. Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

3. Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

4. Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

5. Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

6. Are there any startup costs identified?

7. s the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-
effective for the County?
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?

Overall: Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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Bidder Name: Uplift Family Services

Evaluator Number Date

Bidder Company Data:

Comments

1.

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number of clients to be served?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to Bidder Aemonshades an Vmcf‘.a@-fzm[ﬂnfcav of Tre
other bidders? precyrei needs ame -unchos,

Documentation: Comments

1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or R/’Pfs’ LeaweSunts /(_ﬂyh( Hetroms om Lecenhrer
certification, or other violations, outstanding or 201> f e WS"""’{;'
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

2. ls there any conflict of interest with the bidder in B~ @cpme/
providing the services sought by this RFP?

3. Is there a completed reference list? Wes— ¢ !

. . . . i L ‘),(-; S smﬁ/\y‘s
4. Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of | © eAtervs of- Su

the bidder's capability included?

5. Does the proposal include a list or current roster | w5 — §- 81 = Wttrchpmnect
for the Board of Directors?
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How did this bidder’'s Documentation compare to
other bidders?

Bder & ogan nd ad has prgedines wh Jocamartedio

cbeorly  stated.

Scope of Work Proposal Requirements:

Comments

1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a
program design, program goals and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs?

To what degree does the proposal indicate an
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?
Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services?

To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an
understanding of the Scope of Work, and address
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

7. Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?
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How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other
bidders'?
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Outcomes and Performance:

‘Comments

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,
and/or experience with data collection and
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?
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How does this bidder’'s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal: Comments
1. Does the bidder provide cost proposals apd cost W{’s - AeAnlee prop os7ds  fpr Cost Pl
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:

July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019; v~
July 1, 2019 ~ June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021;
July 1, 2021 - June 30, 2022. v

2. Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and P
revenue line items, including potential in-kind W
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposai?

3. Does the proposed personnel detail include \_,rﬁ

salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

o (" Y a5y & S

4. Are the cost proposals and cost proposal b LersS !/\aw §’;wub"vf 5'0-"4" é) R
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to % e

required program operations?

5. Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative |
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

—pony I'L@@M

6. Are there any startup costs identified?

7. Is the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost- V\fﬁ
effective for the County? :
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bidders?

How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
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Overall: Comments
What is your overall assessment of this bidder's Brelder Mecs
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined

in the RFP?
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Bidder Name: Uplift Family Services

Evaluator Number Date

= [ 2018

—

Bidder Company Data:

Comments

1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

2. Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number, of cllents to be serve
gr,uDD /1297 ke 0
o what degree does the bidder demonstrate
experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

4. Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

5. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and us of an
electronic Medi-Cal b||||ng syste
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ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?

<

Documentation:

Comments

1.

1 F28, e, 303°20° Cankce e et

3.

4.

Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

t of interest with the bidder in
providing the services sought by this RFP?

Is there a fompleted reference list?

03-

Are materiéls (e.g. letters of support) indicative of

the bidder's capability included? —=5 QGa 291 -299

Does the proposal include a ist or current roster | oc o (o, EPU Trawihons 7 mgg Foint f; W

for the Board of Directors? \465 E&%{Z@,
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)
How did this bidder's Documentation compare to @/\d\ MJ \\ﬂ faa/ﬁ o — WWV\ . - |
other bidders? EX(/@[ d/\\' ¥ VN (FLL @Vé‘j )
J 1’@0{9 ,
Scope of Work Proposal Requirements: Comments ;
1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a a(: X S ‘h }{\%B {jﬂ A /Zj‘ﬂif‘”fi \&

program design, program goals and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs?

To what degree does the proposal indicate an

appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?

Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?
N] P, O Ladne SN TAS

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the

organizational readiness to im)p!ement the ——

requested services? Pf?) )

To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an
understanding of the Scope of Work, and addres@S
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive ¥
operational plans for providing the services?

~

Does the bidder include a detailed description of ™
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

6. Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

7. Does the bidder describe how the program

proposes to engage clients from the time of firs ;@ 5 ‘

contact through service delivery? W@

8. To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?

— @“’7@) = %zt.%éb e%wmi%w;, Lcaktdois,

How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other
bidders’?

Outcomes and Performance:

Comments

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,
and/or experience with data coliection and
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?

How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal:

Comments

1.

Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 ~ June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 — June 30, 2021,
July 1, 2021 — June 30, 2022.

Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal? eg

Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations? \{m e

Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead) {

Are there any startup costs ldentlﬂwﬁ ) W
F\R O D)

Is the cost proposal clear c ncise, and cost-

effective for the County? ,{%
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How did this bidder’s Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?

Top 3 (netvde LLphifd=) MK Cordradi

T

Overall:

Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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Bidder Name: Central Star

Evaluator Number Date

/ Tt

Bidder Company Data:

Comments

1.

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

o
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2. Does the proposal include the unduplicated SW - . ol Uniry \ “
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?
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Documentation:

Comments

1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

2. s there any conflict of interest with the bidder in
providing the services sought by this RFP?

3. Is there a completed reference list?

4. Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of
the bidder's capability included?

5. Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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How did this bidder's Documentation compare to " . _ L
other bidders? G roed - had 77 i [elfess oo Corple Ly
(et f Tl

Scope of Work Proposal Requirements: | Comments

1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a Q)GOV‘( / e d ( {ails Gor 2och ) ’ﬂ"‘&%@:‘"ﬂ
program design, program goals and objectives ; /WC(‘ MW; Te
consistent with the Department’s needs? W I /;Zm / A

/VMW —29 st & o
2. To what degree does the proposal indicate an brd  fotie Core ?/r"'//*'/P w At

appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe? .

Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County? (J 0. be V‘M e )’“'V/j/ will LWU{"
_ 2 mo ﬁlw/—-tvﬂ }g«yrra/ mlw/L/wzw(-d

3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the HS A o S Y/"'/” />/ St A

organizational readiness to implement the

requested services? This Seers - e Sy il e M 7 W

47 T s e ple (27 G cArepss
4. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an ,
understanding of the Scope of Work, and address (9 /J% ’W 1\’“9’ 12(4’%""( M Comreat R e
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive Sor W BAP i shero Go=d  recidfs
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?
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Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?
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How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal:

Comments

1.

Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021;
July 1, 2021 ~ June 30, 2022.

Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

Does the proposed personnel detail include {
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

Are there any startup costs identified?

Is the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost- <
effective for the County?
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How did this bidder’'s Cost Proposal compare to other o) , :
bidders? Covd = 1o adveree VW\;%/ S}Z'ja
L - (jvcf’\ W/ /1% //}/UL /dkz
Qosks
Overall: Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's

capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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i /,
Bidder Name: Central Star Evaluator Number | Date 7/ 27/YF
# A -
Bidder Company Data: Comments .
1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate / w%é’b ﬂ/W’U o Nbnd Vodt
familiarity or experience with the services and /(\4
target population associated with this RFP?

V2 L pepalasion 152 Lo |
2. Does the proposal include the unduplicated PR .y ""ﬁw Aﬁg/

number of clients to be served? %M Of@f:é/ 2 z @ - /D \
1937/ 9

3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate X. Z . % i /Qi @, ‘{% W
experience in providing services to rural and/or iy M""/j "‘: 74 "Q A /Léé’z
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4. Are descriptions provided of any similar or j &‘é@%’j ’ﬂf%ééé%@,] ﬂ,éé 7%/ { , 76{/
related contracts under which the bidder has 5? Wﬂc@%g é? /éé(;/?ﬁé ﬂaﬁ/ﬁ%éf%/éd ,
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operated? )
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5. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate ; , 'y ' a / .
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understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an Olleal Olhutéls / e bt - Z&

electronic Medi-Cal billing system? -
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?
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Documentation:

Comments

1.

Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

Is there any conflict of interest with the bidder in
providing the services sought by this RFP?

Is there a completed reference list?

Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of
the bidder's capability included?

Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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15 Wraparound Services

How did this bidder's Documentation compare to
other bidders?
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Scope of Work Proposal Requirements:

Comments

program design, program goals and objectives

1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a@
consistent with the Department’'s needs?

. To what degree does the proposal indicate an
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?
Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services?

To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an
understanding of the Scope of Work, and address
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturall
sensitive to the target population?

Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?
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How did this bidder's Scope of Work compare to other
bidders’?
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Outcomes and Performance:

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,
and/or experience with data collection and
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate %
performance measures and anticipated outcomes 74/21?’«2% véé/gé /Léw
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be M m /4 5& 74 g éﬁ,@g
tracked? ﬂ—;(é / M %
. 4 Wil e ndé

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and 9

reporting data and performance outcomes? b ?,e/;)

How does this bidder’'s data collection/outcomes and |-
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal:

Comments

1.

Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 — June 30, 2021; ¢~
July 1, 2021 ~ June 30, 2022. ¢~

Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

Are there any startup costs identified?

Is the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-
effective for the County?
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How did this bidder’'s Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?
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Overall:

Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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Bidder Name: Central Star Evaluator Number Date |,
3 I2NEN

Bidder Company Data:

Comments

1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

2. Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number of clients to be served?

3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

4. Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated?

5. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

6. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?
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How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?

Documentation: Comments
1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or IJ
certification, or other violations, outstanding or [ Mone—
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?
2. lIs there any conflict of interest with the bidder in - ~NO
roviding the services sought by this RFP? : ;
p g ght by % ) \f 24 \
3. lIs there a completed reference list?
I

4. Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of
the bidder's capability included? _ -
§ N %&f%"'g % a2 { ey g%%«iﬁﬁf

5

o

5. Does the proposal include a list or current roster
for the Board of Directors?
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How did this bidder's Documentation compare to
other bidders?

Scope of Work Proposal Requirements:

Comments

1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a
program design, program goals and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs?

2. To what degree does the proposal indicate an L,

appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?

Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services?

4. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an
understanding of the Scope of Work, and address
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

5. Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to
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hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

6. Does the bidder describe how services, program &

activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

7. Does the bidder describe how the program
proposes to engage clients from the time of first
contact through service delivery?

8. To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?
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How did this bidder’s Scope of Work compare to other
bidders’?

Outcomes and Performance:

Comments

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,
and/or experience with data collection and
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate J A B
performance measures and anticipated outcomes? \fﬁ? , boappe pre-te
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized 5. \[ﬂs prepa ¢ fé\;f g@s}«mgm VA
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and f
reporting data and performance outcomes?

How does this bidder’'s data coliection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Cost Proposal:

Comments

1.

Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 — June 30, 2021,
July 1, 2021 — June 30, 2022.

Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits?

Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

Are there any startup costs identified?

Is the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost-
effective for the County?
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?

Overall:

Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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Bidder Name: Central Star

Evaluator Number<}_ Date

Bidder Company Data:

Comments

1.

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

Does the proposal include the unduplicated
number of clients to be served? |©0 u

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

Are descriptions provided of any similar or
related contracts under which the bidder has
operated? 9. 25

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
understanding of Medi-Cal billing and use of an
electronic Medi-Cal billing system?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate
ability to meet all provider service and
administrative requirements?

rdughiks

Ridder hes povided  behatoed] hoadty, searws
resine (:cwwﬂé} snee 268 —~ Clvild  Welfzure Specielw
\‘\f@édﬂ'\ Soaes F ol p_s%cwcu@ﬁ“c PRSP o .
Qow\rlw\’iué prb\/m{\"
L LovuleeS — CDW\W\.W/VQ"(*{/SOQBEC" apPvecch~.

L : @
Koo, p .tz otetes
ﬁg‘b(\/\US‘

oem Ommvbv:‘:('b bd/m"‘# @Yﬁ ab’b‘:bm ' rAke
Sorzeape: A Wl he weeel o P el o P
| sond cnkazrSonveed  aveaS | W EXP’ZV‘TV\&"A e
%ML@S N \/U\.m\ avxn( Vi v des cht’us“"’"‘p'L’f?——
Sdder ¢ fescnloeS ol olher cmnndtes 7
Qo uwrzpewoandl ¢ whrack it svein a s LF,JT c@uﬂ%
/w‘i/ A This o relder  Ademonsteds o e
CTEr L % () L waveng evovinol Sevireas,
Lxmgi.éfs"?“"dwﬂ &
p1a Drkes \Lewsben sivg  expenence (Y\“\lc“"’“‘-z".r@ Medi-c
0. @ Rbilihg o ase Ao

Lo~
A\C;‘l" [

Ridder Aemomshedes orgronced olan o ve
C&.Lk SQVV\‘LE.S — b¢LS,€ C& (oI /]/(/\C.s @ f\O(CI ‘Y‘Qc&(?gkdr- YJ_TQANC
\W\Q \-@W@UV\:"(,G( & m’\ s Wfé/ﬂxvuiﬁb&ﬂ S oD ot €5,

vy

W‘ sz ”/u\

3

sences to 48B3 Vurnemble, Syskim Sin sheecl

6

‘/\g%ﬂs‘

J C{C{_\m;@

/4



Page 148
RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

How did this bidder's Company Data compare to This Brdder Nad & \ot+mac det= RPN
other bidders? place . B Lder Seewms to e ‘Y‘{,r_‘cﬁﬂ—lﬂ—— o

replt con T TEH MMEKTES  apereacia’ chﬁw\h\ |
P e V\_}YC&‘QCL'/&W\_L’( Przeepnaaia in oty comtiel

{/l/u/cu-,flf\ “Hmé Ofﬁafy\nxzpdl—: N,

Documentation: Comments

1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?

2. Isthere any conflict of interest with the bidder in O Dk =taded
providing the services sought by this RFP?

3. Is there a completed reference list? W5

4. Are materials (e.g. letters of support) indicative of \‘5"’9 0 ;u@pgv‘\’ Lelheng
the bidder's capability included?

5. Does the proposal include a list or current roster {le ,45?'
for the Board of Directors? \‘%(b P
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How did this bidder's Documentation compare to
other bidders?
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Scope of Work Proposal Requirements:

Comments

1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a
program design, program goals and objectives
consistent with the Department’s needs?

To what degree does the proposal indicate an
appropriate implementation/start-up timeframe?
Will this timeframe meet the needs of the County?

To what degree does the bidder demonstrate the
organizational readiness to implement the
requested services?

understanding of the Scope of Work, and address
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
licensing/credentialing requirements and plan to

To what degree does the proposal demonstrate an
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate ol
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?
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How does this bidder’s data collection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

Cost Proposal: Comments

1. Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost W —
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;+"
July 1, 2019 ~ June 30, 2020; V.
July 1, 2020 — June 30, 2021;“?
July 1, 2021 — June 30, 2022.

2. Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and 5
revenue line items, including potential in-kind ‘/6{/
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

3. Does the proposed personnel detail include 5
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits? VXV

4. Are the cost proposals and cost proposal
narratives realistic and appropriate with regards to
required program operations?

5. Are administrative costs reasonable and necessary
for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)

6. Are there any startup costs identified?

7. l1s the cost proposal clear, concise, and cost- y
effective for the County? U\é’

Page
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Page 153

How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?
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Comments

What is your overall assessment of this bidder's
capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

Bidder Name: Central Star Evaluator Number Date ,

= T3
Bidder Company Data: Comments 10 <
1. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate FLEIN N

familiarity or experience with the services and
target population associated with this RFP?

2. Does the proposal include the UWM
number of c!ients to be served? { 0 Al
ol (e s Lot S 198 i

3. To what degree does the bidder demonstrate ?y
experience in providing services to rural and/or
underserved areas?

4. Are descriptions provided of any similar or )
related contracts under which thﬁ‘il bidder has L\
operated? — 22 {40k b
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

Page 155

How did this bidder's Company Data compare to
other bidders?

TP 2

Documentation:

Comments

1. Are there any judgments, litigation, licensing or
certification, or other violations, outstanding or
resolved, that are associated with the bidder?
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RFP #18-0

) Page 156
15 Wraparound Services age

How did this bidder's Documentation compare to
other bidders?
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Scope of Work Proposal Requirements: Comments
1. To what degree does the proposal demonstrate a - D ; e
program design, program goals and objectives m 27wl M DAL S % 5 @ EC;\ i,gj}ﬂ/é
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understanding of the Scope of Work, and address
all areas identified in the RFP with definitive
operational plans for providing the services?

Does the bidder include a detailed description of
their staffing plan, including number of staff,
qualifications/experience, training and
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RFP #18-015 Wraparound Services

hire racially, ethnically diverse staff that are
reflective of the target population?

6. Does the bidder describe how services, program
activities, and materials will be developed and
provided in a manner that is racially and culturally
sensitive to the target population?

7. Does the bidder describe how the program

proposes to engage clients from the time of first

contact through service delivery? g}?? L

8. To what degree does the proposal describe how
the bidder will work cooperatively with the County
Departments, caregivers, mental health providers,
and other agencies to achieve goals?

=
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How did this bidder’s Scope of Work compare to other
bidders’?
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Outcomes and Performance:

Comments

1. Does the bidder demonstrate an understanding of,
and/or experience with data collection and
reporting with regards to measuring performance
outcomes?
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Page 158

2. Does the bidder clearly identify appropriate
performance measures and anticipated outcomes
to be tracked and reported, and how they shall be
tracked?

3. Does the bidder clearly identify a computerized
system of collecting, tracking, maintaining and
reporting data and performance outcomes?
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How does this bidder’s data coliection/outcomes and
performance plan compare to that of other bidders?
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Page 159

Cost Proposal:

LT e
Comments K;r{y/

1. Does the bidder provide cost proposals and cost
proposal narratives for each of the following terms:
July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019;
July 1, 2019 — June 30, 2020;
July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021,
July 1, 2021 - June 30, 2022.

2. Do the cost proposals include rates/expense and
revenue line items, including potential in-kind
revenues, to cover all services to be provided
under the proposal?

3. Does the proposed personnel detail include
salaries, payroll tax, and benefits? \{ @g

4. Are the cost proposals and cost proposal

narratives realistic and appropriate wr regards to
quired program operations?
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5. Are admrmstratlve costs reasonab e an ecessary

for administration of the program? (Administrative
costs are administrative salaries and corporate
overhead)
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How did this bidder's Cost Proposal compare to other
bidders?
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Overall: Comments VF%’ZE
What is your overall assessment of this bidder's

capacity and ability to provide the services as outlined
in the RFP?
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Uplift &
Family Services

April 17, 2018 .

Supervisor

Fresno County Board of Supervisors
Fresno County Hall of Records

2281 Tulare St. Room 301

Fresno, CA 93721

RE: Written Appeal to County of Fresno Wraparound: RFP-18-015
Dear Fresno County Board of Supervisors:

Uplift Family Services submits this written appeal to the County’s decision to award all $4.5
million dollars and 150 Wrap slots to Central Stars Behavioral Health in the recent competitive
bid process.

We are proud of our agency’s role in bringing Wraparound Services to the State of California
and our ability to provide these critical services to the citizens in Fresno County. In 1993, Uplift
Family Services (formerly named EMQ FamiliesFirst) brought Wraparound to California as a
pilot in Santa Clara County, and over a four-year period invested over $1.3M of our charitable
funds to develop this new and transformational model of services for children. The agency
launched services and began a Continuous Quality Improvement approach with demonstrated
improvement over each of the 25 years since inception. The agency simultaneously began
working with legislators on important bills and propositions to pilot, establish, and further the
sustainability of Wraparound services across the State of California. Today, Wraparound
services are delivered in every county in the state and form the core of our service delivery
principles for all our services across the state.

Summary of Appeal Issues

Upon receipt of the funding recommendation letter, we did an analysis of the documents that
were made available and now appeal this decision on the grounds of proposal rating
discrepancies and unfair competitive procurement grievance procedures regarding the RFP
process.

Specifically, we appeal the decision based on the following proposal rating discrepancies:

1. The language in the award funding recommendation notice states that “Uplift Family
Services proposal included minimal post-services transition” indicating that the decision
is based on information that was not solicited in the RFP.

2. The award funding recommendation notice also makes a conclusion regarding
“insufficient outcome measures” that is inconsistent with reviewers’ comments and
scores.

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150, Fresno, CA 93710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.8555 | www.upliftfs.org 1|Page



3. The award funding recommendation notice concludes that administrative costs are “top
heavy,” which is also inconsistent with the comments provided on the scoring sheets by
the reviewers.

We also appeal the decision based on unfair competitive procurement grievance procedures
regarding the RFP process:

4. Due process is compromised by the fact that the current “scoring” process lends itself to
subjectivity in that it provides no numerical scoring by reviewers in specific areas or
weighting to these areas in the RFP to support the ranking process performed by the
committee members, and by the lack of access to documents necessary to prepare a
fully informed appeal.

Details of Appealable Issues
1. The Funding Recommendation for RFP 18-015 (Wraparound Services) letter specifies that a
reason for non-select was due to “minimal post-service transition.”

In reviewing the comments on the reviewers’ scoring sheets, we were unable to find any
comments that mention minimal post-service transition services. Uplift Family Services,
however, did include extensive narrative throughout the proposal that is inclusive of our
demonstrated commitment to ensuring a successful post service transition.

Additionally, there is no requirement or prompt in the RFP to address post-service transition
in the bid response. This justification for non-award is based on criteria that is outside the
parameters of the RFP, is not relevant to rating/scoring of the proposal and should be
discarded as a justification for non-award.

2. The Funding Recommendation for RFP 18-015 (Wraparound Services) letter specifies that a
reason for non-select was due fo “Insufficient outcome measures.”

In reviewing the comments provided on the “scoring sheets,” the reviewers’ responses to the
items related to outcomes make no mention of insufficient outcomes. In fact, the comments
by all 5 reviewers rank Uplift Family Services as “strong” or “high” on outcomes. All
responses indicate that Uplift Family Services has strong data collection and outcome
measures.

Reviewer 1:
* Yes- provided detail logic model and examples of data tools CAN, WFI, surveys
e Yes- Very detailed SMART data tracking of oufcomes, provided examples of data
fools
o Yes- Has avatar, Welligent, and SSPS systems
o Very good- listed out clear outcomes with data tools, provided examples of tools

Reviewer 2:
e Yes- pg. 83- the CANS tool- child and adolescent needs and strengths tools is
explained in depth and how outcome will be captured
e Data and Outcome info very informative
s Pg. 85-87- very knowledgeable

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150, Fresno, CA 93710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.8555 | www.upliftfs.org 2|Page



e Data and Outcome info very informative, outlines where service delivery will
occur and % served. Data noted % of youth with MH problems and residential
treatment centers pg. 14, pg. 12, pg. 19-very positive

Reviewer 3:
e yes, there is an understanding and experience with data collection and reporting
e yes, data and outcomes are understood, and experience with tracking

Reviewer 4:

o Pg. 82- CANS, CEDE, Youth services surveys, WFI-EZ, WPAS TOM 2.0 and
post discharge survey.- Bidder states they use outcomes and evaluations as key
component for quality improvement (CQI)

» Yes- Bidder describes their current method of tracking and its effectiveness.

s (Good data collection and organizational skills

Reviewer 5:
e Progress tracking (45). Numerous examples of CW assessments used, surveys,
wrap fidelity, discharge tracking
o FY 16-17 exceed performance goals- in school, community, out of trouble!
o Outstanding- very detailed in explaining expertise and capacity. Not only to meet
all requirements, but exceed expectation/ performance goals! Really stands out!!

Uplift Family Services tracks longitudinal outcome data for discharged youth which
demonstrates enduring positive change for youth and families. We also participate in
groundbreaking research related to the integration of evidence-based practices into the
provision of Wraparound services. Uplift Family Services is the largest and most experienced
provider in Fresno County and the State of California, and has produced consistent,
measurable, documented, outstanding outcomes. A snapshot of the outcomes being realized by
the Uplift Family Services Wraparound program was provided on page 12 in the Vendor
Company Data, Section A- Introduction/Overview of the proposal that we submitted. That table
is included below.

The table below highlights Fresno Wraparound’s FY16-17 data on Uplift Family Services
overarching goals of keeping youth “at home (in a community setting), in school, and out of
trouble.”

Performance Goal = UFS’ FY16-17 Fresno Wraparound
Results

In Community Setting At least 70%

Out of Trouble At least 75% 97%

In School At least 70% 87%
Source: Uplift Family Services’ Fresno Wraparound FY16-17 Annual Report
These results, an average of 12% above targets, are just one way in which Uplift Family Services

demonstrates our ability to work effectively with children and families referred by Child Welfare
and Juvenile Justice Services.

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150, Fresno, CA 93710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.8555 | www.upliftfs.org 3|Page



The award letter conclusion that Uplift Family Services’ has “insufficient outcome measures” is
unsupported by the data detailed in Uplift Family Services’ RFP response or by the comments of the
reviewers. Once again, there is no support in this area to justify a non-award decision to Uplift Family
Services.

3. The Funding Recommendation for RFP 18-015 (Wraparound Services) letter specifies that
the Uplift Family Services’ cost proposal appeared to be top heavy.

Similarly, no rater comments support the conclusion that Uplift Family Services’ cost proposal is
top heavy. Moreover, as noted below, Uplift Family Services is without access to meaningful
data from the other provider’s financial submission, to challenge such a conclusion which is
once again unsupported in the reviewers’ comments.

It is worth noting, however, that there is a heavy cost in the County’s recommendation to
transfer this successful program from one provider to another, including the layoff of
approximately 48 staff and the unnecessary disruption to Fresno County’s most vulnerable
children and families in a transition of care.

4. Due process is compromised by the scoring process not being conducted in a manner that
provides measurable ratings, and by the lack of access to documents necessary to prepare a
fully informed appeal.

Fresno County purchasing policies provide a bidder the right to appeal the decision in the following
areas:

RFP contradictions

Procurement errors

Proposal rating discrepancies

Legality of procurement context

Conflict of interest

Inappropriate or unfair competitive procurement grievance regarding the RFP process.

No Numerical Rating Performed: In appealing this decision, upon review of the “Score
Sheets,” Uplift Family Services is unable to determine any rating criteria used, as scores were
not quantifiable. In other words, the reviewers did not provide numerical scoring to the
sections of the RFPs, to support the later committee ranking. Furthermore, there is no
weighting associated with individual RFP sections, or explanation as to how the reviewers’
language translated to the recommendations for selection of the winning proposal.

Change in County RFP Scoring Process: When we inquired about the change in the
scoring process for evaluating RFPs from prior years at the first level appeal, the Fresno
County Purchasing Manager wrote that an overview of the change in the RFP evaluation
process was provided at the Bidders Conference on November 27, 2017. There were
three representatives of Uplift Family Services who attended that Bidders Conference
and there is no recollection of Fresno County announcing a change in the scoring
process from a numerical rating system (recording the numerical ratings of the reviewers
during the review process) to the current process that has no numerical ratings and
therefore, no meaningful way to see where individual reviewers ranked the proposals.

Lack of Access to Documents to Support Award: Due process is further compromised by
Fresno County’s purchasing policy, which denies the appellant access to essential

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150, Fresno, CA 93710
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information to challenge the decision based on the identified criteria for an appeal, including:
(1) the proposed budget submitted by the awardee; (2) the awardee’s full RFP response; and
(3) notes from all meetings where the RFP was discussed and the award decision made. In
fact, we were informed by the Purchasing Office that there were no minutes taken in the
discussion that led to the winning bid selection; all information was represented to be
included in the comments on the “Score Sheets.”

In response to the request submitted by Uplift Family Services to obtain a copy of the minutes from
the meeting(s) in which the review of the RFP proposals was discussed, the Purchasing Analyst
wrote in an email:

...The score sheets contain notes on all of the responses to the RFP. There are no minutes
of the meeting. The recommendation is written from the notes that the reviewers record on
their individual score sheets. They are available along with the recommendation on Public
Purchase. | have aftached them for your convenience.”

Finally, we believe this decision is harmful for children and families who are already struggling
with a great deal of pain and loss, detrimental for the citizens of Fresno County, damaging for
our organization, and appears to penalize a provider that delivers excellent outcomes for
children and families in Fresno County and has served as an innovator and a collaborator with
the County and other providers for decades. The termination of the Uplift Family Services
contract results in abrupt transition to another provider of approximately 110 children and
families, who are without voice or choice in the decision, one of the strongest tenets of
Wraparound. It will also adversely impact over 48 Fresno staff members who have provided
exceptional services to this community. This is an unnecessary disruption of service and is not
in the best interest of children and families, nor of efficient and effective service delivery.
Additionally, these issues, in combination with a lack of consideration of demonstrated prior
local performance, sends the unfortunate message to the community and your contractors that
demonstrated performance is not relevant to contract awards in Fresno County.

We respectfully request that the award decision be reconsidered in light of the inconsistencies
specified in the RFP review process. Reconsideration of the decision is an appropriate request
under the appeal process and we urge serious consideration of the initial recommendation for
award. In the alternative, we would propose that the County adjust the award to provide $2.25
million dollars and 75 slots each to its top two bidders. This would allow for a less disruptive
impact on services to families and financial impact on a smaller number of our staff.

We would be happy to answer questions or provide further detail upon request. We look forward
to your consideration at the Board of Supervisors Meeting on May 1, 2018.

Respectfully Submitted,

Marilyn Bamford, LMFT Cra_lig W_ol_fe .
Regional Executive Director Chlef Clmlgal Ofﬂqer
Uplift Family Services Uplift Family Services

1630 East Shaw Avenue, Suite 150, Fresno, CA 93710
Tel 559.248.8550 | Fax 559.248.8555 | www.upliftfs.org 5|Page



Effectiveness

R@ﬂ'““@“‘ 5?““””’.\” ) 6 Months Post-Discharge Residential Stability*

- 100% s B ' o 100% st
- 80%  Bo%
| 60% 60% +————
0% 40%;
1 20% T 200 e
Bl B S
| iving Situation .l Living Situation In-Home

Six months post-discharge, 87% of youth stayed in a
improved to a home setting. home setting or improved to a home setting.

Eighty-four percent of youth stayed in a home setting or

Efficiency

School [tems

100% - Eighty percent of billing was for Medi-Cal.
80% +——
G - Access
40% +— Acess to Services (YSS-F & YSS)
20% +—— e 100%
0% - 80%
Attendance Expulsion/ o
Suspensions 60%
B ) ‘ 40%
Eighty percent of youth stayed in school for at least 3 days
0, s
per week or started attending school 3+ days of school 20%
attendance. 0% 1 . =y
Caregivers Youth Combined

Eighty-seven percent of youth did not experience
expulsion/suspensions or decreased to zero
suspension/expulsions by the end of their participation.

Ninety percent of caregivers and 80% of youth were
satisfied with the accessibility of services, with a rating of

4 out of 5.

Juvenile Justice - Satisfaction

100% Cultural Sensitivity - -

80% T — - 100%

60%; Fr———y B 80% +——

40% +— B 60% —

20%; s e 40%

0% — 20%
Probation Violations 0%

Eighty-one percent of youth were prevented from YSS-F 133

experiencing probation violations or decreased the

] o Ninety-four percent of caregivers and 90% of youth were
number of probation violations.

satisfied with how staff respected their culture while in
services, with a rating of 4 out of 5.

*In-Home/Less Restrictive = Bio/Adopt, Foster Care, Kinship,
ILP, Guardianship

Out-of-Home/More Restrictive = Group home, Incarceration,
Inpatient, AWOL
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April 19, 2018

To Whom It May Concern,

| am a Fresno County Foster Parent doing “Therapeutic Foster Care” and have been caring for children/youth
ages 10 to 18 for 15 years. | work with the most difficuit and highest behavior children/youth in foster care. |
received Uplift Family Services Wraparound services for my most of my placements. My current placement a
12-year-old foster daughter received Wraparound services starting from June 20, 2017 to March 12, 2018.

Some of the struggles my girl was having before Uplift Family Services Wraparound services were:

Deep mental health issues that brought on symptoms of hearing voices, self-harm, high anxiety, great fear, low
self-esteem, lack of confidence and felt unaccepted by peers. All of these mental health issues were a product
of her past trauma that resulted in her being put into foster care and separated from siblings and family. These
mental health issues were effecting my child’s behavior in my home, out in the community and at school. She
struggled greatly with hearing voices that caused her to want to self-harm, not wanting to be alone for fear she
would eventually commit suicide.

My youth’s behavior was a result of her mental illness and it was difficult for people to recognize this and be
supportive, or to cope with it in regards to being patient and showing tolerance. School Administrators and
Teachers had difficulties believing her mental illness was real, even with a diagnosis and an “IEP” in place. Itis
sad in the world we live in that people are not understanding and more tolerant or knowledgeable of mental
health issues.

Because of all the above mental health, issues my girl struggled with, it created many challenges for me
personally, especially as | am a full time working foster parent. Coping with all of the in-patient hospital stays
and different schools (she changed schools 3 times in 7 months) were the most challenging for me as a parent.
Uplift Family Services Wraparound services helped to relieve the stress and pressure by stepping in to support
us with their services.

Some of the services from the Uplift Family Services Wraparound my girl and | received or they provided were:
¢ Twice a day one-on-one check-in and/or visits from a Wraparound Team member that was very familiar
with my child’s mental health history, issues, triggers and her needs.

e Wraparound Team member or Clinician visited daily at the school to make sure she was doing all right
and not struggling with certain issues.

e Wraparound Team members took my girl out into the community to help her overcome her fears and
anxiety. They worked with her by teaching her coping skills, social skills and self-confidence. Accepting
herself and her own special identity. They provided incentives and rewards to help encourage her
through this process, her program, and learning about herself.

e Wraparound Team members helped me with transporting my girl to and from school and appointments
when my work schedule would not allow me to take off from work to transport her.

+ Wraparound Team members met once a week in my home with my girl and me to talk as a team about
what was working and what was not working for us. This was important to keep the whole team on the
same page regarding my child’s mental health issues and her safety plan. If my girl was having any
personal difficulties, it was at these weekly meetings that she felt comfortable and safe to discuss
anything and confide her feelings to the team because she knew the Wraparound Team was there to
help support her with anything. The Wraparound Team became like extended family members for my
girl.



The services that Uplift Family Services Wraparound provided were effective because | have seen
tremendous progress in my girl’s behavior from the services provided for her from the Wraparound Team
My girl is happier, more out-going, more self-confident, and more communicative, more motivated and
looks forward to going to school every day. As an adult, | learned and benefited from the experience of
having the Wraparound Team working with my girl and me.

| appeal to you today not to eliminate Uplift Family Services Wraparound. Uplift Wraparound helped to

change my girl and helped support me in this process. They need to have the opportunity to continue to
change lives for other Families.

Sincerely,

Barbara Minugh



To Whom it May Concern:

Our foster child is currently receiving Wraparound services from Uplift Family
Services and has been doing so since February of this year. Prior to Uplift Family
Services Wraparound program beginning to work with her, she was struggling in
multiple areas. These areas of difficulty were resulting in numerous tantrums each week
at school. When these tantrums occurred, she would be removed from the classroom,
therefore missing out on much needed time in the learning environment. Some of the
situations we noticed that would progress into tantrums were transitions from one
activity to another, not being first in line or sitting where she wanted to sit, not “winning”
at a game or activity and being required to sit quietly while given instruction without
shouting out. Any time she was told “no” when displaying these behaviors, she would
quickly escalate to 45 minutes or more of screaming, pushing over chairs, hiding from
the teacher and on occasion, becoming physical with other students.

Though the majority of her tantrums occurred at school, we also were dealing
with them at home. Being told “no” and holding firm to that, whether it be in relation to a
behavior that was unacceptable, or something that she was not allowed to do or have,
frequently resulted in tantrums similar to those she was having at school. In addition,
we were very concerned about the freedom in which she would approach other adults
and show inappropriate affection to strangers. It was clear that she was very lacking in
boundaries and that was very concerning to us as foster parents.

When we were told that our foster child had been granted Wraparound services
with Uplift Family Services, we were elated! We understand what a gift these services
are and that they are not something given to every child. It was clear to us from our
early interactions with Uplift Family Services that this organization is marked by
professionalism and is served by employees who truly care and are invested in the
children they are working with. Each and every Uplift employee that we have had the
pleasure of interacting with has made us and our foster child feel that we are cared for,
that our concerns are heard, and that they are here for us to help give us tools to make
positive, life altering changes.

Currently, we are meeting with the Wraparound facilitator each week. In addition
to hearing our concerns, she is always diligent to provide us with interventions to try
based on the behaviors we are concerned with. Over the course of the last few months,
she has given us numerous tools to try with our foster child at home prior to, during and
after her tantrums. We have truly appreciated the thought that has gone into the
strategies that she has brought to us to try. It is evident that she is not pulling strategies
off of a list, but rather hearing our concerns and tailoring a personal plan of action for
our foster child.

Our foster child has had the wonderful privilege of meeting weekly with a Family
Specialist. It is hard to put into words the value that this has been. They have worked
on putting words to feelings, healthy boundaries, manners, sharing, winning, losing,
honesty and accountability. Each week she comes prepared with multiple activities to
address different concerns that we have. Whether it is creating a “school” environment
in our home and working on issues that have arisen in the classroom, going to the park
and creating teachable situations, simply coloring together while talking through
situations that have been difficult for her that week, or just doing their special



handshake, our Family Specialist has formed an extremely meaningful relationship with
our foster child. Our foster child has had very few adults in her life that she can trust
and that have been consistent with her and our Family Specialist is definitely one of
those people.

With the addition of Uplift Family Services Wraparound program, we have seen
tremendous change in our foster child. We feel that these services are directly
responsible for a huge decrease in the number of tantrums she is having both at home
and at school. It is obvious to us, that she is taking the tools that are being given to her
both through the Facilitator and from the Family specialist and using them in the
classroom and at home. We do not believe it to be coincidental at all that prior to Uplift
Family Services involvement, she was having daily tantrums at school and now that has
been reduced to 2 to 3 in an entire month!

At this point, it is difficult to imagine having to tell our foster child that she will no
longer be meeting with her Family Specialist. This is an adult in her life that she has
come to trust, rely on, and considers to be a friend. We have quickly learned that the
key to change in a child’s life is consistency. Our hearts will be broken to see this
relationship which has been so preciously cultivated come to an end. We appeal to you
to not eliminate Uplift Family Services Wraparound program. In what is all too often a
dark world for kids in foster care, they are truly a light. We don’t know all the reasons
behind the possible changes being made, but please know that one cannot put a price
tag on relationships that have been formed and life altering change that is taking place.
We respectfully ask that the children and families being served by Uplift Family Services
and their experience with this amazing organization be thoughtfully considered.

Sincerely,

Steve and Ashley Charnow



To Whom It May Concern:

| received Uplift Family Services Wraparound, from June 2, 2017 to the present
time, April 19, 2018.

Some of the struggles that my child was having before Uplift Family Services
Wraparound were;

Enormous problems with anger, problems getting along with adulis and peers.

Some of the challenges | was having were,

difficult time getting her to cooperate with teachers, getting her to school on time, and
difficulty getting her to engage with children her own age in a positive way.

I was also having trouble getting her to obey me and allow me to teach her things.

Some of the difficulties my family was having were,

getling her to obey instructions, her talking back and disagreeing with everything we
said. she showed disrespect for her foster parents; Called us names, stated that she
hated us and wanted to kill us and her self. She has been given several (5150’s) by
Sheriff's Deputies. They took her to a hospital for observation each time.

The services that | received from Uplift Family Services Wraparound were,
parent support and training. Our child has a team of four persons to visit her

in our home, in school, take her places to socialize with others, to libraries etc.

They also go to her school to support her observe her behavior and teach her how to
play with other children. They also attend IEP meetings with us, her foster parents.

The services that Uplift Family Services Wraparound provided were effective
because;

She had been neglected and abused for nine years with another family and
Wraparound showed her that she was worthwhile as they provided her with recognition
and taught her that she was worthy of having friends. They also introduced her to many
things that we couldn’t at the time. Wraparound taught us, as parents, how to try to
understand where the child was coming from when she had problems so we could
adjust our behavior so as to not trigger more problems and to use steps to lower her
anxiety so her mind and anger level could return to her normal.

Now my child is; Doing much better, although she still has a hard time stopping her
automatic responses at times. We are usually able to help her change course before
she reaches a high anger state.

Now our family; Has more times of harmony than we had before Wraparound.

I appeal to you today to not eliminate Uplift Family Services Wraparound. Uplift
Wraparound changed our family’s lives and they need to have the opportunity to
continue to change lives for other Families.
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Sincerely,
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Sheri Edmonds
572 E Fremont Ave
Fresno Ca 93710

My name is Sheri Edmonds, i just retired 27 yrs as a Deputy Sheriff at Fresno
County Sheriff’s Dept , and I’ve been a Foster Resource Parent for four
years. I’ve had my foster child for four years. Wrap Uplift Services have
provided support for Her from day one. They have been very helpful with her.
Wrap Uplifts services provides transportation to the boys and girls club,
library, health education, and hygiene issues.

Wrap have provided support in my home and at her school. When She displays
her behavior at school, WRAP is prompt and available to provide support. She
has a great relationship with her Wrap team. If Uplift Services is removed
this will be detrimental to Her. She’s experienced a lot of heart breaking
issues in the last four years. She will feel lost with this change.

I want Wrap Uplift Services to Continue to provide the support She needs. By
removing Wrap, this will cause Her to regress and it will increase her
behavior issues all over again. It took approximately three years for Her to
gain that understanding and respect for her Wrap team. This transition will
hurt Her deeply. The relationship, trust and understanding will be hard to
start over for her. This change may also affect her placement !!!

Please take this letter in consideration and DON'T change the support these
children have in place.

Sincerely,
Sheri Edmonds
Foster Resource Parent

Sheri Edmonds
559-970-4972





