
Sub-Agreement between RSCCD and Carnegie Mellon University 
 

Agreement No. DO-18-2059-02  CA Learning Lab 
  Page 1 of 6 

GRANT SUB-AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
RANCHO SANTIAGO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 

AND  
CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY 

 
This grant sub-agreement (hereinafter “Agreement”) is entered into on this 18th day of 
November, 2019, between Rancho Santiago Community College District (hereinafter “RSCCD”) 
and Carnegie Mellon University (hereinafter “SUBCONTRACTOR”). RSCCD and 
SUBCONTRACTOR may be referred to individually as a “Party” and collectively as the 
“Parties” in this Agreement. 
 
WHEREAS, Santa Ana College was awarded a California Education Learning Lab grant, 
OPR18117, (hereinafter “Grant”) from the State of California, Office of Planning and Research, 
hereinafter “Prime Sponsor,” to implement the “Community Sourced, Data-Driven 
Improvements to Open, Adaptive Courseware” project; and 
 
WHEREAS, RSCCD has the right to enter into agreements with outside entities for various 
services with the approval of the Board of Trustees; and 
 
WHEREAS, SUBCONTRACTOR has agreed to participate in the purpose of the Grant 
according to the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties hereby agree as follows: 
 

ARTICLE I 
 

1. Statement of Work 
SUBCONTRACTOR agrees to perform the work in the Scope of Work (Exhibit A) approved 
by the PRIME SPONSOR, which by reference is incorporated into this Agreement.  
SUBCONTRACTOR agrees to comply with all provisions, to perform all work as set forth in 
this Agreement and the aforementioned Statement of Work in a professional, timely and 
diligent manner.   
 

2. Period of Performance 
The period of performance for this Agreement shall be from June 30, 2019 through June 30, 
2022. 

 
3. Total Cost 

The total cost to RSCCD for performance of this Agreement shall not exceed $311,191. 
 

4. Budget 
SUBCONTRACTOR agrees that expenditure of funds under this Agreement will be in 
accordance with the Scope of Work (Exhibit A) and approved by the PRIME SPONSOR 
and/or RSCCD, as appropriate, which by reference is incorporated into this Agreement. 
Modifications to the budget are allowed without prior approval, as long as the total dollar 
amount is not affected and the outcomes of the Agreement will not be materially affected.  
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5. Payment and Invoicing 

Payment to the SUBCONTRACTOR shall be based on an advanced payment of 40%, a 
progress payment of 50%, and a final payment of 10%. Payment is contingent upon approval 
by RSCCD and/or the PRIME SPONSOR. Payment will not exceed the amount listed above 
under Article I.3. “Total Costs”.  
 
SUBCONTRACTOR must submit invoices for payment via email to 
Kushida_Cherylee@sac.edu.  The subject line of the invoice should be as follows: 
“INVOICE_CLL_Carnegie Mellon University.”  
 

6. Reporting 
SUBCONTRACTOR will provide reports as requested or required by the PRIME 
SPONSOR, in a timely manner. RSCCD will provide report requirements and instructions to 
the SUBCONTRACTOR.  
 

7. Expenditure of Grant Funds 
SUBCONTRACTOR agrees to comply with all Grant requirements and that it is solely 
responsible for the appropriate expenditure of all Grant funds received and for any 
misappropriation or dis-allowment of Grant funds. 
 

8. Modifications 
If the SUBCONTRACTOR wishes to make substantial changes to the scope of work, then a 
revised scope of work that describes the requested changes and their impact to the budget and 
outcomes must be submitted to RSCCD and approved by the PRIME SPONSOR.  
Substantial changes are those that would represent a significant deviation from the approved 
scope of work and would lead to different outcomes or fall outside of the generally 
understood purpose of the use of the funds. Changes in methods of implementation (i.e., the 
means by which the approved scope of work is implemented) or movement between budget 
line items would not be considered substantial changes, and would not require prior approval.  
 

9. Time Extensions 
SUBCONTRACTOR must spend all of the funds allocated through this Agreement within 
the timeframe of the Agreement. 
 

10. Independent Contractor 
SUBCONTRACTOR agrees that the service provided hereunder are rendered in its capacity 
as an independent contractor and that it is not in any way an agent of RSCCD, nor shall its 
employees be entitled to any personnel benefits of RSCCD whatsoever. 
 

11. Subcontract Assignment 
Unless specifically noted in the Scope of Work (Exhibit A), none of the duties of, or work to 
be performed by, SUBCONTRACTOR under this Agreement shall be sub-contracted or 
assigned to any agency, consultant, or person without the prior written approval by the 
PRIME SPONSOR. No subcontract or assignment shall terminate or alter the legal obligation 
of SUBCONTRACTOR pursuant to this Agreement.  SUBCONTRACTOR shall ensure that 
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all subcontracts for services and contracted staff are procured in a manner consistent with 
state guidelines. Upon request, SUBCONTRACTOR shall submit to RSCCD copies of all 
sub-contracts for services and contracted staff, and other agreements, as well as 
documentation indicating the approving authority’s approval that relate to this Agreement. 
 

12. Record Keeping 
SUBCONTRACTOR agrees to maintain project records for possible audit for a minimum of 
three (3) years after final payment or until any audit findings have been resolved, unless a 
longer period of records retention is stipulated.   
 

13. Audit 
SUBCONTRACTOR agrees that RSCCD, the PRIME SPONSOR, the Bureau of State 
Audits, any other appropriate state or federal oversight agency, or their designated 
representative(s), shall have the right to review and to copy any records and supporting 
documentation pertaining to the performance of this Agreement.  SUBCONTRACTOR 
agrees to allow the auditor(s) access to such records during normal business hours and to 
allow interviews of any employees who might reasonably have information related to such 
records.  Further, SUBCONTRACTOR agrees to include a similar right of RSCCD, the 
PRIME SPONSOR, the Bureau of State Audits, any other appropriate state or federal 
oversight agency, or their designated representative(s) to audit records and interview staff in 
any subcontract related to the performance of this Agreement. 
 

14. Indemnification 
Each party shall be responsible for its negligent acts or omissions and the negligent acts or 
omissions of its employees, officers or directors to the extent allowed by law. 
 

15. Termination 
Either Party may terminate this Agreement, with or without cause upon thirty (30) days 
written notice served upon the other Party.  Notice shall be deemed served on the date of 
mailing. Upon termination, or notice thereof, the Parties agree to cooperate with one another 
in the orderly transfer of contract responsibilities, records, and pertinent documents. 
 
The obligations of RSCCD under this Agreement are contingent upon the availability of 
State funds, as applicable, for the reimbursement of SUBCONTRACTOR expenditures, and 
inclusion of sufficient funds for the services hereunder in the budget approved by the 
RSCCD Board of Trustees each fiscal year this Agreement remains in effect.  In the event 
that such funding is terminated or reduced, RSCCD shall provide SUBCONTRACTOR with 
written notification of such determination, and RSCCD will reimburse SUBCONTRACTOR 
for costs incurred up to the termination date. 
 

16. Disputes 
In the event of a dispute between the Parties under this Contract, the Parties agree that they 
will act in good faith and use reasonable efforts to resolve in an amiable manner any dispute 
that may arise. The Parties shall meet within thirty (30) days of receipt by the other Party of 
written notice of a dispute from the aggrieved Party. In the event the dispute cannot be 
resolved through informal resolution within thirty (30) days of receipt of the written dispute 
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notice (unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Parties), either Party may pursue litigation 
in any court of competent jurisdiction. 

17. Notices
All notices, reports and correspondence between the Parties hereto respecting this Agreement
shall be via email or deposited in the United States Mail addressed as follows:

RSCCD:  Primary Contact: 
Rancho Santiago Community College District 
Sarah Santoyo 
2323 N. Broadway, Suite 201 
Santa Ana, CA 92706 
(714) 480-7466; santoyo_sarah@rsccd.edu

Fiscal Representative: 
Rancho Santiago Community College District 
Peter J. Hardash, Vice Chancellor, Business Operations/Fiscal Services 
2323 North Broadway, Ste. 404-1 
Santa Ana, CA 92706 
(714) 480-7340, hardash_peter@rsccd.edu

SUBCONTRACTOR:  
Primary Contact: 
Name:  Lauren Herckis, Ph.D. 
Title: Simon Initiative Special Faculty 
Address: Carnegie Mellon University, School of 

Computer Science 
319 Craig St. #301, Pittsburgh, PA 15213 

Phone:  (412) 268-4496
Email: lrhercki@andrew.cmu.edu 

Fiscal Representative: 

18. Total Agreement
This Agreement, together with the attachments hereto, expresses the total understanding of
both Parties. There are no oral understandings of the Parties or terms and conditions other

Name:  
Title:
Address:  

Phone: 
Email: 

Julia Sobol Dzurino 
Interim Executive Director 
4808 Fifth Ave., Suite 1052F 
Pittsburgh, PA 15213 
(412) 268-2812
sobolj@andrew.cmu.edu
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List of Exhibits 

Exhibit A: Grant Agreement that contains the approved project proposal and budget  

Exhibit B:  California Education Learning Lab Request for Applications 

 



Exhibit A  



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

GRANT AGREEMENT 

BS0-0'2 (Rev8'18) GRANT AGREEMENT NUMBER 

OPR18117 

1. This Agreement is entered into between the State Agency and the Grantee named below:
STATE AGENCY'S NAME 

Office of Planninq and Research
GRANTEE'S NAME 

Rancho Santiaao Communitv Colleae District 

2. The term of this

Agreement is: June 30, 2019 

$1,300,000 

through June 30, 2022 

3. The maximum amount
of this Agreement is: One trillion, three hundred thousand dollars and no cents 

4. The parties agree to comply with the terms and conditions of the following exhibits which are by this reference made a part
of the Agreement.

Exhibit A - Scope of Work 1 O Page(s) 

Exhibit A 1 - Schedule of Milestones and Deliverables 

Exhibit A2 - Authorized Representatives 

Exhibit 8, 81 - Budget Detail 

181 Subawarcl/Subrecipient Budget Detail 

Exhibit c• - General Terms and Conditions 

Exhibit D - Special Terms and Conditions (Attached hereto as part of this agreement) 

Exhibit E - Additional Provisions 

Exhibit F - Key Personnel & Biosketches 

2 Page(s) 

2 Page(s) 

2 Page(s) 

6 Page(s} 

GTC 04/2017 

1 Page(s} 

1 Page(s) 

20 Page(s) 

Items shown with an Asterisk(*), are hereby incorporated by reference and made part of this agreement as if attached hereto. 
These documents can be viewed at https:nwww.dgs.c9.ggvl0L �IResgurces/Pau,e-C2nten(tQffi9e-of-Leqal-Services
Resources-Ust-Folder/Stand_ard-Contract-Languav§ 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Agreement has been executed by the parties hereto. 

GRANTEE 

(If other than an indlvlduaf, state whether a corporation, partnership. etc.) 

ADDRESS 

2323 North Broadway, Santa Ana, CA 92706 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

AGENCY NAME 

Office of Planning and Research 
DAlE SIGNED(/1011011_17>"1 

Scott Morgan, Deputy Director of Admin istration 

ADDRESS 

1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

£")(e.�+ r'f"'l"' t>(;..5 \ o�cr

tL�: 5c-M "°\..,.\I 1-\ . o (,
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Exhibit B 



 

1400 10th Street     P.O. Box 3044     Sacramento, California  95812-3044 
(916) 322-2318       FAX  (916) 324-9936      www.opr.ca.gov 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  

GOVERNOR ’S  OFFICE  

OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
EDMUND G. BROWN JR.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      KEN ALEX 
                 GOVERNOR                       DIRECTOR

 
California Education Learning Lab 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 2018-19: 
 

“Improving Equity, Accessibility and Outcomes 
for STEM Gateway Courses” 

 
Revised on February 8, 2019, with Full Proposal Instructions  

in Section IV. F, pages 7-10. Other changes have been highlighted. 
 

 

Request for Proposals Announced Wednesday, December 12, 2018 

Letter of Intent to Submit a Proposal Due   Monday, January 7, 2019 

Concept Proposals Due Tuesday, January 22, 2019 

Notification of Finalists Tuesday, February 5, 2019 

Full Proposals Due Friday, March 15, 2019 
Friday, March 22, 2019 (new date) 

Selection Committee Meeting  
(brief public meeting, followed by closed 
session deliberation) 

Monday, April 15, 2019 (venue TBD) 

Awardees Announced Monday, April 8, 2019 (estimated) 
Wednesday, April 24, 2019 (new estimated date) 

Projects Commence June 1 or July 1, 2019 

Duration of Projects 36 months 

Funding For 6-9 projects, approximately $1 million to $1.5 
million total per project (including indirect costs1). 

 

I. California Education Learning Lab 
 
Assembly Bill 1809 (Chapter 33, Statutes of 2018) established the California Education Learning Lab 
(“Learning Lab”) as a competitive grantmaking program for intersegmental faculty teams2 to 
incorporate learning science and adaptive learning technology into their curriculum and pedagogy, 
with the express purpose of increasing learning outcomes and closing equity and achievement gaps 

                                                           
1 See Item VI. 
2 “Intersegmental faculty teams” refers to a team of faculty from more than one segment of public higher education, e.g., 
University of California, California State University, California Community Colleges. 

 

http://www.dof.ca.gov/Budget/Trailer_Bill_Language/documents/CaliforniaEducationLearningLab_000.pdf
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in STEM and other disciplines. The Learning Lab is housed in the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research, with an annual budget of $10 million. Initial calls for proposals will focus on lower-
division online and hybrid courses in STEM. In later years, other disciplines may compete for funds 
and funds may be used to support professional development and a curated resource library. 

 

II. Learning Science and Adaptive Learning Technologies 
 

“The goal of learning sciences is to better understand the cognitive and social processes that result 
in the most effective learning, and to use this knowledge to redesign classrooms and other learning 
environments so that people learn more deeply and more effectively.”  -- R. Keith Sawyer, 
Washington University 
 
Learning science is the study of how human learning takes place. Interdisciplinary in nature, 
drawing from fields such as cognitive science, neuroscience, computer science, education, 
psychology, sociology, design studies and more,3 learning science strives to understand how people 
learn, how to support learning, discipline based learning, and the role of technology in enhancing 
learning and collaboration.4 Learning science can cover how people process, gather, and interpret 
information; how they develop knowledge, skills, and expertise; or the extent to which social and 
physical context and design environments influence cognition.5 Scaffolding, inquiry or problem-
based learning, collaborative learning, game and simulation-based learning, as well as 
metacognition are all examples of how teaching methods and approaches to curriculum can be 
influenced by what we understand about learning. Additionally, strategies linked to social 
psychology and multicultural education emphasize the importance of attending to students’ 
identity and culture when addressing achievement gaps.  
 
One of the goals of learning science is to create a positive feedback/continuous improvement loop 
between theories of learning and practice, which results in improved student learning and 
advances the field of learning science.6 For the purposes of the Learning Lab, as public higher 
education strives to educate more students with diverse backgrounds in a rapidly changing world, 
leveraging, increasing and applying our knowledge of human learning is a challenge we must 
embrace.  
 
Adaptive learning is defined by statute to mean “a technology-mediated environment in which the 
learner’s experience is adapted to learner behavior and responses.” For the purposes of this RFP, 
adaptive learning technologies will be considered in the broad sense of deploying technology to 
better understand learner experience/learner gaps and assets, and to modify learning 

                                                           
3 Sawyer, R.K. (2006). The Cambridge Handbook of the Learning Sciences. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press. 
4 Sommerhoff, D., Szameitat, A., Vogel, F., Chernikova, O., Loderer, K. & Fischer, F. (2018). What Do We Teach When We 
Teach the Learning Sciences? A Document Analysis of 75 Graduate Programs. Journal of the Learning Sciences, 27:2, 319-
351. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508406.2018.1440353. 
5 Ibid. 
6 The Simon Initiative Learning Engineering Ecosystem at Carnegie Mellon University emphasizes: 1) building and leveraging 
cognitive models of expertise to inform the design of effective student-centered instructional materials; 2) collecting rich 
data on student interactions and learning outcomes; 3) data analysis via state-of-the-art machine learning and analytic 
methods; 4) data-informed iterative improvement of the instructional materials; and 5) leveraging these assets to drive fresh 
insights in learning science.  
https://chronicle-assets.s3.amazonaws.com/5/items/biz/pdf/SimonLearningEngineeringEcosystem.pdf. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10508406.2018.1440353
https://chronicle-assets.s3.amazonaws.com/5/items/biz/pdf/SimonLearningEngineeringEcosystem.pdf
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environments, pedagogical approaches and/or available resources to be more inclusive of students 
most likely to leave the sciences (such as first-generation college-going students and 
underrepresented students in the sciences) and produce better learning outcomes. The adaptive 
learning technology approach that is proposed will be considered in the context of all of the other 
elements in the proposal. 
 

III. Demonstration Projects - Summary 
 
For this RFP, up to $9 million will be provided from the Learning Lab to fund six to nine demonstration 
projects to support curricular and pedagogical innovations that aim to increase learning outcomes, 
transform the culture of learning, and close equity and achievement gaps in online and hybrid learning 
environments within lower division STEM undergraduate curriculum. In order to have the potential for 
large scale impact, this call will be open to lower-division “gateway” courses in the following disciplines: 
biology, chemistry, physics, engineering and computational sciences, including computer science, 
mathematics and statistics. Within the available funds, approximately $1 million to $1.5 million will be 
available to each awarded demonstration project. Projects are encouraged to develop pedagogical 
innovations that promote students’ sense of belonging in science, students’ science identity and 
connections between science learning and students’ personal lives, career aspirations and home 
communities, leveraging affective components of learning to reduce achievement gaps. 

 
Projects must be co-hosted by a faculty team representing a minimum of two public higher education 
segments in California. (Example: a faculty member from the California Community Colleges must 
collaborate with a faculty member from the University of California OR the California State University. 
Faculty collaboration across all three segments is welcome and encouraged.) Other faculty from private 
independent/nonprofit institutions and nonfaculty (i.e., professionals operating in a nonfaculty role for 
the purposes of the project) may participate in the project as well. A strong project will engage many 
stakeholders iteratively and throughout the duration of the project, as well as lay the foundation for 
sustainability of innovations and institutional culture change.  
 
Demonstration projects will be selected through a three-stage process involving: (1) submission of 
letters of intent to submit concept proposals; (2) submission of concept proposals; and (3) submission 
of full proposals, based on selected concept proposals, from which the final selection of awards will be 
made. A selection committee will make recommendations for final awards. After awards are 
announced, Learning Lab will work with awardees to establish an agreement governing the award 
period, including concrete metrics and goals to track the progress of the demonstration projects, and 
provide technical assistance.7 
 
IV. Applications 

 
A. Application process 

 
Stage 1:  Letter of intent to submit a concept proposal (DUE: Monday, Jan. 7, 2019) 

Applicants should submit a brief letter of intent. The letter should note the expected 
host institutions and co-principal investigators, provide a (tentative) title of the proposal 
and a tentative total budget. The letter should also include a brief description of the 

                                                           
7 Contracting entity will be the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 
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proposal and characterize the discipline-specific problem that co-PIs are trying to solve 
and/or investigate. Please provide institutional data disaggregated by course and 
student characteristics (e.g., ethnicity, gender, socio-economic status, first-generation 
college going) on existing campus-, school- or department-specific equity issues that 
your project is designed to address. 

 
Stage 2:  Institutional cover letter and concept proposal (DUE: Tuesday, Jan. 22, 2019) 

Applicants should submit institutional cover letters and short concept proposals; see 
sections C and D below.  

 
Stage 3:  Full proposal (DUE: Friday, March 15, 2019 March 22, 2019) 

The selection committee selected a subset of submitted concept proposals to move 
onto the full proposal stage. (21 proposals were invited to the full proposal stage.) For 
the finalists advancing to this next stage, instructions for submission of the full proposal 
is in Section F (beginning on page 7). The selection committee will recommend between 
six and nine final projects for this grant cycle. The Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research (OPR) will approve and announce the final funding decisions. 

 
For questions, please see the FAQ document or contact learninglab@opr.ca.gov, or go to our 

webpage (opr.ca.gov/learninglab). Please join our email distribution list to recieve 
updates directly by sending an email to learninglab@opr.ca.gov. 

 
B. Eligibility 

 
1. Applicant teams must include faculty co-principal investigators (PIs) from at least two 

public higher education segments. Representation from all three public higher 
education segments is encouraged. Additional partnerships, such as with private 
independent/nonprofit institutions and/or industry partners, are also encouraged.  All 
faculty teams must commit to teaching and evaluating the codeveloped or jointly 
redesigned curriculum or innovative pedagogy during the grant period.  

2. Demonstration projects should aim to improve learning outcomes and close 
equity/achievement gaps for STEM undergraduate students in lower division course 
series8 where the mode of learning is online or hybrid, i.e., makes use of both online 
and in-person interactions as part of the formal course environment or requirements. 

 
C. Institutional Cover Letter (to be submitted with the Concept Proposal) 
 
For each faculty team application, the relevant departments/schools/institutions should provide 
answers for Section C1, C2 & C3, in a brief (limit one page); minimum Arial 11 font; 0.5 inch 
margins; no appendices.  
 

1. Host institutions: Identify the institutions that are submitting the proposal and will be 

responsible for receipt/administration of the grant funds, if awarded.  

2. Institutional focus: Describe each department/school/institution’s commitment (e.g., 

                                                           
8 High school dual enrollees may also be captured as part of this population. 

mailto:learninglab@opr.ca.gov
file:///C:/Users/tstein/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/DCGASK0I/learninglab@opr.ca.gov
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faculty release time, funding, administrative support) to the proposed demonstration 

project. (Each participating institution should sign the cover letter. Additional 

demonstration of institutional commitment will be highlighted in the full proposals 

stage.) 

3. Principal investigators: Identify the investigators who will serve as faculty (co-)PIs. 

Please briefly describe each PI’s capacity, including any previous and/or current grant 

funding received, strength of faculty and student engagement activities, and history of 

successful intersegmental partnerships.  

4. Authorized submission: The Institutional Cover Letter (C1-C3) and the concept 

proposal (section D) should be submitted electronically to learninglab@opr.ca.gov by 

the signatories, which must include the department chair AND either the dean, vice 

chancellor/vice president of research or the provost or equivalent.  

 

D. Concept Proposal 

 
For each application, please provide answers for Section D in a short Concept Proposal: 
maximum two pages for questions 1-7; maximum 1 page for questions 8-10; minimum Arial 11 
font; 0.5 inch margins; no appendices. 
 

1.     How will your proposal measure or define success?: Describe what problem you are 

trying to solve. Please include data/metrics to highlight the problem and elaborate on 

the description and data provided in your letter of intent. Describe how your proposed 

project will improve understanding of learning science and/or assessments, and/or 

effectiveness of pedagogical methods and/or adaptive learning technologies. What will 

you measure? (For example: increased retention or increased proficiency and 

performance with STEM; increased conceptual understanding/higher order thinking or 

passion for STEM careers; increased communication skills, leadership, and teamwork 

capabilities of STEM students; increased self-efficacy/ability to learn independently; 

increased facility with the scientific method; increased faculty impact; or reduction of a 

particular pain point experienced by faculty or students.) How will you evaluate 

students? How will you evaluate faculty? 

2. Project plan: Describe the components and timeline of your proposed project (specific 

aims and research strategy).  

3. Data and adaptive learning technologies: Each proposal should demonstrate its 

commitment to the use of robust data and technology tools, including adaptive 

learning technology (see definition above). Please describe how your proposal will use 

real-time learning outcomes data and adaptive learning technology and other 

technology tools to improve the pedagogy and/or curriculum. 

4. Learning science: Describe how you will use evidence-based pedagogical approaches 

supported by research from a variety of disciplines. What is innovative about your 

approach? How will you take an existing approach and experiment with achieving 

mailto:learninglab@opr.ca.gov


 6 

broader scale?  

5. Student engagement: Describe your approach to student engagement, potentially 

including engagement of students who may not identify as STEM proficient. Examples: 

How might your approach increase students’ sense of belonging, and encourage 

students’ help-seeking behavior from faculty, teaching assistants, other students, 

technology resources, etc. Will your approach include engagement through active 

learning, applied learning through a career or workforce pathway lens, and/or highly 

contextualized learning? How might students drive their own learning and/or the 

learning of their peers? Will your proposal individualize learning or use metacognition? 

How often will students receive meaningful and timely feedback, whether through a 

technology-mediated environment or face-to-face? 

6. Culture: How will your proposal impact traditional “classroom” and disciplinary 

culture? In particular, how will your approach address aspects of classroom or 

disciplinary culture that are barriers to student learning and to their sense of 

belonging? How might it encourage a strengthening-assets or growth-oriented 

approach to student learning and how might it help establish a classroom context in 

which all students can succeed? How might your proposal take advantage of under-

represented communities’ cultural strengths to increase their achievements in STEM? 

7. Scalability and value analysis: Describe how your work could be scaled, afforded, 

replicated and/or modified through an open educational resources model? What other 

dimensions of value can be evaluated in your project? With whom will you partner to 

do the analysis, what data will you analyze, etc.?  

8.     Project team: Provide a brief description of the co-PI(s), team, and key collaborators. 

Describe the nature and strength of any existing collaborations among project team 

members, and how you will use the expertise of all involved to create a well-balanced 

collaboration. Describe also how the project team may use external expertise and/or 

stakeholder input to iterate over the course of the project. 

9.    Budget overview: Briefly outline how Learning Lab funds (approximately $1 million to 

$1.5 million) will be used and how other resources may be leveraged including any 

outside funds or institutional funds. How will you maximize existing structures or 

resources? Will your innovations place any costs on users? If so, how will these be 

minimized? 

Note: Learning Lab funds are intended to be used exclusively in California. If the 

project necessitates the use of Learning Lab funds outside of California, provide a brief 

justification and estimate of the funding that will leave the state. The amount of funds 

that can leave the state will be subject to the final award agreement. 

10. Common data-sharing/technology platform: Please discuss the potential for using a 

common data-sharing platform to deliver the course or course series.  
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E. Submission: Concept proposals, including the institutional cover letter, must be submitted 

electronically as a single PDF to learninglab@opr.ca.gov by 5:00pm PT on Tuesday, January 

22, 2019. 

 

F. Full Proposal - NEW 

 
Of the 42 concept proposals that the Learning Lab received, 21 have been invited to submit full 
proposals. Please provide answers for Section F in your Full Proposal: maximum 15 pages total, 
not including appendices or institutional cover letters; minimum Arial 11 font; 0.5 inch margins.  
 
Please note that the questions below are modified versions of the questions contained in the 
Concept Proposal section. Please read the questions below carefully, using the page length 
maximums (indicated in parentheses) to expand on your answers from the Concept Proposal 
and address any new requested or suggested content.  

 
Please include in your Full Proposal submission:  

1) Institutional Cover Letter(s) included in your Concept Proposal, updated for content and/or 
signatories; 
2) Full Proposal responses; 
3) Appendices, as follows: 

a) Information on additional team members, i.e., statement of qualifications, not covered 
under Question 8 (maximum 3 pages total); 
b) Budget information (maximum 2 pages total); 
c) Bibliography of key sources (maximum one page total); 
d) Any other supporting documents (maximum 3 pages total); 
e) Any brief letters of support from additional faculty colleagues who are interested in being 
part of the scaling efforts related to Question 7 below. (Maximum 5 pages for all additional 
indications of support. This can be a single letter with signatories or individual letters. Please 
identify name, title and contact information for signatories.) 

 
Updated rubric and suggested templates for additional institutional cover letters (any added 
since the submission of your Concept Proposal) and Appendix B will be available on March 1, 
2019, at http://www.opr.ca.gov/learninglab/.  
 
All submissions are due in full by Friday, March 22nd, 2019, by 5pm. Please email your entire 
submission in a single PDF to learninglab@opr.ca.gov.  If you have any questions, please contact 
learninglab@opr.ca.gov. 
 
General Notes: When responding to the questions below, to the extent possible please describe 
students and faculty from an asset-based perspective (i.e., building on strengths), rather than a 
deficit-based perspective (i.e., cataloging what is “wrong” with learners or faculty that needs to 
be “fixed). Please be as clear as possible about what learners and faculty will do differently based 
on this project, in both academic and other domains (social, emotional, etc.).  
 
As stated in the “Demonstration Projects – Summary” (Section III), projects are encouraged to 
develop pedagogical innovations that promote students’ sense of belonging in science, students’ 

http://www.opr.ca.gov/learninglab/
mailto:learninglab@opr.ca.gov
mailto:learninglab@opr.ca.gov
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science identity and connections between science learning and students’ personal lives, career 
aspirations and home communities, leveraging affective components of learning to reduce 
achievement gaps. A strong project will engage many stakeholders iteratively and throughout the 
duration of the project, as well as lay the foundation for sustainability of innovations and 
institutional culture change.  

 
A. Abstract. A strong proposal will describe the project as succinctly and clearly as 

possible, contrasting how it differs from the status quo, or what is currently the norm in 
the discipline or course. (½ page) 

 
1. How will your proposal measure or define success?: Describe what problem you are 

trying to solve. Please include data/metrics to highlight the problem. What will you 

measure? (For example: increased retention or increased proficiency and 

performance with STEM; increased conceptual understanding/higher order thinking 

or passion for STEM careers; increased communication skills, leadership, and 

teamwork capabilities of STEM students; increased self-efficacy/ability to learn 

independently; increased facility with the scientific method; increased faculty impact; 

or reduction of a particular pain point experienced by faculty or students.) How will 

you evaluate students? How will you evaluate faculty? Will your project improve 

understanding of science of learning and/or assessments, and/or effectiveness of 

pedagogical methods and/or adaptive learning technologies? A strong proposal will 

describe the learning outcomes to be measured, over what time period, and the 

validity of these outcome measures with clarity. (1-1½ pages) 

2. Project plan: Describe the components and timeline of your proposed project (specific 

aims and research strategy).  A strong proposal will describe in detail the steps to be 

undertaken and by whom. (1-1½ pages) 

3. Data and adaptive learning technologies: Each proposal should demonstrate its 

commitment to the use of robust data and technology tools, including adaptive 

learning technology (see definition above). Please describe how your proposal will use 

real-time learning outcomes data and adaptive learning technology and other 

technology tools to improve the pedagogy and/or curriculum. (1 page)   

4. Science of learning: Describe how you will use evidence-based pedagogical 

approaches supported by research from a variety of disciplines. What is innovative 

about your approach? How will you take an existing approach and experiment with 

achieving broader scale? A strong proposal will demonstrate knowledge of and 

grounding in the literature of the science of learning, and connect the different parts 

of the project/interventions to the research cited. If relevant, a strong proposal will 

describe how the project furthers existing research and/or addresses the gaps in our 

understanding of human learning, with an explicit hypothesis, analytic framework, 

research design and evidence gathering.  (1 page) 
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5. Student engagement: Describe your approach to student engagement, potentially 

including engagement of students who may not identify as STEM proficient. Examples: 

How might your approach increase students’ sense of belonging, and encourage 

students’ help-seeking behavior from faculty, teaching assistants, other students, 

technology resources, etc. Will your approach include engagement through active 

learning, applied learning through a career or workforce pathway lens, and/or highly 

contextualized learning? How might students drive their own learning and/or the 

learning of their peers? Will your proposal individualize learning or use 

metacognition? How often will students receive meaningful and timely feedback, 

whether through a technology-mediated environment or face-to-face? (1 page)  

6. Culture: How will your proposal impact traditional “classroom” and disciplinary 

culture? In particular, how will your approach address aspects of classroom or 

disciplinary culture that are barriers to student learning and to their sense of 

belonging? How might it encourage a strengthening-assets or growth-oriented 

approach to student learning and how might it help establish a classroom context in 

which all students can succeed? How might your proposal take advantage of under-

represented communities’ cultural strengths to increase their achievements in STEM? 

(1 page) 

7. Scalability and value analysis: Describe how your work could be scaled or replicated; 

made affordable for users; and/or modified through an open educational resources 

model. What other dimensions of value can be evaluated in your project? With whom 

will you partner to do the analysis, what data will you analyze, etc.? A strong proposal 

will describe the depth and breadth of institutional support for making successful 

practices normative within the discipline(s), and how faculty will be encouraged or 

incentivized to adopt successful practices. A strong proposal will include a proposed 

plan for broad dissemination and lasting impact.  (1–1½ pages) 

8. Project team: Provide a brief statement of qualifications of the co-PI(s), team, and key 

collaborators. Describe the nature and strength of any existing collaborations among 

project team members, and how you will use the expertise of all involved to create a 

well-balanced collaboration. Describe also how the project team may use external 

expertise and/or stakeholder input to iterate over the course of the project. A strong 

project will demonstrate collaboration with social scientists, behavioral scientists, 

instructional designers, and/or others with relevant expertise outside of the discipline 

to be impacted. A strong proposal will also demonstrate meaningful, balanced, near 

equivalent contributions across the segments represented in the proposal, from 

design to implementation to evaluation. (1-1½ pages) 

9. Budget overview: Briefly outline how Learning Lab funds (approximately $1 million to 

$1.5 million) will be used and how other resources may be leveraged including any 

outside funds or institutional funds. How will you maximize existing structures or 
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resources? Will your innovations place any costs on users? If so, how will these be 

minimized? (1 page, with more detail allowed as Appendix B, template to be provided 

by March 1. Please see http://www.opr.ca.gov/learninglab/) 

Note: Learning Lab funds are intended to be used exclusively in California. If the 

project necessitates the use of Learning Lab funds outside of California, provide a brief 

justification and estimate of the funding that will leave the state. The amount of funds 

that can leave the state will be subject to the final award agreement. 

10. Common data-sharing/technology platform: Please discuss the potential for using a 

common data-sharing platform to deliver the course or course series. A strong 

proposal will discuss the robustness of technology approach and interoperability with 

other systems. (1 page) 

11. Information requested by the Selection Committee. Please respond to the request for 

information in the individualized summary feedback you received on February 8, 

2019, from the Learning Lab. (1–1½ pages) 

12. Accessibility.  Please describe your plan for ensuring access for students with 

disabilities, compliant with your institution’s policies.  (½ page)  

 
V. Selection 

 
Selection Committee: Learning Lab has recruited an advisory committee, which shall serve as the 
selection committee to recommend awards. External readers will be recruited to score proposals. 
Readers may be recommended by the Legislature, public solicitation or academic referral. Selection 
committee members shall not be deemed to be interested in any contract including any award of 
Learning Lab funds and will be screened for conflict of interest consistent with National Science 
Foundation procedures. The names of selection committee members will be provided on the 
Learning Lab webpage on OPR’s website (OPR.ca.gov). The selection committee will use a process 
consistent with National Science Foundation procedures for reviewing the proposals and making 
award recommendations. Learning Lab will use a process consistent with National Science 
Foundation practices to ensure proposals are evaluated in a manner that is fair, equitable, timely 
and free of bias.  

 
A. Selection criteria: Section 65059.1 of the Government Code sets forth the following selection 

rubric, which may be augmented by the Learning Lab and the selection committee: 
 

 “The potential for reducing achievement and equity gaps in the particular discipline that 
is the subject of the call for proposals.” 

 “The depth and breadth of expertise in the particular discipline and deployment of 
learning science or adaptive learning technologies across the proposal's team 
members.” 

 “The prospects for increasing equity and accessibility in quality STEM education and 
other disciplines that show high initial failure or dropout rates, including scaling access 
to a newly developed or redesigned course or course series in the future.” 

 “The potential to incorporate real-time learning outcome data to improve the 
curriculum.” 

http://www.opr.ca.gov/learninglab/
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 “The potential to utilize a common technology platform to deliver the course or course 
series.” 

 “The representation of all three public higher education segments on the proposal's 
faculty team.”9 

 “The inclusion of career education and workforce pathways in the proposal.” 

 “Opportunities to leverage nonstate funding.” 

 “The quality of the concrete metrics and goals identified in the proposal.” 
 
The Selection Committee will also consider additional factors in reviewing the proposals, such 

as: 

 The degree of innovation in the concepts, approaches or methodologies, assessments, 
or interventions to improve learning outcomes or reduce equity/achievement gaps. 

 The feasibility of the project (can the project plan be achieved within the proposed 
timeline). 

 The quality and extent of student engagement and faculty engagement. 

 Approaches to protect privacy and personal information. 

 Robustness of technology approach and interoperability with other systems.  

 Sharing data across institutions. 

 Where the project is located in California in order to balance geographic equity of 
awards, and diversity of awarded institutions. 

 Diverse expertise and background of team members, including complementary 
expertise from social or behavioral scientists that can contribute to design of the 
proposal and evaluation. 

 The degree to which a clear path to broad dissemination and adoption is envisioned and 
planned.  

 Overall impact to advance learning science and learning outcomes. 
 

B. Results: Applicants that are selected for award will be notified in early to mid-April late April 
(estimated notification date is April 24). Applicants who are not selected for award will receive 
a summary statement with perceived strengths and weaknesses of the proposal to inform 
future submissions for subsequent requests for proposals. 
 

VI. Post-Award Agreements. Applicants of proposals that are selected will be asked to enter into an 
agreement with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. The Learning Lab will 
administer the agreement, which will address project implementation, including the following: 

 
a) Indirect Costs: Up to 8 percent in indirect costs are allowed. Total costs (direct plus indirect) 

are to be within the $1 million to $1.5 million total per project. 
b) Open Educational Resources: Agree to terms and conditions that require course and course 

series and technology/platforms enabled with Learning Lab funds to be available as open 
educational resources. 

c) Start Date: Initiate work within 30 days of signing the agreement. 
d) Reporting: Submit progress reports at agreed-upon intervals, including tracking of 

                                                           
9 The representation of all three public higher education segments is not an eligibility requirement, but the selection 
committee will weight proposals that span across all three segments, i.e., UC, CSU and community colleges.  
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milestones and expenditures, participate in conference calls and convening activities, and 
seek technical assistance from the Learning Lab Advisory Committee or Learning Lab staff. All 
post-award expectations will be specified in award agreements. 

e) Use of Data: Investigators and demonstration teams are expected to share data and 
research findings consistent with academic standards. 

f) Protection of Privacy and Personal Information: Investigators and demonstration project 
teams are expected to follow state and federal law to protect privacy and personal 
information. 
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First Amendment to Sub-Agreement between RSCCD and Carnegie Mellon University 

FIRST AMENDMENT TO GRANT SUB-AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
RANCHO SANTIAGO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 

AND  
CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY 

This irst mendment (hereinafter “Amendment”) to the grant sub-agreement is entered into 
on this 24th day of February, 2020, between Rancho Santiago Community College 
District (hereinafter “RSCCD”) and Carnegie Mellon University (hereinafter 
“SUBCONTRACTOR”), to amend that certain agreement #DO-18-2059-02 (hereinafter 
“Agreement”) dated November 18, 2019, between the parties with a term of June 30, 2019 through 
June 30, 2022 (hereinafter “Term”). RSCCD and SUBCONTRACTOR may be referred to 
individually as a “Party” and collectively as the “Parties” in this Agreement. 

WHEREAS, Santa Ana College was awarded a California Education Learning Lab grant, 
OPR18117, (hereinafter “Grant”) from the State of California, Office of Planning and Research, 
hereinafter “Prime Sponsor,” to implement the “Community Sourced, Data-Driven Improvements 
to Open, Adaptive Courseware” project; and 

WHEREAS, RSCCD has the right to enter into agreements with outside entities for various 
services with the approval of the Board of Trustees; and 

WHEREAS, SUBCONTRACTOR has agreed to participate in the purpose of the Grant according 
to the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth; 

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually agreed by the Parties to amend the following: 

Total Cost will be amended as follows: 

3. Total Cost
The total cost to RSCCD for performance of the Agreement shall not exceed $332,791 with
8% allowable indirect costs rate for SUBCONTRACTOR. This amount represents an increase
of $21,600 from $311,1 1 to $332,791.

Budget will be amended as follows: 

4. Budget
SUBCONTRACTOR agrees that expenditure of funds under this Agreement will be in
accordance with the Scope of Work (Exhibit A, amended Exhibit A.1) and approved by the
PRIME SPONSOR and/or RSCCD, as appropriate, which by reference is incorporated into
this Agreement. Modifications to the budget are allowed without prior approval, as long as the
total dollar amount is not affected and the outcomes of the Agreement will not be materially
affected.

Except as amended herein, all other terms and provisions of the Agreement, to the extent that they 
are not inconsistent with this Amendment, remain unchanged.  
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List of Exhibits (Updated February 2020) 

Exhibit A: Grant Agreement that contains the approved project proposal 

Exhibit A.1: Project Budget (amended) 

Exhibit B:  California Education Learning Lab Request for Applications 



6/30/2019 – 
6/30 2020   

6/30/2020 – 
6/30 2021

6/30/2021 – 
6/30 2022

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 TOTAL

112,924 89,764 80,452 283,140 

2,000 2,000 1,000 5,000 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0

2,500 8,750 8,750 20,000 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

117,424 100,514 90,202 308,140
9,394 8,041 7,216 24,651

126,818 108,555 97,418
332,791

EXHIBIT A.1

Budget Table for Carnegie Mellon University

OTHER DIRECT COSTS (ODC):

Project Name: California Education Learning Lab 
"Improving Equity, Accessibility and Outcomes for STEM Gateway Courses"

Budget for Project Period: June 30, 2019 – June 30, 2022 
Subawardee: Carnegie Mellon University (CMU)

Budget Category
PERSONNEL: Salary and fringe benefits
     Lauren Herckis, Co-PI
     TBH, Project Programmer
     Kim Larson, Learning Engineer
     TBH, Research Assistant
     Steven Moore, Ph.D. Student
TRAVEL
MATERIALS &  SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
CONSULTANT
SUBRECIPIENT

TOTAL COSTS FOR PROJECT PERIOD

*All costs associated with Amazon Web Services to be reallocated to CMU so the subrecipient can contract with said
service provider directly. This reallocation will impact the budget's overall Other Direct Costs and Indirect Costs line items.

**$1,600  to accommodate for the reallocation of all costs 
associated with Amazon Web Services.

       ODC #1: Amazon Web Services*
       ODC #2: 
       ODC #3
Total Direct Costs
INDIRECT (F&A) COSTS: Rate 8%**
Total Costs Per Year




