Study of State and Local Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (SLIIDEA) Performance Work Statement

Attachment  A

OVERVIEW

This study will evaluate the implementation and impact of the 1997 reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).  The Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) has a need to evaluate the impact of the law on state and local education agencies in order to provide information to Congress, other policymakers and practitioners.  

Specifically, this five-year study will examine six “cluster” areas of IDEA provisions relevant to the delivery of a free appropriate public education for all identified children and youth with disabilities.  These six areas (Improved performance; Supporting least restrictive environment; Successful transitions for young children; Successful transitions to post-school life; Positive behavioral supports; Positive parent involvement) stem from nine specific issues identified by Congress in Section 674(b) of the 1997 reauthorization.  This section requires OSEP to conduct a national assessment of special education to determine the effectiveness of the Act; to provide information to the President, the Congress, States, local education agencies (LEAs), and the public on how to implement the Act more effectively; and to provide the President and the Congress with information that will be useful in developing legislation to achieve the purposes of this Act more effectively.  SLIIDEA is part of a comprehensive series of studies to be conducted by OSEP as part of this national assessment.  In addition, this study will contribute, in part, to evaluating OSEP performance measures under the Government Performance and Results Act.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

The authorization for this procurement is found in Public Law 105-17, Section 618 (U.S.C. 1428) and Section 674 (20 U.S.C. 1474) which permits the collection of data and the conducting of studies to measure and evaluate the impact of IDEA, and the effectiveness of States’, local education agencies’ and schools’ efforts to provide a free appropriate public education to all children with disabilities.

BACKGROUND
OSEP awarded a SLIIDEA design task order under contract (# HS97017002) to a team of researchers to design the SLIIDEA study (hereafter referred to as the SLIIDEA design task order).  The design task order is in effect from August 1998-February 2000 and several major formative activities related to this study were completed: literature review/background paper; conceptual framework; working design plan, plan of operation, and development of new instruments.  Copies of all related documents can be found at http://sli-idea.air-dc.org. The work completed with respect to the sample and data collection procedures is reviewed below.

SAMPLE

The sample design incorporates three minimal assumptions, or principles, and includes a two-stage, stratified, probability sampling design.  

Three assumptions.  The sampling plan was designed to satisfy, among other criteria, three requirements:

1) The sample ensures that enough units are drawn to address policy concerns not only at the school level, but also at school district and state levels.  The sample is designed to allow for examination of policy issues concerning three school levels (i.e., elementary school, middle school and high school) both collectively and separately.

2) The sample allows for policy analyses regarding each of the four major disability categories- grouped by four major disability categories: cognitive (specific learning disabilities, speech or language impairments, mental retardation), behavioral (emotional disturbance, autism), physical (orthopedic impairments, other health impairments, traumatic brain injury, multiple disabilities), and sensory (hearing impairments, visual impairments, deaf-blindness) disabilities.  The sample is designed to allow for conclusions to be drawn from the analyses that are generalizable to the entire US school population of students in each of the four major disability categories and at each of the three school levels.

3) The longitudinal sampling plan ensures multiple waves of annual data will be collected from the initial school samples.  

First stage sampling.  Under the design task order, the design staff used the QED database to select a nationally representative sample of LEAs stratified by geographic region (4) and metro status designations (3). Thus dividing the LEA population into 12 strata.  The number of LEAs allocated to each stratum is proportionate to its enrollment size.  Within each stratum, a probability proportional to size (PPS) has been drawn, where the measure of size is the general enrollment in each LEA.  Approximately forty LEAs with an enrollment larger than the sampling threshold (i.e., more than 75,000) will be selected into the sample with certainty. The remaining LEAs were sorted in the order of enrollment size, to facilitate a systematic PPS selection of LEAs with an implicit stratification by size.  

Four OSEP studies are going to the field for sampling LEAs in early 2000.  OSEP staff , through consultation with the task order design personnel, took steps to reduce the burden on LEAs and ensure a high rate of participation by avoiding unnecessary overlap in selecting LEAs across the studies.  Thus, the sample selected by the design task order staff eliminates overlap in the selection of LEAs, except the largest LEAs that fell into all four samples with certainty.

Second stage sampling.   Following the selection of LEAs, a roster of all schools that serve students with disabilities within each selected LEA was solicited; these rosters were used as the sampling frame for the second-stage sampling.   Two strata were used in drawing the LEAs- one contains LEAs that have six or fewer schools, in which all the schools that serve students with disabilities were selected with certainty, and the other contains all other LEAs, for which a probability sample of six schools were drawn from each LEA.  


To account for individual schools that simultaneously provide services to students with different disabilities and possibly at different school levels, the sample designers developed and used an overlapping index to determine the necessary sample size for each of the 12 sub-samples that represent different school levels and disability categories. Additionally, to ensure that the school sample covers every school level and every disability category equally, composite weights were constructed to give schools at differing levels and service different combinations of students with disabilities a different probability of falling into the second stage sample.  As a result, the sampling plan oversamples schools that serve low-incidence disabilities to ensure an equally high precision when using the data for policy analyses for each of the three school levels by the four disability categories.  Table X shows the derivation of the composite weights based on data from the Common Core of Data (CCD) and OSEP state-reported data on the population of children with disabilities.

Table X:  The second-stage sampling probability and composite weight for SLI-IDEA Design Task











School level
Schl-level % (based on CCD data)
Disability category
Disab-categ % (based on the Annual Report)
Number of students with disabilities    (Ann.Report)
Number of schools to be drawn
Second stage sampling prob
Second stage sampling wght
Composite weight or oversampling factor

Elementary school
50.27
Cognitive disability
85.80
90342
268
0.0030
337.1
1.00

Elementary school
50.27
Behavioral disability
9.20
9683
268
0.0277
36.1
9.33

Elementary school
50.27
Physical disability
3.17
3339
268
0.0803
12.5
27.06

Elementary school
50.27
Sensory impairments
1.83
1928
268
0.1390
7.2
46.85

Elem-schl total
50.27
All disabilities
100.00
105293
1072
0.0102
98.2
1.00

Middle school
23.06
Cognitive disability
85.80
41441
268
0.0065
154.6
2.18

Middle school
23.06
Behavioral disability
9.20
4442
268
0.0603
16.6
20.34

Middle school
23.06
Physical disability
3.17
1532
268
0.1750
5.7
58.98

Middle school
23.06
Sensory impairments
1.83
885
268
0.3030
3.3
102.14

Middle-schl total
23.06
All disabilities
100.00
48299
1072
0.0222
45.1
2.18

High school
26.66
Cognitive disability
85.80
47917
268
0.0056
178.8
1.89

High school
26.66
Behavioral disability
9.20
5136
268
0.0522
19.2
17.59

High school
26.66
Physical disability
3.17
1771
268
0.1513
6.6
51.01

High school
26.66
Sensory impairments
1.83
1023
268
0.2620
3.8
88.34

High-schl total
26.66
All disabilities
100.00
55846
1072
0.0192
52.1
1.89

All school levels
100.00
All-schl-lvl-disab-cate
100.00
209438
3216
0.0154
65.1
1.00

Based on the above two-stage sampling plan, the sample designers identified a fielded sample of 1000 LEAs in the first stage sampling, from which 800 LEAs were selected to participate.   From these 800 LEAs, 3,217 schools were fielded.  LEAs from all states are included in the sample.  

DATA COLLECTION

A variety of data collection efforts will be utilized to gather the necessary information on procedures, practices, and impacts/effects of the 1997 amendments to IDEA on schools, districts and states.  Over the five-year work scope, two main interrelated research activities will be utilized:

1) the Core Data System which includes-

· linkages to existing data sources; and

· a survey of a national longitudinal sample of SEA, LEA, and local school policies, procedures and practices with regard to the six cluster issues

The Core Data System consists of four survey components, administered at three levels:

· the State Education Agency Survey (SEA Core), to be sent to the state special education directors;

· the Local Education Agency Survey (LEA Core), to be sent to district special education directors or district superintendents; and

· the School Survey, (Principal Core), to be sent to school principals, and the School Module, to be attached to the principal core survey, but that might be better answered by someone else in the school, such as a special education coordinator or teacher.

Core Data System collections will be made in years 1, 3, 4, and 5 of the contract (see Exhibit Y for a detailed data collection timeline).

2) the Focus Studies which include-

· case studies, interviews, and other qualitative studies involving small purposive samples and site visit methods; and

· opportunistic analyses of existing data sources relevant to specific focus study issues

Exhibit Y: SLI–IDEA Timeline
Task Name
Duration
Start Date
Finish Date

Year One
261 days
Wed 3/1/00
Wed 2/28/01

Core Data Collection
87 days
Wed 3/1/00
Fri 6/30/00

Core Data Analysis
43 days
Mon 7/3/00
Thu 8/31/00

Core Data Reporting
121 days
Fri 9/1/00
Wed 2/28/01

Focus Study I Design/OMB
34 days
Wed 11/15/00
Mon 1/8/01

Year Two
261 days
Thu 3/1/01
Thu 2/28/02

Focus Study II Draft Design
65 days
Thu 3/1/01
Thu 5/31/01

Focus Study II Final Design/ OMB
21 days
Mon 7/2/01
Tues 7/31/01

Focus Study I Data Collection
34 days
Tue 1/9/01
Mon 2/26/01

Focus Study I Data Analysis
82 days
Tue 2/27/01
Fri 6/22/01

Focus Study I Reporting
111 days
Mon 6/25/01
Fri 11/30/01

Redesign of Core Survey/OMB
86 days
Thu 3/1/01
Fri 6/29/01

Begin Year 3 Data Collection
58 days
Mon 12/3/01
Thu 2/28/02

Year Three
261 days
Fri 3/1/02
Fri 2/28/03

Complete Core Data Collection 
86 days
Fri 3/1/02
Fri 6/28/02

Core Data Analysis
45 days
Mon 7/1/02
Fri 8/30/02

Core Data Reporting
130 days
Mon 9/2/02
Fri 2/28/03

Core Survey Redesign/OMB
65 days
Fri 3/29/02
Fri 6/28/02

Focus Study III Draft Design
66 days
Fri 3/1/02
Fri 5/31/02

Focus Study III Final Design/ OMB
21 days
Mon 7/1/02
Wed 7/31/02

Focus Study II Data Collection
43 days
Fri 3/1/02
Tue 4/30/02

Focus Study II Data Analysis
109 days
Wed 5/1/02
Mon 9/30/02

Focus Study II Reporting 
109 days
Tue 10/1/02
Fri 2/28/03

Year Four
260 days
Mon 3/3/03
Fri 2/27/04

Core Data Collection
86 days
Mon 3/3/03
Mon 6/30/03

Core Data Analysis
44 days
Tue 7/1/03
Fri 8/29/03

Core Data Reporting
130 days
Mon 9/1/03
Fri 2/27/04

Core Survey Redesign/OMB
66 days
Thu 3/27/03
Mon 6/30/03

Focus Study III Data Collection
44 days
Mon 3/3/03
Thu 5/1/03

Focus Study III Data Analysis
108 days
Fri 5/2/03
Tue 9/30/03

Focus Study III Reporting
108 days
Wed 10/1/03
Fri 2/27/04

Year Five
261 days
Mon 3/1/04
Mon 2/28/05

Core Data Collection
88 days
Mon 3/1/04
Wed 6/30/04

Core Data Analysis
44 days
Thu 7/1/04
Tue 8/31/04

Core Data Reporting
129 days
Wed 9/1/04
Mon 2/28/05


























Three initial focus study topics have been identified by OSEP, and data collection instruments for these studies have been developed under the design task order.  These topics are schools’, districts’, and states’ ability to: 

1) address behavioral problems of children with disabilities; 

2) provide for the participation of parents in the education of their children with disabilities; and

3) resolve disagreements between educational personnel and parents through activities such as mediation.  

Focus study I (behavioral problems) will be conducted in year 2 of the contract, while focus studies II (parent participation) and III (resolving disagreements) shall be conducted in years 3 and 4 respectively.  See Exhibit Y for a detailed data collection timeline for the focus studies.  Data for the focus studies shall be largely collected through qualitative means, including teacher focus and parent focus interviews.  Each focus study shall encompass approximately 20 LEAs. 

SCOPE OF WORK

The contractor shall conduct the SLIIDEA study as designed.  The term of the contract shall be sixty (60) months.  The contract project year shall run from March 1 through February 28/29.  The contractor shall perform the tasks as specified. Where unspecified, the contractor shall allow two (2) weeks for the review and approval of all contractual deliverables.  Unless otherwise specified, the contractor shall submit three (3) paper copies of all reports.  Where reports on disk are specified the contractor shall submit three (3) copies of the report.  When referenced, the “last day” of the month indicates the final business day of the month.

Task 1: Planning Meeting

The contractor shall arrange a meeting with the Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative (COTR), the Contracting Officer (CO) or his/her designated representative, and other ED staff within 1 week after the effective date of this contract.  The purpose of this meeting is to review the status of the work under the previous design task order and to discuss upcoming tasks and other issues related to the conduct of the work.  The contractor shall allow one (1) day for this initial planning meeting.  The COTR will identify a time and location for the meeting and will assume responsibility for inviting all appropriate Department staff. The contractor shall provide meeting minutes within two (2) weeks of the effective date of the contract.

Deliverable: Meeting minutes  

Task 2: Communication with COTR

The contractor shall maintain communication with the COTR by telephone and Email and in form of monthly reports that briefly describe the status of each ongoing task, and both monthly and cumulative contract costs by task for the complete study. The reports shall also identify and discuss significant deviations from the substantive and time factors in the management plan, and identify and discuss any decisions which may be needed from the Department of Education. The contractor shall submit monthly reports within one (1) week following the end of each month of the contract.

Deliverable: Monthly reports

Task 3: Refine the Baseline Management Plan

The contractor shall refine the baseline management plan submitted in its proposal to reflect topics discussed in the initial meeting with the COTR and items raised in negotiation no later than 4 weeks after the effective date of the contract.  In years 2, 3, 4 and 5 of the study, the contractor shall refine and update the plan as needed. The contractor shall submit a revised management plan no later than week 4 following the effective date of the contract and annually thereafter.

Deliverable: Revised management plans

Task 4: Set up Separate Accounting for State Supplemental Analyses 

As part of the design task order, states participating in the study were given the opportunity to request a supplemental sampling of local education agencies (LEAs) within their states.  The option for state supplemental sampling and analyses was created to allow for valid statistical conclusions to be drawn from this study regarding the implementation and impact of IDEA in any one state.  The cost of the supplemental study, including sampling, respondent solicitation, data collection, data analysis, and reporting shall be borne by the state making the request.  The contractor shall ensure that any and all sampling, data collection and data analysis be conducted and reported in a manner that protects the identification of participating LEAs and schools.  The contractor shall secure from any states requesting the supplemental sample the written agreement that no identifying information regarding the LEAs or individual schools will be expected, requested or provided from the contractor; copies of the written agreement shall be provided to the solicited LEAs and schools.  To the extent that one or more supplemental studies were requested, the contractor shall set up a system for payment and accounting of this work directly with each state.  The contractor shall negotiate agreements regarding cost, timelines, specific analyses to be conducted, and the format of reports with the state as part of this procurement.  The Federal government has no role in the negotiation or fulfillment of any aspect of this agreement.
Task 5: Utilize Outside Expertise

Subtask 5.1- Establish Technical Work Group (TWG)

The contractor shall form a TWG consisting of 7-10 people to provide the contractor with outside expertise on the conduct of the evaluation study.  The contractor shall select at least half (50%) of the members of the group from the TWG formed under the design task order for SLIIDEA.  The specific tasks of the TWG include but are not limited to, selection of appropriate analytical methods, interpretations of the study results, the content and format of reports, and the development of a dissemination plan.  After due consideration, the contractor, in consultation with the COTR, is free to accept or reject any advice or recommendations individual panel members offer.

The contractor shall submit to the COTR a list of proposed TWG members for approval no later than two (2) weeks after the effective date of the contract.  In the list, the contractor shall discuss the strength of each potential advisor.  No later than three (3) weeks after the effective dates of the contract, the COTR will provide comments on the list. The contractor shall contact each selected member no later than week 4 following the effective date of the contract and formally invite him or her to serve on the TWG.  The contractor shall finalize the TWG membership and submit the final list to the COTR no later than week 5 following the effective date of contract.


Deliverables:
List of proposed TWG members




Final TWG list

Subtask 5.2- Convene Technical Work Group (TWG)

The contractor shall convene the first meeting of the Technical Work Group during week 8 following the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall submit to the COTR a copy of the meeting packet to include an agenda and supporting materials describing the study.  Following the first meeting, the contractor, in conjunction with the COTR, shall decide upon the timing, scope and agenda of subsequent meetings.  During the course of the contract, the contractor shall convene the TWG no less than three (3) times per project year, with a minimum of one in-person meeting per project year.  Other meetings will be conducted via conference call or through other real-time technology.  Department staff will observe/participate at these meetings.  The contractor shall convene all in-person meetings in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area.  The contractor shall prepare and submit to the COTR via email summary minutes of the TWG meetings within one (1) week following each meeting.

Deliverables:
Meeting packet for first meeting of Technical Work Group Meeting packets for subsequent TWG meetings




Meeting minutes  

Task 6: Planning and preparation for study

Subtask 6.1- Verify Sample

Under the design task order, samples of State education agencies, local education agencies and schools were selected and contacted to obtain initial participation agreement.  No later than week 4 following the effective date of the contract, the contractor shall submit to the COTR a draft information letter to the selected sample that updates the selected sample participants on the data collection timelines and provides other pertinent information regarding the contractor and study contacts. Based upon feedback from the COTR, the contractor shall revise and finalize the information letter, no later than week 6 following the effective date of the contract.  The information letter shall include assurances of anonymity. No later than week 10 following the effective date of the contract, the contractor shall verify via information letters, and if necessary, follow-up confirmation phone calls, the participation agreements of all selected State education agencies, local education agencies and schools.  

In the case that sample recruitment efforts have resulted in a lower than expected response rate for the year 1 core data collection, the contractor shall present no fewer than two alternative plans for Year 1 sampling, designed to preserve a nationally representative pool.  No later than week 3, the COTR and contractor shall determine necessity of developing alternative sampling plans.  If necessary, the contractor shall submit a report summarizing the alternative sampling plans, no later than week 5 of the effective date of the contract.   


Deliverable:
Draft information letter




Final information letter




Report presenting alternative sampling plans

Subtask 6.2- Finalize and pilot instruments

Under the design task order, existing instruments were identified and additional instruments drafted.  If necessary, the contractor shall revise any instruments.  Such revisions shall be based on the refined management and input from the COTR and other Department personnel.  The contractor shall conduct a small-scale pilot of the revised instruments and make necessary further revisions based on the pilot results.  The contractor shall prepare a brief report summarizing the revisions and pilot results, and submit the revised instruments to the COTR for approval no later than week 14 following the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall develop and prepare for OMB clearance any revisions no later than week 16 following the effective date of the contract.

If necessary, the contractor shall revise Core Data collection instruments for Years 3,4, and 5. The contractor shall base such revisions on the refined management plan and input from the Technical Work Group and from the COTR and other Department personnel.  The contractor shall conduct a small-scale pilot of the revised instruments and make necessary further revisions based on the pilot results.  The contractor shall prepare a brief report summarizing the revisions and pilot results, and submit the revised instruments to the COTR for approval no later than the last day of May of the project year prior to the Core Data collection (i.e., May 2001 for Year 3 Core Data Collection; May 2002 for Year 4 Core Data Collection; and May 2003 for Year 5 Core Data Collection).  The COTR will provide feedback within two (2) weeks and the contractor shall develop and prepare for OMB clearance any revisions no later than the last day of June of the project year prior to the Core Data collection.


Deliverables:
Brief reports summarizing instrument revisions and pilot results 




Revised Instruments 




OMB clearance submissions for revised instruments

Subtask 6.3- Train field staff for qualitative data collection.

Under the design task order, qualitative instruments were developed for the supplementary modules to be used to collect data for the Focus Study I (to be conducted in Year 2 of the contract), on Addressing Behavior Problems.  These instruments include at a minimum, teacher focus interview protocols and parent focus interview protocols; teacher observation instruments; and document review forms.  The Contractor shall train field staff to use these instruments to assure consistency in methodology across sites.  Within thirty-five (35) weeks of the effective date of the contract, the Contractor shall submit to the COTR a report summarizing the training efforts and proposing a plan for the logistics of the qualitative data collection.  The plan shall include detailed justifications for the selection of the focus study sample sites; a plan for coordination with the core survey module administration in those selected sites, and a schedule for qualitative data collections.   The contractor shall make any necessary revisions to the report and plan, and resubmit to the COTR no later than week 38 following the effective date of the contract.


Deliverables:
Report of field staff training and plan for qualitative data collection

Revised report of field staff training and plan for qualitative data collection

Subtask 6.4- Design and Maintain a Web Site

The contractor shall establish a web site for the dissemination of results from the SLIIDEA study by week 12 following the effective date of the contract.  During the planning meeting (Task 1), the attendees will determine a list of deliverables to be posted after they have been approved by ED.  All postings on the site are subject to the relevant guidelines in the U.S. Department of Education World Wide Web Policy and Procedures Technical Standards Document Submission Guide (accompanying this Statement of Work).

Deliverable: Established Website

Subtask 6.5- Develop Study Database

The contractor shall develop a database for data storage and analysis that has the capacity for public use.  The database shall include the survey variables, along with the variables used in the SLIIDEA study from extant data sources and those constructed as a result of the collection and analysis of Core Data and qualitative Focus Study data.  The software systems described in subtasks 8.2.1 and 8.3.1 will be components of the overall study database.  The contractor shall develop documentation so that users will have the information necessary for both public and Education Department users to access and interpret the data (e.g., file structures, file locations, record formats).  The contractor shall develop and describe in the data base documentation a set of procedures to protect all data from loss, unauthorized access, and breeches of confidentiality. The contractor shall submit to the COTR no later than week 40 following the effective date of the contract the documentation necessary for interpretation of the study database.  The contractor shall respond to COTR inquiries and make suggested changes no later than week 44 following the effective date of the contract.

Deliverable:  Documentation describing the database


          Response to inquiries and changes to database documentation

Subtask 6.6- Refine Data Analysis Plan

The contractor shall refine the preliminary data analysis plan devised under the SLIIDEA design task order (part of the Plan of Operation) in conjunction with input by the TWG and approval by the COTR.  The contractor shall include in the refined data analysis plan a detailed description of how the data will be analyzed over the course of the study, including the data elements for each data collection activity/instrument in the study.  The contractor shall include in the analysis plan a description of (a) key variables; (b) how the data analysis addresses the research questions; (c) how the analyses integrate data from various sources (e.g., previous surveys; the extant data in Subtask 7.1); (d) how the qualitative data collections involved in the focus studies will be analyzed in coordination with the core data survey data; (e) which types of descriptive and inferential statistics and qualitative analysis methods the contractor will use; and (f) how the analyses will be conducted for both individual years and longitudinally across years.  Separate sections of the Analysis Plan shall describe the analyses conducted for States who have requested and funded supplemental analyses (refer to Task 4 and Subtask 8.4) and the independent analysis of State-level, Local-level and School-level policy and practice information, consistent with the research questions. 

The contractor shall submit the revised analysis plan to the COTR no later than week 35 following the effective date of the contract.  Allowing 3 weeks for ED review and comment, the contractor shall submit the final analysis plan to the COTR no later than week 41 following the effective date of the contract.

Deliverables:  Revised draft analysis plan


           
         Final analysis plan

Task 7: Data Collection

Subtask 7.1- Import extant data for analysis

A number of variables important for the analysis will be obtained from extant data sources. Importing extant data shall take place each project year. The contractor shall submit a 20- to 40-page brief report describing the plans for importing extant data, relative to both the core data collection and focus studies by week 30 of each project year.

The sources from which data will be extracted include, but are not limited to:

Special Education Expenditure Project (SEEP)-   This nationally representative study of special education expenditures addresses questions about how federal, state and local funds are used to support programs and services for students with disabilities.  Specific provisions of the 1997 reauthorization of IDEA will be examined, including new fiscal requirements regarding placement in the least restrictive environment, coordination of services with other health and social service agencies, and increased requirements for mediation in dispute resolution.

Quality Education Data (QED) – This database contains a number of school and district demographic variables. These variables will be used as explanatory variables

National Association of State Directors of Special Education, National state policy database – this data base contains information such as class size/caseload requirements and other background variables for special education

Study of Personnel Needs in Special Education (SPeNSE) and Special Education Elementary Longitudinal Study (SEELS) -  These two studies funded by OSEP, in conjunction with SLIIDEA, have some common survey items that permit linkages across studies.  

National Survey of Local Special Education Directors on Standards and Assessments and Students with Disabilities- This survey, conducted by the Center for Policy Research on the Impact of Special Education and General Education Reform at the University of Maryland, collected information from 3,000 local special education directors about the special education governance, participation of students with disabilities in academic content standards, assessment and district accountability practices.



Deliverable: Brief Reports for importing extant data

Subtask 7.2- Conduct core data collection in Years 1,3,4,5

In each of project years 1, 3, 4, and 5, the contractor shall conduct the core data collection surveys.  These shall include the State Education Agency Survey (SEA Core), to be sent to the state special education directors; the Local Education Agency Survey (LEA Core), to be sent to district special education directors or district superintendents; and the School Survey, (Principal Core), to be sent to school principals, and the School Module, to be attached to the principal core survey, but that might be better answered by someone else in the school, such as a special education coordinator or teacher.

The contractor shall prepare and mail surveys to the three samples and provide technical support as needed during the collection.  The contractor shall implement a data intake system and conduct follow-up mailings and telephone calls as necessary for data not received.  The contractor shall analyze and report on non-response bias and make necessary alterations to the sample.  The contractor shall submit status reports on the core data collections to the COTR no later than the last day of June of each project year 1, 3, 4, and 5; these reports shall propose options for alleviating any delays in analyses due to insufficient response rates or non-response bias. 

The contractor shall conduct the core data collection within the time parameters noted in Exhibit Y; the contractor shall notify the COTR of anticipated delays immediately.

Deliverables:
Annual status reports on Core data collections in years 1, 3, 4, and 5

Subtask 7.3- Conduct Focus Studies in Years 2, 3, 4

Using the qualitative data instruments described in Subtasks 6.2 and 6.3, the contractor shall collect Focus Study I data.  These instruments include, at a minimum, teacher focus interview protocols and parent focus interview protocols; teacher observation instruments; and document review forms.

In years 3 and 4, the contractor shall develop and prepare for OMB clearance any necessary qualitative instrumentation to complete Focus Studies II and III.  As in Focus Study I, it is likely that the instrumentation will include teacher focus interview protocols and parent focus interview protocols; teacher observation instruments; and document review forms.  The contractor shall design and submit the qualitative instruments to the COTR by the last day of May of the project year prior to the Focus Study’s data collection (i.e., May 2001 for Focus Study II; May 2002 for Focus Study III).  The COTR will provide feedback within three weeks and the contractor shall submit revised instruments and appropriate OMB clearance submission by the last day of July of the project year prior to Focus Study’s data collection.

Using the OMB-approved qualitative data instruments, the contractor shall collect Focus Study II and III data by the last day of April of project years 3 and 4.  The contractor shall provide status reports on the Focus Study II and III data collections to the COTR no later than the first day of May of project years 3 and 4, respectively; these reports shall propose options for alleviating any delays in analyses.

The contractor shall conduct the focus study data collection within the time parameters noted in Exhibit Y; the contractor shall notify the COTR of anticipated delays immediately.


Deliverables:
Draft instruments for Focus Studies II and III

OMB clearance submission for Focus Studies II and III

Annual status reports on data collection for Focus Studies II and III

Task 8- Data Processing/Analysis
Subtask 8.1- Analyze extant policy and practice information from states, local education agencies (LEAs) and schools

The contractor shall analyze information collected under task 7.1 as a component of the refined data analysis plan reported in Task 6.6.  The contractor shall conduct an objective, systematic and quantitative analysis of the extant data each year, using any updated extant sources if available, to inform the core data analysis and focus study analysis in subtasks 8.2 and 8.3.  The contractor shall report annually on its efforts to incorporate extant policy and practice information into the core data and focus study analyses by the last day of September of each project year.

Deliverable:
Annual reports that summarize efforts to incorporate extant data.

Subtask 8.2- Conduct analyses of the Core Data

Subtask 8.2.1- Create data base capacity, and conduct and manage basic descriptive and relational analyses of the Core Data

Consistent with the refined data analysis plan (deliverable 6.6), the contractor shall analyze Core Data collected in years 1, 3, 4, and 5 by the last day of August of each year.  This plan will likely include descriptive statistics, such as frequencies, cross-tabulations and distributions, means and proportions, medians, and standard deviations that summarize the SLIIDEA data item by item.  Additionally, it is likely that multivariate analyses will be used to explore the relationships between two or more variables through chi-squares, correlation coefficients, analysis of variance, and other inferential statistics.  These statistical analyses will also be used to establish relationships between and among the procedures, practices and impacts/effects variables identified in the topical cluster research questions and the demographic variables identified in the contextual research questions.

The contractor shall select and use Core Database software for the development, support and management of the core data.  This software shall contain the data base files and an accompanying codebook that defines and describes the codes used to identify respondents and information about their responses.  The development of the database and the documentation necessary for interpretation shall be submitted to the COTR as part of the deliverable described in Subtask 6.5, no later than week 40 following the effective date of the contract.

Deliverable- Documentation regarding adopted and adapted Core Database software

Subtask 8.2.2- Conduct causal analyses of the Core Data

Consistent with the refined data analysis plan (deliverable 6.6), the contractor shall analyze core data collected in years 1, 3, 4, and 5 by the end of August of each year.    This plan will likely build on the descriptive and relational analyses described in subtask 8.2.1 to include causal analyses using multivariate models to address the evaluative research questions.  These multivariate methods may include regression analysis, such as ordinary least squares, logit analysis, minimum chi square estimation, extended beta binomial distribution, heirarchical linear modeling, path analysis, factor analysis, and time series analysis.   In all causal analyses proposed, three conditions of causality must be met: the existence of a relationship among the variables of interest, time order and nonspuriousness.

The contractor shall submit a brief summary report of the core survey data analyses, including the descriptive, relational and causal analyses, to the COTR by the last day in August in each project year for Years 1, 3, 4, and 5.  This brief report shall not exceed 50 double-spaced pages in length.

Deliverable: Brief summary reports of the core survey data analysis (descriptive, relational and causal) procedures

Subtask 8.3- Conduct analyses of Focus Study data

Subtask 8.3.1- Create database capacity, and conduct descriptive and relational analyses of Focus Study data

Consistent with the refined data analysis plan (deliverable 6.6), the contractor shall conduct descriptive and relational analyses on focus study data collected in years 2, 3, and 4.  This plan will likely include a variety of descriptive and inferential statistics, as well as extensive qualitative methods including interviews, case study and cross-case analyses.  These analyses will be conducted to determine among other relationships, those between capacity and demographic variables identified in the contextual research questions, and the procedures, practices, and impacts/effects variables identified in the topical cluster research questions.  

The contractor shall adopt and use a multi-functional software system for development, support, and management of the qualitative Focus Study data analysis.  This qualitative data analysis software shall allow the contractor to flexibly manage the collected qualitative data, as well as interact with the Core Database software. Using the qualitative data analysis software, the contractor shall maintain respondent files containing demographic information about each individual in a focus study and create a structure for storing, indexing and sorting individuals’ responses.  The development of the qualitative database and the documentation necessary for interpretation shall be submitted to the COTR, as part of the deliverable described in subtask 6.5, no later than week 40 following the effective date of the contract.

Deliverable: Documentation regarding adoption and adaptation of the qualitative data analysis software.

Subtask 8.3.2- Conduct causal analyses of the focus study data

Consistent with the refined data analysis plan (deliverable 6.6), the contractor shall conduct causal analyses on focus study data collected in years 2, 3, and 4.  This plan will likely build on the descriptive and relational analyses described in subtask 8.3.1 to include causal analyses using cross-site analysis methods to address the evaluative research questions. 

The contractor shall ensure that such causal analyses are conducted by professionals skilled in extending qualitative methods to reliably make causal inferences appropriate to the evaluative research questions.  These analyses will also need to incorporate information received from analyses of the core data collections described in subtask 8.2.

In year 2, the contractor shall complete analyses of Focus Study I’s data and provide a brief summary report of the qualitative data analyses, including the descriptive, relational and causal analyses, to the COTR by August 1, 2001. This brief report shall not exceed 50 double-spaced pages.  

In years 3 and 4, the contractor shall complete analyses of Focus Study II and Focus Study III data respectively, and submit a brief summary report of the qualitative data analyses, including the descriptive, relational and causal analyses to the COTR by the last day in September in project years 3 and 4.

Deliverable- Brief summary reports

Subtask 8.4- Supplemental data for States

Based upon the specifications and fee agreed to by the State(s) and the contractor, supplemental analyses will be conducted and the information reported to the State(s).  Consistent with the confidentiality requirements specified in Task 4, the contractor shall request permission from the State(s) to provide a copy of the supplemental data report to the COTR.  These copies are due once permission is granted.  No copy or information from the report shall be transferred to the COTR without permission by the State.

Task 9- Reporting

The activities associated with the reporting requirements delineated below will require the use of computer statistical packages and graphics in addition to data analytic, interpretive, communication, media, and editorial skills.  The reporting requirements reflect a commitment to a thorough and comprehensive effort to effectively document, interpret, and present the study’s data findings, and conclusions.  The requirements in Task 9 do not include all the documents potentially necessary to fulfill the provisions of the Dissemination Plan described in Task 10 (e.g., web site summaries, press releases, and conference presentations).

Subtask 9.1- SLIIDEA Annual Reports on core survey findings

The contractor shall prepare SLIIDEA Annual Core Data Reports of the annual core data collection and analyses in years 1, 3, 4, and 5. In years 3, 4, and 5, the reports shall include a summary of data collected in the individual year and evaluated longitudinally across years. Each report shall not exceed 100 double-spaced pages.  The contractor shall submit to the COTR the draft annual reports by the first working day of January of project years 1, 3, 4, and 5. The COTR shall review and provide feedback within four weeks; final annual reports are due no later than the last day of February of project years 1, 3, 4, and 5.  


Deliverable: 
Draft SLIIDEA Annual Core Data Reports




Final SLIIDEA Annual Core Data Reports

Subtask 9.2- SLIIDEA Annual Reports on Focus Study findings, Years 2, 3, and 4

The contractor shall prepare SLIIDEA Annual Reports of the annual Focus Study data collection and analyses in years 2, 3, and 4.  These SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study Reports shall include a summary of data collected in the individual year.  The Annual Reports shall also incorporate information received from analyses of the Core Data collection and analyses for the individual year, and in the Annual Reports for Focus Studies II and III, longitudinally across years.  In addition, the Annual Focus Study Reports shall include recommendations for implementing the IDEA more effectively and for developing legislation to achieve the IDEA more effectively.  The contractor shall base these recommendations upon the both the Focus Study and Core Data collection and analyses conducted to date. Each report shall not exceed 150 double-spaced pages.

For Focus Study I, the contractor shall submit to the COTR the draft Preliminary SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study Report by August 1, 2001.  The COTR shall provide feedback within three weeks; the contractor shall submit a revised Preliminary SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study Report by August 31, 2001.  The contractor will report findings from this Preliminary SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study Report on Focus Study I as part of the briefing described in subtask 9.3.

For Focus Studies II and III, the contractor shall submit to the COTR the draft annual reports by the first working day of January of project years 3 and 4. The COTR shall review and provide feedback within four weeks.  For Focus Study I, the Preliminary Annual Focus Study report will serve as the draft.  The contractor shall submit final drafts of full SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study Reports by the last day of February of project years 3 and 4.


Deliverables:
Draft Preliminary SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study I Report




Revised Preliminary SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study I Report




Draft Focus Study II and III SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study

 Reports




Final SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study Reports

Subtask 9.3- Briefings on findings of the SLIIDEA Annual Core Data and Focus Study Reports

In consultation with the COTR, the contractor shall prepare multimedia briefing presentations on the findings of the Annual Core Data and Focus Study Reports.  The contractor will design briefing content and accompanying materials to allow for presentation of partial or full, or comprehensive, analyses findings, as dictated by individual presentation and audience needs.  The contractor shall prepare presentation scripts and materials to allow for presentation by contractor staff, OSEP staff and co-presentations by both types of personnel.

The contractor shall submit a draft of the first briefing, based on the SLIIDEA Annual Year 1 Core Data Report and the Preliminary SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study I Report, not later than August 31, 2001.  The contractor shall prepare subsequent briefings in response to requests received by OSEP and the contractor.  The contractor shall be prepared to design an average of one comprehensive briefing in project years 3, 4, and 5.

Deliverables:
Multimedia briefing presentations and materials

Subtask 9.4 -Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of IDEA Material  

Subtask 9.4.1- National Assessment of Special Education Module for Annual Report to Congress

Based on the SLIIDEA Annual Core Data Report of Year 1 core data and the Preliminary SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study I Report, the contractor shall prepare a module for the Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of IDEA.  This module shall be a report designed to partially meet the requirements in Section 674(b) for a report to Congress on the national assessment of special education. The information to be presented in the first briefing described in subtask 9.3 shall likely be similar to that reported in the National Assessment of Special Education Module.  The Contractor shall submit a draft National Assessment of Special Education Module by December 1, 2001; the COTR will provide feedback within two weeks; the contractor shall submit the final Module no later than December 31, 2001. 

Deliverables: 
Draft National Assessment of Special Education Module for Annual Report to Congress

Final National Assessment of Special Education Module for Annual Report to Congress

Subtask 9.4.2- Periodic Annual Report to Congress Modules

By the end of January of each year 3, 4, and 5, the contractor shall present to the COTR potential topics for the Annual Report to Congress based on the findings of this study.   Each year, the COTR shall select two of these topics.  Based upon discussions with the COTR, the contractor shall submit an outline for a module on each topic due no later than the last day of February of the project year.  Module content shall include information on the most recently available year’s data collection as well as longitudinal comparison and evaluation information using data from year 1 forward.  The contractor shall submit draft modules to the COTR by the last day of April of each year 3, 4, and 5. The COTR will provide feedback within three weeks and the contractor shall submit the final draft of the module by the last day of June of each project year 3, 4, and 5.

Deliverables:
List of potential module topics for Annual Report to

 Congress





Outline for the module for Annual Report to Congress





Draft module for Annual Report to Congress





Final module for Annual Report to Congress

Subtask 9.5- Final SLIIDEA Report

The contractor shall prepare a draft final SLIIDEA report that includes a summary of relevant literature, study methods, study findings based on the research questions, implications of those findings, and recommendations. The contractor shall submit the draft final report with a non-technical executive summary summarizing the findings of the evaluation.  Appendices to the report shall provide more detailed information on sample design, instrumentation, and analyses. The contractor shall submit a draft final report and executive summary to the COTR no later than November 15, 2004.  After a 4-week review by the COTR, the contractor shall submit a second draft to the COTR no later than January 1, 2005.  After a 4-week review by the Department, the contractor shall submit the final report to the COTR no later than February 28, 2005.  


Deliverables:
 Draft Final SLIIDEA Report





 Revised Draft Final SLIIDEA Report





 Final SLIIDEA Report

Task 10: Dissemination Plan

Subtask 10.1 - Devise and implement a dissemination plan

The contractor shall develop and implement a dissemination plan for making various audiences aware of project findings.  These audiences include policymakers at the Federal, State and local levels, professional and advocate associations, institutions of higher education, education administrators, teachers and service providers, parents, and consumers.  In addition to the briefings described in Subtask 9.3, the contractor also shall respond on an intermittent basis to prepare draft material for potential use by appropriate Department officials in press releases and in response to Congressional inquiries.

The contractor shall include in the Dissemination Plan a discussion of the content, formats and vehicles for the dissemination of study findings appropriate to each of these audiences, a timeline for executing the plan, and an outline for preparing additional documents beyond those in Task 9 to meet the specifications of the plan.  The plan shall also discuss the dissemination of the reports in Task 9, as appropriate.  The contractor shall review and refine the proposed dissemination plan with input by the Technical Work Group.  The contractor shall submit the draft initial dissemination plan to the COTR by the end of week 42 following the effective date of the contract.  The COTR will review this document within three weeks.  The contractor shall submit the final initial dissemination plan to the COTR by the end of week 50 following the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall revise and update the initial dissemination plan annually by the beginning of November of years 2,3,4 and 5. 

The contractor shall submit draft versions of dissemination materials for COTR approval as they are developed.  The COTR has two weeks to review these materials.  The contractor shall deliver final copies of the revised dissemination materials to the COTR within 6 weeks of the draft submission. The contractor shall not disseminate via any means the results of this study without the reports or tabulations being approved by the Department. 

Deliverables:   Draft initial dissemination plan




Final initial dissemination plan




Annual revisions to the dissemination plan




Draft dissemination materials




Final dissemination materials

Subtask 10.2- Final Report briefing to the US Department of Education

The contractor shall present a briefing of their final SLIIDEA report to Department staff in Washington, DC.  The briefing shall focus upon addressing the research questions as presented in the contract and agreed upon by the COTR. The contractor shall include in the briefing an overview and summary of the study’s purpose, methodology, and findings.  The contractors shall develop written materials describing these aspects and provide them to the briefing audience.  The COTR will inform the contractor of the time of the meeting and the anticipated number of attendees within two weeks prior to the scheduled briefing.


Deliverable:
Briefing materials and presentation

Subtask 10.3- Transfer of Data Files

The contractor shall submit the SLIIDEA data base (including the core survey analysis and qualitative data analysis) on CD-Rom accompanied by descriptive documentation.  The CD shall include all master data files as well as data analyses files that have been aggregated from the master files.  The contractor shall construct files and documentation in a manner requiring minimum start-up activities by independent investigators conducting secondary analyses.   The contractor shall submit data files and documentation to the COTR by February 28, 2005. 

Deliverables:
Data on CD-Rom




Documentation on the contents of the CD-Rom and the data base.

TIMELINE AND SCHEDULE OF DELIVERABLES

The due dates associated with the timeline and schedule of deliverables in the table assume a project year of March 1 through February 28/29.  Unless email is specified, the contractor shall deliver paper copies to the COTR.  The contractor shall submit one additional copy of each Final deliverable to the Contract Officer; the contractor shall submit all other deliverables to the Contract Officer’s Technical Representative (COTR).

Task Number
Deliverable
Due date
Copies

1
Planning meeting minutes
2 weeks
1 email

2


Monthly reports
1 week after end of month
2



3
Revised management plan- Year 1
4 weeks
2

3
Revised management plan- Years 2,3,4,5
Annually in Years 2,3,4& 5
2

5.1
List of proposed Technical Work Group
2 weeks
Email

5.1
Final TWG list
5 weeks
Email

5.2


Meeting packet for first TWG meeting
8 weeks
1 email

5.2
Meeting packets for subsequent TWG meetings
As agreed with COTR
1



5.2
Minutes of subsequent TWG meetings
Within one week of meeting
1 email

6.1
Draft information letter
4 weeks
1 email

6.1
Final information letter
6 weeks
1 email

6.1
Report presenting alternative sampling plans
5 weeks
5

6.2
Brief report summarizing instrument revisions and pilot results
14 weeks
2

6.2
Revised instruments
14 weeks
2

6.2
OMB clearance submission for Core Data instrument for use in Year 1 
16 weeks
10

6.2
Brief reports of Core Data instrument revisions and pilot results for Years 3, 4 & 5
Last day of May, project year prior to years 3,4 & 5
2

6.2
OMB clearance submission for revised Core Data instruments for use in Years 3,4, & 5
Last day of June, project year prior to Years 3, 4& 5
10

6.3
Report of field staff training and plan for qualitative data collection
35 weeks
1 email

6.3
Revised report of field staff training  and plan for qualitative data collection
38 weeks
1 email

6.4
Established website
12 weeks
1 email

6.5
Database documentation
40 weeks
2 & email

6.5
Response to inquiries and changes to database documentation
44 weeks
2 & email

6.6
Revised draft analysis plan
35 weeks
1

6.6
Final analysis plan
41 weeks
3 & email

7.1
Brief reports for importing extant data
30th week of each project year
Email

7.2
Annual status reports on Core data collections
Last day of June, Years 1,3,4,5
2 & email

7.3
Draft instruments for Focus Studies II and III
Last day of May, project year prior to years 3 & 4
2

7.3
OMB clearance submission for instruments for Focus Studies II & III
Last day of July, project year prior to Years 3 & 4
2

7.3
Annual status reports on data collection for Focus Studies II & III
First day of May, Years 3 & 4
2

8.1
Annual reports that summarize efforts to incorporate extant data 
Last day of September, Years 1,2,3,4 &5
2

8.2.1
Documentation re: Core Database software, as part of Deliverable 6.5
Week 40
2 & email

8.2.2
Brief summary reports of core survey data analysis procedures
Last day of August, Years 1,3,4 & 5
3 & email

8.3.1
Documentation re: qualitative data analysis software, as part of Deliverable 6.5
Week 40
2 & email

8.3.2
Brief summary report of qualitative data analyses, Focus Study I
August 1, 2001
3 & email

8.3.2
Brief summary reports of qualitative data analyses, Focus Studies II & III
Last day of September, Years 3 and 4
3 & email

9.1
Draft SLIIDEA Annual Core Data Reports
First day of January, Years 1,3,4& 5
Email

9.1
Final SLIIDEA Annual Core Data Reports
Last day of February, Years 1,3,4& 5
3 & email

9.2
Draft Preliminary SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study I Reports
August 1, 2001
2 & email

9.2
Revised Preliminary SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study I Reports
August 31, 2001
3 & email

9.2
Draft Focus Study II and III SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study Reports
First day of January, Years 3 & 4
1 & email

9.2
Final SLIIDEA Annual Focus Study II and III Reports
Last day of February, Years 3 & 4
3 & email

9.3
Multimedia briefing presentation and materials, Year 2
August 31, 2001
3 & email

9.3


Multimedia briefing presentations and materials, Years 3,4,5
As determined in conjunction with COTR; average 1 per year
3 & email

9.4.1
Draft National Assessment of Special Education Module for Annual Report to Congress
December 1, 2001
3 & email

9.4.1
Final National Assessment of Special Education Module for Annual Report to Congress
December 31, 2001
3 & email

9.4.2
List of potential module topics, Annual Report to Congress
Last day of January, Years 3,4 & 5
1 email

9.4.2
Outline for the module, Annual Report to Congress


Last day of February, Years 3,4 & 5
3 & email

9.4.2
Draft module for Annual Report to Congress


Last day of April, Years 3,4 & 5
1 email

9.4.2
Final module for Annual Report to Congress
Last day of June, Years 3,4 & 5
3 & email

9.5
Draft Final SLIIDEA Report
November 15, 2004
3 & email

9.5
Revised Draft Final SLIIDEA Report
January 1, 2005
3 & email

9.5
Final SLIIDEA Report
February 28, 2005
3 & disk

10.1
Draft initial dissemination plan
Week 42
1 & email

10.1
Final initial dissemination plan
Week 50
3 & email

10.1
Annual revisions to the dissemination plan
First day of November, Years 2,3,4 & 5
3 & email

10.1
Draft dissemination materials
As prepared
2 & email

10.1
Final dissemination materials
6 weeks from submission of draft form
25

10.2
U.S. Department of Education Briefing materials and presentation
2 weeks prior to briefing, determined by COTR
50 & email

10.3
Data on CD-Rom
February 28, 2005
50 on CD-Rom

10.3
Documentation on Contents of CD-Rom and data base
February 28, 2005
50 & email

1

