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A.  Introduction and General Purpose of the QASP

A Performance-Based Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP) sets forth procedures and guidelines that the Department of Education will use in evaluating the technical performance of the contractor.  A copy of this plan will be furnished to the contractor so that the contractor will be aware of the methods that the Government will employ in evaluating performance on this contract, and address any concerns that the contractor may have prior to initiating work.

The QASP is intended to accomplish the following:

· Define the roles and responsibilities of participating Government officials and outside experts;

· Define the key deliverables which will be assessed;

· Describe the rating elements and standards of performance against which the contractor’s performance will be assessed for each key deliverable;

· Describe the process of quality assurance assessment; and

· Provide copies of the quality assurance monitoring forms that will be used by the Government in documenting and evaluating the contractor’s performance.

Each of these purposes will be discussed in detail below.

B.  The QASP of the Descriptive Study

The Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP) has been developed with the purpose of promoting the successful and timely completion of Task 6, Prepare the Forms for Information Collection Clearance Process and Task 9, “Final Study Report.”

The objective of evaluating Task 6 is to receive clearance to begin data collection by the 14th month of the contract.  The subtasks and QASP are formulated to maximize this prospect.  The objective of evaluation Task 9 is to ensure the quality of the final study report, the major product of this study. 

This plan sets forth guidelines that the Department will use in evaluating the technical performance of the contractor, focused on the quality of Tasks 6 & 9 written documents. 

C.  Roles and Responsibilities of Participating Government Officials

The Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative (COTR) will be responsible for monitoring, assessing, recording and reporting on the technical performance of the contractor on a day-to-day basis.  The COTR will be responsible for completing QASP monitoring forms, used to document the inspection and evaluation of the contractor’s performance on the deliverables of Tasks 6 & 9.  It is essential that the COTR establish and maintain a team-oriented line of communication with the study’s project director to ensure that the task is accomplished in an efficient and proper manner.  Phone and email contact should be held on a regular, impromptu basis in order to clarify expectations, confront difficulties and avoid serious problems.  The COTR will enlist the assistance of an ED Advisory Group in reviewing and evaluating the contractor’s Task 6 deliverables.

The Contracting Officer (CO) or his/her representative will have overall responsibility for overseeing the contractor’s performance.  The CS will also be responsible for the day-to-day monitoring of the contractor’s performance in the areas of contract compliance, contract administration, time of deliveries, cost control and property control; reviewing the COTR’S assessment of the contractor’s performance; and resolving differences between the COTR’s version and contractor’s version.  The CO may call upon the expertise of other government individuals as required.  

The Contracting Officer’s (CO) procurement authorities include the following:

· SOLE authority for any decisions which produce an increase or decrease in the scope of the contract;

· SOLE authority for any actions subject to the Changes clause;

· SOLE authority for any decision to be rendered under the Disputes clause;

· SOLE authority for negotiation and determination of indirect rates to be applied to the contract;

· SOLE authority to approve the substitution or replacement of the Project Manager and other key personnel;

· SOLE authority to approve the contractor’s invoices for payment, subject to the Limitation of Costs clause and the Limitation of Funds clause;

· SOLE authority to monitor and enforce Department of Labor promulgated labor requirements;

· Authority to arrange for and supervise Quality Assurance activities under this contract;

· SOLE authority to approve the contractor’s Quality Control Program;

· Approval of all contractor purchases of equipment, supplies and materials exceeding $2,500 is encouraged even though not required by FAR 13.106; and

· Signatory authority for the issuance of all modifications to the contract.

D.  Key Deliverables to be Assessed

Two key deliverables will be assessed: The first one will be the OMB clearance package and the second is the final report . 

1. The following documents to be completed, which are the routine features of the OMB Clearance Package.  Attached to three (3) sets of a Transmittal Memorandum, a copy of OMB Form 83-I and relevant statute(s), all prepared by the COTR, shall be three (3) sets of the contractor’s

- Supporting Statement for the investigation, consisting of

- Rationale for the collection

- Sampling design

- Summary information on the data instruments, treated in detail in       the third component, below

· Data analysis plan

- Letter(s) to Dear Colleague (Parent, Superintendent,

 Principal,  Teacher, as required)

- the Data Instrument, including a burden statement on the first page of the data collection instrument and relevant instructions

2. The final study report as specified in Task  9
E.  Rating Elements and Standards of Performance for the Key Deliverables

Deliverable I -OMB package elements

The contractor’s performance shall be evaluated upon approval of the OMB package by assessing the quality of above-listed components of the Final OMB Clearance Package, Task  6.A final determination of the contractor’s performance will be made after the end of the contract’s first year.

The criteria on which the government will base its evaluation of the contractor’s performance with the above-listed Task 6 components are listed below.  This deliverable will be rated according to their: 

1. comprehensiveness, 

2. the Supporting Statement‘s rationale in presenting a sound, thoroughly researched argument for the collection, its usefulness to the field and the study’s place in the current literature

3. the Supporting Statement’s description of its overall research design presents strong,  clear evidence for the study’s viability within the constraints of the contract,                incorporating secondary data sources if applicable, and the accurate, complete           descriptions of the data collection process,

4.  the Supporting Statement’s description of its  sampling design (to the extent                       appropriate to the selected study methodology) in presenting credible support for the        validity of the findings, given the trade-offs for efficiency and economy, including              establishing correlations with larger, established samples of  students,
5.  the Supporting Statement’s description of its data analysis plan in defining a sound,         comprehensive approach to analyzing quantitative and qualitative data that                      specifically address the research questions, and in providing a clear conceptual model     for analysis,

6.  the instruments clear, straightforward directions, relevant to the OMB clearance              process, for eliciting and recording data,

7.  the instruments clear connection to the research questions, 

8.  the instruments adequacy in supporting the plan for data analysis, on the one hand,         and the absence of question-redundancy and burden to the public, on the other. 
2. The contractor’s performance shall be evaluated upon completion of the contract.

The criteria on which the government will base its evaluation of the contractor’s performance with the above-listed Task 9 components are listed below.  This deliverable will be rated according to the following criteria:

1. the final report presentation of  the study’s purpose and research questions are clear, coherent, comprehensive and clearly convey the “big picture”.

2. the final report’s presentation of the overall research design, including the sampling design, the data analysis and data collection instruments is clear, straightforward and clearly links to the research questions.

3. The discussion of the study findings is clear, follows from the research design and answers the research questions.

3. the conclusions and discussion of implications follow logically from the study findings, are congruent with the research on LEP students and answer the research questions.
4. the  final report shows a thorough understanding of the field of bilingual education and  the  education of LEP students.

5. the final report shows a thorough understanding of the field of  bilingual special education
6. clarity of expression and proper grammar/spelling ,

7. format organization and presentation,

F. Process of Quality Assurance Assessment and Incentive Fee Plan

Deliverable 1

In event of an excusable delay on the part of the contractor (defined in FAR 52.249-14 and interpreted by the CO or his/her representative), the Department and the contractor shall work together to modify the contract in regard to due date of the deliverables.  Where such a modification needs to occur, the contractor’s performance would be measured by the dates in the modification. 

The process by which the contractor’s performance will be assessed is a follows.  These may be modified in discussion with the contractor at the BMP meeting during the first week of the contract.  

The inspection of the Task 6 deliverable will be evaluated according to the QASP Evaluation Form, a sample of which is included below, with the following rating guidelines.  The contractor’s Task 6 deliverable will be scored against each of the eight (8) criteria as meriting either a zero (0) for performance below expectation on that criterion, a one (1) for acceptable performance on that criterion, or a two (2) for superior performance on that criterion.                                                                                                                                  

The scores assigned to each of the twelve criteria will add up to a total, ranging from a possible 0, representing that contractor’s performance was evaluated as falling below expectation in terms of all of the criteria, to a possible sixteen (16), meaning that Task 6 deliverables were rated as superior against all of those same criteria.  The probability is that the overall rating will fall between 0 and 16, with the following consequences: 

Below Expectation -- an overall rating of the quality of contractor’s Task 6 deliverables expressed in a total score of seven ( 7 ) or less.  An overall score of seven ( 7 ) or less will result in the contractor receiving a deduction of $2,000 from the contract cost for Task 6 activities.  Note that, as already stated in the first paragraph of this section, timeliness and cost are considerations as well as quality of the deliverable.  The CS will verify that all Task  6 deliverables are at, or under cost, and on time.  If the CS determines that the contractor is either late or over cost on these specific deliverables, the contractor will be automatically assessed a rating of Below Expectation, and automatically receive a deduction of $1,000 from the contract cost for Task 6, regardless of the rating on content.

Acceptable -- an overall rating of the quality of contractor’s Task 6 deliverables expressed in a total score of between eight ( 8 ) and  twelve ( 12 ).  An overall score of between eight ( 8 ) and  twelve ( 12 ), and compliance with the standards for timeliness and cost noted in the paragraph above, will result in the contractor receiving the target fee with no deductions or bonuses. 

Superior  -- an overall rating of the quality of contractor’s Task 6 deliverables expressed in a total score of between fourteen  (14 ) and  sixteen ( 16 ).  An overall score of between fourteen  (14 ) and  sixteen ( 16 ), and compliance with the standards for timeliness and cost noted in two paragraphs above, will result in the contractor receiving an incentive fee of $2,000 (bonus).

Where there are multiple raters, scores will be averaged.
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Deliverable 2

In event of an excusable delay on the part of the contractor (defined in FAR 52.249-14 and interpreted by the CO or his/her representative), the Department and the contractor shall work together to modify the contract in regard to due date of the deliverables.  Where such a modification needs to occur, the contractor’s performance would be measured by the dates in the modification. 

The process by which the contractor’s performance will be assessed is a follows.  These may be modified in discussion with the contractor at the BMP meeting during the first week of the contract.  

The inspection of the Task - 9 deliverable will be evaluated according to the QASP Evaluation Form, a sample of which is included below, with the following rating guidelines.  The contractor’s Task 9 deliverable will be scored against each of the eight (8) criteria as meriting either a zero (0) for performance below expectation on that criterion, a one (1) for acceptable performance on that criterion, or a two (2) for superior performance on that criterion.                                                                                                                                  

The scores assigned to each of the eight criteria will add up to a total, ranging from a possible 0, representing that contractor’s performance was evaluated as falling below expectation in terms of all of the criteria, to a possible sixteen (16), meaning that Task 9 deliverables were rated as superior against all of those same criteria.  The probability is that the overall rating will fall between 0 and  16, with the following consequences: 

Below Expectation -- an overall rating of the quality of contractor’s Task 9 deliverables expressed in a total score of seven ( 7 ) or less.  An overall score of seven ( 7 ) or less will result in the contractor receiving a deduction of $8,000 from the contract cost for Task 6 activities.  Note that, as already stated in the first paragraph of this section, timeliness and cost are considerations as well as quality of the deliverable.  The CS will verify that all Task  9 deliverables are at, or under cost, and on time.  If the CS determines that the contractor is either late or over cost on these specific deliverables, the contractor will be automatically assessed a rating of Below Expectation, and automatically receive a deduction of $8,000 from the contract cost for Task 9, regardless of the rating on content.

Acceptable -- an overall rating of the quality of contractor’s Task 9 deliverables expressed in a total score of between eight ( 8  ) and  twelve ( 12 ).  An overall score of between  eight ( 8 ) and  twelve ( 12 ), and compliance with the standards for timeliness and cost noted in the paragraph above, will result in the contractor receiving the target fee with no deductions or bonuses. 

Superior  -- an overall rating of the quality of contractor’s Task 9 deliverables expressed in a total score of between fourteen  ( 14  ) and  sixteen ( 16 ).  An overall score of between fourteen  ( 14 ) and  sixteen ( 16 ), and compliance with the standards for timeliness and cost noted in two paragraphs above, will result in the contractor receiving an incentive fee of $10,000 (bonus).

Where there are multiple raters, scores will be averaged.
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G.  Example of QASP Evaluation Form

(See Exhibit A.)

Exhibit A

QUALITY ASSURANCE SURVEILLANCE PLAN

Description Study of National Services for Limited English-Proficient (LEP) Students
Evaluation Form for Task ----- Documents 

QUARP MEMBER: (print)  ________________________

DATE: _________
Key Deliverables to be Evaluated: 

- Supporting Statement for the investigation, consisting of

- Rationale for the collection

- Sampling design

- Summary information on the data instruments, treated in detail in       the third component, below

- Data analysis plan

- Letter(s) to Dear Colleague (Parent,  Superintendent,

 Principal,  Teacher, as required)

- the Data Instrument, including a burden statement on the first page of the data        collection instrument or instructions and any relevant instructions 

DIRECTIONS:
Evaluate the key deliverables against each of the following -------- criteria by indicating a score of 0, 1 or 2.

1. Comprehensiveness 

Performance Below Expectation, 
(0 points) any instance in which documents show information gaps that need to be filled in order for the package to be fully responsive to OMB requirements, or for the contractor’s approach to be fully presented

Acceptable Performance, 
(1 point) documents are fully responsive to all OMB requirements; all key aspects of the contractor’s approach are disclosed

Superior Performance, 
(2 points) acceptable performance and, where appropriate, documents clearly convey the big picture as well as details in responses to OMB information requirements; reader is able to see the logic of the whole approach embedded in the contractor’s answers to the particular

Supporting comments (required for Below Expectation or Superior ratings):

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

2. Supporting Statement’s rationale presents a sound, thoroughly researched argument for the collection, its usefulness to the field and the study’s place in the current literature;
Performance Below Expectation
(0) rationale is unnecessily lengthy, and/or raises questions about its logic, relevance to the study or its connection to current issues in the literature

Acceptable Performance
(1) rationale presents a sound argument for the collection; demonstrates relevance to the literature and its usefulness to practitioners in the field

Superior Performance
(2) acceptable performance and shows a thorough knowledge of the literature and current practices; the rationale for the collection and its usefulness to practitioners is very convincing 

Supporting comments (required for Below Expectation or Superior ratings):

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

3. The research design in the Supporting Statement presents strong, clear evidence for the study’s viability within the constraints of the contract, incorporating secondary data sources if applicable, and the accurate, complete descriptions of the data collection process;
Performance Below Expectation
(0) general design raises questions about the contractor’s ability to carry out the study within the contract’s constraints, or the ability to validly/reliably address all of the research questions

Acceptable Performance
(1) general design raises no specific that are not addressed on the basis of information contained elsewhere in the package

Superior Performance
(2) after recommendation by COTR, general design is adopted as a model by OMB, IMG or other Department offices to serve as an example of feasibility, tightness and clarity

Supporting comments (required for Below Expectationor Superior ratings):

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

4. To the extent appropriate to the methodological approach to the study, the sampling design outlined in the Supporting Statement presents credible support for the generalizability of the findings, given the trade-offs for efficiency and economy; it presents alternative procedures for generalizability, such as valid comparisons with larger, established samples; 

Performance Below Expectation
(0) within the boundaries of the study methodology, the sampling design raises questions about how, or the extent to which the study’s findings can be generalized at all, or how the measures will be applied to achieve this

Acceptable Performance
(1) initial questions about the study’s generalizability are readily addressed with explanations 

Superior Performance
(2) the extent of the study’s generalizability is readily apparent to the reader and needs no extensive explanations

Supporting comments (required for Below Expectation or Superior ratings):

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

5. Data analysis plan defines sound, comprehensive approach to analyzing quantitative and qualitative data that specifically address the research questions, and provides a clear conceptual model for analysis.
Performance Below Expectation
(0) analysis plan raises questions about the meaning of the findings/numbers it will produce, about its appropriateness or its applicability to the research questions

Acceptable Performance
(1) initial questions about the analysis plan are addressed with explanations regarding the meaning of the findings/numbers to be produced, and its applicability to the research questions

Superior Performance
(2) analysis plan presents sufficient support such that no questions are raised about the meaning of its findings or  numbers; plan’s appropriateness or applicability require no extensive explanations

Supporting comments (required for Below Expectation or Superior ratings):

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

DIRECTIONS:
Add up the scores.  
Place the total here: ________

 Signature:    ______________________    Date: ______

QUALITY ASSURANCE SURVEILLANCE PLAN

Description Study of National Services for Limited English-Proficient (LEP) Students
Evaluation Form for Task 9 Documents – Final Report

QUARP MEMBER: (print)  ________________________

DATE: _________
DIRECTIONS:
Evaluate the key deliverables against each of the following 8 criteria by indicating a score of 0, 1 or 2.
1. The final report’s presentation of the study’s purpose and research questions are clear, coherent, comprehensive and clearly convey the “big picture”.

Performance Below Expectation,     (0) any instance in which the relevant sections do not “follow” logically or contradict a statement in another part of the document; relevant sections of the report present ambiguity for the reader; inaccuracies in description of study’s purpose and research questions

Acceptable Performance, (1)  text presents study’s purpose logically and clearly; relevant sections are comprehensible to education audiences; relevant sections show clear relationships between the study’s purpose, the research questions, and the “big picture” of education, in general, and bilingual education and bilingual special education, in particular

Superior Performance, (2) Acceptable performance plus exceptionally clear description of study’s purpose and research questions; the introduction of  nationally recognized citations that validate the contractor’s text;

Supporting comments (required for “Below Expectation” or “Superior” ratings):

__________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

2. The final report’s presentation of the overall research design, including the sampling design, the data analysis and data collection instruments, is clear, straightforward and links to the research questions. 


Performance Below Expectation,     (0) any instance in which the research design, the sampling design and/or data collection instruments do not “follow” logically or contradict a statement in another part of the document; and relevant sections of the report present ambiguity for the reader

 Acceptable Performance, (1)  text presents research design logically and clearly; research design description is comprehensible to education audiences; relevant sections show clear relationships between the research design and the research questions

Superior Performance, (2) Acceptable performance plus exceptionally clear description of rational and design

Supporting comments (required for “Below Expectation” or “Superior” ratings):

__________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

3.  The discussion of the study findings is clear, follows from the research design and answers the research questions.

Performance Below Expectation,     (0) any instance of inaccuracies in the findings or failure to answer the research questions; relevant sections of the report present ambiguity for the reader

Acceptable Performance, (1) text presents study findings logically and clearly; relevant sections show clear relationships between the study’s purpose and questions, the research design, and the findings; use of graphic tools to convey findings

Superior Performance, (2) Acceptable performance plus findings are exceptionally well explained for average reader; exceptional use of graphic tools

Supporting comments (required for “Below Expectation” or “Superior” ratings):

__________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

4. The conclusions and discussion of implications for policies follow logically from the study findings,  and are congruent with the research on LEP students and answer the research questions

Performance Below Expectation,   (0) any instance in which the conclusions and discussion of the implications for policies do not follow logically or contradict a  statement in another part of the document; or are contrary to existing research on LEP students and LEP students with disabilities
Acceptable Performance,   (1) acceptable conclusions and discussion of implications following logically from the study findings and research design; depth of discussion of issues; conclusions are congruent with the research on bilingual education and bilingual special education 

Superior Performance,  (2) acceptable performance plus Conclusions and discussion enhances the research findings and provides contribution for policy changes; comprehensiveness in addressing short range and long range issues.

Supporting comments (required for “Below Expectation” or “Superior” ratings):

__________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

5. Thorough understanding of the field of bilingual education and the education of LEP students



Performance Below Expectation 
(0) any instance in which information is not supported by bilingual education research; inaccuracies regarding the field of bilingual education; text shows lack of general knowledge of bilingual education issues

Acceptable Performance, 
(1) Demonstrated  understanding of the field of bilingual education and educating LEP students

Superior Performance,
(2)  acceptable performance plus the introduction of  nationally recognized citations that validate the contractor’s text;  demonstrated  thorough understanding of the field of bilingual education,  and  educating LEP students  

Supporting comments (required for “Below Expectation” or “Superior” ratings):

__________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

6. Thorough understanding of the field of bilingual special education and the education of LEP students with disabilities

Performance Below Expectation 
(0) any instance in which information is not supported by bilingual special education research; inaccuracies regarding the field of bilingual special education; text shows lack of general knowledge of bilingual special education issues

Acceptable Performance, 
(1) Demonstrated  understanding of the field of bilingual special education and educating LEP students with disabilities

Superior Performance,
(2)  acceptable performance plus the introduction of  nationally recognized citations that validate the contractor’s text;  demonstrated  thorough understanding of the field of bilingual special education,  and educating LEP students with disabilities

Supporting comments (required for “Below Expectation” or “Superior” ratings):

__________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

7. Clarity of expression and proper grammar and spelling performance

 Below Expectation,
(0) any instance of particularly difficult, dense writing style, or in a verbose, long-winded style; includes irrelevant, incomplete or unconnected concepts and two or more obvious errors in grammar and or spelling

Acceptable Performance,
(1) presents a succinct, plain-English writing style; is directly and concisely responsive to the question; less than two obscure or marginal errors; writing style is appropriate for audiences; the document conceptually “hangs together;” concepts are presented in logical sequence and validate each other

Superior Performance, 
(2) acceptable performance with the added quality that difficult or obscure scientific, mathematical or design concepts are exceptionally well explained for average reader; and no errors, substantiated by the Department’s Style Manual; exceptionally clear, concise and logically tight presentation

Supporting comments (required for “Below Expectation” or “Superior” ratings):

__________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

8.  Format organization and presentation

Performance Below Expectation,
(0) any instance in which contents or references are inaccessible or difficult to locate; and any instance of  smudged, missing pages, subtitles on the bottom line of the page, copy quality is uneven, print is too small to read

Acceptable Performance, 
(1) format follows logical sequence of presentation; references are clearly marked and accessible; document is visually attractive and uses appropriate graphic tools

Superior Performance, 
(2) acceptable performance and documents are exceptionally professional, “reviewer friendly” within bounds of economy and efficiency and a document that exhibits state-of-art innovations for accessing and cross-referencing contents; state of the art use of graphic tools

Supporting comments (required for “Below Expectation” or “Superior” ratings):

__________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________
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