ATTACHMENT A

An Evaluation of the Projects With Industry Program

Overview
The U. S. Department of Education, Rehabilitation Services Administration seeks to award a two year contract to evaluate the Projects With Industry program (PWI) in terms of their employment outcomes, their interaction with local business communities, the types of individuals PWIs serve, relationships between State Vocational Rehabilitation agencies and PWI projects,  the impact of PWI Standards on the projects, the services provided by PWIs, the degree to which projects utilize the PWI model, and  identifying possible changes to the PWI model.
I.
BACKGROUND

Purpose and History of the Program

The purposes of the PWI program are:  (1) to promote opportunities for competitive employment of individuals with disabilities; (2) to provide appropriate placement resources; (3) to engage the talent and leadership of private industry as partners in the rehabilitation process; (4) to create practical settings for job readiness and training programs; and (5) to secure the participation of industry in providing job opportunities and the necessary skills and training to prepare individuals with disabilities for competitive employment.

The PWI program was created to serve as a Federal vehicle for promoting greater participation of business and industry in the rehabilitation process.  The goal of the program is to provide individuals with disabilities with training and experience in realistic work settings to prepare them for employment in the competitive labor market.  Business Advisory Councils provide the mechanism for members of the private sector to participate in policy-making and give advice on available jobs and training requirements.

Projects With Industry grants are made to a variety of agencies and organizations, including business and industrial corporations, community rehabilitation programs, labor organizations, trade associations, and foundations.  Grants are limited to 80 percent of the costs of projects.  A total of 99 projects received funding under this program in fiscal year 1999. The FY 2000 appropriation for this program is $22,071,000. The program has received the same level of funding from Congress since 1994.

In the period since the initial authorization of PWI under the 1968 amendments to the Rehabilitation Act, a number of statutory and regulatory actions have helped to shape the current operations of the program.  The program's authority was more precisely defined when the Act was reauthorized in 1973.  The 1978 amendments made the PWI authorization even more explicit by including the provision that awards to operate PWI projects were to be made in the form of "agreements with individual employers and entities to establish jointly financed projects."  It appears from the use of the term "agreements" that these projects were intended to be partnerships between employers and the Rehabilitation Services Administration  (RSA).  Consistent with this concept of partnership, PWI grantees were required to use outside resources to defray at least 20 percent of the project costs.   Although the 1978 amendments did not require the formation of PWI advisory councils, the House report encouraged "the establishment of advisory councils to assist in the identification of employment prospects and in the restructuring of jobs and facilities to provide reasonable accommodation for the handicapped."   

PWI program regulations have followed general procedures set out in the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) included at 34 CFR Parts 75 and 77.  The decision to bring PWI under EDGAR has influenced the development of the program since 1981.  First, making EDGAR applicable to PWI has meant the program has been treated like a grant-making authority even though the earlier authorizing legislation refers to "agreements" and not to grants.   Reportedly, the practical effect of this change has been that fewer private corporations and associations have been willing to initiate projects due to the increased Federal reporting requirements.  Critics have also stated that the formal application process favors applicants that employ experienced proposal writers.

The 1984 amendments required the development of evaluation standards.  The Senate report justified this requirement on the basis that they were appropriate for PWI "as an on-going service program."  In addition, the 1984 amendments required RSA to continue funding all then-current PWI recipients through September 1986.  In regard to future opportunities for grants to new recipients, the Senate's 1984 legislative report stressed that "the utilization of business, industry and organization consortiums can be an important means of introducing, promoting and expanding the PWI program."  

A 1985 Department-funded evaluation of the PWI program found that most PWI projects were operated by traditional rehabilitation service providers and substantially fewer projects were operated by the business sector.  Rehabilitation facilities, associations of rehabilitation facilities, social service agencies, and educational institutions represented 78 percent of all PWI grantees.  Corporations, labor unions, and trade associations constituted only 14 percent of the grantees.  

The 1985 study reported that PWI projects typically provide a variety of services to employers that are intended to both increase participants' job retention and employers' receptivity to hiring persons with disabilities (e.g., employee recruitment and placement and assistance with Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJTC)).  The study stated that irrespective of the other services offered by projects, nearly all projects essentially act as placement services in their communities.  In fact, data from employer interviews suggested that relatively few employers perceived the need for most of the services available from PWI projects other than help with TJTC, post-placement assistance, and general orientation regarding the capabilities and needs of the participant.  The single most frequently mentioned reason for involvement with PWI was that the project is a source of qualified employees.

Advisory committees were largely composed of persons who are either current or potential employers of PWI participants.  The study found that three-fourths of all advisory committee members were employers or trade association representatives.  Forty-two percent of the advisory committee members were employers who had not hired or trained PWI participants.  In addition to the advisory committees, PWI projects also maintain relationships with other local employers.  In examining the contributions that employers make to PWI projects, aside from hiring PWI participants, the two main forms of assistance are providing job listings and serving as on-the-job-training sites.  Four percent of employers surveyed reported making a financial contribution and six percent reported an in-kind contribution to a PWI project.

Program Compliance Indicators

The 1986 Amendments to the Rehabilitation Act mandated the development of program compliance indicators to implement the program evaluation standards.  The 1986 Amendments also required that beginning with fiscal year 1989, PWI project grantees report to the RSA Commissioner at the end of each project year the extent to which the grantee is in compliance with the standards.  Continuation funding for current projects was extended through the 1987 Federal fiscal year.  In addition, the amendments provided that grantees would continue to receive assistance for 3 years unless the Commissioner determined that the grantee was not substantially in compliance with the evaluation standards.  

Proposed indicators were developed based on the PWI evaluation standards, the results of the national PWI program evaluation, and input from a panel of experts from the PWI community. The performance indicators established minimal performance levels in essential project areas to measure the effectiveness of individual projects.  The indicators measured performance in the following areas: persons with severe disabilities served, unemployed served, cost per placement, projected cost per placement, placement rate, projected placement rate, change in earnings, percent placed who have severe disabilities, and percent unemployed placed.

Proposed performance levels were developed for each compliance indicator based upon an analysis of the grantee data, consideration of the data collected in the program evaluation in 1985, and program priorities. The final regulations were published in the Federal Register in August 1989.  In order to receive continuation funding in 1990, grantees were required to demonstrate compliance with the provisions of their approved grant application and the evaluation standards.  In fiscal year 1991, previously funded projects competed competitively for new awards. 

With minor exceptions, the original regulations governing the PWI performance indicators have been in use since 1989 [The average cost per placement indicator was modified in 1998].  In 1998, the Secretary proposed changes to the performance indicators for the PWI program in order to clarify statutory intent, enhance project accountability, and reduce grantee burden.  A Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) was published in the Federal Register on June 23, 1998 inviting comments on the proposed changes to this program’s compliance indicators.  The NPRM proposed to eliminate both the performance ranges within each proposed compliance indicator and the minimum composite scoring system for all proposed compliance indicators.  The NPRM proposed replacing these with the requirement that grantees attain at least the minimum performance level on each of the compliance indicators. The NPRM also proposed to reduce the number of compliance indicators and make changes to others.

The final regulations, expected to be published in March or April of this year, include the following changes: (1) require that each grant application include a projected average cost per placement for the project; (2) require a project to pass the two "primary" compliance indicators and any two of the three "secondary" compliance indicators to receive a continuation award; (3) designate two compliance indicators as "primary" and three compliance indicators as "secondary"; and (4) change the minimum performance levels for three of the compliance indicators (placement rate, change in earnings; and average cost per placement).  To ensure consistency with the funding cycle, these regulations will not go into effect until 2001.
1998 Amendments to the Rehabilitation Act

The Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1998 made a number of modifications to the PWI authority.  First, a representative of the appropriate designated State unit was added to the composition of the business advisory councils (BAC).  Second, the BAC’s identification of job and career availability within the community must now be consistent with the current and projected local employment opportunities identified by the local workforce investment board for the community under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998.  Third, the scope of services that the project must provide was modified. Projects must now provide job development services, in addition to job placement and career development services.  However, the prior requirement to provide training services was weakened by preceding language stating “to the extent appropriate.” Fourth, the data collection requirements were changed to make them consistent with the requirements under the Vocational Rehabilitation State Grants program, including the reporting of data on employment retention. Finally, projects are permitted to determine eligibility for services in a manner consistent with section 102 of the Act and are no longer required to wait for clearance from Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) agencies before assisting eligible individuals.  The Department published technical amendments to the regulations implementing the statutory changes on September 1, 1999.

Program Performance Under the Government Performance Reporting Act (GPRA)

The Department’s GPRA plan contains three performance indicators for this program.  They are: The percentage of individuals served who are placed in competitive employment will increase; PWI projects will report that participants placed in competitive employment increase their earnings by an average of at least $218 per week; and the percentage of previously unemployed individuals served who are placed into competitive employment will increase.

In 1999, PWI projects placed in competitive employment approximately 59 percent (8,099) of the 13,726 individuals with disabilities served by the 99 projects reporting performance data.  Fiscal year 1999 performance on this indicator was the same as the 1997 baseline year (59 percent) and fell short of the GPRA 1999 performance target (61 percent).  However, 1999 performance was better than in the previous year in which performance had declined to 49 percent.  The 1999 performance target was set based on program data from prior years when the nationally aggregated placement rate averaged about 60 percent. 

FY 1999 performance on the average increase in weekly earnings ($226) exceeded the 1999 target of $209 by $17. In FY 1999 there were fewer grantees (101) than in the baseline year of FY 1997 (119).  On average, the FY 1999 group of grantees demonstrated higher performance on this indicator. 

Program compliance indicators place an emphasis on services to individuals who are considered most in need of PWI services due to their impaired capacity to obtain competitive employment.  These indicators, established under program regulations, evaluate a project’s performance in serving and placing individuals with significant disabilities and individuals who were unemployed at the time of project entry.  In 1999, 70 percent of individuals served, and 69 percent of individuals placed, had been unemployed at least 6 months at the time of project entry.   Both the number of individuals previously unemployed served and the number placed  increased over 1998.  However, the program did not meet its 1999 performance target for placement rate (62 percent).   In 1999, approximately 58 percent (5,561) of the 9,601 previously unemployed individuals served were placed in competitive employment.  In addition, projects reported that 87 percent of individuals served, and 58 percent of individuals placed, were individuals with significant disabilities.  

PWI and the Vocational Rehabilitation State Grants Program

The VR State Grants program provides grants to States to assist individuals with disabilities to obtain employment outcomes.  The Federal FY 2000 appropriation for this program is $2.3 billion. Funds are distributed to States through an allotment formula that takes into account State population and per capita income.  Grant funds are administered by VR agencies designated by each State.  The State matching requirement is 21.3 percent.  The VR State Grants program provides a wide range of services designed to help individuals with disabilities prepare for and engage in gainful employment to the extent of their capabilities.  Individuals with a physical or mental impairment that results in a substantial impediment to employment who can benefit in terms of an employment outcome and require VR services are eligible for assistance. The program may provide a variety of services, such as vocational evaluation, counseling, mental and physical restoration, education, vocational training, job placement, rehabilitation technology, and supported employment services.  

There are over one million eligible individuals in the VR system nationwide.  In FY 1998, 62 percent of persons exiting the program after receiving VR services (223,668 individuals) obtained an employment outcome.  Priority is given to serving individuals with the most significant disabilities. If a State VR agency cannot serve all eligible individuals, it must implement an order of selection and serve first those individuals with the most significant disabilities.   

Given their similar program goals, the relationship of the PWI program to the VR program has often been a topic of discussion.  At the local level the relationship varies from project to project.  In some cases, the State VR agency routinely refers its consumers to the local PWI project for placement services.   

A 1991 study, entitled “A Comparative Study of Employment Outcomes of the Projects With Industry and State/Federal Vocational Rehabilitation Programs”, conducted by Robert Leneway as part of his doctoral dissertation provides some limited information on this subject (Doctoral Dissertation, Robert J. Leneway, Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo, Michigan, June, 1991).  The study utilized the FY 1988 R911 Case Service Report, Performance Reports from all PWIs, and a mail survey of over 300 Michigan employers and included firms that had obtained employees from the Michigan VR program and the Michigan PWIs.  The study found that in Michigan, at least, the VR and PWI programs revealed "a far more complex set of relationships … than was originally envisioned.  As a result, this study demonstrates what two programs working together can do to improve the opportunities for competitive employment for the persons with disabilities that they serve" (p.180).  The study noted that most of the PWI consumers were referred by VR, and those consumers had also benefited from VR case management services.  

The study found that the VR program and the PWI programs in Michigan were significantly different on several factors.  The factors and their related variables were:         

· Disability specific: disability awareness, analyzes job components, determines architectural barriers, adaptive equipment, provides job coaches, Federal tax credits, affirmative action compliance requirements, job duties restructured;

· Supply: reliable source of personnel, ample supply;

· Relationship management: ability to contact placement representative, follow-up, providing trial work periods;

· Screening: conducting job analyses, soliciting input for skill assessment procedures, accepting input regarding client work readiness;

· Training: solicits input for training, training programs.  

The study found that Michigan employers believed VR did better in disability specific and supply factors, and that PWI did better on relationship management, screening, and training factors.

The study recommended that:

state vocational rehabilitation programs should do what they do best, and Projects With Industry programs should do what they do best.  Michigan Rehabilitation Services may excel at the case management work of taking in and processing clients, guiding them through the maze of requirements to the services that address significant disabilities.  This may include the paper work requirements (such as second injury certifications and targeted job tax credits) which are not emphasized in PWI organizations.  On the other hand, this research would support the growing trend toward allowing the PWI programs to do the bulk of the placement load (pp 180-181). 

The PWI Model

The PWI program was created to provide for greater involvement by business and industry in the vocational rehabilitation and competitive employment of individuals with disabilities.   Leneway (p.42), quoting Pati and Morrison, presented the following PWI Model:

1.
Actual work settings provide the most reliable arena for evaluating the skills and attitudes of potential employees and preparing them for competitive employment.

2.
Employers need help in hiring and training handicapped workers.

3.
Employers can best identify jobs for handicapped workers, define the qualifications for those jobs and design training programs to enable handicapped applicants to meet those qualifications.

4.
Instituting programs to employ individuals with disabilities is in industry's best interest.

It is not known to what extent this model is still descriptive of the current program.   Further study is needed to assist our understanding of how the program currently operates and what unique role it plays in the vocational rehabilitation and employment of  individuals with disabilities.

II.
Study  OBJECTIVES
Issue: What types of employment outcomes do PWIs obtain?

1.
Describe the degree to which PWIs create and expand job opportunities for individuals with disabilities at the project level, including:

a)
number and types of job opportunities made available to individuals with disabilities in the local community as a result of PWI interventions,


b)
sector of the economy where the PWI jobs reside,

c)
degree to which those jobs have career ladders realistically available to individuals with disabilities either within one employer or across several similar employers versus the degree to which they are entry level jobs with limited upward mobility,

d)
the earnings, types of employment, full or part-time employment status, and benefits (e.g. health, vacation, and retirement) received by PWI consumers compared with the employment outcomes of local VR consumers.

Issue:  How well do PWI's interact with, and utilize the local business community including expanding job opportunities?

2.
Describe the relationship of the PWI to the employment

community in terms of:

a)
the Business Advisory Council's (BAC) mission, structure, and function (including ancillary advisory groups),

b)
numbers and types of firms represented on the BAC,

c)
frequency of BAC meetings and degree to which business representatives participate,

d)
degree to which firms represented on the BAC assist individuals with disabilities to expand their employment opportunities and obtain employment,

e)
agreements that the PWI has with local employers, and the effectiveness of those agreements,

f)
degree to which, and methods by which, the PWI identifies and responds to short-term and long-term labor market requirements and trends, 

g)
degree to which the PWI coordinates planning efforts with Workforce Investment Act entities.

Issue:  What types of consumers do PWIs serve and what are the implications for the consumers' employment outcomes?

3.
Identify the characteristics of the individuals served 


by the PWIs in terms of:

a)
demographic variables, level of disability, type of disability,

b)
a comparison with the characteristics of local VR consumers,

c)
the services they receive prior to entering the project, 

d)
the services they receive in the project, and the employment outcomes they obtain,

e) 
the degree to which there is adequate documentation that they meet VR eligibility requirements as well as a description of the means used to establish that eligibility.

Issue:  What types of relationships exist between VR agencies and PWIs, and to what degree does the PWI enhance employment outcomes of individuals who also apply for, and/or receive VR services?

4.
Describe the degree to which there is PWI-VR (including agencies for the blind and visually impaired) cooperation and coordination including:


a)
types of agreements they have,


b)
coordination of referrals and services,

c)
promising practices, special populations served, and PWI-VR synergies that produce improved consumer outcomes, 

d)
the nature and intensity of VR agency participation in the BAC.

Issue:  How well are PWI Standards and Indicators working; are there unintended consequences for using those Standards and how good is the data?

5.
Identify the degree to which the PWI Standards and Indicators: 

a)
have influenced the projects in terms of the types of consumers they serve, the services they provide, the employment outcomes they obtain, their relationships with VR, and their relationships with the business community including unintended consequences,

b)
are supported by accurate, reliable data including good follow-up information on individuals placed in employment and describe existing barriers and disincentives to producing high-quality data;

c)
measure the contribution that the PWI program makes to the VR Service program, and whether the Indicators need to be modified to capture this contribution.
Issue:  What services do PWIs provide and what are the results of those services?
6.
Describe the: 

a)
services that PWIs provide,

b)
types of training provided and whether the training is provided by the PWI or another organization,

c)
employment outcomes of training including earnings, benefits, and types of employment in comparison with the employment outcomes of local VR consumers,

d)
demographic and disability characteristics of individuals receiving PWI training,  

e)
types of job development/placement provided when training was not a major service,

f)
employment outcomes of job development/placement - when training was not a major service -  including earnings, benefits, and types of employment in comparison with the employment outcomes of local VR consumers,

g)
demographic and disability characteristics of individuals receiving PWI job development/placement services, when training was not a major service,

h)
follow-up and follow-along activities and their implications for career advancement.

Issue:  How fully do projects utilize the PWI model, and how effective is that model?

7.
Describe:


a)
the extent to which grantees implement the PWI model and the results of that implementation,

b)
how the model is implemented in national, state and local projects; rural and non-rural projects, disability-specific projects, and industry-specific projects, and identify the outcomes of those different types of projects,

c)
how PWI projects are unique from, or overlap with, VR agencies and VR services as a consequence of their degree of implementation of the PWI model,

d)
how local employers perceive the relative roles of PWI and VR in the implementation of the PWI model. 

Issue: How can the PWI Model be Improved?
8
Based on an analysis of PWI model implementation per #7 above, recommend future changes in the PWI program that would enhance its ability to function as a complement to the VR Services Program. 
III.
SCOPE OF WORK

Specific Tasks
Task 1 - Preliminary Activities

Subtask  1.1 - Meet with the Contracting Officer's Technical Representative (COTR)
The contractor shall meet with the COTR in Washington, D.C., within two weeks of the effective date of contract award to review the contract.  The contractor shall plan for a one-half day meeting.  At that meeting the contractor shall provide the following deliverables to the COTR for approval: a) a schedule that provides for the accomplishment of all tasks and all draft and final deliverables, b) a study abstract, and c) three cover letters with synopses announcing and describing the study that are addressed to PWI Directors, State VR agency Directors and RSA Regional Commissioners.  The letters shall request that the PWIs and VR agencies cooperate with this study.

The cover letters shall also request that the letter recipients identify innovative practices and existing policies or procedures that result in close coordination between PWIs, VR agencies and local businesses.  At that meeting, the Contractor shall provide a one-hour briefing to no more than 10 ED staff selected by the COTR, and the briefing shall include a discussion of the objectives and methodologies of this study.  At that meeting, the COTR will provide the contractor with relevant data including copies of PWI original and continuation grant applications, and the PWI performance database.

Subtask 1.2 - Disseminate Letters

The COTR shall have two working days to review the schedule, study synopsis and cover letter.  After the COTR's approval, the contractor shall send the cover letters and abstracts to all PWI projects, VR agencies in the same State as the PWI grantees, and to all RSA Regional Commissioners within three weeks of contract award.

Task 2 - Establish a Panel of Experts (POE) 

The contractor shall establish POE of no less than five and no more than seven members to provide guidance to the contractor on the major activities of this contract.  The POE shall include organizations and individuals who are knowledgeable about the PWI program and Vocational Rehabilitation such as the Inter-National Association of Business, Industry, and Rehabilitation (I-NABIR), the Council of State Administrators of Vocational Rehabilitation (CSAVR), and the Rehabilitation Research and Training Center on Improving Community-Based Rehabilitation Programs at the University of Wisconsin/Stout.  In order to obtain representatives from I-NABR and CSAVR, the contractor shall request that they nominate appropriate individuals.   

The contractor shall contact each selected member and formally invite him or her to serve on the POE within 4 weeks after the effective date of the contract (to obtain I-NABIR and CSAVR representatives, the contractor shall consult with the presidents of those respective organizations).  Within 6 weeks after date of contract award, the contractor shall provide the COTR with a final list of the Panel members.  The contractor shall ensure the list includes: names, titles, affiliations, telephone numbers, FAX numbers, addresses, and Internet addresses. 

The contractor shall ensure this Panel shall meet in the Washington, D.C., Metropolitan area (see Task 5).  The contractor shall pay the travel and per diem for all Panel members, as well as the cost of such assistive devices or services necessary to accommodate the Panel members.  The contractor shall set the date of the meetings, develop the meeting agenda and notify the COTR of meeting dates. The contractor shall provide the Panel members with a written summary of project activities required as orientation for their meetings and major products for their review.  The contractor shall mail materials to each member one week prior to the meeting.   Within two weeks after the meeting, the contractor shall send POE members copies of all  materials that the POE had discussed as a courtesy whether the contractor chose to modify those materials or not as a result of POE input.  

Task 3 - Develop a Sampling Plan and Data Collection Methods and Instruments
Subtask 3.1 - Develop a Sampling Plan

Based on review of grant materials and PWI performance databases provided in Subtask 1.1, and responses from PWI projects and VR agencies (on innovative and cooperative practices) as a result of the cover letters disseminated in Subtask 1.2, the contractor shall develop a draft sampling plan. The contractor shall plan to study approximately 30 of the PWI projects.  The sample shall include: national, state and local projects; rural and non-rural projects, disability-specific projects, industry-specific projects, innovative projects, and projects having exceptional coordination with businesses and the local VR agency.  The Sampling Plan shall describe sampling procedures at each site should the contractor opt to conduct a survey of employers at each site who have employed VR and PWI consumers rather than conduct employer focus groups.  The contractor shall provide the COTR with the draft sample plan for approval within sixteen weeks of the effective date of the contract award.  The COTR will have one week to review the sampling plan.  The contractor shall provide the revised sampling plan to the COTR within eighteen weeks of the effective date of the contract award.  

Subtask 3.2 - Develop Data Collection Methods, Protocols and Instruments
The contractor shall develop draft data collection instruments, methods and site visit procedures and protocols that address the Objectives in II above.  The Data Collection Protocols shall include a description of procedures for: interviewing PWI Directors and staff on site; reviewing PWI project records, case records, and performance data; reviewing cooperative agreements with the business community and VR; interviewing BAC members; reviewing BAC records; conducting either focus groups or surveys of employers who have hired both PWI and VR consumers; interviewing local VR staff; reviewing VR office records and case records, and obtaining local VR performance data.  The data collection instruments shall include relevant interview guides; abstraction guides for office records, project records, BAC records, and case records; and other survey instruments.  The data collection instruments shall include instruments that require standardized responses and OMB approval, and those that do not.  The contractor shall provide the COTR with the draft instruments, methods and site visit procedures and protocols within 20 weeks of the effective date of contract award, and the COTR will have two weeks to review them.  The contractor shall modify these deliverables as directed by the COTR and provide them to the COTR for approval within 24 weeks of the effective date of contract award.     

Task 4 - Pretest Data Collection Methods and Instruments
The contractor shall nominate four sites for conducting pretests of the data collection methods, procedures, protocols and instruments, and the contractor shall also provide a rationale for selecting those sites that is linked to the draft Sampling Plan produced in Task 3 above.  The contractor shall submit the site nominations and rationale to the COTR for approval within 22 weeks of the effective date of contract award.  The COTR will have one week to review sites.  The contractor shall submit a final list of sites within 24 weeks of the effective date of contract award.  The contractor shall travel to each pretest site and ensure the pretest approximates actual study conditions as closely as possible.  The contractor shall plan to spend four days on-site and one day of travel for each site visit.   

The contractor shall conduct no more and no less than nine individual tests of each instrument that requires OMB clearance, and the contractor cannot ask the same questions on two instruments (in order to remain within the limit of nine total questions that are exactly the same).  These limits do not apply to the records abstraction methodology.  

The contractor shall make any revisions found to be necessary as a result of the pretest in the data collection methods, procedures, protocols and instruments.  The contractor shall provide in draft: a) the revised data collection methods, protocols, procedures and instruments, b) a conceptual framework that shows how the data collection methods and instruments contribute to achieving each Objective listed in II above, c) a data analysis plan describing the statistical techniques that will be used to analyze the data collected in terms of the study Objectives, and d) a report on the results of the pretest to the COTR within 31 weeks after the effective date of the contract.  The COTR shall have two weeks to review these materials.  The contractor shall submit the final materials listed in "a" through "d" of this paragraph to the COTR within 35 weeks of the effective date of contract award.

Task 5 - First POE Meeting - Revise Conceptual Framework Methods, Procedures, Protocols and Instruments
In accord with the contract schedule established in Subtask 1.1, the contractor shall convene a meeting of the Panel of Experts to review the conceptual framework, data analysis plan, sampling plan, and the data collection methods, procedures, protocols and instruments.   The contractor shall plan that this meeting will last one and one-half days with an additional one day for travel.  The contractor shall revise the materials reviewed by the POE to the degree that is appropriate in the judgement of the contractor.  The contractor shall submit the revised materials to the COTR as a Preliminary OMB Package  within 42 weeks after the effective date of the contract.  The COTR will have two weeks to review the materials.  

Task 6 - ED/OMB Submission

The contractor shall utilize the Education Information Collection System (EDICS) when submitting the data collection instrument package.  The contractor shall, after approval from the COTR, send the data collection instrument package to OMB for approval according to ED/OMB requirements within 46 weeks after the effective date of the contract. The contractor shall, if necessary, prepare written answers to questions from OMB.  The contractor shall allow 120 calendar days for ED and OMB clearance.  The contractor shall obtain approval by the ED clearance officer and OMB before data collection activities commence.  The contractor shall include an OMB approval number and expiration date on all data collection forms.   

Task 7 - Conduct Site Visits and Gather Data
The contractor shall conduct site visits to gather data using the approved data gathering methods, procedures, protocols and instruments.  The contractor shall conduct the site visits at each of the 30 PWI projects specified in the sampling plan approved under Task 3. The contractor shall plan for one day of travel and four days on-site at the PWI projects.  The contractor shall provide the COTR with a report, no longer than two pages, summarizing the data gathering activities within 80 weeks of the effective date of contract award.

Task 8 - Analyze Data and Prepare Draft Final Report.

The contractor shall develop: a) a Draft Final Report and b) an Executive Summary of the Draft Final Report.  The contractor shall ensure the Draft Final Report responds to each Objective of this evaluation.  The contractor shall ensure the draft final report includes a separate section of briefing charts, text and view graphs that present the methodology and findings of this study in a clear, concise fashion.  The contractor shall ensure the charts, text and graphs are suitable for the COTR and RSA staff to utilize in subsequent briefings of Federal and State personnel and constituents.  Within 92 weeks of the effective date of contract award, the contractor shall provide the Draft Final Report to the COTR and allow two weeks for the COTR's review.

Task 9 - Second POE  Meeting

The contractor shall convene the second POE meeting at an appropriate time in terms of meeting the deadline for producing the Final Report.  The contractor shall plan to conduct the meeting via teleconference.  The contractor shall ensure that the POE reviews the Draft Final Report, Executive Summary, and briefing materials and provides input to the contractor.  

Task 10 - Final Report and Executive Summary

Subtask 10.1 - Revise Final Report
The contractor shall provide the COTR with a revised Final Report, Executive Summary and briefing materials within 98 weeks of the effective date of contract award.  The COTR will have four weeks to review the Report, Executive Summary, and briefing materials.  

Subtask 10.2 - Final Report
The Contractor shall supply: a) the Final Report, b) Executive Summary, c) Microsoft Word disketts and d) briefing materials in the quantities and formats prescribed below within 104 weeks of the effective date of contract award.

The contractor shall ensure the Executive Summary is bound with the Final Report at the beginning of the document; the contractor shall ensure it is bound as a separate report (so there shall be one Executive Summary included with the Final Report and an additional Executive Summary that is a stand-alone document).  The contractor shall submit a camera ready copy as well as 50 copies each of the Final Report and Executive Summary to the COTR.  The contractor shall also supply the Final Report on five Microsoft Word diskettes and one ASCII diskette.  

Please note: all required written reports under the tasks of the statement of work shall be typed double-spaced.  

IV. Administrative Reports

NOTE:  The contractor shall reference the contract number on the first page and/or cover page of every document submitted to the government.

The contractor shall submit two copies of the Administrative Report on the 15th day of each month following the first month of the contract.  The contractor shall place the following content in the Administrative Report:

1.
a description of the progress attained, problems the contractor resolved or needs to resolve, any work not accomplished within the contract time frame, and a discussion of the work the contractor will perform during the next monthly reporting period;

2.
a labor report prepared and signed by the Project Director, summarizing actual personnel assignments for the month just completed, showing for each named individual the hours charged by task and projecting for the following month similar assignment information; and 

3.
an exhibit of expenditures segregating the project costs by individual and by task.
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Task 
Deliverable






Week
   Copies

1.1
Contract schedule, cover letter and abstract


  2
  2

1.2
Disseminate cover letters and abstract
  3
100

2
POE List
  6
 13






3.1
Sampling Plan

Revised Sampling Plan
 16

 18
  5

  5

3.2
Data collection methods, instruments, site visit procedures and protocols

Modified data collection methods, instruments, site visit procedures and protocols
 20

 24
  7

  7

4
Preliminary list of sites for pretest

Final list of sites

Draft data collection methods, protocols, procedures, instruments, conceptual framework, data analysis plan and pretest report

Revised data collection methods, protocols, procedures, instruments, conceptual framework, data analysis plan and pretest report
 22

 24

 31

 35
  7

  7

  7

  7

5
Data collection materials revised subsequent to POE meeting
 42
  7

6
OMB data collection package
 46
  2

7
Site visit report
 80
  2

8
Draft final report
 92
  7






10.1
Revised final report, executive summary and briefing materials
 98
  7

10.2
Final Report

Executive Summary

Microsoft Word diskettes and briefing materials
104

104

104
 50

 50

  5

1
5

