Performance-Based Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan

An Evaluation of the Rehabilitation Services Administration Pre-​service Training Program

Introduction

This Performance-Based Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP) sets forth procedures and guidelines that the U.S. Department of Education (ED) 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

Purpose of the QASP

The QASP is intended to accomplish the following:

(
Define the roles and responsibilities of participating Government officials;

(
Define the types of work to be performed with required end results;

(
Describe the evaluation methods that will be employed by the Government in assessing the Contractor’s performance;

(
Provide copies of the quality assurance monitoring forms that will be used by the Government in documenting and evaluating the Contractor’s performance; and

(
Describe the process of performance documentation.

Each of these purposes is discussed in detail below.

Roles and Responsibilities of Participating Government Officials

The following Government Officials will participate in assessing the quality of the Contractor’s performance.  Their roles and responsibilities are described as follows:

· Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative (COTR).  The 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 also be responsible for assembling a three-member Quality Assurance Review Panel (QARP) to complete the Quality Assurance Rating Forms which will be used to document the inspection and evaluation of the Contractor’s work performance on key deliverables.

· Quality Assurance Review Panel (QARP).  Two additional ED staff with knowledge and experience in evaluation design/methodology, Rehabilitation Services Administration’s Pre​service Training Program, data analysis, or contract management may serve as QARP members. These individuals will be selected to serve with the COTR in assessing the deliverable quality.  However, ED reserves the right to have only the COTR assess the deliverable.

The COTR will establish and maintain a team-oriented line of communication with the Contractor’s Project Manager (PM) in order to perform the COTR’s monitoring functions.  The COTR, the Contract Specialist (CS), and the PM need to work together as a team to ensure that required activities are accomplished in an efficient and effective manner.  Regularly scheduled meetings and informal contacts will be used to anticipate, discuss, and resolve problems.  As needed, special meetings will be held to resolve serious problems.  

· The Contract Specialist (CS).  The CS 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, cost control, and property control; reviewing the COTR’s assessment of the Contractor’s performance; and resolving all differences between the COTR and the Contractor.  The CS may call upon the expertise of other Government individuals as required.  

· The Contracting Officer (CO).  The CO has the following procurement authorities:

(
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;

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

Key Deliverables to be Assessed

Even though the Government through its COTR will be monitoring the Contractor’s performance on a continuing basis, the volume of tasks performed by the Contractor makes technical inspections of every task and step impractical.  Accordingly, ED will use a quality-assurance review process to monitor the Contractor’s performance under this contract.  Specifically, the QARP or the COTR will assess the Contractor’s performance across a set of tailored rating elements for the key deliverable:


Draft Final Report Task 12

Rating Elements and Standards of Performance for Key Deliverable

The Contractor’s performance shall be evaluated by assessing the draft final report. Rating elements for this key deliverable have been developed and incorporated into the Quality Assurance Rating Forms (see Exhibit B).  The rating elements and acceptable standards of performance are described below:

Draft Final Report

1. Accuracy and Completeness of Information Provided  

where acceptable performance includes complete, logical, clear, sound, valid, comprehensive reporting on the data analysis and results for key research questions.  The report provides an adequate context for interpreting the results presented.  The report compares the findings with related studies and suggests further study of the key research questions.  
2. Usefulness for Target Audiences
where acceptable performance includes language that is clear and appropriate for the report’s targeted audiences including grantees, students, State VR agencies, and State and Federal decision makers. Includes findings that are relevant to the targeted audiences, and presents findings in such a way that their relevance to the targeted audiences is clear.
3. Style, Structure, and Accuracy 
where acceptable performance includes clear writing style that adequately conveys information; clear and well-organized document structure and format; neither any serious errors nor numerous minor errors of spelling, grammar, or fact
4. Responsiveness to Reviewers’ Comments and Timeliness
where acceptable performance includes thoughtful consideration of reviewers’ comments and suggestions (especially from the Panel of Experts) for revisions throughout the drafting process, provision of written responses to reviewers who request them, and timely revisions.

Process of Quality Assurance Assessment

While quality assurance is closely tied to these performance standards for deliverable content, cost is also an important consideration in the assessment of contractor performance.  The Contractor’s cost performance will be evaluated by ED at the end of the contract.  

In the event of an excusable delay (as defined in FAR 52.249-14), ED and the Contractor shall work together to modify the contract in regard to the due dates of deliverables.  If such an event were to occur that would require a modification to the due dates of the deliverables, the Contractor’s performance, where applicable in this QASP, shall be measured by the date agreed upon in the modification.

The QARP or the COTR will use appropriate key deliverable rating forms (Exhibits B Draft Final Report) to document and evaluate the Contractor’s performance for the key deliverable under this contract.  Each form may be completed independently by each of the QARP members selected for each deliverable assessment, or the deliverable may be evaluated solely by the COTR.  If a QARP is used, the rating element scores will be summed for each member to arrive at an “overall” evaluation score, and then the average of the QARP members’ overall ratings will generate the final evaluation score for that key deliverable.  This final evaluation score will document the QARP’s overall evaluation of Contractor performance for that key deliverable.  If a QARP is not used and only the COTR evaluates the deliverable, the COTR’s evaluation of the quality will serve as the overall evaluation score.  

The key deliverable will be evaluated in accordance with the following definitions of contractor performance:  

· Unacceptable.  A level of performance which is not acceptable and which fails to meet the minimum standards of performance, resulting in the Contractor receiving a reduction in the targeted fee for the deliverable.

· Acceptable.  A level of performance which meets the minimum standards of performance, resulting in the Contractor receiving its targeted fee for the deliverable.

· Superior.  A level of performance which exceeds the minimum standards of performance, resulting in a bonus over the targeted fee for the deliverable.

Incentive fees for the key deliverables will be assessed as follows:


Unacceptable (Decrease)
Superior (Increase)

Draft Final Report
Target fee minus $5,000
Target fee plus $5,000

Each reviewer (each QARP member, if a panel is used, or the COTR, if a panel is not used) must substantiate, in narrative form, all individual scores which they judge to be indicative of “superior” or “unacceptable” performance.  Performance at the “acceptable” level is expected from the Contractor.  

The COTR will forward copies of all completed rating forms (without reviewers’ names) and a report of average scores to the CS and Contractor according to the following schedule:

· Draft Final report assessment:  submitted by the close of business 20 working days after the date the draft final is received by the COTR.

For the purposes of documentation, the Contractor may respond in writing to any “unacceptable” final average evaluation scores within five (5) working days after receipt of the rating form(s).  However, this does not mean that the QARP members or COTR will change their individual scores, nor does it mean that the average final score will change.

The CS will review each key deliverable rating form prepared by the QARP and/or the COTR, and the CS may choose to investigate the event further to determine if all the facts and circumstances surrounding the event were considered in the opinions provided on the rating forms.  The CS will immediately discuss “unacceptable” ratings with the Contractor to assure that corrective action is promptly initiated.  Discussion with the Contractor of unacceptable performance or deliverables does not negate the Department’s right to terminate the Contractor for default for poor performance per FAR 52.249-6, Termination (Cost Reimbursement).

Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan

An Evaluation of the Rehabilitation Services Administration Pre​service Training Program

Quality Assurance Rating Form

Exhibit B:  Draft Final Report

QARP MEMBER:  ______________________________________________________

DATE:  _______________________     REVIEWER CODE:  ____________________



Rating Element 1:  Accuracy and Completeness of Information Provided 

Circle the number for your rating:



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

where:
Unacceptable performance (1-4) includes incomplete, illogical, unclear, unsound, inappropriate, or inaccurate reporting on the data analysis and results for key research questions.  The report does not provide an appropriate context for interpreting the results presented.  The report does not compare the findings with related studies and suggests further study of the key research questions. 


Acceptable performance (5-7) includes complete, logical, clear, sound, valid, appropriate, comprehensive reporting on the data analysis and results for key research questions.  The report provides an adequate context for interpreting the results presented.  The report compares the findings with related studies and suggests further study of the key research questions.


Superior performance (8-10) meets “acceptable performance” standard for this rating element, AND includes innovative or exceptionally skillful reporting on the data analysis results provided.  The report provides a comprehensive and in-depth discussion of the context for interpreting the results presented.  The report compares study findings with those from related studies and suggests practical studies that would further our understanding of the research questions.

Supporting comments (required for unacceptable or superior performance ratings):

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Rating Element 2:  Usefulness for Target Audiences

Circle the number for your rating:



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

where:
Unacceptable performance (1-4) includes language that is unclear or inappropriate for the report’s targeted audiences, omission of findings that are relevant to the targeted audiences, presenting findings in such a way that their relevance to the targeted audiences is obscured, or focusing too much on findings that are of little relevance to the targeted audiences.  


Acceptable performance (5-7) includes language that is clear and appropriate for the report’s targeted audiences including grantees, students, State VR agencies, and State and Federal decision makers. Includes findings that are relevant to the targeted audiences, presents findings in such a way that their relevance to the targeted audiences is clear, and presents findings in such a way that their relevance to the targeted audiences is clear.


Superior performance (8-10) meets “acceptable performance” standards for this rating element, AND includes innovative or exceptionally skillful approaches or methods for providing information that is tailored to targeted audiences, and that is readily comprehensible, accessible, and useful to targeted audiences.

Supporting comments (required for unacceptable or superior performance ratings):

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Rating Element 3:  Style, Structure, and Accuracy 

Circle the number for your rating:



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

where:
Unacceptable performance (1-4) includes unclear or inappropriate writing style; disorganized or unclear document structure and format; either any serious errors or numerous minor errors of spelling, grammar, or fact.  Includes unclear or inappropriate writing style; disorganized or unclear document format; either any serious errors or more than a minimal number of minor errors of spelling, grammar, or fact.  


Acceptable performance (5-7) includes clear writing style that adequately conveys information; clear and well-organized document structure and format; neither any serious errors nor numerous minor errors of spelling, grammar, or fact. Includes clear writing style that adequately conveys information; clear and well-organized document structure and format; neither any serious errors nor more than a minimal number of minor errors of spelling, grammar, or fact.


Superior performance (8-10) meets acceptable performance standard for this rating element AND includes a writing style that is clear, concise, and elegant, document structure and format that is inviting, is easy to follow, and allows readers to locate information easily; and no errors of spelling, grammar, or fact.

Supporting comments (required for unacceptable or superior performance ratings):

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Rating Element 4: Responsiveness to Reviewers’ Comments and Timeliness 

Circle the number for your rating:



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

where:
Unacceptable performance (1-4) includes unsubstantiated disregard for reviewers’ comments and suggestions for revisions, failure to provide written responses to reviewers who request them, and revisions that are late 


Acceptable performance (5-7) includes thoughtful consideration of reviewers’ comments and suggestions (especially from the Panel of Experts) for revisions throughout the drafting process, provision of written responses to reviewers who request them and timely revisions.  


Superior performance (8-10) meets “acceptable performance” standard for this rating element, AND includes written responses to all reviewers’ comments for all revised drafts.  Revisions are submitted early. Provides responsive and thoughtful written responses to all reviewers.  

Supporting comments (required for unacceptable or superior performance ratings):

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

AN EVALUATION OF THE REHABILITATION SERVICES

ADMINISTRATION PRE-SERVICE TRAINING PROGRAM

Contract XXX

Quality Assurance Rating Form

SCORE SHEET:  REPORT

Reviewer Code:  ________________   Date:  _________________

Rating Element
Score
U/A/S

1
Accuracy and Completeness of Information Provided



2
Usefulness for Target Audiences 



3
Style, Structure, and Accuracy 



4
Responsiveness to Reviewers’ Comments and Timeliness 



Total Score (Sum of all 4 elements)



Scoring Range for Each Level of Performance:

Unacceptable performance:  0-16

Acceptable performance:  17-32

Superior performance:  33-40

1
6

