Attachment A

Study of the Quality and Impact of the 

Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Program
I.
Introduction
A.
Background
Overview of the Program.  Through the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act (SDFSCA), the U.S. Department of Education (ED) funds school-based drug and violence prevention programs.  The State Grants portion of the Act provides funding to approximately 97 percent of all school districts.  ED has efforts under way to encourage program improvement.  In 1998, the Department established a set of Principles of Effectiveness for the use of SDFSCA funds.  These Principles call for grant recipients: (1) to base their program selections on a needs assessment, (2) to develop measurable goals and objectives for their prevention programs, (3) to implement research-based, effective programs; and (4) to evaluate their success at regular intervals and use the evaluation findings to improve programming. 

Reauthorization Proposal.  The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program is due to be reauthorized this year.  The Department’s reauthorization proposal would make significant changes to the program, including:  

· Emphasize the importance of research-based programs.  States would award subgrants competitively to school districts and other applicants, largely in accordance with the quality of their plan.  Consistent with the Principles of Effectiveness, program activities would be required to implement research-based programs to address identified needs and established goals and to regularly assess progress.  The proposal would also increase support for state activities to help applicants create and implement effective, accountable programs.

· Concentrate funds on areas of high need.  States would focus program funds on districts that have a significant need and propose high-quality programs.  States would also ensure that grants are of sufficient size and scope to help improve safety and order in the school and reduce student drug use. 

· Strengthen program accountability.  State and local recipients of SDFSCA funds would be required to adopt outcome-based performance indicators and to report regularly on their progress.  Continuation of local grants would be conditioned upon achievement of satisfactory progress toward meeting performance targets.  School districts would also have to develop a comprehensive “Safe Schools Plan” to ensure that essential program components are in place and that school efforts are coordinated with related community-based activities.   

Although it is as yet unclear in what ways (if any) the program will change, ED is continuing to study program activities to evaluate their effectiveness in creating safe and orderly learning environments.
Previous Evaluation Findings.  

School-Based Drug Prevention Programs: A Longitudinal Study in Selected School Districts summarizes the findings from a study conducted by Research Triangle Institute (RTI) of programs supported by the Drug Free Schools and Communities Act (DFSCA).  The data collection for this longitudinal study, which began in the 1991-92 school year and ended in 1994-1995, predates the implementation of statutory changes made in 1994, including the addition of violence prevention to the program.  The study collected data annually from approximately 10,000 students in 19 school districts over 4 years, and also included case studies of the drug prevention programs in those districts.  The study report has four volumes:  Executive Summary, Final Report, Local Education Agency Cross-Site Analysis, and Technical Report.

Key findings from the study include:  

· Some drug prevention programs improved student outcomes, but effects were small.  Student outcomes were somewhat better in districts where the prevention programs had greater stability over time (in place for a long period, with continuity of staff, planning, and leadership), and in districts with more extensive program components (targeting both the general student population and high-risk students, and including student support services such as student assistance programs, student support groups, individual and group counseling, mentoring projects, and conflict mediation).

· Few schools employed program approaches that have been found effective in previous research.  Districts rarely implemented approaches that according to current research have the greatest potential for making a difference for students, such as those that teach children how to resist and deal with the powerful social influences for using drugs and those that correct the misperceptions of peer drug use.  A likely reason is the higher cost of these approaches, particularly in terms of teacher training and staff time.

· Program delivery was variable and inconsistent, even within schools.  The amount and content of prevention programming varied greatly from classroom to classroom and school to school, even within districts that were attempting to deliver consistent programs.  Inconsistent implementation resulted because teachers and counselors simply did not have enough time, support, training, or motivation to provide all the instruction or other activities that they had planned to provide.

· Student behaviors, beliefs, and attitudes about drugs mirrored national trends, showing increases over time in drug use and attitudes and beliefs favorable to drug use.  Alcohol was the most widely used substance for students at any grade level, and it was also the first drug that most students tried. 

A recent Office of the Inspector General (OIG) audit examined implementation of the program in 4 states and 26 districts.  The OIG report indicates that states’ application review processes generally complied with SDFSCA, and funds were properly distributed.  In the 26 districts visited, OIG found that the expenditures reviewed were “supported and consistent with the applications and program objectives.”
  However, OIG expressed concern that one of the states visited “did not require the LEAs to prepare a comprehensive plan for drug and violence prevention, including a description of how the SDFS funds would be spent to meet its measurable goals and objectives.  As a result, LEAs visited that did not have a comprehensive plan appeared to be unclear as to the direction of the SDFS program and the best use of the funds.”
  Moreover, three out of four states reviewed “have not assured that LEAs have outcome-based performance indicators,” and in many cases, district goals focused on outputs, such as the number of staff trained, that “show the quantity of work activity completed and do not measure the effectiveness of the program.”

Current Evaluation Activities.  ED is sponsoring a number of evaluation activities that relate to the Safe and Drug-Free Schools (SDFS) program:

Study on School Violence and Prevention.  This study being conducted by Westat (EA 96055001) is obtaining information on the incidence of violence and disorder in schools nationally and the effectiveness of approaches to preventing violence in schools, including approaches funded by the SDFS program.  The Department is working with the National Institute for Justice (NIJ) to coordinate this study with a complementary study of delinquency prevention being conducted by Gottfredson Associates (subcontractors to Westat for the Study on School Violence and Prevention) under an NIJ grant.  [Reports:  Interim report, spring 2000; case study report, spring 2000; final report, spring 2001.]

Study of Local Educational Agency Activities under SDFSCA.  This study being conducted by Westat (Task 24 under EA 94052001) will provide information on LEA uses of funds under SDFSCA in more detail than was possible under the Study on Educational Resources and Federal Funding.  The study surveyed a nationally-representative sample of LEAs to collect information on policy development and the planning, implementation, and evaluation of SDFS activities.  [Report:  spring 2000.]

In-Depth Study of Local Education Agency Activities Under the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act.  This is a set of case studies to examine local implementation of the SDFS Principles of Effectiveness, to be conducted at two time points one year apart.  The first set of site visits is scheduled for Fall 1999, with the second round set for Fall 2000.  The study is being conducted by Westat (EA 96055001) as an adjunct to the Study on School Violence and Prevention.  [Report:  summer 2001.]

National Evaluation of the Safe Schools/Healthy Students Initiative.  The Departments of Education, Justice, and Health and Human Services (and beginning in FY 2001, the Department of Labor) are collaborating on an evaluation of this new initiative to support comprehensive, integrated services and activities in over 50 communities nationwide in the areas of mental health, social service, law enforcement, and juvenile justice to promote healthy childhood development and prevent violence and drug use.  A cooperative agreement has been established with Research Triangle Institute (RTI) to conduct the national evaluation of the initiative. 

Study of the SDFSCA Middle School Coordinator Initiative.  Through this new initiative, the Department will support the recruiting, hiring, and training of one or more fulltime staff members in selected districts nationwide to oversee implementation of drug prevention and school safety programs for middle school students.  ED has recently awarded to RTI the contract for a study to investigate the extent to which these full-time coordinators make a positive difference in Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act programming.

Expert Panel.  In order to help schools select prevention programs of demonstrated effectiveness that are responsive to their needs, as well as to expand the inventory of effective programs, ED through its Office of Educational Research and Improvement has established an expert panel to identify promising and exemplary school-based programs that promote safe, disciplined, and drug-free schools.  That panel has not yet completed the process of conducting its review and preparing a report of its findings.  When the report is published, ED will provide a copy of the report to the Contractor and the Contractor shall incorporate relevant information from the report into the study design.

B.
Authorization
Section 4117(a)(1) of Title IV of the reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education Act requires the Secretary to evaluate the impact of programs funded under SDFSCA.

II.
Purpose
The ultimate purpose of the study is to provide information about what the Safe and Drug-Free Schools (SDFS) program is accomplishing and how it needs to be changed to be more effective.  

An evaluation design has been prepared for this study of the quality and impact of the program, and the SOW is largely based on that design, although there are some differences between them.  The design includes a concept paper and a paper describing options for the design, along with a draft conceptual framework, a draft data collection plan, a draft sampling/site selection plan, and a draft data analysis plan. 

Using a nationally-representative sample of districts, this study will primarily examine the quality of school-level programming supported in whole or in part by SDFS funds, through an examination of implementation at the district and school levels.  A separate component will examine the quality of programming for Governors’ program grantees.  The study will also seek to determine the feasibility of examining the relationship between program quality and student outcomes, to provide the basis for a study of the extent to which the SDFS program is contributing to the accomplishment by grantees of outcomes (particularly student outcomes) related to the prevention of youth violence and drug use and the creation of safe and orderly learning environments.
III.
Research Questions

The study will be guided by the following research questions:

1.  What is the quality of drug and violence prevention programs in schools?

2.  To what extent are Safe and Drug-Free Schools program funds being used well as part of overall prevention efforts, and to what extent is the program encouraging the use at the local level of high-quality, effective drug and violence prevention strategies that are implemented with fidelity?

3.  In what ways could the program encourage grantees to implement higher quality programming?

4.  To what extent is it feasible to examine in a non-experimental way the possible correlation between program quality and student outcomes (and other outcomes of interest) in districts with drug and violence prevention efforts supported (in whole or in part) by the Safe and Drug-Free Schools (SDFS) program?  Is data available for such a study?  If such a relationship can be found, what, if anything, can be concluded from this about the impact of SDFS-sponsored activities?

IV.
Scope of Work
The Contractor shall complete the following activities to accomplish the purposes of this contract.  The Contractor shall submit all deliverables to the COTR, with one copy of all final deliverables to the Contract Specialist.  

Task 1.0:  Meet with ED
One (1) week after effective date of award, the Contractor (2-4 members of the Contractors staff, including subcontractors, if any) shall meet with ED officials (the Contracting Officer/Contract Specialist, the Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative, and ED program and budget officials for the SDFS program) to discuss upcoming tasks and clarify any issues.  At the meeting, the Contractor shall deliver to the COTR a revised schedule of activities and deliverables, showing specific calendar dates for each due date.  The COTR will provide the Contractor with a copy of all final deliverables prepared under the previous design Task Order, including a copy of the final study design.

One week after the meeting, the Contractor shall deliver to the COTR a memo summarizing the results of the meeting.

Task 2.0:  Update design
The Contractor shall deliver to the COTR an updated version of the study design, including an updated version of the conceptual framework for examining the quality of district- and school-level program implementation and draft data collection instruments that operationalize the conceptual framework.  The COTR will provide comments on the updated study design and draft instruments.  

Task 3.0:  Conduct pilot study

Subtask 3.1:  Select sites for pilot study.  The Contractor shall deliver to the COTR a list of 9 or fewer recommended sites (along with alternate sites) for conducting a preliminary pilot study.  The purpose of the pilot study will be to determine the extent to which it will be possible for the full study to validly and factually assess the quality of local implementation of prevention programming at the district and school level using surveys or other similar methodology, and to what extent this type of data collection would need to be supplemented or verified by on-site observation.  The COTR will review and approve the list of sites.

Subtask 3.2:  Recruit sites for pilot study.  The Contractor shall recruit sites for the pilot study.

Subtask 3.3:  Conduct pilot study.  The Contractor shall conduct the pilot study.  The Contractor shall conduct the pilot study in accordance with the updated study design prepared under Task 2.

Subtask 3.4:  Report on pilot study and meet with ED.  At the completion of the data collection and analysis for the pilot study, the Contractor shall deliver a report to the COTR along with revised data collection instruments.  The report shall summarize the findings of the pilot study and make recommendations for any resulting changes to the study design.  

The Contractor shall meet with ED staff to obtain ED comments on the report, the recommended changes to the study design, and the revised instruments.  One week after the meeting, the Contractor shall deliver to the COTR a memo summarizing the results of the meeting, along with a revised schedule of deliverables.

Task 4:  Develop OMB package

Subtask 4.1:  Prepare draft OMB package. The Contractor shall submit a draft OMB forms clearance package to the COTR, prepared in accordance with OMB requirements, including form SF-83.  The draft package shall include data collection instruments, sampling and site selection plans, data collection plans, and analysis and reporting plans for the following study components:

· National Survey of Districts and Schools to Assess Quality (Task 5)

· Study of Quality of Governors’ Programs (Task 6)

· Case Studies of High Quality Programs (Task 7)

· Feasibility Study of Relationship of Quality and Student Outcomes (Task 8)

The COTR will provide comments.

Subtask 4.2:  Prepare revised OMB package.  The Contractor shall submit a revised OMB forms clearance package to the COTR.  The Contractor shall also make changes to the clearance packages as appropriate to respond to comments from federal reviewers, the public, and OMB throughout the clearance process, which is estimated to take five months.

Task 5.0:  National Survey of Districts and Schools to Assess Quality

This component of the study is a one-time survey to assess program quality.

Subtask 5.1:  Select respondents and make initial contacts.  The Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the sampling plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.  The Contractor shall draw a nationally-representative stratified random sample of 2,000 schools and shall begin contacting respondents, including the schools’ districts, to obtain their cooperation for the study.

Subtask 5.2:  Implement data collection plan.  After obtaining OMB clearance, the Contractor shall begin to collect data for this component of the study.  In conducting mail surveys with telephone follow-up of school-level prevention programming providers and coordinators, school administrators, and district-level prevention coordinators, the Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the data collection plan and instruments incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.

Subtask 5.3:  Implement data analysis plan.  In analyzing the data for this component of the study, the Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the data analysis plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2. 

Subtask 5.4  Prepare survey report.  The Contractor shall prepare a report summarizing the findings for this component of the study, in accordance with the data analysis and reporting plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.  The COTR will provide comments on the first draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a revised draft of the survey report after receipt of COTR comments.  The COTR will provide comments on the revised draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a final version of the survey report after receipt of COTR comments on the revised draft.

Task 6.0: Study of Quality of Governors’ Programs

This component of the study is a one-time survey to assess the quality of projects conducted by Governors’ program grantees.

Subtask 6.1:  Select respondents and make initial contacts.  The Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the sampling plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.  After obtaining OMB clearance, the Contractor shall compile from states a list of governors’ grantees, and shall select a random sample of 200 grantees stratified by whether or not the project’s activities are school-based.  The Contractor shall begin contacting respondents to obtain their cooperation for the study.

Subtask 6.2:  Implement data collection plan.  The Contractor shall collect data for this component of the study.  In conducting mail surveys with telephone follow up of local coordinators and grant administrators, the Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the data collection plan and instruments incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.

Subtask 6.3:  Implement data analysis plan.  In analyzing the data for this component of the study, the Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the data analysis plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2. 

Subtask 6.4  Prepare Governors’ study report.  The Contractor shall prepare a report summarizing the findings for this component of the study, in accordance with the data analysis and reporting plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.  The COTR will provide comments on the first draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a revised draft of the Governors’ study report after receipt of COTR comments.  The COTR will provide comments on the revised draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a final version of the Governors’ study report after receipt of COTR comments on the revised draft.

Task 7.0: Case Studies of Program Quality

This component of the study consists of case studies of high quality programs as well as case studies of programs with a diverse range of quality to gain more in-depth understanding of program quality.  A secondary purpose of the case studies will be to learn more about the relationship of the SDFS program to prevention program quality in these sites.  Sites will be identified through data from the National Survey (Task 5).

Subtask 7.1:  Select respondents and make initial contacts.  The Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the site selection plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.  After completing data analysis for the National Survey (Task 5), the Contractor shall select a subsample of approximately 20 to 30 schools with high-quality programs, drawn from the nationally-representative sample of schools used in the National Survey (Task 5).  The Contractor shall select an additional subsample of approximately 20 to 30 schools with a range of program quality, also drawn from the National Survey sample.  After approval of the list of sites by the COTR, the Contractor shall begin contacting respondents, including the schools’ districts, to obtain their cooperation for the case studies.

Subtask 7.2:  Implement data collection plan.  After obtaining OMB clearance, and after completing data collection and analysis for the National Survey (Task 5), the Contractor shall begin to collect data for the case studies.  In conducting on-site interviews, focus groups, and records review and abstraction, including contacts with school principals, prevention program staff, students, parents and other community members, and district officials, the Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the data collection plan and instruments incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.  The Contractor shall conduct two rounds of data collection for each site, collecting data from each site annually for two years. 

Subtask 7.3:  Implement data analysis plan.  In analyzing the data for the case studies, the Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the data analysis plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2. 

Subtask 7.4  Prepare case study reports.  The Contractor shall prepare an interim report at the conclusion of data collection and analysis for the first year of the case studies, in accordance with the data analysis and reporting plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.  The COTR will provide comments on the first draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a revised draft of the interim report after receipt of COTR comments.  The COTR will provide comments on the revised draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a final version of the interim report after receipt of COTR comments on the revised draft.

The Contractor shall prepare a final report summarizing the findings for this component of the study at the conclusion of data collection and analysis for the second year of the case studies, in accordance with the data analysis and reporting plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.  The COTR will provide comments on the first draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a revised draft of the final case study report after receipt of COTR comments.  The COTR will provide comments on the revised draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a final version of the final case study report after receipt of COTR comments on the revised draft.

Task 8.0: Feasibility Study of Relationship of Quality and Student Outcomes

This component of the study consists of reanalysis of data from the National Survey, as well as data from the case studies (Task 7), to assess the feasibility of studying the relationship between program quality and student outcomes in a non-experimental manner, using student survey data available from schools and districts.

Subtask 8.1:  Conduct initial data analysis.  The Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the data analysis plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.  The Contractor shall analyze data collected as part of the National Survey (Task 5) to determine the extent to which schools and districts are conducting student outcome surveys and the likely usefulness of such data for researchers.  

Subtask 8.2:  Collect feasibility study data as part of case studies.  In accordance with the revised OMB package under Task 4.2, the Contractor shall select a subsample of schools, with a range of program quality from low to high, from the National Survey sample (Task 5) to serve as the focus for the feasibility study, including some of the sites selected for site visits as part of the case study component (Task 7).  For feasibility study schools that are selected from the list of case study sites, the Contractor shall as part of those site visits (Task 7) include records reviews and interviews with staff at selected case study sites to augment information obtained by the National Survey about student surveys, including information on sampling, administration, and reporting. 

Subtask 8.3:  Complete data analysis.  In completing the analysis of data for the feasibility study, the Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the data analysis plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2. 

Subtask 8.4  Prepare feasibility study report.  The Contractor shall prepare a report summarizing the findings for this component of the study, in accordance with the data analysis and reporting plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.  The COTR will provide comments on the first draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a revised draft of the feasibility study report after receipt of COTR comments.  The COTR will provide comments on the revised draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a final version of the feasibility study report after receipt of COTR comments on the revised draft.

Task 9.0: Prepare final summary report and nontechnical report

Subtask 9.1:  Prepare final summary report.  The Contractor shall prepare a final report incorporating and summarizing data from all components of the study, in accordance with the data analysis and reporting plan incorporated in the revised OMB package under Task 4.2.  The COTR will provide comments on the first draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a revised draft of the summary report after receipt of COTR comments.  The COTR will provide comments on the revised draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a final version of the summary report after receipt of COTR comments on the revised draft.

Subtask 9.2:  Prepare nontechnical report.  The Contractor shall prepare a nontechnical report, with a focus on lessons learned from the study about school-based prevention and other information suitable for practitioners and the general public.  The COTR will provide comments on the first draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a revised draft of the nontechnical report after receipt of COTR comments.  The COTR will provide comments on the revised draft of the report.  The Contractor shall deliver a final version of the nontechnical report after receipt of COTR comments on the revised draft.

Task 10.0:  Provide data and documentation
The Contractor shall deliver to the COTR the computerized data file containing all of the information collected as part of the study, according to the format and technical specifications that ED will provide to the Contractor.  The Contractor shall deliver to the COTR the supporting documentation required to access and manipulate the data files, according to the format and technical specifications that ED will provide to the Contractor.

OPTIONAL TASK:  Please note that Task 11 is optional.  The government maintains exclusive discretion for exercise of this optional service component.  The Contractor shall not perform task 11 without official notification to exercise the option by the Contracting Officer.

Optional Task 11.0:  Conduct Study of Relationship of Quality and Student Outcomes 
Subtask 11.1:  Prepare draft OMB package. The Contractor shall submit a draft OMB forms clearance package to the COTR, prepared in accordance with OMB requirements, including form SF-83.  The draft package shall include data collection instruments, sampling or site selection plans, data collection plans, and analysis and reporting plans for a Study of Relationship of Quality and Student Outcomes, based on the findings of the feasibility study (Task 8).  The COTR will provide comments.

Subtask 11.2:  Prepare revised OMB package.  The Contractor shall submit a revised OMB forms clearance package to the COTR.  The Contractor shall also submit a revised schedule of deliverables.  The Contractor shall also make changes to the clearance packages as appropriate to respond to comments from federal reviewers, the public, and OMB throughout the clearance process, which is estimated to take five months.

Subtask 11.3:  Select respondents and make initial contacts.  The Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the sampling or site selection plan incorporated in the revised OMB package and the revised schedule of deliverables approved by the COTR under Task 11.2.  For any site selection that is part of the approved design, the Contractor shall deliver to the COTR a draft list of proposed sites.  The COTR will provide comments on the list.  The Contractor shall deliver a revised list of sites, and shall begin contacting respondents to obtain their cooperation for the study.  The Contractor shall draw any samples that are part of the approved design, and shall begin contacting respondents to obtain their cooperation for the study.

Subtask 11.4:  Implement data collection plan.  After obtaining OMB clearance, the Contractor shall begin to collect study data.  The Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the data collection plan and instruments incorporated in the revised OMB package and the revised schedule of deliverables approved by the COTR under Task 11.2.

Subtask 11.5:  Implement data analysis plan.  The Contractor shall proceed in accordance with the data analysis plan incorporated in the revised OMB package and the revised schedule of deliverables approved by the COTR under Task 11.2. 

Subtask 11.6:  Prepare reports.  The Contractor shall prepare a report incorporating study findings in accordance with the data analysis plan incorporated in the revised OMB package and the revised schedule of deliverables approved by the COTR under Task 11.2.  The COTR will provide comments on the first draft.  The Contractor shall deliver a revised draft of the report.  The COTR will provide comments on the revised draft.  The Contractor shall deliver the final version of the report.

Subtask 11.7:  Provide data and documentation
The Contractor shall deliver to the COTR the computerized data file containing all of the information collected as under Task 11, according to the format and technical specifications that ED will provide to the Contractor.  The Contractor shall deliver to the COTR the supporting documentation required to access and manipulate the data files, according to the format and technical specifications that ED will provide to the Contractor.

V.
Reporting Requirements
In addition to the reports that are required for each task as described previously, the contractor shall submit one copy of the following reports, monthly, to the Contracting Officer, and one copy to the COTR:

· Monthly Progress Report/Exception Reports.  The contractor shall prepare monthly progress reports, due within ten (10) working days after the end of each month.  They shall summarize the major activities and accomplishments for the reporting period.  In addition, they shall provide information for each project task regarding significant findings and events, problems encountered, and staff use.  The reports shall also specify the extent to which the project is on schedule, briefly describe the activities planned for the next month, identify and discuss significant deviations from the substantive and time factors in the management plan, and identify and discuss any decisions which may be needed from ED.  If there are no exceptions, the reports shall state that there are no exceptions.  If there are exceptions to the management plan, the contractor shall describe the plan for resolving the problems.

· Monthly Labor/Expenditure Reports.  The contractor shall prepare monthly expenditure reports due within ten (10) working days after the end of each month.  These reports, prepared and signed by the project director, shall summarize the actual personnel assignments for the month just completed, showing for each staff member the hours charged by task.  The report shall project similar assignment information for the upcoming month.  The reports shall also exhibit expenditures, segregating project costs by individual and by task and specifying for all travel locations, duration, and personnel for each trip.
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� U.S. Department of Education, Office of Inspector General, Safe and Drug-Free Schools:  Increasing Accountability and Preserving Flexibility.  Final Audit Report (Philadelphia: Author, 1998).


� Texas responded that “the Texas application for SDFSCA contains the LEA’s comprehensive plan for drug and violence prevention. . . . [T]he Texas application will be revised to specifically reflect an alignment between the LEA’s program activities, needs assessment, and the Principles of Effectiveness.” (U.S. Department of Education, Office of Inspector General, 1998).
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