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Solicitation #ED-NAG-09-R-0007: Survey of Higher Education Institutions

Response to Questions

July 2, 2009

1. Who developed the draft questionnaire and what is their affiliation?

Answer: The draft questionnaire was prepared by Governing Board staff with assistance from
ACT, Inc. under a prior contract with the Governing Board, and with input provided by the
Chair of the Board’s Technical Panel on 12" Grade Preparedness Research, Michael Kirst.

2. What level of precision in the survey estimates should be assumed when designing the sample
of institutions? What are the statistical requirements in terms of the precision or margin of error
of sample estimates, both overall and by important subpopulations?

Answer: A primary objective of the study is to determine the mean, median, range and standard
deviation of the cut-scores for the various tests used in making placement decisions for the major
comparisons described on page 6 of the statement of work (2-year and 4-year institutions overall
and by control, selectivity, and size).

ACT, SAT, ACCUPLACER and COMPASS use different score scales with different standard
deviations of the mean. For the mean and median placement cut-scores reported for each
assessment under the proposed survey, it would be desirable to be able to detect a significant
difference of .2 SD of the respective assessment score scales, with an alpha of .05, for the major
comparisons. However, this may not be feasible or practical; therefore, bidders should also
propose samples that will detect significant differences at .4 SD and .6 SD, and may propose
other options consistent with the objectives of the study.

3. The Statement of Work does not include the preparation of an OMB clearance package. Is the
Governing Board preparing the OMB package? If so, can NAGB provide bidders with a copy or
otherwise information on what was included in that package, such as sample size, methodology,
etc.? If an OMB package has not been submitted, does NAGB expect the contractor to prepare
the package? Does the OMB package cover field tests with more than 9 institutions? If not, it
will be difficult to evaluate some of the issues listed in the RFP (p. 7). Will the survey undergo
normal clearance procedures or expedited or emergency procedures, i.e., how many months
should be estimated for the clearance process? When does the Governing Board expect OMB
clearance?

Answer: The Governing Board will have primary responsibility for preparing the OMB
clearance package. The Board expects that the contractor-prepared sampling and data
collection plans will provide sufficient information for the preparation of the clearance package
and that only minimal additional information would be requested from the contractor, if any.



The Governing Board submitted a clearance package and published the 60-day Federal Register
notice in December 2008; the package was withdrawn after the 30-day notice was published.
The Governing Board will work directly with OMB on whether an expedited review process will
be possible. If an expedited review is not possible, then the project timeline will be adjusted after
negotiations with the contractor.

The original clearance package provided for a census of higher education institutions; the RFP
provides for a nationally representative sample and a response rate of at least 85 percent. The
original clearance package provided for a paper and pencil survey; the RFP asks bidders to
suggest the data collection response methodology, whether by paper and pencil or electronic.
The original clearance package anticipated a pilot test of the survey of not-to-exceed nine
respondents per item; the RFP asks bidders to propose an appropriately sized small-scale field
test.

4. How many reviews are anticipated for each deliverable? How much time should the
contractor include in the schedule for review times?

Answer: In general, one review is anticipated for each deliverable. Bidders should include 7
calendar days for Governing Board review.

5. Could you elaborate on the requirement regarding analysis by program rigor? Our
understanding is that, unlike level and control of institution, program rigor is a survey variable
that is not available on the sampling frame and cannot be used to select the sample.

Answer: It is correct that program rigor is a survey variable not available on the sampling
frame. As discussed on page 6 of the statement of work, the objective is to be able to report on
two levels of cut-scores used for placement decisions:

(1) The institution’s general policy on the score below which students are deemed to need
remedial coursework and at or above which students are deemed to have the skills and
knowledge in reading and/or mathematics to be placed into standard, entry-level courses that
met the institution’s general education requirements; and

(2) A program, major, or course of study for which higher cut-scores are required. The intent is
for the bidder to propose one or more survey items that will result in the collection of data to
satisfy this objective.

6. What is the type and amount of “other work” that the Technical Review Panel (TRP) will do
beyond the four 2-day meetings?

Answer: Under the statement of work, four 2-day meetings in Washington, DC are to be assumed
for budgeting purposes. “Other work’ has not been defined, but could include review of draft
deliverables required in addition to scheduled meetings and preparation of analyses or issue
papers on selected topics as an assignment, based on individual expertise. If further days are
required for other work performed by panel members, the contract budget will be adjusted
accordingly through contract modification.



7. There appear to be contradictory statements about the award fee on page 6. Is the award fee
negotiated or is it decided unilaterally?

Answer: At contract award, the award fee amounts will be negotiated based on the task
objectives identified in the Statement of Work (See Section 8.1.4 Award Fee Plan in the
Statement of Work). However, as stated in the RFP, the government will make a subjective
evaluation of the quality of the contractor’s performance, based on the award fee plan. At
contract award, after negotiations with the contractor, the award fee amounts will be stated
clearly and will be based on detailed criteria for earning the award fee amounts. These measures
will identify the expectations for performance and award fees upfront.

8. Can the Governing Board provide guidance on the level of effort for this project? What level
of effort does NAGB expect for this procurement? Has there been a level of effort established for
this project?

Bidders should review the Statement of Work carefully, and estimate labor costs based on
proposed work plans for the 12 month contract duration.

9. Is there any guidance in the daily rate for honoraria payments for the Technical Review Panel?
Proposed payments for the Technical Review Panel members should not exceed $750 per day.

10. How many past performance reports should be included in the proposal? At some points, the
RFP mentions 4, while at others it mentions 3-5.

Answer: Four past performance reports should be included in the proposal submission.



