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Preschool Development Grants

Expansion Grants
Technical Review Form for Arkansas
Reviewer 1
A. Executive Summary
	 
	Available
	Score

	(A)(1) The State’s progress to date 

(A)(2) Provide High-Quality Preschool Programs in two or more High-Need Communities

(A)(3) Increase the number and percentage of Eligible Children served in High-Quality Preschool Programs

(A)(4) Characteristics of High-Quality Preschool Programs

(A)(5) Set expectations for school readiness 

(A)(6) Supported by a broad group of stakeholders

(A)(7) Allocate funds between–

(a) Activities to build or enhance infrastructure using no more than 5% of funds; and
(b) Subgrants using at least 95% of funds
	10
	9


	(A) Reviewer Comments: 
Strengths:

The State of Arkansas application provides a clear and comprehensive Executive Summary. The application explains how they have developed an ambitious and achievable plan that builds on their progress to date in providing access to High-Quality Preschool Programs (HQPPs) for all eligible children. They propose to combine federal funds with extensive state, local, and philanthropic funds in order to provide services to approximately 1,673 children in preschool improvement slots and 2,241 children in preschool expansion slots per year over a 4-year period. In doing so, they plan to build on the progress they have made to date in their state. The applicant proposes to expand HQPPs to 10 High-Need Communities. Their proposed efforts will result in an overall outcome of serving 3,914 children per year in programs that meet the definition of High-Quality Preschools. The requirements for meeting the criterion for this section are clearly specified. The proposed plan focuses on improving teacher quality, classroom quality, enrollment diversity, and child outcomes. Specific details of their Ambitious and Achievable Plan are provided, which is viewed as a strength of this application.

Weaknesses:

The applicant includes an ambitious and challenging plan; however, it is unclear if the plan is achievable. From the information provided, it is difficult to determine if Arkansas will be able to make all of the changes proposed in the application and maintain them after the funding ends.


B. Commitment to State Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(1) Early Learning and Development Standards
	2
	2


	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State of Arkansas application does an excellent job of explaining their commitment to State Preschool Programs through the emphasis placed on Arkansas' Early Learning and Development Standards (ELDS) as the foundation of their current ABC program. They explain that these standards are used throughout the program and are based on recommended practice in the field of Early Childhood Education (ECE) (i.e., state-approved curriculum that is aligned to the standards, observation-based assessment of the ELDS, preparation of educators to support children's learning based on the standards). The framework for the use of the ELDS is a strength of this application, as is their plan for modifying the standards. The grant from the Kellogg Foundation to develop a new set of standards is another strength of this section.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses were identified in this area.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(2) State’s financial investment
	6
	6


	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State of Arkansas application describes a substantial financial investment that they have committed to the proposed project. There is evidence that preschool education is prioritized in Arkansas. Evidence of the State's emphasis on preschool education is their contribution of a 40 percent local match along with generous support secured from the philanthropic community. The estimated number and percentage of children to be served in the State Preschool Programs is commendable. They project that they will be able to provide services to approximately 1,673 children in preschool improvement slots and 2,241 children in preschool expansion slots per year over a 4year period. Also, they report that the State served 63.5 percent of eligible children in 2014, which has increased steadily over a 4-year period (from 55.8 percent to 63.5 percent). The State's financial commitment and the number of eligible children served and projected to be served are strong features of this application.

Weaknesses:

There were no weaknesses identified in this area.




	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(3) Enacted and pending legislation, policies, and/or practices
	4
	3


	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State of Arkansas application describes legislation, policies, and practices that demonstrate their current and future commitment to increasing eligible children's access to HQPPs. Although the State is ranked 45th as a poor state based on per capita national income, they provide evidence of their financial commitment to services for young children (i.e., the State commits 160 million annually to the ABC Program). In addition, they describe their high commitment to the continuous improvement of preschool programs and systems building (i.e., the State has created the Arkansas Better Chance [ABC] Program, which is a well-established, high-quality preschool program that provides a foundation for systems building). The State's preschool program infrastructure, financial commitment, and coordination and administrative capacity are seen as strengths that will serve as the foundation for their proposed preschool improvement and expansion efforts.

Weaknesses:

For section B3, more evidence is needed regarding the State's future commitment to increasing access to High-Quality Preschool Programs due to the State's lack of increased funding for preschool programs for the past eight years.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(4) Quality of existing State Preschool Programs
	4
	3


	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State of Arkansas application provides evidence of the high quality of their State Preschool Programs. Evidence presented includes high program standards, compliance monitoring, preschool program support, high classroom quality data, and child outcome data continuing to elementary school. Each aspect of the State's policy and program data is described thoroughly, as well as their demonstrated commitment to HQPPs, compliance with Program Standards, and support for ongoing monitoring and program improvement. They provide evidence of their monitoring, compliance, and continuous improvement system in which they use the Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement System (TQRIS). As evidence of their commitment to high program standards, a copy of their standards and program manual are included in appendix B.4.2. The ABC Program fully aligns with the definition of HQPP on 10 out of 12 components and partially addresses 2 additional components.

Weaknesses:

The application was unclear regarding their plans for professional development for their teachers. The details provided are vague and more information is needed about all aspects of their professional development plans for teachers (e.g., the content, processes, timelines).


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(5) Coordination of preschool programs and services
	2
	1


	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

There is evidence of the State of Arkansas' coordination of preschool programs and services with other resources on both the state and federal levels. They demonstrate their ability to coordinate these efforts based on the existing infrastructure for early childhood programs within the state. The ABC Program (for preschool education) is part of a state early care and education system that is run by one agency, the Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education (DCCECE) within the Arkansas Department of Human Services. This allows for a high degree of coordination between the ABC Program and other related early childhood programs in the state. Other examples of partnership are provided, such as the collaboration that has occurred with Head Start and the national and state philanthropic community. The State presents evidence of providing high quality preschool programs and services and partnering with other early childhood programs that clearly demonstrates their long history of collaboration, coordination, and the leveraging of resources to serve young children.

Weaknesses:

The details are vague regarding how the applicant will collaborate with Part C and Part B-619 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) to serve children with delays or disabilities. The information was unclear about the selection criteria for the members who comprised the state's advisory council and the terms of their service on this council.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(6) Role in promoting coordination of preschool programs with other sectors
	2
	2


	(B)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The Arkansas application demonstrates the high degree of coordination among the preschool programs and the state and local sectors. They present a clear explanation of how the early learning and development of all eligible children will be supported. The Whole Child Whole Community Program is an example of the role the State plays in promoting coordination of preschool programs and services with other sectors. The applicant describes their commitment to actively work through this program, which is likely to ensure collaboration with other sectors such as nutrition, health, and mental health. Another linkage that is a strength of this application is the creation of a Family Service Manager for each ABC Program to coordinate services related to specific goals, such as family well-being, family support, and adult education.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses were noted.


C. Ensuring Quality in Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(1) Use no more than 5% of funds for infrastructure and quality improvements
	8
	7


	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

A strength of this section is the state's past financial commitment to young children. It is apparent from this application that the State of Arkansas will build upon their strong early childhood education system by coordinating federal funding with an array of other resources (e.g., Appendix A.1.1 Kellogg Foundation letter) they have secured to engage in project improvement activities. They will use these funds to revise their state's Early Learning and Development Standards (ELDS), which is a commendable undertaking that will be used to guide the improvement of preschool services throughout the state. The applicant clearly describes how they will focus on the state-level infrastructure reforms to further improve the HQPPs and ECE programs to promote the optimal development and learning of the eligible children statewide. The applicant's detailed description of the State's plan to improve the preschool program to fully conform to all of the elements of the definition of HQPP is a strength of this section. They explain and provide evidence of how they have met 10 of the 12 components of HQPP, how they will continue to make improvements in these 10 areas, and their plans to meet the other 2 areas of HQPP. The state will build upon and strengthen their early childhood education system by integrating and coordinating grant funding with other resources that will utilize their state infrastructure, which is a strength of their plan to provide HQPPs and improved ECE programs statewide.

Weaknesses:

Although the state plans to revise the current ELDS, the applicant is unclear about the process to be used in revising the standards and the qualifications and selection process for the experts who will determine the new ELDS.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(2) Implement a system for monitoring
	10
	8


	(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

A strong feature of the State of Arkansas' application is their plan for improving their state monitoring system and supporting the continuous improvement for each Subgrantee to provide HQPP. Their monitoring and support plan will create an appropriate accountability mechanism that includes: (a) monitoring compliance to the expectations developed for HQPP, and (b) auditing procedures to ensure appropriate implementation and use of funds (described in Table C.2.a). For example, the monitoring plan will measure classroom quality and family satisfaction and use the information to guide program improvement efforts within the expansion and improvement sites. Table C.2.c. provides a clear overview of the State's targeted goals for HQPP that address program quality (i.e., teacher quality, TQRIS, classroom quality assessment, parent satisfaction) and school readiness outcomes (i.e., enrollment diversity, school readiness indicators). The State of Arkansas demonstrates their capacity to provide support to Subgrantees to meet the new standards to be developed based on their past experience and success of their ABC Programs and coordination with other early childhood programs statewide. In addition, they provide a clear plan to measure program quality and provide feedback to foster program improvement, track student progress from preschool through 3rd grade, and specify outcomes to be achieved.

Weaknesses:

The information for monitoring measurable outcomes for the children is unclear and requires specific details about how children's measurable outcomes will be monitored to determine progress.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(3) Measure the outcomes of participating children
	12
	10


	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State of Arkansas provides a description of their current status and rationale for improving their Kindergarten Entry Assessment (KEA) system that was fully implemented since 2004. The State's plan is to engage in a rigorous process to select, pilot and implement a new KEA instrument. The new KEA instrument selected will conform to the National Research Council's recommendations on assessment and addresses all of the Essential Domains of Readiness. The goals in the plan related to this process appear to be clear, appropriate, and achievable based on the details provided about the indicators of success, timelines, responsible parties, and financial resources. The detail provided in the State's plan related to their current status, their rationale for improvement, and the selection of a new Kindergarten Entry Assessment is a strength of this section. Table C.3 provides a clear description of their plans to improve the State's kindergarten entry assessment system, which is another strength of this section.

Weaknesses:

The details are vague and require specific information regarding how the assessment of children will occur. The applicant's monitoring plan is challenging; however, it is unclear whether it is feasible and achievable because of the lack of detail provided about the assessment of child outcomes.


D. Expanding High-Quality Preschool Programs in Each High-Need Community
	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(1) How the State has selected each Subgrantee and each High-Need Community 

Note: Applicants with federally designated Promise Zones must propose to serve and coordinate with a High-Need Community in that Promise Zone in order to be eligible for up to the full 8 points. If they do not, they are eligible for up to 6 points.  Applicants that do not have federally designated Promise Zones in their State are eligible for up to the full 8 points.
	8
	8


	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State of Arkansas application describes their demonstrated effectiveness in and commitment to providing HQPP in High-Need Communities. The State's long history of successfully implementing the ABC Program since 1991 is a noted strength of this application. They provide a sound and well-developed 3-step plan for expanding HQPP. This 3-step plan includes: (a) setting higher expectations for Subgrantees based on HQPP, (b) providing the supports for Subgrantees to implement the higher standards, and (c) ensuring that appropriate accountability mechanisms are in place. In addition, a clear description is included of the process to be used in selecting Subgrantees and the High-Need Communities to be served. The applicant has established MOUs with all 45 potential Subgrantees (i.e., D.1.1, D.1.2). Figure D-1 is used to illustrate the proposed high-need counties for expansion/improvement, which is a helpful way to show the potential areas statewide. Table D-1 clearly describes the characteristics of selected sites.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses were noted.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(2) How each High-Need Community is currently underserved
	8
	8


	(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant explained that each High-Need Community chosen is currently underserved. They include Table D.1 to show the key characteristics of selected sites for inclusion in preschool development grants and expansion grants programs. The table organizes the counties into four areas (e.g., rural-geographically isolated, rural-nonmetropolitan, urban, urban/rural) and provides characteristics of each site (e.g., poverty rate of children under 5, number and percent of unserved 4-year olds, KEA scores). They explain the extensive measures used to determine the high-need communities to be served, which are summarized in Table D.1. They explain that each county chosen for inclusion either has one of the highest percentages or one of the highest numbers of children underserved in each of the geographic categories. The number of unserved children ranges from 79 four-year-olds in Searcy County to over 2,000 in Pulaski. The applicant provides a clear description of the process they used in determining the diverse geographic areas and high-need communities to be served.

Weaknesses:

No areas of weakness were identified.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(3) How the State will conduct outreach to potential Subgrantees
	4
	3


	(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State of Arkansas application provides a thorough description of the process to be used to conduct outreach and select potential Subgrantees. They have utilized and will continue to use their unified governance structure, the Division of Childcare and Early Childhood Education (DCCECE) to establish communication networks that reach organizations within Arkansas' early childhood community throughout the state. The Division of Childcare and Early Childhood Education (DCCECE) unified governance structure is viewed as a strength of this application that will enhance the outreach with Subgrantees. The plan presented for conducting outreach to potential grantees is clear and is designed to result in an effective selection process. The applicant describes their collaborative efforts and communication networks (e.g., presentations at statewide meetings, meetings with the State's Child Care Aware, briefings for the Arkansas Early Childhood Commission), which are strong features of the process used in selecting Subgrantees and to ensure that all interested parties were aware of this grant opportunity.

Weaknesses:

A noted weakness is that it is unclear how the State will work collaboratively on the local level because the application provides limited information about collaborative processes to be used local level.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(4) How the State will subgrant at least 95% of its Federal grant award to its Subgrantee or Subgrantees to implement and sustain voluntary, High-Quality Preschool Programs in two or more High-Need Communities, and—
(a) Set ambitious and achievable targets; and
	16
	14


	(D)(4)(a) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The budget shows that the State of Arkansas will use more than 95 percent of their federal funds for Subgrantees. The applicant plans to use the federal funds to award subgrants to Subgrantees that will provide HQPP in 10 High-Need Communities. Based on the number of additional eligible children to be served annually in HQPP over the four years of the grant and program improvements to be made based on the definition of HQPP, they appear to have set ambitious but achievable targets. For example, the federal funds will be used to improve ABC services for 558 eligible children per year and to expand ABC services for an additional 889 children per year. The number of children to receive services through this grant is a clear strength of the application. In Table D.4.a., the applicant describes the Improvement and Selection slot allocations and the total federal and state funding for selected sites. The applicant's plans to serve eligible children in improvement and selection slots in the selected programs and to make improvements in these programs based on the definition of HQPP is a strength of this application.

Weaknesses:

There were missing details and contradictions noted in the budget as to how 97 percent of the federal funds will be used for Subgrantees. With the conflicting information provided, it was unclear in the budget how 97 percent of the funds will be used for Subgrantees.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(4)(b) Incorporate in their plan—
(i) Expansion of the number of new high-quality State Preschool Program slots; and
(ii) Improvement of existing State Preschool Program slots 

Note:  Applicants may receive up to the full 12 points if they address only (D)(4)(b)(i) or (b)(ii) or if they address both (D)(4)(b)(i) and (b)(ii);
	12
	10


	(D)(4)(b) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides a list of 10 elements of the definition of HQPP (e.g., High Staff Qualifications, Comprehensive Services) and describes how they have conformed to each of these 10 elements. They also explain how they will more effectively meet the remaining 2 elements of the definition (i.e., High Staff Qualifications, Comprehensive Services). Explaining how they have addressed each of these elements in the definition of HQPP is seen as a strength of this application. The applicant thoroughly explains their plans for improving their existing slots to move them to the HQPP level as stated in Table D.4. The applicant's plan involves conducting an RFP process for improvement and expansion slots, which is viewed as a strength of this application. The applicant clearly describes the activities, indicators of their success, timeline, responsible party, and associated financial resources. For example, a DCCECE work group will be established that consists of members with a high level of expertise who will be guided by the DCCECE to ensure that the goals are accomplished. Based on the information provided in this section, the applicant does an excellent job of describing how they will expand and provide new slots in HQPP.

Weaknesses:

The applicant's plan is unclear about how they will improve staff qualifications. More specific information is needed about the content and processes to be used to improve the qualifications for the staff to provide high quality services.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(5) How the State, in coordination with the Subgrantees, plans to sustain High-Quality Preschool Programs after the grant period
	12
	10


	(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State of Arkansas application provides a sustainability plan (Table D.5) that shows that they plan to sustain HQPP after the grant funding ends by: (a) building their body of evidence for grant funding, and (b) identifying other sources of funding to sustain the programs. These two goals will be accomplished by building on their past success in delivering HQPP and the early childhood infrastructure that has been established in their state. The high degree of collaboration and activities planned with each Subgrantee, along with the substantial State and non-Federal support, will help to ensure that the outcomes will be sustained. The information provided in Table D.5 includes the activities (e.g., creating a sustainability task force, creating briefing documents for outreach), indicators of success, timelines, party responsible, and financial resources, which are clearly stated, comprehensive, and reasonable. Therefore, the plans indicated in Table D.5 are a strength of this section.

Weaknesses:

The applicant's plan was unclear regarding how they will measure child outcome data. The information is unclear about how they will maintain specific components of the program when the funding ends.


E. Collaborating with Each Subgrantee and Ensuring Strong Partnerships
	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(1) Roles and responsibilities of the State and Subgrantee in implementing the project plan
	2
	2


	(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

In the State of Arkansas application, they explain the strong role of the State's DCCECE in supporting the success of its ABC provider partners, which is designed to be reciprocal and collaborative. The proposed roles and responsibilities of the State and Subgrantee in implementing the project plan are viewed as a strength of this project. There is a high degree of collaboration based on a continuous improvement framework that builds on the State's infrastructure. This culture of collaboration, support, and continuous improvement is viewed as a strength of this application and should foster the relationship with the Subgrantees who are implementing the improvement and expansion slots funded through the proposed application. In addition, the State has signed preliminary MOUs with all of the potential Subgrantees. Table E provides an Ambitious and Achievable Plan to collaborate with each Subgrantee and ensure strong partnerships. This detailed plan is a strength of this application and includes the following: (a) specifies a clear allocation of responsibilities between the State and Subgrantees, (b) ensures the implementation of high-quality preschools, (c) minimizes local administrative costs, (d) revises the state monitoring protocols and processes, (e) updates the State-Subgrantee communication infrastructure, (f) ensures Subgrantees engage in culturally and linguistically responsive outreach and communication efforts, and (g) ensures strong partnerships among Subgrantees and community partners.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses were identified.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(2) How High-Quality Preschool Programs will be implemented
	6
	6


	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant explains the great degree of effort that has gone into building the organizational capacity and existing infrastructure of Subgrantees to provide HQPPs. A detailed description is provided of the State of Arkansas' history of providing HQPPs, which is a strength of this application. The use of the RFP process and the development of the implementation plans illustrate the high degree of coordination of the Subgrantees in providing HQPPs. The applicant's robust monitoring system to measure progress is another indicator of their plans to ensure that HQPPs are provided. Table E.2 shows the capacity of the Subgrantees to implement the improvement and expansion slots. Table E.2 is viewed as a strength of this application as it (a) specifies a clear allocation of responsibilities between the State and Subgrantees, (b)ensures the implementation of high-quality preschools, (c) minimizes local administrative costs, (d)revises the state monitoring protocols and processes, (e) updates the State-Subgrantee communication infrastructure, (f) ensures Subgrantees engage in culturally and linguistically responsive outreach and communication efforts, and (g) ensures strong partnerships among Subgrantees and community partners.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses were identified.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(3) How the Subgrantee will minimize local administrative costs
	2
	2


	(E)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The Arkansas State application is designed to ensure that each Subgrantee will minimize local administrative costs through the proposed plan (i.e., Goal 3 of Table 3). For example, the plan includes: (a) placing a 15 percent administrative cap on ABC applicants, (b) including an administrative cap in the RFP to Subgrantees and MOUs with new Subgrantees, and (c) monitoring compliance to administrative caps. Their plan for ensuring that Subgrantees minimize administrative costs is a strength of this application.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses identified.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(4) How the State and Subgrantee will monitor Early Learning Providers
	4
	3


	(E)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides a plan that addresses how the State of Arkansas and the Subgrantees will monitor the Early Learning Providers (ELP) to ensure the delivery of HQPPs. The applicant's plan is to revise the state monitoring protocols and processes to reflect higher standards of ABC Programs that meet the HQPP definition as described in Goal 4 in Table E. The State will hire two new ABC Program monitoring staff (an ABC Data Analyst and a new ABC Program Specialist) who will assist with the RFP process for Subgrantees and implementation plans and monitoring activities. The monitoring protocol will be revised to incorporate the new program requirements. The applicant's monitoring system is a strength of the proposal because it is designed to ensure ongoing monitoring and continuous improvement in HQPPs throughout the state.

Weaknesses:

The roles, responsibilities, and qualifications of the data analyst and program specialists to be hired are unclear, as well as the processes they will use to coordinate with the ELPs also are unclear.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(5) How the State and the Subgrantee will coordinate plans
	4
	3


	(E)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State of Arkansas has established a strong communication infrastructure to foster collaboration among the applicant and the Subgrantees, which is a strength of this proposal. As described in Goal 5 of Table E, the State-Subgrantee communication infrastructure will be updated to coordinate key elements of program implementation (e. g., update DCCECEs listserv of ABC programs to include new Subgrantees, provide licenses and training to new Subgrantees on communication features of COPA and Work Sampling System, disseminate state-approved curriculum and screening instruments to new Subgrantees, confirm data sharing agreements with Subgrantees). The applicant plans to use these new processes to improve their communication infrastructure, which should be effective based on their past success.

Weaknesses:

There are some aspects of their communication plan that are vague, particularly the information they provide about data sharing among the applicant and Subgrantees. From the information provided, it is unclear if there will be opportunities for data sharing among the applicant and Subgrantees.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(6) How the State and the Subgrantee will coordinate, but not supplant, the delivery of High-Quality Preschool Programs funded under this grant with existing services for preschool-aged children
	6
	5


	(E)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

A strong feature of this application is their plan to coordinate the delivery of HQPPs funded through this grant with existing services for preschool children by using five strategies (e.g., inclusion of a non-supplantation section in the RFP for the the Subgrantee competition, inclusion of a non-supplantation clause as part of the final MOU signed with Subgrantees, the monitoring process). Each of these strategies is either part of the existing ABC standards or is proposed in on of the Ambitious and Achievable Plans described in the application. Based on the information provided, the applicant's proposed strategies should be effective and ensure that the State and Subgrantees will coordinate but not supplant funding for the delivery of HQPPs.

Weaknesses:

A noted weakness is that it is unclear how the applicant will coordinate with some of the other existing services, such as Part C and Part B-619 of IDEA and Head Start.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(7) How the Subgrantees will integrate High-Quality Preschool Programs for Eligible Children within economically diverse, inclusive settings
	6
	4


	(E)(7) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides sufficient information on how Subgrantees will integrate HQPPs for eligible children. For example, a competitive priority will be included in the RFP for applicants to describe how they will promote economic diversity in classrooms. The strategies described in this section (e.g., providing needs assessment data to all Subgrantee applicants, including RFP requirements in this area, developing and distributing toolkits) should be effective in ensuring that Subgrantees integrate HQPPs for eligible children within economically diverse, inclusive settings.

Weaknesses:

A noted weakness is that it is unclear how the applicant will meet the needs of children within inclusive, economically diverse settings. The information provided is vague regarding how HQPPs will be integrated within diverse and inclusive settings.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(8) How the Subgrantees will deliver High-Quality Preschool Programs to Eligible Children who may be in need of additional supports
	6
	4


	(E)(8) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State of Arkansas application provides information about how Subgrantees will deliver HQQPs to eligible children including those who need additional supports. The State's standards, supports, and monitoring system will assist in this process. The collaborative processes that have been established in the State through their existing infrastructure will assist in this process as well. The model to be used in measuring the inclusion of children with special needs (i.e., access, participation, and an infrastructure of supports) is a strength of this section. Detailed information is provided in Section 4-1 of the State's ABC Program Manual. The addition of Family Service Manager positions will provide support to families and foster family engagement, which is considered another strength of this section. The applicant illustrates how the State will provide the standards, supports, and monitoring to ensure that all eligible children can benefit from their preschool programs, which will be effective due to the clear avenues for collaboration that have been established through the State's early childhood programs.

Weaknesses:

The criteria are vague regarding how the applicant will ensure that Subgrantees provide for children who need additional supports and differentiated instruction, particularly children with disabilities and other types of needs.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(9) How the State will ensure outreach to enroll isolated or hard-to-reach families; help families build protective factors; and engage parents and families
	4
	4


	(E)(9) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant does an excellent job of describing how they will ensure the Subgrantees implement culturally and linguistically responsive outreach and communication efforts. In Goal 6 in Table E, the applicant provides the details to ensure that Subgrantees engage in culturally and linguistically responsive outreach and communication efforts. The applicant includes strategies that should be effective in ensuring that culturally and responsive outreach and communication goals are achieved (e.g., providing needs assessment data to all Subgrantee applicants, including RFP requirements in this area, developing and distributing toolkits for programs serving hard-to-reach children). Based on the details provided about how culturally and linguistically outreach and communication efforts will be implemented, the applicant's proposed plan should be effective.

Weaknesses:

There were no weaknesses noted.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(10) How the State will ensure strong partnerships between each Subgrantee and LEAs or other Early Learning Providers
	10
	8


	(E)(10) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State of Arkansas application provides a clear description of their plans to ensure partnerships between the Subgrantees and LEAs or other ELP providers. Included under Goal 7 of Table E, the applicant explains that (a) the State will enter into MOUs with community partners, and (b) Collaboration Plans will be developed with local service providers to ensure collaborative partnerships. Further, they will focus on a number of areas through the local School Readiness Teams (SRT) with representatives from special education, Head Start, LEAs, etc. that will focus on areas such as transitions, family engagement, and inclusion. Based on the information provided in this section, it is evident that the MOUs, Collaboration Plans, and local SRT infrastructure are designed to foster collaboration and partnership development.

Weaknesses:

While partnerships were described and letters were included, it is unclear how the applicant will ensure the establishment of strong partnerships with other sectors, such as community-based resources.


F. Alignment within a Birth Through Third Grade Continuum
	 
	Available
	Score

	(F)(1) Birth through age-five programs

(F)(2) Kindergarten through third grade
	20
	17


	(F) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides a detailed description of their plans to support a strong continuum of care and learning opportunities across the early childhood period by reforming their current system. The State's overall goal is to align HQPPs supported by this grant with other programs and systems that serve children from birth through grade three and describes a process to bridge systems and facilitate transitions from one learning setting to another. As shown in Table F.1., the State has developed goals and activities that include referral coordination, pooling of resources related to professional development, joint recruitment and child find efforts, which will be used to coordinate activities of birth to 5 programs. For kindergarten through 3rd-grade programs, the applicant describes how formal partnerships will also be created among HQPPs and elementary schools and other points of convergence. Based on the information provided and described in the examples above, the applicant has a well-documented plan for establishing collaborative relationships between HQPPs and K–3.

Weaknesses:

In Table F.1., the criteria are vague related to the desired level to be achieved for each indicator of success listed for the goals and activities. The quality and content of the professional development were unclear and more detail is needed is needed regarding the State's plans for professional development.


G. Budget and Sustainability
	 
	Available
	Score

	(G)(1) Use the funds from this grant and any matching contributions to serve the number of Eligible Children described in its ambitious and achievable plan each year

(G)(2) Coordinate the uses of existing funds from Federal sources that support early learning and development 

(G)(3) Sustain the High-Quality Preschool Programs provided by this grant after the grant period ends
	10
	8


	(G) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The budget justification narrative and tables describe the requested funds, which are reasonable and sufficient because they are adequate to accomplish the goals described in this application. The applicant provides sufficient details in the budget section and Tables to illustrate how the funds will be used to accomplish the goals of the project. The figures and tables provided in this section provide a clear explanation and rationale for the requested funds for this application. The State of Arkansas application describes the significant amount of non-federal (e.g., philanthropic funds such as funding from the Kellogg Foundation) and State support (e.g., funding for the current ABC Programs) that are committed to the proposed project, which is a definite strength of the proposal. Activities are planned (e.g., securing external funding) to ensure that the project outcomes will be maintained and are explained in the State's Ambitious and Achievable Plan for sustainability (described in Section D.5).

Weaknesses:

It is unclear how the outcomes of the project will be sustained once the project funding ends and, therefore, more detail is needed in this area. The funding requests were unclear regarding how the 97 percent of the funds will be allocated to the Subgrantees through the RFP process.


Competitive Preference Priorities
	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 1: Contributing Matching Funds
	10
	10


	Competitive Priority 1 Comments: 

The applicant describes their plans for securing and using the generous support of the philanthropic community, strong state support, and a 40 percent local match requirement. The Competitive Priority 1 Table outlines a number of sources of match that equal 157 percent of the federal grant allocation, which are derived from 3 sources that include the Arkansas legislature program in 2015. The State of Arkansas has a clear plan to ensure how matching funds will be used in conjunction with federal dollars.


	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 2: Supporting a Continuum of Early Learning and Development
	10
	10


	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

The State of Arkansas application provides a clear description of their plans to develop a stronger birth through 3rd-grade continuum. Much of the proposed work can be found in the Ambitious and Achievable Plan in Section F. The plan is based on the latest research and recommended practices that are used to define the specific goals of the plan and the activities that will be used to meet the goals.


	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 3:  Creating New High-Quality State Preschool Program Slots
	0 or 10
	10


	Competitive Priority 3 Reviewer Comments: 

The State of Arkansas application clearly demonstrates that it is using well over 50 percent of its Federal grant award to create new State Preschool Program slots that will increase the overall number of slots that meet the definition of HQPP. Figure G.1 in the budget section illustrates their plans by separating the impact of the Preschool Development Grant funding from other sources of funding for this application. The requested federal funding will account for over 3,500 new slots that meet the definition of HQPP while improving slots for over 2,300 children. The applicant established MOUs with all potential Subgrantees. The applicant makes a strong case for how they plan exceed the requirements for this competitive preference.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

	Absolute Priority 1: Increasing Access to High-Quality Preschool Programs in High-Need Communities
	 
	Met


Grand Total
	Grand Total
	230
	200
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Expansion Grants
Technical Review Form for Arkansas
Reviewer 2
A. Executive Summary
	 
	Available
	Score

	(A)(1) The State’s progress to date 

(A)(2) Provide High-Quality Preschool Programs in two or more High-Need Communities

(A)(3) Increase the number and percentage of Eligible Children served in High-Quality Preschool Programs

(A)(4) Characteristics of High-Quality Preschool Programs

(A)(5) Set expectations for school readiness 

(A)(6) Supported by a broad group of stakeholders

(A)(7) Allocate funds between–
(a) Activities to build or enhance infrastructure using no more than 5% of funds; and
(b) Subgrants using at least 95% of funds
	10
	7


	(A) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas (AR) created its State Preschool Program “Arkansas Better Chance” (ABC) in 1991 and has been serving 63.5 percent of the State’s eligible young children. This state has made serious commitment to serving its eligible children. For example, the state commits 160 million annually to the ABC program. ABC is ranked 12th in resources expanded per child nationally, and Child Care Aware ranks Arkansas #1 in the country for its monitoring of the child care programs.

The applicant proposes to provide 1673 improvement slots and expand 2241 expansion slots with the local and this federal grant funding. Due to its relatively long history of serving eligible young children, Arkansas has fully conformed to 10 out of 12 components of the High Quality Preschool Program (HQPP) according to the definition of this application.

AR also has a highly coordinated system at the State level, designating the Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education (DCCECE) within the Department of Human Services as the leading coordination agency between ABC and other Early Childhood Education programs in the state.

This applicant plans to apply federal funding to improve and enhance its existing ABC program in the following areas: (a) change the State’s ABC standards and the monitoring systems for them to be aligned with the new standards, (b) revise the State’s Early Learning and Development standards and the Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework, (c) improve its professional development and training system, (d) develop a statewide family engagement initiative, (e) improve the State’s Kindergarten Entry Assessment (KEA), (f) develop a birth through third grade continuum, and (g) sustain the grant funding after the grant period ends.

Arkansas will provide 157 percent matching funds to improve and expand slots for the eligible children proposed in the grant proposal. AR has also successfully secured funding from private foundations for them to be involved in improving and expanding its ABC program.

Weaknesses:

A major concern about this proposal is that the current existing infrastructure will be significantly changed. For example, many important elements of the ABC program (Early Learning and Development Standards, Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework) are proposed to be revised. It is unclear whether the change of these standards and competencies will enhance the current existing infrastructure. It is also unclear how the isolated and hard to reach families will be engaged to enroll their children in culturally and responsively appropriate approaches.


B. Commitment to State Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(1) Early Learning and Development Standards
	2
	2


	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas has a long history of serving its eligible children. AR has an existing ABC program and has been using Early Learning and Development Standards (Infant Toddler Care Framework and Arkansas Early Childhood Education Framework for 3 and 4 years old). Arkansas recently received a million dollar grant from the W.K. Kellogg Foundation and will develop a birth-to-five continuum of development and learning standards, which will be used to support the State’s birth through third grade continuum and alignment efforts.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(2) State’s financial investment
	6
	6


	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas, one of the poorest states in the nation, has made significant financial commitment ($160 million annually) to the ABC program. AR spends $8100 per child, almost 70% more than the national average per child average of the state’s preschool expenditure ($4026).  This is a strong and impressive indication of the State's financial investment on serving its eligible young children and families.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(3) Enacted and pending legislation, policies, and/or practices
	4
	4


	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

AR has made significant financial investment to the ABC program, and there is strong legislative support for funding programs in order to increase access to and serve eligible young children in HQPPs.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(4) Quality of existing State Preschool Programs
	4
	4


	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides clear information and evidence regarding the State's commitment to the Pre-K program. For example, ABC provides 7 hours full-day services to eligible young children. The proposal includes AR’s alignment of HQPP with the definition of HQPP specified in the grant application (B.4.1., B.4.2.) and information regarding rules governing the State’s ABC programs.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(5) Coordination of preschool programs and services
	2
	1


	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education (DCCECE) is the lead agency to coordinate the State’s various federal and state’s other Early Childhood Education programs. DCCECE also works with AR’s Early Childhood Commission (which was established in 1989) to advise on regulatory changes to the Early Childhood programs. The State's leadership roles on the development and implementation of the Pre-K program are clear and impressive.

Weaknesses:

DCCECE currently coordinates the ABC program, child care licensing, the Child and Adult Care Food Program, the National School Lunch program, TQRIS, and child welfare residential licensing program. It is unclear how DCCECE works or coordinates with part c and section of 619 of part B of IDEA, and other grant programs such as Head Start programs.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(6) Role in promoting coordination of preschool programs with other sectors
	2
	1


	(B)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The proposal indicates that in 2013, AR passed Act 1326 establishing the Whole Child-Whole Community Program to encourage cross-section collaboration. DCCECE also mandates that all ABC programs coordinate with health partners, mental health consultants for child health and mental health services. The applicant also plans to create a Family Service Manager position in each ABC program with a caseload of 1 to 30 to support coordination of services. AR currently has a highly coordinated system in the early childhood community.

Weaknesses:

DCCECE mandates ABC programs to coordinate with agencies and programs from other sectors. Since DCCECE cannot mandate agencies and programs from other sectors (i.e., health services, family support services, etc.), it is unclear how the State and local level agencies and programs have been engaged in building and promoting interagency collaborative relationships and partnerships across sectors to serve eligible young children and families.


C. Ensuring Quality in Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(1) Use no more than 5% of funds for infrastructure and quality improvements
	8
	6


	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

According to the budget and other descriptions, AR plans to use about 3 percent of the federal grant funding to improve state level infrastructure. AR also proposes to use funding from the private sectors (i.e., Kellogg Foundation) to (1) create new Early Learning and Development Standards, (2) develop family engagement framework and state infrastructure, (3) select and pilot a new Kindergarten Entry Assessment, (4) revise workforce knowledge and competency framework, and implement statewide training promoting relationship-based practices. AR has clearly identified the areas in the State Pre-K program that need improvement.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear how the 3 percent of federal funding will be used to improve the State’s infrastructure for implementing HQPPs. More information needs to be provided to ensure that the federal funds will be targeted at the important areas that will strengthen AR's state level infrastructure and improve the provision of comprehensive services for eligible children and families (i.e., help build school capacity to engage and support families and build linkages to other resources for families).


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(2) Implement a system for monitoring
	10
	8


	(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

There is much detailed information about how ABC programs are monitored.  For example, ABC programs need to go through the child care licensing system. They are required to participate in the State’s TQRIS, which focuses on five components of program quality: (a) administration, (2) qualifications and professional development, (3) learning environment, (4) environmental assessment, and (5) child health and development.

The proposal also highlights two areas in the monitoring system for improvement: (1) a new classroom process quality measure (teacher-child interactions and the inclusion of parent feedback); and (2) family satisfaction measure.

Arkansas has implemented a Kindergarten Entry Assessment (KEA) using Quells Early Learning Inventory (QELI) since 2004. It will use private funding to select and pilot a new KEA instrument according to this proposal.

The areas identified for improving AR's monitoring systems are appropriate.

Weaknesses:

The monitoring for ABC programs is clearly explained, however, there is lack of details about the monitoring systems for other areas (i.e., measurable child outcomes, school readiness outcomes, child progress monitoring) for informing State and local continuous program improvement efforts.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(3) Measure the outcomes of participating children
	12
	7


	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The proposal presents information about measurable outcomes to be achieved by the program including: Program quality goals (to be measured by the State’s TQRIS, Early Childhood Education Rating Scale (ECERS), enrollment diversity goals (i.e., the enrollment of non-white eligible children), and school readiness goals (currently being measured by the Work Sampling System). These current and future efforts will strengthen the assessment systems for measuring and monitoring child outcomes.

Weaknesses:

According to this proposal, a few new tools and measures will be developed, selected, piloted, and used with the participating children and programs.  The proposal also includes information, rationale, and plans for selecting and piloting a new Kindergarten Entry Assessment (KEA). It is unclear how the outcomes of the participating children across five essential domains will be assessed.

Except for the use of the Work Sampling system, there is lack of details about measurable school readiness outcomes of participating children and how these outcomes are going to be assessed and shared with preschool and kindergarten providers and families.


D. Expanding High-Quality Preschool Programs in Each High-Need Community
	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(1) How the State has selected each Subgrantee and each High-Need Community 

Note: Applicants with federally designated Promise Zones must propose to serve and coordinate with a High-Need Community in that Promise Zone in order to be eligible for up to the full 8 points. If they do not, they are eligible for up to 6 points.  Applicants that do not have federally designated Promise Zones in their State are eligible for up to the full 8 points.
	8
	8


	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

It is notable that Arkansas has gone through three major expansions of its ABC program since 1991 and has invested significantly with each expansion: 40 million in 2004, 20 million in 2005, and 40 million in 2007. The lead agency, DCCECE has taken the leadership roles in these expansion activities.

DCCECE has established MOUs (memorandum of understanding) with all potential Subgrantees (see Appendices D.1.1. and D.1.2) and identified four criteria for choosing the priority counties: (1) geographic diversity, (2) the extent to which the county is underserved by publically funded slots for 4 years old), (3) average percent of children scoring “developed” across the subscales of the State’s KEA, and (4) whether the county included schools designated by Arkansas Department of Education as “needs improvement-focus” or “needs improvement-priority”.

Table D.1. includes detailed information about selected sites, criteria, characteristics, data followed by more descriptive information about each county, proposed ABC improvement slots, and expansion slots.

Selection criteria are clearly defined and data included are strong and solid.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(2) How each High-Need Community is currently underserved
	8
	8


	(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Table D.1. Columns 7 and 8 presents number of eligible children served; Table D.1. Column 9 presents number of percentage of children who are unserved in each county.  Number of eligible children and number of new slots for each county are clearly illustrated and presented.  The data from Table D.1. are clearly organized and presented.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(3) How the State will conduct outreach to potential Subgrantees
	4
	4


	(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

DCCECE has established communication networks with every organization in the Early Childhood community.

DCCECE and State Head Start Collaboration Director began outreach meetings across the state. These two organizations have much experience, existing mechanisms, and communication networks to conduct outreach to the Early Childhood community.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(4) How the State will subgrant at least 95% of its Federal grant award to its Subgrantee or Subgrantees to implement and sustain voluntary, High-Quality Preschool Programs in two or more High-Need Communities, and—
(a) Set ambitious and achievable targets; and
	16
	14


	(D)(4)(a) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The budget table (Table A) states that Arkansas will use more than 95 percent of this grant for improvement slots and expansion slots. The proposal introduces a cost allocation model that uses total per child funding for the ABC program. The proposal specifies that AR will request 2.9 million for improving ABC services for 558 eligible children per year, and it will request 11.6 million for expanding services for 889 new slots per year. Table D.4. clearly outlines the improvement and expansion slots allocated to all sites with this grant funding and state appropriation and private funding. The budget also shows over 157 percent matching funds from the State.

Weaknesses:

Since each Subgrantee will need to compete for funding to be selected by the State to receive funding, details of how the funds will be distributed and spent are not clear yet.  It is also unclear how AR will sustain voluntary, HQPPs in those communities as proposed in this application.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(4)(b) Incorporate in their plan—
(i) Expansion of the number of new high-quality State Preschool Program slots; and
(ii) Improvement of existing State Preschool Program slots 

Note:  Applicants may receive up to the full 12 points if they address only (D)(4)(b)(i) or (b)(ii) or if they address both (D)(4)(b)(i) and (b)(ii);
	12
	8


	(D)(4)(b) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

According to the information in Table D4(a), the proposal includes information about improvement slots and expansion slots in each county.  The narrative under D(4)(b) (i) and (b)(ii) highlights two areas of their existing ABC program to be improved: (1) high staff qualifications, and (2) comprehensive services. The table and narrative clearly present the information about the number of improvement and expansion slots and the areas for the improvement slots.

Weaknesses:

First, information about improving high staff qualifications through providing professional development is insufficient. More details regarding professional development for teachers and administrators for them to implement HQPPs are needed.  Second, the proposal only specifies dental screenings, and the development of a state-level Family Engagement Advisory Group and Family Engagement Framework for the improvement of comprehensive services. The proposal does not identify important comprehensive services for the improvement slots.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(5) How the State, in coordination with the Subgrantees, plans to sustain High-Quality Preschool Programs after the grant period
	12
	8


	(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The proposal provides two ideas for sustaining High Quality Preschool Programs after the grant ends: (1) a sustainability task force will be created, (2) conducting outreach to potential funders (i.e., legislative requests, grant proposals to foundations, the creation of Social Impact bonds, etc). These are proactive efforts that will help sustain these programs to a certain extent.

Weaknesses:

The approaches mentioned above are proactive, but it is unclear if they will sustain the ABC expansion slots that need to be continued in the future. The proposal does not provide details or strategies for how these newly created slots or programs will be sustained after the federal grant ends.


E. Collaborating with Each Subgrantee and Ensuring Strong Partnerships
	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(1) Roles and responsibilities of the State and Subgrantee in implementing the project plan
	2
	2


	(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

DCCECE has a strong working relationship with the State’s ABC providers including yearly process of funding renewal, on-site monitoring, and statewide meetings of ABC staff. The State also signed preliminary MOUs with all potential Subgrantees that include roles and responsibilities of the State and Subgrantees.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(2) How High-Quality Preschool Programs will be implemented
	6
	5


	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas uses a Request for Proposal (RFP) process to screen and select eligible bidders (subgrantees). This competitive process allows the State to specify requirements and compliance that Subgrantees need to meet. The State will also review implementation plans proposed by the Subgrantees in implementing HQPPs. This is a formal and rigorous process.

Weaknesses:

This RFP process clarifies roles and responsibilities between the State and the Subgrantees.  However, the support each Subgrantee needs in order to implement HQPPs will be different depending on the needs of eligible children and families served. Without knowing the needs of subgrantees and providing them the support they need from the State, the extent to which Subgrantees can successfully implement HQPPs is unclear.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(3) How the Subgrantee will minimize local administrative costs
	2
	2


	(E)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas provides clear guidelines and requirements that ABC programs spend less than 15 percent of the funding on administrative costs.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(4) How the State and Subgrantee will monitor Early Learning Providers
	4
	2


	(E)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State will revise its monitoring system. Two new positions will be created (ABC data analyst and ABC program specialist) within DCCECE to strengthen the revision of its monitoring systems to meet new program requirements. The addition of personnel to be charge of the revision of the monitoring systems will have the likelihood to strengthen the State level capacity and infrastructure.

Weaknesses:

More information is needed to describe the monitoring systems for program and child outcomes to be used, current and new assessment tools to be used, data to be collected and how data collected will be used and shared for the improvement of program quality and child outcomes. Even though the current monitoring system for the ABC program has been created and implemented for many years, it is unclear how the new monitoring systems will effectively monitor program quality, child outcomes, and the successful implementation of the HQPPs.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(5) How the State and the Subgrantee will coordinate plans
	4
	3


	(E)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

DCCECE currently coordinates with ABC programs through staff visits to program and holding information sessions. DCCECE uses a Child Outcome, Planning and Administration (COPA) and the Work Sampling System. DCCECE has approved a list of curricula for use in the ABC programs. DCCECE records and coordinates professional development through the Registry about upcoming trainings. The Parent Coordinator will work closely with Subgrantees and Family Service Managers to coordinate family engagement efforts. The existence of the current infrastructure and resources is a clear indication that AR has a functioning State Pre-K program in place.

Weaknesses:

It is unclear whether the Parent Coordinator is a State-level position and associated with which state or local agency. Another area that is not clear is how services from other education programs, health agencies, and other service providers for eligible young children are coordinated (i.e., young children with disabilities, health services, etc). It is unclear how data will be shared across programs at the State and local levels.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(6) How the State and the Subgrantee will coordinate, but not supplant, the delivery of High-Quality Preschool Programs funded under this grant with existing services for preschool-aged children
	6
	5


	(E)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Because Arkansas uses a RFP process, it will include a non-supplantation section in the RFP for the Subgrantee application. Subgrantees will be required to establish collaborative relationships with other early learning providers in their community and will engage in practices such as resource pooling, shared professional development, and joint recruitment and outreach efforts. The inclusion of non-supplantation section in the RFP is helpful for funded Subgrantees to be aware of this requirement and meet this requirement.

Weaknesses:

The Subgrantees are mandated to collaborate mainly due to the need for competing for this grant funding in the RFP process. If Subgrantees and other local agencies in education and other sectors have not developed mutually beneficial collaborative relationships, it is unclear how the approach of only requiring Subgrantees to implement the non-supplantation requirement will work unless there is an existing culture or mandate for locally, state, and federally funded educational and health agencies and programs to supplement, rather than supplant funding, resources, and services.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(7) How the Subgrantees will integrate High-Quality Preschool Programs for Eligible Children within economically diverse, inclusive settings
	6
	3


	(E)(7) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The proposal mentions about including young children from different income backgrounds in the ABC program because Arkansas allows ABC providers to serve ABC children and children from high income backgrounds. Allowing ABC programs to serve young children from different income backgrounds will help ABC programs to be more inclusive rather than serving eligible children from low-income backgrounds only.

Weaknesses:

It is unclear how ABC programs include and serve children from different backgrounds and with additional needs in inclusive settings (i.e., children who are dual language learners or English learners, children with special needs, children who are homeless, etc).


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(8) How the Subgrantees will deliver High-Quality Preschool Programs to Eligible Children who may be in need of additional supports
	6
	4


	(E)(8) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

ABC programs have had a long history of serving eligible young children. The proposal provides enough information about serving Hispanic children due to the demographic changes in several counties in AR. The applicant also provides information about serving young children with disabilities.

Weaknesses:

It is unclear how ABC programs will serve children with additional needs through the expansion of new slots (i.e., children who are homeless, children with chronic health conditions, children in the child welfare systems, etc).


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(9) How the State will ensure outreach to enroll isolated or hard-to-reach families; help families build protective factors; and engage parents and families
	4
	3


	(E)(9) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides information about providing Welcome the Children training by the University of Arkansas that provides training and professional development on cultural awareness. The applicant also proposes to hire a Family Service Manager to work with families in the ABC programs. Promoting cultural awareness is a good step toward building a more culturally competent workforce.

Weaknesses:

Head Start programs have had a lot of experience of working with eligible children and families. It is not clear how AR state and local programs will utilize the existing resources and examine effective family engagement practices from the Head Start communities.  Providing professional development on cultural awareness topics only is insufficient for helping professionals reach out, engage, and work with families effectively in culturally and linguistically responsive ways.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(10) How the State will ensure strong partnerships between each Subgrantee and LEAs or other Early Learning Providers
	10
	7


	(E)(10) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

ABC program requirements (i.e., Section 16.04 and Section 16-2 of the ABC program standards and manual) require that ABC programs collaborate with LEA, Early Childhood Special Education Cooperative, Head Start, other early care and education providers, local health entities, home visiting programs, and mental health programs. Local School Readiness Teams (SRTs) were created in 2012 to promote collaborative relationships, including transitions, professional development, resource pooling, family engagement, inclusion, and outreach and communication efforts. The existing mechanisms and requirements will facilitate coordinated efforts from the State and local levels in the process of developing and implementing High Quality Preschool Programs.

Weaknesses:

Even though AR has a coordinated system, there is no clear indication of strong partnerships among State and local level agencies from different sectors yet. There is a concern about the effectiveness of local and state collaboration by simply mandating ABC programs to reach out to collaborate because of the need to apply for and secure funding. A culture or incentive for promoting interagency collaboration among local and state agencies needs to be created and promoted. It is unclear how the local agencies and programs will utilize existing resources including community-based learning resources.


F. Alignment within a Birth Through Third Grade Continuum
	 
	Available
	Score

	(F)(1) Birth through age-five programs

(F)(2) Kindergarten through third grade
	20
	14


	(F) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas has a Kindergarten Entry Assessment (KEA). AR also created local School Readiness Teams (SRTs), and a Pre-K-2 Task Force that is charged with coordinating assessments in Early Childhood through second grade settings. AR has also created Birth-3rd grade Leadership Teams that will meet twice a year to review and discuss child and school/program-based data. In addition, AR will create new Early Learning and Development standards for working with young children birth through five. AR will revise its Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework that will demonstrate connections among Early Childhood and K-2 workforce. These efforts and initiatives clearly indicate that AR has plans to create a continuum of learning and development for young children birth through third grade.

Weaknesses:

The weaknesses in this section are that many different task forces were created and there is no seamless or coordinated plan in an effort to develop a system to create alignment within a birth through 3rd grade continuum.  For example, a few task forces such as Pre-K-2, Early Childhood and K-2 workforce, Birth to 3rd grade leadership teams were created. The inconsistencies noted above indicate that AR needs to strengthen its coordination at the state and local levels in building the alignment within the birth through 3rd grade continuum of learning and services for eligible young children and families. It is also unclear whether Arkansas’ state longitudinal data systems align assessments and data systems that assess the learning and development of young eligible children within birth through 3rd grade continuum.


G. Budget and Sustainability
	 
	Available
	Score

	(G)(1) Use the funds from this grant and any matching contributions to serve the number of Eligible Children described in its ambitious and achievable plan each year

(G)(2) Coordinate the uses of existing funds from Federal sources that support early learning and development 

(G)(3) Sustain the High-Quality Preschool Programs provided by this grant after the grant period ends
	10
	8


	(G) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The proposal indicates that there is strong bipartisan support for an amendment to increase ABC funding during the 2015 legislative session. Arkansas will also provide 157 percent matching funds for the improvement and expansion slots. There is also the non-supplantation requirement that Subgrantees will need to comply. The bipartisan support for state funding, commitment of 157 percent matching funds, and supplementing the existing funds demonstrate AR's strong financial commitment to serving eligible young children and families.

Weaknesses:

Even though the proposal indicates that AR will try to seek for funding from private foundations, it is unclear how the High-Quality Preschool Programs funded through federal funds after the grant ends will be sustained systematically after this grant ends.


Competitive Preference Priorities
	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 1: Contributing Matching Funds
	10
	10


	Competitive Priority 1 Comments: 

Arkansas has successfully secured much funding from private foundations for improving the State level infrastructure. This is a strong indication of strong commitment to improving the State's Pre-K program. AR will commit 157 percent matching funds.


	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 2: Supporting a Continuum of Early Learning and Development
	10
	8


	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

Arkansas has existing systems for serving young children from birth through five. Although a lot of initiatives were created to connect and align these systems from birth through third grade, it is not clear whether AR has a coordinated and consistent plan to create a seamless system for creating a continuum of learning and development for eligible young children from birth through third grade.


	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 3:  Creating New High-Quality State Preschool Program Slots
	0 or 10
	10


	Competitive Priority 3 Reviewer Comments: 

The proposal has a clear plan for creating new State Preschool Program slots to serve more eligible children in the existing State's ABC programs. It has provided clear information and data that AR will use over 70% of the federal funding for creating new State Preschool Program slots (see Table A). This meets the requirement of the application for using at least 50% of its federal funds to create new state preschool slots.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

	Absolute Priority 1: Increasing Access to High-Quality Preschool Programs in High-Need Communities
	 
	Met


Grand Total

	Grand Total
	230
	182
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Preschool Development Grants

Expansion Grants
Technical Review Form for Arkansas
Reviewer 3
A. Executive Summary
	 
	Available
	Score

	(A)(1) The State’s progress to date 

(A)(2) Provide High-Quality Preschool Programs in two or more High-Need Communities

(A)(3) Increase the number and percentage of Eligible Children served in High-Quality Preschool Programs

(A)(4) Characteristics of High-Quality Preschool Programs

(A)(5) Set expectations for school readiness 

(A)(6) Supported by a broad group of stakeholders

(A)(7) Allocate funds between–
(a) Activities to build or enhance infrastructure using no more than 5% of funds; and
(b) Subgrants using at least 95% of funds
	10
	7


	(A) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas, with their Arkansas Better Chance (ABC) Program, proposes an ambitious plan to improve the state's services to preschool children. They have clearly sought to identify high need communities and provide support in an integrated way.

The State meets the basic priorities by proposing a plan to increase the number of slots available to children who are at risk for school failure based on a variety of risk factors. They are in compliance with the budget, allocating 95 percent to subgrantees, and less that 5 percent to infrastructure. Arkansas, with State funds and other grants, has provided a 157 percent  State Match.

The applicant proposes a "seamless progression of support from Birth to Grade 3." Several opportunities for connecting preschool with K-12 education are described.

The applicant proposes to provide over 3,500 new slots for Arkansas' preschool aged children.

The applicant will provide funds to subgrantees through a request for proposals (RFP) competitive process to increase the number of high quality preschool settings in Arkansas.

Weaknesses:

Sustainability beyond the grant period is needed; it is not clear how Arkansas will maintain high quality programs beyond the grant funding, and how they will achieve high quality preschool standards across the 45 sites in 10 counties. Much of the proposal is focused on what needs to be changed, rather than building on a solid foundation of high quality preschool.

It is not clear how the needs of children from diverse groups (e.g., culturally and linguistically diverse, children with disabilities, ethnic differences) will be met. The narrative states that the children will be served; however, more clarity is needed on the specific plan and how it will be carried out.

In Section C, the applicant provides the NAEP data demonstrating that a majority of African Americans do not meet proficiency. How the state plans to address this concern is not clear.


B. Commitment to State Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(1) Early Learning and Development Standards
	2
	2


	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas has an ambitious plan to enhance their early learning standards. It is excellent that they are leveraging funding from Kellogg to help with this endeavor.

The existing learning and development standards are comprehensive and address the major domains of child development (e.g., physical, cognitive, social-emotional, language). The applicant is in the process of enhancing these standards.

The standards are aligned with state standards across agencies such as the Arkansas Framework for Infant and Toddler Care and the Arkansas Early Childhood Education Framework for Three- and Four-Year-Old Children.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses are noted for this section.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(2) State’s financial investment
	6
	6


	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas has demonstrated an investment in preschool education as evidenced by their Pre-K expenditures. For example, although Arkansas ranks 45th in per capita income, they rank 12th in the country for preschool expenditures.

Additionally, Arkansas serves a high percentage of eligible students; the percentages of students served are increasing gradually over the years from 55.8 percent in 2011 to 63.5 percent in 2014, noting however that the percentage was stable from 2012-2014.

Further evidence of the State's financial investment is their matched funding which is over 150 percent. These funds are a combination of State funds and philanthropic funds.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses noted in this section.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(3) Enacted and pending legislation, policies, and/or practices
	4
	2


	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas stakeholders in preschool and early childhood education have made a valiant effort to garner support from the State. In 2014 efforts were made to increase funding by $7 million but it did not pass the State Legislature. This effort is noted as a strength.

New efforts are underway to increase expenditures in 2015 by $14 million. A letter of support is provided suggesting a plan to appropriate these funds.

Stakeholders are pushing the Legislature to increase funding given that the funding has not increased since since 2008.

The efforts that early childhood advocates are exemplary; stakeholders have secured external funding and requested additional funding from the State Legislature.

Weaknesses:

Arkansas State Legislature voted down an opportunity to increase early childhood funding by $7 million. There has been no increase in funding in six years; that is, it has remained stable since 2008. However, new funding is pending ($14 million), but not yet guaranteed as the funds have not yet been appropriated.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(4) Quality of existing State Preschool Programs
	4
	2


	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas' early childhood program, Arkansas Better Chance (ABC) follows a set of standards designed to ensure high-quality, full-day preschool to eligible children in the state.

The ABC standards require teachers to receive 30 hours of professional development in a variety of important topics, including: early learning standards; early literacy, mathematics; social-emotional development; assessment; and working with children with special needs.

Positive aspects of the program include low teacher-student ratio and the inclusion of students with disabilities in the preschool settings.

The applicant states that they will use tools that have high psychometric properties, including the Program Administration Scale (PAS),the Business Administration Scale (BAS), and Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale-Revised (ECERS-R) through the QTRIS. The assessments examine the effectiveness of general operations as well as the early childhood environment.

The use of Regression Discontinuity Design (RDD) to evaluate child outcomes is a strength of the project. RDD is a research design that allows for the examination of statistically significant effects on an outcome measure. In examining their own child outcomes, the applicant reports that they found statistically significant differences for those children who participated in ABC programs. This means that the results and growth of the children were likely due to the ABC program and not due to chance.

 It is also a positive aspect of the monitoring system that Arkansas has an external evaluator from outside of the state to examine the effectiveness of the program. An external evaluator will be objective views and provide a different lens from which to evaluate the program.

Weaknesses:

The description of the professional development focused on working with "special needs" populations is vague. It is not clear whether these are kids with disabilities, developmental delays, English Language Learners, or children with other risk factors. A lack of clarity leads one to question how teachers' needs for professional development to serve all of children successfully will be met.

It is not clear if this professional development is a one-time requirement or if the professional development is annual. Furthermore, it is not clear whether all teachers will receive the training on each topic or become experts in a particular area.

The program proposal requires that children with disabilities who have an Individualized Education Program (IEP) be served in the preschool classroom. The program also states that children are served in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) (i.e., defining the LRE as the preschool classroom). By law, the LRE is the least restrictive placement that allows children to meet the goals on the IEP. The IEP is used to determine placement. The general education classroom setting (preschool or otherwise) does not automatically mean the LRE. LRE does not mean the same placement for everyone.

It is not clear that the psychometric properties for the measures (PAS and BAS) used to examine the effectiveness of the program are adequate. The applicant states that they have sound psychometric properties; however, the evidence to support the adequacy is not clear.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(5) Coordination of preschool programs and services
	2
	1


	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas passed legislation that allows for the coordination of Federal and State early childhood education programs. The combined resources will allow more children to be served. The coordination of services in Arkansas maximizes the number of children served and helps to maintain the same standards across childcare settings.

As mentioned in B4, children with IEPs are served in the preschool programs. The link with IDEA is important. The connection with special education is an important aspect of the program.

Arkansas established an Early Learning Advisory Council in 1989. The advisory council includes a variety of stakeholders.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear if the advisory council is representative of the population in the state of Arkansas. More information about the make-up of the committee, how often the council is updated, and the diversity on the council is needed to fully evaluate the value of this board.

Again, it is critical that the issue related to LRE is addressed. The IEP or IFSP should determine placement. It is clear that special education is to be involved in providing services; however, the specific plan in regards to the coordination between Part C and Part B services is vague.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(6) Role in promoting coordination of preschool programs with other sectors
	2
	1


	(B)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant suggests that they are coordinated with various state agencies.  Letters of support provide evidence that the connections have been established.

A strength of the coordination is a family services manager that will be selected for each county. This added position should improve the ability to work with families to ensure services are obtained as needed.

Weaknesses:

The actual plan for coordination of services with agencies addressing issues such as mental health, nutrition, family support, and adult education are unclear. More specificity of activities that indicate that real partnerships exist is needed to fully evaluate the coordination of services. The letters of support provide evidence of the willingness to collaborate, but they do not delineate a clear, cohesive plan for coordination.


C. Ensuring Quality in Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(1) Use no more than 5% of funds for infrastructure and quality improvements
	8
	6


	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas will use funding from the proposed grant to support improvements in state level early childhood programming. Each year the state proposes to use fewer than 5 percent of the dollars awarded for infrastructure. These funds will be supplemented with funding from the Kellogg foundation. For example, new Early Learning and Development Standards will be developed, family engagement activities will be improved, and a new kindergarten entry assessment will be developed using funds from Kellogg.

Arkansas recognizes that the current standards need to be updated and comprehensive. A public input period will allow stakeholders to provide input and an expert panel will review the new standards.

The timeline for developing the new standards and specific goals is a strength of the proposal. Clearly, the applicant has thought through the task of standards development.

Arkansas has an advisory board that includes parents. This provides one way to ensure parents are part of the decision-making process. They also plan to develop a new parent satisfaction survey. The information gathered from the parents will help (a) parents feel that they are included in their child's education, and (b) make decisions to improve services to children.

The applicant proposes to create a new Kindergarten Entry Assessment that will be linked to the Arkansas State Longitudinal Data System (SLDS). They are also working with the Arkansas Research Center to receive assistance on aggregating data.

The applicant demonstrates that they have developed partnerships with other agencies through various letters of support. These agencies include, for example, the Arkansas Early Childhood Commission, the Arkansas Early Childhood Association, Child Care Aware, and Arkansas Advocates for Children and Families.

Weaknesses:

Standards development is a daunting task. It is helpful that the State received funding from Kellogg to offset the cost of the standards development. More specificity on how the standards will be developed is needed. For example, it is not clear how the experts will be selected. It is critical to have experts in early childhood, literacy, mathematics, social-emotional development, etc. The qualifications of the experts are not evident.

It is unclear how frequently child care centers are monitored. At one place in the proposal the applicant states that child care providers were visited once every 3 years; in this section the applicant states that they visit every year for compliance, and 4 times per year for licensing, health, and safety. The visitation plan is ambiguous; it is vague as to whether these visits are completely separate or if they will be used in conjunction to improve an ongoing feedback loop.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(2) Implement a system for monitoring
	10
	8


	(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides evidence that they have the capacity to administer assessments link the data to the Arkansas SLDS. Some examples of their ability to support and monitor the subgrantees are provided below.

Two widely known assessment measures examine teacher quality and classroom environment quality (i.e., Classroom Assessment Scoring System [CLASS]) and (the Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale [ECERS3]). Examining classroom quality and teacher interactions is a strength of the proposal.

A family satisfaction measure will be developed. It is important to involve families and to understand their needs and desires in ECE programming. The family satisfaction survey may provide an opportunity for families to provide feedback and feel as though they are a valued part of the team.

The use of the TQRIS data collection system is comprehensive and is a positive aspect of this proposal.

Weaknesses:

Very little data are described about child outcomes. It is unclear as to how the State will determine whether preschool children will be ready for school entry.

The state plans to develop an assessment for kindergarten readiness but it is not yet available. The plan for the assessment that will be used until the new assessment can be administered is not evident.




	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(3) Measure the outcomes of participating children
	12
	7


	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant recognizes that assessment at Kindergarten entry is a weakness and is engaged in a process to improve the current entry protocol. The applicant will use funding from Kellogg to pilot a new assessment that aligns with their new EDLS standards. Arkansas will link the newly identified assessment to the statewide data collection system. The new assessment will be piloted in Fall 2016.

It is a strength of the proposal that the applicant has identified a PreK-Grade 2 Task Force.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear when the assessment of kindergarten students takes place. A clear-cut timeline that ensurses that children participate in the assessments in the "first few months" of kindergarten is not apparent.

It is not clear that the State has a system in place currently to assess students that conforms with the National Research Council's (NRC) report on early childhood assessment.

The timeline of 3 academic years to pilot the assessment is a long time, particularly given the amount of research available and information on appropriate assessments, including the NRC's report on early childhood assessment. For 3 of the 4 year funding period, the state may not have an assessment ready that measures a child's school readiness.

The qualifications of the expert panel are not specified in a transparent way.


D. Expanding High-Quality Preschool Programs in Each High-Need Community
	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(1) How the State has selected each Subgrantee and each High-Need Community 

Note: Applicants with federally designated Promise Zones must propose to serve and coordinate with a High-Need Community in that Promise Zone in order to be eligible for up to the full 8 points. If they do not, they are eligible for up to 6 points.  Applicants that do not have federally designated Promise Zones in their State are eligible for up to the full 8 points.
	8
	6


	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education (DCCECE) has selected potential subgrantees on the basis of criteria that focus on demographics of the counties in the state. They provide a strong rationale for using counties, pointing out that the rural nature of the state makes counties appropriate with respect to aggregation of data and capturing some of the most rural areas where serving children is difficult.

The project has chosen counties using criteria that help ensure provision of services to counties serving high need children and a relatively diverse population: (1) geographic diversity (urban, non-metropolitan rural, and isolated rural), (2) extent of being underserved by public funds, (3) children’s scores on the Kindergarten Entry Assessment, and (4) schools designated by SOE as “Needs Improvement—Focus” or “Needs Improvement—Priority.”

The 10 counties selected using these criteria have (1) high numbers of underserved four-year-olds, (2) high rates of childhood poverty, (3) large increases in Latino children, (4) several school districts designated as “Focus” or “Priority,” and low Kindergarten Entry Assessment (KEA) scores.

The proposal contains a clear, succinct narrative description of each of the counties. In addition, it provides a table, which clearly presents data providing supporting evidence for the counties meeting the aforementioned criteria.

Weaknesses:

Because the state of Arkansas procurement rules do not allow the selection of specific Subgrantees prior to the grant award, the project is not able to select the specific sites. The project has formed a selection committee (which was involved the aforementioned selection of counties from which specific sites can apply for funding). The project will institute an RFP process and select the specific sites within 90 days of the award. And the RFP process, will take approximately six months to complete, meaning that implementation of the programs at the selected sites will not start until March of 2015 at the earliest. The applicant is not clear about the timelines for the selected sites so it not certain that the selected sites will be ready to begin.

It is unclear whether the applicant selected the most needy counties. Data were provided for the counties selected but the need of the counties that were not selected is unclear.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(2) How each High-Need Community is currently underserved
	8
	8


	(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The proposal presents data indicating that each community selected has a high percentage of unserved children. The range is from 26 to 65 percent. (The mean is 49 percent with a standard deviation of 12 percent for all 10 counties.) This indicates a distribution with a fairly narrow range of scores. In other words, many of the counties have a percentage near or above the mean of 49 percent.

The counties selected were described and meet the high-need community guidelines. The areas include rural areas. In addition to including rural communities, the applicant has selected districts that are widely distributed across the state.

The applicant provides an excellent table that provides the percentage and number of unserved children, poverty data, and the growth of the Hispanic population by district. These data provide strong evidence that the counties selected are in substantial need of expanding early learning opportunities.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses noted in this section.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(3) How the State will conduct outreach to potential Subgrantees
	4
	2


	(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant refers to their comments in Section B in addressing how they are to conduct outreach to potential Subgrantees. As I noted in evaluation of Section B, they state that they have unified state and federal funding to maximize service to children.

The applicant provides a list of brief meetings (e.g., statewide meeting for current ABC programs; Childcare Aware Affiliates).

Weaknesses:

It is not evident how various agencies are specifically involved in the preschool programs.

The applicant lists two briefings, two meetings, and one presentation to different organizations. These may be insufficient to engender the kind of outreach and cooperation needed to maximize success.

It is unclear how new programs are able to gather information about the program. More detail about the outreach methods is needed to fully evaluate the efficacy of the efforts. Most of the outreach methods addressed current ABC programs.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(4) How the State will subgrant at least 95% of its Federal grant award to its Subgrantee or Subgrantees to implement and sustain voluntary, High-Quality Preschool Programs in two or more High-Need Communities, and—
(a) Set ambitious and achievable targets; and
	16
	11


	(D)(4)(a) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant has proposed a very ambitious plan to serve a large number and percentage of eligible children throughout the grant funding period. They propose to reach out to rural and urban settings across the state; this is an admirable plan.

The state suggests that they will provide at least 95 percent of its federal grant award to the Subgrantees.

The applicant states that it has allocated slots based on need. It notes that the plan is achievable because the state is using the current ABC infrastructure. They claim that these have proven successful on three previous occasions.

The Endeavor Foundation will supplement funds to increase the per child expenditure to enhance the potential to create high-quality preschool programs.

Weaknesses:

It is unclear how the three previous expansions have proven successful. It is unclear whether the state conducted a needs assessment or data source to select each site. Likewise, it is not clear how "capacity" was measured to select the preliminary sites.

It is not entirely clear how many slots and classrooms will be served. In the table provided, slots and classrooms are exactly the same. As a result, it is difficult to determine whether the goal is attainable.

It is not clear how the funding will be spent given that the RFPs have not yet been selected. This may result in a contradiction to the statement that 95 percent will be given to subgrantees directly. Furthermore it is difficult to determine if less than 15 percent will be used for administrative costs.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(4)(b) Incorporate in their plan—
(i) Expansion of the number of new high-quality State Preschool Program slots; and
(ii) Improvement of existing State Preschool Program slots 

Note:  Applicants may receive up to the full 12 points if they address only (D)(4)(b)(i) or (b)(ii) or if they address both (D)(4)(b)(i) and (b)(ii);
	12
	9


	(D)(4)(b) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Based on a process the applicant outlined in Section B, they determined that 2 of the 12 components of a High Quality Preschool Program were not met: high staff qualifications and comprehensive services. They have used this as a rationale for focusing on expansion and improvement.

--High Staff Quality

Only 86% of ABC lead teachers have a bachelor’s degree. The applicant is proposing in the expansion classrooms to require all have a teacher with a bachelor’s degree and a teacher with an associates degree. In improvement classrooms, subgrantees will submit implementation plans.

--Comprehensive Services

Dental screenings, not currently required by the state, will be required.

The applicant proposes a broader concept of family engagement that is culturally and linguistically responsive.

Arkansas is already providing high quality preschool programming in 10 of the 12 indicators. This is a strength of the program.

The primary means the applicant proposes for the project to achieve its goals (goals that are ambitious and achievable) is through an RFP process. The timeline, with activities, indicators of success, parties responsible, and financial resources is described. The use of an RFP process should bring about a fair selection of the subgrantees most deserving of funding. The RFP will build on the RFP that is already used to fund the ABC program, which should result in an achievable result. That is, rather than building a process from scratch, the applicant will be able to take advantage a process that is already in existence, including staff already experienced in previous RFPs conducted by the state. Beyond selecting the sites holding the most promise, the applicant delineates several other advantages to using the RFP process. For example, it will encourage the subgrantee applicants to forge new relationships and reinforce existing relationships with various stakeholders.

Weaknesses:

The status of the “winning proposals" is unclear. There is a site visit for each of them for “validation.” It is not certain that this means that all of these “preliminary winners” could be awarded funding if they qualify, or if there will be a greater number that go through the validation process than will ultimately be funded. Also, how the validation process works is unclear.

It is not elucidated how the state level funds will be used to improve high quality staff across programming.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(5) How the State, in coordination with the Subgrantees, plans to sustain High-Quality Preschool Programs after the grant period
	12
	8


	(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas has demonstrated a concerted effort to garner support for their program in hopes of continuing the project beyond the grant funding period.

It is quite apparent that stakeholders are working hard to advocate for more funding for early childhood education.

The applicant says there is “a great deal of momentum within the Arkansas legislature to increase ABC program funding."

As shown in Table D.5, the applicant plans two major foci for sustainability: gathering data on the success of the program and concentrating on finding additional sources of public and private funds. The two methods are a beginning in focusing on sustainability.

Weaknesses:

The Legislature has denied funding recently. The $14 million that is part of the current budget has not yet been appropriated.

In order to maintain a high quality preschool program throughout the grant period and beyond, a detailed plan for monitoring progress is necessary. It is not clear that the state has a detailed plan for child outcome data. The proposal has an emphasis on process outcomes of the projects, but a cohesive plan for measuring child outcomes in not apparent.

It is not clear how the program will be sustained after the grant period ends due to the Legislative support along with the magnitude of the changes the state hopes to make.


E. Collaborating with Each Subgrantee and Ensuring Strong Partnerships
	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(1) Roles and responsibilities of the State and Subgrantee in implementing the project plan
	2
	2


	(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant has gone to great effort to ensure that they secured MOUs from each of the preliminary subgrantees. The roles and responsibilities of the personnel are very clear.

The state has signed MOUs with all the potential subgrantees. The MOUs clearly delineate roles and responsibilities of the state and the subgrantees. Applicant says it will “create learning communities” across grantees.

The state will make professional development opportunities available to preschool providers.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses noted in this section.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(2) How High-Quality Preschool Programs will be implemented
	6
	5


	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant lists the 45 potential subgrantees and demonstrates their levels/score on the TQRIS and ECERS-B. (All but 3 are current ABC providers.) The statistics presented on the assessments demonstrate relatively high scores and readiness for implementation.

Weaknesses:

It is unclear whether there will be differentiated approaches based on the TQRIS levels or ECERS-B scores. The sites with the lowest scores may need more support than sites that have higher scores. A clear plan of differentiated support is not evident.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(3) How the Subgrantee will minimize local administrative costs
	2
	2


	(E)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Using an RFP system and budget justification for subgrantees is an excellent way to ensure that administrative costs are not exceeded.

The state will put a cap of 15 percent on the budgets of grantee applicants. The scoring of the budget section on the RFPs will ensure that the 15 percent cap is included.

Furthermore, the RFPs will be scored on the basis of how they justify their budgets.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses noted in this section.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(4) How the State and Subgrantee will monitor Early Learning Providers
	4
	2


	(E)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State has set forth a very ambitious plan to monitor the Early Learning providers. Hiring additional staff is an example of how they will monitor sites.

For example, the applicant will hire two staff to do major monitoring of the ABC programs: a data analyst and and a program specialist.

The two new hires will assist with the RFP process as well as implementation plans.

Weaknesses:

The two new positions will be grant funded. This brings into question the commitment and the capacity of the state to run this project.

The duties of the data analyst are vague. It is unclear how the two new staff will interact with the various subgrantees. For example, it is not clear to whom these employees will report, what role they have in the implementation plans, and how they will monitor progress.

The qualifications of the new staff are not clearly elucidated.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(5) How the State and the Subgrantee will coordinate plans
	4
	2


	(E)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State has a data collection system that will be used, and plans have been described for linking preschools and K-12 institutions. A new family engagement survey is going to be developed.

The State developed a list of approved programs for preschool programs to use.

An annual School Readiness Summit will allow for collaboration among staff involved in the ABC programs.

Weaknesses:

The coordination of how the state and subgrantee will coordinate plans is not clear. A list of assessments and communication options are listed, but more clarity is needed on how this is a part of a cohesive program of coordination.

The details regarding assessment of the program and the children are not clear. Many tools that are to be used still need to be developed, rather than building on a strong infrastructure. That is, pilot assessments must be developed, the family satisfaction survey must be developed, the standards must be developed. It is difficult to see how data sharing will take place when many of these assessments are not yet in place.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(6) How the State and the Subgrantee will coordinate, but not supplant, the delivery of High-Quality Preschool Programs funded under this grant with existing services for preschool-aged children
	6
	3


	(E)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Based on the examples below, Arkansas has a reasonable plan for ensuring the supplement and not supplant requirement for this RFP.

Applicant will include clauses in the RFP and MOU about honoring the supplement but not supplant requirement.

The budget indicates evidence that the funds are not supplanting, based on the fact that they are adding 3,500 new preschool slots.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear how the Federal and State programs such as Title I of the ESEA, Part C and section 619 of part B of IDEA, subtitle VII-B of the McKinney-Vento Act, the Head Start Act, and the Child Care and Development Block Grant Act will be coordinated so that services are not supplanted.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(7) How the Subgrantees will integrate High-Quality Preschool Programs for Eligible Children within economically diverse, inclusive settings
	6
	3


	(E)(7) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The ABC program serves children in mixed income settings. High quality preschools are selected and slots are made available within those preschools. Those preschools serve all income levels.

For example, the applicant states that the ABC program will only select sites that are high quality preschool programs. They go on to explain how these sites are the ones that higher income families also select. Therefore, the make-up of the classrooms are diverse in terms of income.

Weaknesses:

The applicant uses the term "inclusive settings" as serving children with disabilities. It is not clear how the programs will address children with other needs such as medically fragile, English Language Learners, and low income children.

It is unclear as to the diversity in the "inclusive classrooms"; the ratio of the mixed income settings is not clear. More evidence is needed to support the mixed income setting. For example, stating that higher level income parents choose these sites does not provide a ratio of high income to low income families served within a site.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(8) How the Subgrantees will deliver High-Quality Preschool Programs to Eligible Children who may be in need of additional supports
	6
	5


	(E)(8) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The current ABC standards require that all children be served in high quality preschool settings. Children with disabilities and developmental delays are included in the preschool classroom settings.

The applicant targets rural areas. It is noted that Arkansas has no Federally recognized tribal lands.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear how children with special needs will be served (e.g., children who are homeless, ELL, etc.).


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(9) How the State will ensure outreach to enroll isolated or hard-to-reach families; help families build protective factors; and engage parents and families
	4
	3


	(E)(9) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Arkansas recognizes the need to reach out to communities with growing Latino populations. This initial effort is an asset to their proposal.

With exception of one, all counties have a growing Latino population. Counties were selected, using diversity as a criterion. Some training around these issues will be provided by University of Arkansas.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear how, beyond the training from the University of Arkansas, the applicant will build capacity to support ELLs learning and development.

It is not clear that the training by the University of Arkansas is "effective" without supporting with evaluative data.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(10) How the State will ensure strong partnerships between each Subgrantee and LEAs or other Early Learning Providers
	10
	7


	(E)(10) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant has demonstrated through MOUs that they have developed partnerships with K-12 education. Additionally, they are leveraging the infrastructure that already exists, such as the Arkansas SLDS.

The MOUs for the subgrantees ensure linkage to K-12 education. Additionally, the data collection system will help the process of data-based decision making among both preschools and K-12 education. Teachers from both preschool and kindergarten will attend the same professional development activities.

No Indian lands are identified in Arkansas, but the State has focused on rural districts.

The ECERS will be administered to ensure age-appropriate classroom environments.

Weaknesses:

The plan for partnerships are vague and not detailed. It is not clear how mental health services, nutrition, and other agencies are to be connected to the project.

Authentic coordination with partners is not clear. The letters of support from the agencies are provided the roles of the participants are not transparent.

It is not clear how the state will use existing infrastructure and community resources to encourage family literacy, arts, and other enriching programs that lead to high quality preschool programming.


F. Alignment within a Birth Through Third Grade Continuum
	 
	Available
	Score

	(F)(1) Birth through age-five programs

(F)(2) Kindergarten through third grade
	20
	16


	(F) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant recognizes the disconnect between quality early childhood education and long-term outcomes for children and understands the necessity to continue programming for children in K-12 educational settings. As a result of the need to continue services beyond ECE, Arkansas will establish partnerships with ECE and preschool settings. They will also unify efforts for Child Find activities. The MOUs will begin with ECE and Preschool, but also include feeder schools in K12 settings.

Arkansas currently has school readiness teams (SRTs) that include a variety of stakeholders, including the kindergarten teacher and a special education teacher. The SRTs are an excellent way to improve collaboration among the critical adults in children's lives.

Joint professional development trainings will allow teachers to work towards similar goals.  The training will include preschool and kindergarten teachers, promoting collaboration and a shared knowledge base.

The applicant states that they will implement ongoing progress monitoring and the use formative data inform instructional decisions.

Arkansas will also establish leadership teams to connect principals and administrators to promote collaboration, particularly in the area of data collection and review to help inform decisions at the school and district level.

As the applicant states in their proposal, the most recent results of NAEP testing for Arkansas' children are lower than they strive to achieve. For both reading and mathematics, more than 60 percent of students are scoring below proficient in fourth grade. The applicant plans to leverage existing programs to provide high-quality instruction throughout the early elementary years.

Weaknesses:

The applicant plans to engage teachers in professional development; however, the quality and/or content of that professional development is not clear. It is not apparent that the applicant has selected evidence-based practices to include in the professional development.

The applicant plans to leverage high-quality programming across preschool and the early elementary years and has identified several strategies. It is not clear that a link exists between preschool curriculum and early elementary curriculum. Although it is clearly important for Arkansas to improve the performance of their elementary students as evidenced by their concern regarding the NAEP scores, it is not clear how will Arkansas leverage the high quality preschool programming to high quality early elementary programming. For example, more clarity is needed on the quality of professional development, the selection of curricula, and the MOUs between preschools and K-12 institutions.


G. Budget and Sustainability
	 
	Available
	Score

	(G)(1) Use the funds from this grant and any matching contributions to serve the number of Eligible Children described in its ambitious and achievable plan each year

(G)(2) Coordinate the uses of existing funds from Federal sources that support early learning and development 

(G)(3) Sustain the High-Quality Preschool Programs provided by this grant after the grant period ends
	10
	8


	(G) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

G1: Arkansas has contributed 157% matching funds from State funding and foundation funding (e.g., Kellogg Foundation and Endeavor Foundation). The amount of funding per child is reasonable and sufficient to ensure high quality preschool programming for new slots.

G2: The State is combining Federal, State, Local, and Foundation funds to ensure the maximum number of children are provided high-quality preschool programming. Arkansas already serves a high percentage of their eligible children and this funding will increase that percentage. Although Arkansas does not have any Federal identified tribal communities, Arkansas is focusing on high need rural areas.

G3: The State is matching 157% of funds, although some of that comes from Foundations and is not guaranteed. Arkansas seems to be committed to high quality preschool.

Weaknesses:

The information provided to help determine whether Arkansas is able to sustain this high quality preschool programming after the grant funding period is vague.


Competitive Preference Priorities
	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 1: Contributing Matching Funds
	10
	10


	Competitive Priority 1 Comments: 

The applicant provides evidence of matching funds in combination of Kellogg Foundation Grant and State funding. For example, Kellogg Foundation has committed $1,000,000 and Endeavor Foundation has committed $3,888,000. Arkansas' total State and philanthropic match is 157 percent.


	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 2: Supporting a Continuum of Early Learning and Development
	10
	10


	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

Arkansas has a plan that is challenging yet attainable.

They plan to enhance their early learning standards, create a new Kindergarten Entry Assessment, and expand services to many more children across the state of Arkansas.


	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 3:  Creating New High-Quality State Preschool Program Slots
	0 or 10
	10


	Competitive Priority 3 Reviewer Comments: 

The applicant meets this competitive priority by describing a feasible yet ambitious plan to create high quality preschools and uses at least 50% of funds to create new preschool slots.

For example, Arkansas will spend 20% of funds on enhancement sites and 80% on expansion slots. In total, Arkansas plans to serve 3,566 new children in high quality preschool programs.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

	Absolute Priority 1: Increasing Access to High-Quality Preschool Programs in High-Need Communities
	 
	Met


Grand Total

	Grand Total
	230
	174
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