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Preschool Development Grants

Expansion Grants
Technical Review Form for Massachusetts
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
	10


	(A) Reviewer Comments: 
Strengths:

(A)(1) The state has a strong history of support for early childhood education and has a strong infrastructure in place. It has been awarded numerous federal grants in the past and has had legislated mandated child care standards since 1997. Its early childhood services have been rated as number one by the Annie E. Casey Foundation in “Kids Count.” 
(A)(2) Applicant proposes to serve five high-need communities through this grant.

(A)(3) Applicant will create a total of 750 new early childhood education slots and serve the same number each year.

(A)(4) Applicant has a long history of providing quality early childhood education services that meet the criterion of High-Quality Preschool Programs (HQPPs). This is substantiated by numerous documents in the Appendixes that address early childhood development standards as well as letters of recognition that provide documentation of having received numerous federal awards that only fund high quality programs such as Head Start and Race to The Top-Early Learning Challenge.

(A)(5) Applicant has set early learning and Kindergarten guidelines in place that address negative factors that could impact children’s ability to learn. The applicant also serves on a national “Strengthening Families Network” that supports families by partnering with them to get their children school-ready.

(A)(6) The state enacted legislation to create the Department of Early Education and Care (DEEC). The Board of Directors and the Secretariat serve as part of the State Advisory Board on early childhood education. A spin off of this department has been the creation of the MA Association of Early Education and Care. The state is also a part of the National Association for the Education of Young Children and is home to the Annie E. Casey Foundation and has numerous other agencies whose focus is to provide support to the early childhood education and care community. It also has a Department of Elementary Education, and state employed Program Quality Specialists.

(A)(7) Applicant details how it will utilize no more than 5 percent of the grant monies for infrastructure and how it will award 95 percent of the grant monies to the five sub grantees that were selected in several places in the application. This is also addressed clearly and at length in the budget narrative.

Weaknesses: 

None noted.


B. Commitment to State Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

In 2003 the MA Department of Education developed, “Guidelines for Preschool Early Learning Experiences” to help Early Childhood Learning Administrators in planning and evaluating curriculum for young children.

In 2008 the Department of Early Education and Care (DEEC) published the, “Massachusetts Kindergarten Learning Experiences.” This publication provides teachers with information on the use of specific activities aimed at helping children attain competency in all of the domains.

In 2011 the state developed Preschool science, technology, and engineering standards for preschool children up to five years of age.

In 2013 DEEC participated in the development of a World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA), a document that prescribes Early English Language Development Standards for Kindergarten through 12th grade.

Weaknesses: 

No weakness found


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provided an abundance of evidence attesting to the state’s huge financial investment in early childhood education. There is a detailed chart in the application that shows a breakdown of the state's funding of early childhood services from the 2011 fiscal year to the 2015 FY. This document shows an increase of 162.2 million dollars between these fiscal years. A couple of examples of the state's commitment to fund early childhood services include: the state's supplemental funding for Head Start programs (an increase of 10 percent from the 2014 FY to the 2015 FY); and the state's renewal of its Universal Pre-Kindergarten Grant award in the amount of5.6 million dollars. An additional example: in 2014, the state allocated 15 million in new funding to reduce the wait list for income-eligible early education and care programs.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses found


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Applicant provided a two-page chart listing all of the legislative policies and practices that have been enacted to provide funding, mandate standards, or direct reporting to DEEC, as well as giving the State’s Advisory Council responsibility for staff’s professional development, strengthening families, addressing transition activities to be performed, and setting policies for teaching children with language difficulties.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses noted.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State of Massachusetts has been recognized as the state with the strongest and most comprehensive child care program requirements in the nation by the Annie E. Casey Foundation.

Listed in the 2013 “Update” as being second to the Department of Labor in having the best childcare program standards in the country.

Weaknesses:

Currently the state of MA meets 10 of the 12 elements required in a High Quality Early Education and Care program.

It lacks the requirement of a BA teacher in each classroom and salaries for child care staff that are comparable to salaries of LEA staff.

 The High Quality Preschool Program (HQPP) that will be implemented will address and remediate these two disparities.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Applicant has a strong infrastructure that is able to coordinate a high level of early childhood education and care services.

The DEEC Board provides budget oversight for all grants and state funding of early childhood education programs. It also serves as the State Advisory Council and is responsible for oversight and alignment of state and federal initiatives.

The DEEC Board meets with the Commissioner monthly and is actively involved in providing oversight of the Head Start program and the Licensed Early Learning Providers in all of the five communities that were selected as Subgrantees for this grant.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

DEEC coordinated with the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education to develop quality standards to ensure school readiness; third grade reading proficiency; alignment of the standards for non-English speaking children; and coordinated on developing the MA Kindergarten Entry Assessment Initiative.

DEEC works closely with the Department of Children and Families and the MA Department of Housing and Community Development to ensure that at risk children embedded in these sectors receive special attention directed at helping them have access to HQPPs.

The DEEC Commissioner interfaces with a plethora of other early education and child care providers such as Head Start administrators, the Maternal Infant and Early Childhood Home Visiting Initiative staff, the Massachusetts’s Children’s Trust and  many more.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


C. Ensuring Quality in Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant has laid out a rational plan for use of the grant monies that allow only five percent for infrastructure activities and allocating the remaining 95 percent to the five LEAs that have been selected as the Subgrantees. The applicant proposes a well-thought-out plan for the distribution of 95 percent of the grants between the five LEAs that takes into consideration factors, such as, the estimated number of children in each community, the number of children currently on a waiting list, the reading proficiency levels of third grade children in the five school districts, and also adjusted for a higher cost of living in Boston. The five percent of allowable funds will be used to hire a Preschool Development Expansion Director, A Fiscal Monitor, one IT/Data Analyst, three Master Level Teachers, the administration’s share of the cost for the Longitudinal Study and will set aside 25,000 dollars to pay for Technical Assistance. Monies from this grant will be used to address all of the activities required by this grant.

Weaknesses:

No weakness found.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Applicant will hire an Expansion Project Director who will have the primary responsibility for providing monitoring of all program activities and a Fiscal Monitor who will monitor all expenditures to ensure allowable costs, ensure proper documentation, help set up internal budget controls, and oversee other grant requirements.

Applicant will also hire an IT/Data Analyst who will create and coordinate all reporting and data gathering activities to ensure for program quality and consistent gathering of data for the Longitudinal Study.

All participating children will be assigned student ID numbers to ensure tracking of their progress as they traverse through the education system.

 An Interagency Advisory Group will be formed with partners from DEEC, the Department of Children and Families (DCF), the Department of Higher Education (DHE), and the Executive Office of Health and Human Services (EOHHS).

A Regional Monitoring Team will be formed in each LEA that will be headed by the district’s School Superintendent.

Additional program monitoring will be carried out by the State Licensing Representatives during regularly monitoring visits.

The LEAs will be required to conduct yearly self-assessments and to address any adverse findings. The self-assessment will utilize “A Framework for Planning, Implementing, and Evaluating PreK-3rd Grade” as the monitoring instrument. Each of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) will be revisited on a yearly basis and adjusted as deemed necessary.

Weaknesses:

Applicant did not address how it will measure parent satisfaction.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Applicant proposes to measure the outcomes of participating children through several methods: (1) through the use of the TS-Gold Assessment Instrument, (2) through the use of a reliable rater to assess children’s math, language, literacy, and self-regulation skills, and (3) through information gleaned from the longitudinal study.

Applicant has extensive experience in addressing long-range outcomes of children. In 2010 Massachusetts joined 22 other states in developing a common set of K-12 assessments in English language arts/literacy and mathematics aligned to the common core standards of what it takes to be ready for college and careers.

Weaknesses:

Applicant failed to indicate how soon after enrollment the children will be assessed.


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
	7


	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Applicant selected the five communities to be served by looking at a host of negative factors impacting the children in the five communities. It chose as its Subgrantees the LEAs in each of these communities to minimize program costs and because all of them are already providing early childhood education services. There are a total of 12 Early Learning Providers (ELP)  who will provide direct service delivery. It looked at communities that ranked at the top in high-risk indicators by the Maternal Infant and Early Childhood Home Visiting Initiative (MIECHV); it also looked at school districts that had poor performance indicators; communities with high levels of low income; it looked at towns that had received a Race To The Top-Early Learning Challenge grant; it utilized an advisory group during the development of this application. The advisory group was comprised of numerous early child care agencies, state representatives, and representatives from the city of Boston. All of the five communities are comprised of residents with mixed ethnicities. Hispanics appear to make up the largest number of these families. A breakdown of the demographics for each community was provided in the narrative.

Weaknesses:

Applicant did not provide any information on the geographic diversity of the High Needs communities that were selected.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Data submitted by applicant demonstrates some alarming statistics for each of the selected communities, thereby justifying a need for services.

All five communities ranked higher than the state average in poverty level. Four of them ranked higher in female head of households than the state level; all of them ranked higher in the number of violent crimes than state’s level; all had higher dropout rates than the state’s average.

Four of the communities selected had children on the preschool waiting list totaling into the hundreds.

Students in all five communities scored below the state average in third grade reading proficiency. Based on this aggregate of data the five LEAs in each of the high need communities were invited to become Subgrantees.

Additionally, only five percent of four-year old children are receiving preschool services.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant has already selected the Subgrantees and each of the five LEAs chosen for this project have submitted letters of support and agreement to collaborate on this project.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


	 
	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
	16


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

Strengths:

The applicant used a method that went beyond allocating funds on a population count in each community.

To avoid disparities in the amounts to be awarded, it set a cap for the largest community and a minimum for the smallest community.

It estimated the number of four-year olds based on public school enrollment data and birth records for each community.

It required that the LEAs (Subgrantees) allocate 5 percent of their award monies for administrative costs and 5 percent for the Longitudinal Study.

The LEAs will use the balance for direct services which will include full day, year-long services.

The cost per child to be served by this project will be 13,811 dollars.

The State will serve 750 children during each year of the grant.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


	 
	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
	12


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

Strengths:

Applicant proposes to create a total of 750 new high quality preschool slots.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


	 
	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:

Grantee will utilize the Pay for Success Initiative to allocate additional funds for program continuation and utilize the agencies set up by the federal government to assist states in increasing their capacity to gather funds through creative initiatives such as the development of Social Impact Bonds. Applicant is poised to apply for new grants as soon as they are announced.

Weaknesses:

Applicant did not provide a defined plan for continuing this initiative at the same funding level after the grant period 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:

Applicant provided a detailed chart outlining everyone’s roles and responsibilities in the appendix. A draft of the preliminary MOU that was provided also addresses areas of responsibilities. Formal MOUs will be completed following award of grant.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The LEAs and Early Learning Provider (ELPs) in each of the five communities will be responsible for implementing the program. The MOU will convey the specific expectations to be met. The MOU will require a self-assessment using “A Framework for Planning, Implementing, and Evaluating PreK-3rd Grade Approaches.” The self-assessment will be carried out each year and adjustments made to service delivery as needed. The MOU will call for strengthening collaboration efforts between numerous early childhood education services, such as Head Start, and family childcare services. Joint program development training will be carried out frequently and serve as a core strategy for increased and improved collaboration. Applicant has provide an abundance of evidence showing the high level of collaboration that already exists between and among the early childhood community.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The design of the project lends itself to minimizing administrative costs as there is already a solid infrastructure in place. The ELPs are already operational and in frequent communication. Collaboration, and monitoring systems are already being utilized thereby making it easier for the LEAs to partner with the ELPs in the planning, implementation, and evaluation of the High Quality Preschool Program being proposed. Additionally, the State plans to utilize some of the components already in place to provide for some of the training needs of the LEAs and the ELPs.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses noted.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

A high level team comprised of DEEC, the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education(DESE), the Department of Higher Education, the Executive Office of Health and Human Services, and the schools’ Superintendent will be created in each community to inform and develop a framework for policy, funding, and guidance in the design of future birth-third grade models. DEEC will create regional teams that will review the MOUs for compliance and will submit quarterly reports to DEEC. All early childhood programs will take place in licensed facilities and will be monitored by State Licensing Representatives. All grantees will provide data/reports via the Quality Rating and Improvement System (QRIS) and will be expected to reach at least level three performance compliance by the end of the grant period.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

During the start-up period DEEC and the Subgrantees will work on enrollment plans, developing an MOU and an implementation plan. DEEC, LEAs, and the ELPs will meet quarterly during the first year and establish Professional Learning Communities (PLCs). The PLCs will ensure that project staff receive comprehensive training on all elements of child development and early childhood learning as well as receive training on how to work with families in meaningful ways and how to engage families in becoming more involved in educating their children and preparing them to transition to the next level in their education.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


	 
	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
	6


	(E)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The grant will fund 750 new slots. The MOU will state that grant funds may not be used to supplant existing programs. LEAs must report on the number of children receiving direct service as well as the number of children who will indirectly benefit from this program. MOUs will be revisited each year.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(7) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Applicant will provide grant funds to the LEAs in as a Block Grant thereby allowing the LEAs to have flexibility to locate the new slots within a variety of settings which will allow the children in this grant to interface with children from other social and economic backgrounds and different types of ethnicities.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


	 
	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
	6


	(E)(8) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Applicant administers Head Start grants as well as a Race to The Top-Early Learning Challenge grant and thereby has experience serving the needs of children with physical and developmental needs along with children with other types of special needs. It has worked diligently on initiatives that are designed to address the needs of Dual Language Learners and put mechanisms in place to ensure that the educational needs of children in the Child Welfare System and Homeless Children are being met. The applicant talks about a variety of services currently being offered to children with special needs and in high-risk situations and mentions that Subgrantees will be asked to provide an array of comprehensive services and address barriers to participation in the implementation plan.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses noted.


	 
	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 LEAs and the ELPs will coordinate with Coordinated Family and Community Engagement (CFCE) Program Specialists  to enroll isolated or hard to reach families; build protective factors; and engage parents and families. The CFCE Specialist will provide Subgrantee staff with training on how to reach out to and engage families of enrolled children in meaningful ways.

The CFCE program is funded by the state to aid childcare staff with training needs as well as with recruitment activities, and family engagement.

DEEC, Children’s Trust, and the Department of Children and Families utilize “Strengthening Families Protective Factors Framework and Approaches” in working with families. Strengthening Families is embedded in all state funded programs and is integrated in the QRIS which is capable of informing on the level of family engagement in a program.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(10) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Throughout the application the State talks about numerous vehicles that are already in place that will help to ensure that there is a strong partnership among all of the LEAs and the ELPs.  Additionally, the applicant addresses the need for services for children from high-risk environments, children with special physical needs and children with dual language challenges. The applicant provided 41 Letters of Support that demonstrate a high level of coordination and collaboration between the Grantee and many different types of early childhood education services that will be aligned with the MA High-Quality Preschool Program.

During the first year of this grant, DEEC will meet with all of the five LEAs and their Subgrantees quarterly. In year two, the responsibility for these meetings (whose purpose will be to share information and knowledge of best practices, discuss expectations and review MOUs) will shift to DEECs regional Offices. In subsequent years, statewide meetings between DEEC, LEAs, Subgrantees, and other relevant parties will be held twice a year.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


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
	20


	(F) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Applicant has received numerous federally funded grants to provide a continuum of early childhood education services such as Early Head Start and Head Start grants and a Race To The Top-Early Learning Challenge Grant whose primary focus is ensuring children are school ready as a precursor to future success and minimizing negative outcomes stemming from a lack of early childhood intervention services. The applicant and the MA Legislative body is committed to the development of policies and programs related to early childhood education as a means of minimizing long-range expenses that are the result of failing school systems and a lack of early childhood intervention strategies.

The applicant has collaborated with the state's MIECHV program to develop assessment instruments for working with very young children and has put legislation in place to address the importance of focusing on children's education all through the elementary and secondary education phases as a precursor to career success and the amelioration of many costly societal problems.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses found.


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
	9


	(G) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state of Massachusetts has a strong policy agenda for providing for children’s early education needs. It has access to renewable funding that is supported by the Childcare Quality Fund that was established in 1997and has a well-developed plan for the use of the grant funds. It is proposing to serve 750 children each year in new early childhood learning slots. The LEAs will receive their portion of the grant yearly in a Block Grant format upon demonstrating that they are in compliance with program goals.

The applicant has a solid mechanism in place for safe guarding the distribution/allocation and monitoring of these funds to ensure proper use and has the capacity to coordinate the use of federal funds and the alignment of multiple early childhood learning services.

The coordination and distribution of federal funds is carried out by DEEC, the state’s early learning agency.

DEEC has a long-standing commitment to early childhood education. The state of Massachusetts has created several legislative measures to ensure the continual expansion and funding of early education services in the state, such as, the Child Care Quality Fund and the state’s license plate initiative, “Invest in Children.” Given their lengthy history of providing early childhood education services to children it can be safely assumed that applicant will continue to increase the number of young children receiving early childhood education services and will continue to come up with innovative methods for the continuation of these services.

Weaknesses:

Applicant did not provide sufficient information in regards to how it plans to sustain these early education services once the grant period ends.


Competitive Preference Priorities
	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 1: Contributing Matching Funds
	10
	8


	Competitive Priority 1 Comments: 

The State's match falls in the 40-49% ratio.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

The state has demonstrated that it has a strong infrastructure in place, a strong emphasis on ensuring that its children are offered a continuum of educational services beginning from birth that are focused on their continual success and place a strong emphasis on the attainment of higher education. It has provided an ambitious and achievable plan for expanding its early childhood education program.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	Competitive Priority 3 Reviewer Comments: 

The applicant proposes to serve a total of 750 children each year in new High Quality State Preschool Program slots with funds from this grant.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

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


Grand Total
	Grand Total
	230
	219
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Preschool Development Grants

Expansion Grants
Technical Review Form for Massachusetts
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
	8


	(A) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state currently has a Department of Early Education and Care (DEEC) that has a budget of $545M dedicated to High-Quality Preschool Program (HQPP). The grant will increase funding by 13%. This is an ambitious program that has a history of achieved goals.

The state has current interagency partnerships with the Department of Public Health (DPH), the Department of Mental Health (DMH), Transitional Assistance, Department of Family & Children  (DFC), Housing and Community Development and the Office of Refugees and Immigrants. These  relationships will support ensuring  the HQPPs address a holistic view of the child.

The state has been engaged with five other states to create a Birth through Grade three policy agenda. This is an appropriate way to ensure smooth transitions from HQPPs to early education for children.

The state has chosen five High-Need communities on which to focus. This exceeds the expectation of the grant funding and meets the needs of the communities' waitlist for HQPPs.

The state operates a mixed service model. These options include family–based and center-based programs as well as Head Start, public school operated programs and the universal Pre-K state program. These options are well suited and allow families to have many different choices for preschool programs.

The state is continuing to build into its licensing regulations the 12 elements of a HQPP. Seventy-five percent of Universal Pre-Kindergarten (UPK) programs funded by the DEEC meet the teacher credential requirements, and all of the preschool Expansion slots will meet this requirement.  The state will work with two and four year institution of higher learning in the state to meet these criteria.

Early English Language Learner Development Standards and Strengthening Families Network are part of initiatives to set expectations for school readiness. Expectations are set through learning guidelines and kindergarten guidelines. This is a good way to ensure children are ready for early elementary school.

The state works in conjunction with a wide variety of public and private organizations as well as a positive policy and budgetary relationships with branches of government. This will ensure success success in implementing HQPPs with expansion grant funds.

Ninety-five percent of grant money will be given in block grant style to five  high need communities. Five percent will be used to enhance statewide quality and accountability structures. This is in agreement with the terms of the grant requirements.

Within 90 days of the award, Subgrantees will address planned methodology for outreach to families that is linguistically and culturally appropriate for the communities they serve, including isolated and hard to reach families in order to ensure all children have a chance to participate in the programs. This is an adequate  start for the first 90 days of the program.

Weaknesses:

 State does not increase the number of Eligible Children served over time.


B. Commitment to State Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths: 

The state has developed Preschool Science, Technology and Engineering learning standards for preschool children that align with standards through grade five.

The state includes kindergarten-grade 12 standards in addition to birth to age five standards. This is appropriate because of the need for transition between levels.

The state has adopted Early English Language Development Standards which is appropriate due to the increasing number of children who live in households where a language other than English is spoken.

The state licensing requirements require programs to adhere to state standards.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses in the plan.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Funding for preschool programs in the state has increased by 10% in the last two years.

The state preschool enrollment has increased yearly for the past four years due to additional dollars being allocated to the program.

The state has provided evidence giving a clear picture of the state's financial contributions, number of eligible children and number of children served.

Weaknesses:

No apparent weaknesses.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

State policies include subsidy of early education, capital funds for licensed early education programs, workforce development for early educators, Quality Rating and Improvement Systems, and guidelines for children whose home language is other than English. These pieces of legislation illustrate the state’s commitment to supporting early education.

Weaknesses:

State lacks legislation for funding to expand preschool education to a wider audience.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Quality Program Standards are embedded in licensing of preschool programs Federal Head Start Performance Standards and the National Association for the education of Young Children (NAEYC) accreditation standards.

These standards and accreditations reinforce each other and ensure High-Quality Preschool Programs (HQPP).

The state has been recognized as the state with the strongest and most comprehensive child care program requirements by Child Care Aware “We Can Do Better: 2013 Update". This evidence supports  the state will continue to improve by expanding its preschool program

Weaknesses:

Two elements of HQPP are not currently embedded in the states standards—BA requirements and salary compatibility which weakens the states standards.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

State’s Board of Early Education and Care coordinates and directs services, resources and technical assistance across state service sectors. This operating board is evidence that the state is organized and has a governing board regulating preschool programs and standards for the state 
The state has given Head Start grants to all five of the proposed sub grantors named in the application. This supports initial work in the needed areas and shows where enhancement funds will be used.

Weaknesses:

The state currently works only with Head Start and no other resources as described in this section. This limits coordination with other federal resources.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state coordinates preschool programs in programs with Department of Children and Families, Housing and Community Development, Departments of Mental and Public health and the Office of Refugees and Immigrants.

These associations are appropriate and illustrate the states coordination of services in many areas.

Weaknesses:

No apparent weaknesses.


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:

Subgrantees will share responsibility for implementing oversight requirements, improving program quality and delivering child outcomes. This is an efficient use of funding rather than have each entity complete these responsibilities alone.

Department of Early Education and Care (DEEC) will complete a longitudinal study which will provide data and child outcomes. This will enable further improvements to the programs.

DEEC will share cost of longitudinal study and Master teachers’ salaries which will allow the grant to use only 5% for infrastructure.

Weaknesses:

Infrastructure money will not include supports meeting the needs of inclusion or implementing a comprehensive early learning assessment system.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The proposal provides five levels of monitoring from a project director to regional monitoring teams. This will support continuous improvement for each Subgrantee.

The program will use statewide longitudinal data to track student progress from preschool through the third grade. This is appropriate and sustainable throughout the grant period and will ensure continual improvement through the grant.

Weaknesses:

Parent satisfaction measures do not appear to be part of the program improvement measure.

The proposal does not state measurable outcomes for school readiness.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

As well as a comprehensive assessment by a child’s teacher, randomly selected children will receive third party assessments. This is an appropriate use of nationally normed assessments and will ensure an accurate picture of child outcomes.

A longitudinal study will take a holistic approach to assess the program; this will inform a broader expansion of access across the state.

Weaknesses:

The state does not say when it will conduct its Kindergarten assessment.

Four of the five communities are using an an appropriate assessment, however the state does not say what assessment the fifth community is using.


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
	7


	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State used over 11 different entities over a wide variety of organizations in an advisory group to identify five economic communities that will be Subgrantees. This ensures many points of view were assessed in choosing the communities that would be Subgrantees.

Geographic information is provided which supports very high proportion of Hispanic and Asian families. This supports the state's large new immigrant population.

Weaknesses:

The report does not include location of the communities in terms of rural or city locations.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Currently, 784 income-eligible children are currently on the waiting list for High-Quality Preschool Programs from the five selected communities and the plan calls for serving 750 across all communities each year of the grant. This ensures almost all children in High-Needs areas will participate in a preschool program.

Weaknesses:

No obvious weaknesses.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The DEEC contacted superintendents of the five High-Need schools to explain the grant requirements and invited them to be Subgrantees. This is appropriate to achieve cooperation on a local level.

Subgrantees were required to agree to terms and expectations of the initiative.

Weaknesses:

No obvious weaknesses.


	 
	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
	16


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

Strengths:

The state has chosen five High-Need communities to serve. This is above the required two High-Need communities required by the requirements.

Ninety-five percent of the federal grant will be awarded based upon kindergarten enrollment records and birth records. This ensures each community will receive a fair share of funds.

Weaknesses:

No obvious weaknesses


	 
	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
	12


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

Strengths:

Currently, 784 children are on the waitlist for preschool program and the program will serve 754 students. This is an ambitious target and will serve nearly all of the eligible children in the high risk communities.

Weaknesses:

No obvious weaknesses.


	 
	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 will provide funding from saved funds by averting later special education and other remediation costs.

Weaknesses:

The state will rely on other grants and financing opportunities to sustain the programs after the grant period. This means the programs might only continue if further grants are obtained.


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:

Five roles and responsibilities are outlined and detail state and LEA roles. They include Policy and program quality improvements; service delivery; research and evaluation; operational supports, and public engagement. These are adequate outlines describing how roles and responsibilities will be divided.

Sample Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is comprehensive and covers all areas of the grant.

Weaknesses:

 There are no apparent weaknesses in the plan.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

MOUs with LEAs will include the following components: self-assessment; improved collaboration; staff qualifications; classroom leaning environmental appropriate cultural and linguist curriculum; assessment systems; comprehensive services, and inclusion. These components provide and in-depth and comprehensive plan to implement HQPPs.

Weaknesses:

This is a very comprehensive plan and no weaknesses are obvious.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(3) How the Subgrantee will minimize local administrative costs
	2
	1


	(E)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Joint planning and program development by the five Subgrantees will help reduce administrative costs. This ensures services will not be duplicated and cuts the cost of administration.

Subgrantees will all participate in one group longitudinal study this also reduces administrative costs.

The state will supplement the Federal money with state funded grants for administrative costs.   This ensures that only 5% of grant money will be used for administrative costs.

Weaknesses:

State must amend existing state grants to support federal Preschool Expansion grant communities. How this will affect other parts of state funded grants is unclear.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Monitoring occurs on all levels of the program. Two tiered monitoring is described at the state, and regional level. There are quarterly reports from both tiers and will aggregate into state-wide reporting. This will ensure continuous improvement of program quality

Fiscal Contract monitoring will occur annually and grant payments will be preceded by review of contract performance measures. This will ensure progress is being made prior to funds being released and allow for corrections as needed.

Children will have formative, pre and post assessments and teachers will be assessed using and evidence based tool. These assessments allow for course corrections.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses in the plan.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

During the initial six months, the DEEC and Subgrantees will engage in a planning process and prepare for enrollment in September 2015. This is consistent with the terms of the grant.

Local level meetings with DEEC will occur quarterly in year one and then shift to regional meetings quarterly in year two. In subsequent years meetings will meet twice a year and include state level meetings. The plan to meet often early in the grant period is appropriate to ensure the program runs smoothly and then subsequent meeting allow for the program to be evaluated and corrected if necessary.

Longitudinal study information will be shared annually. This is appropriate to plan the next steps in subsequent years.

The sample MOU is comprehensive and thorough and covers all aspects of the expectations of the grant.

Weaknesses:

There are no weaknesses in the proposed plan.


	 
	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
	6


	(E)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Grants will fund enrollment of children that do not currently have access to a preschool experience. Many quality improvements will benefit children already in the program. This is appropriate since this money will not supplant current programs.

MOUs require that all grant funded activities will not supplant delivery services and oversight teams on the regional level will ensure funds are not diverted from newly enrolled children. This is appropriate and a clear understanding for Subgrantees on how funds may be used.

Weaknesses:

No apparent weaknesses in this plan.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(7) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Block grant funds will be used solely for children based on their need for an early education experience. These children will be blended with existing children enrolled through Head Start, state –subsidy dollars and private pay by parents. This ensures a socioeconomic blending of participants.

Outreach models translate materials, use community based groups to connect with communities. This is an appropriate way to ensure the targeted communities know about the program and can participate.

The current state funding will support inclusion of children with special needs and not supplant services that are required. This is an appropriate use of current funds to ensure money is not funneled away from newly enrolled children.

Weaknesses:

No apparent weaknesses in this plan.


	 
	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
	6


	(E)(8) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The program requires Subgrantees to offer comprehensive services including mental, health, dental vision hearing, nutrition, and special therapies. This is an appropriate holistic approach to see to all needs of children so they can be engaged in learning.

Weaknesses:

No apparent weaknesses in this plan.


	 
	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:

LEAs will coordinate with Coordinated Family and Community Engagement Programs to connect with hard-to-reach families. This is an appropriate way to ensure isolated and hard-to-reach families participate in the program.

The Strengthening Families Protective Factors framework will be used and is included as part of the state standards. This is an appropriate way to help staff connect with families and engage them in the program.

Weaknesses:

No apparent weaknesses in this plan.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(10) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The integrated structure of the oversight and monitoring teams is designed to bring together partners in an array of supports. This structure is an adequate way to ensure strong bonds between stakeholders.

Links between participating groups include supports for children & families into preschool and to kindergarten; professional development, learning standards, and reciprocity of data sharing.

Weaknesses:

No apparent weaknesses in this plan.


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
	19


	(F) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

A birth-grade three agenda is in place within the state that addresses increased outcomes for children, strengthens families, provides high quality education, and increase opportunities for hard-to-reach and at risk-children. This adequately addresses (F)(1)(a) of the grant requirements.

The state has identified five essential competencies for birth-grade three  that will lead to college, career and lifelong success including cognitive development; social and emotional development; language and communication development; approaches toward play and learning; and physical development and well-being. These are appropriate competencies for birth-grade three

Race To The Top-Early Learning Challenge (RTTT-ELC) grants have been given to four or the five targeted communities to address shared professional development, engaging hard to reach families, improving transitions, improving sharing formative assessment data. This is an appropriate start to align birth-grade three continuum.

DEEC funds Coordinated Family and community engagement overseers to target outreach to families with multiple risk factors and who are hard to reach. This is an appropriate and adequate way to address hard to reach families.

The RTTT-ELC award has enabled continued development of the state Early childhood Information System and a State Longitudinal Data System. This helps policy makers address kindergarten readiness and success in early elementary school. This is an appropriate system to track and make policy decisions for these elements.

Weaknesses:

Birth-grade three does not address collaboration between preschool and kindergarten teachers.


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 State has an ambitious and achievable plan in place to use funds from this grant to serve 755 children out of 784 on the wait list in the designated communities.

The state has used the Foundation Budget Rates per pupil and then increase to $16,500 to account for special needs to target low income student support. This is reasonable and adequate to provide a High-Quality Preschool Program.

DEEC coordinates funds from Title I preschool Funds, Part C of IDEA, Part B of the Early Childhood Special Education Grant, State Head Start programs. This appropriately coordinates existing funds.

Weaknesses:

The State does not explain how it will keep the Preschool program sustainable after the grant period in the budget and sustainability criteria.


Competitive Preference Priorities
	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 1: Contributing Matching Funds
	10
	8


	Competitive Priority 1 Comments: 

The state provided 46% matching funds.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

Although it is not specifically addressed, it is listed within the application that four of the five communities will participate in Race to the Top-Early Learning Challenge Birth to grade Three Community Grants. The communities will  support additional work in building birth-grade three systems. A weakness is only four of the five communities are mentioned in this program. In addition, the state does not specifically address Competitive Preference Priority two.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	Competitive Priority 3 Reviewer Comments: 

The majority (95%) of High-Quality Preschool Programs slots will be new.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

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


Grand Total

	Grand Total
	230
	209
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Technical Review Form for Massachusetts
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
	10


	(A) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides evidence of an ambitious and achievable plan for expanding access to High-Quality Preschool Programs. The applicant will partner with five local education agencies (LEAs), who in turn will partner with at least two early learning providers, and initiate a process that is manageable in size and scope. There is evidence in the narrative that the program will increase the number and percent of students served in the program. The state has documented significant financial support (e.g. 13% funding increase) and high-quality initiatives (e.g. activities associated with Race to the Top and Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge grants), which establish prior success in securing funding to advance early learning. The five voluntary LEAs will also receive additional supports from a coalition of state agencies. The applicant clearly articulates that participating early learning providers (ELPs) will meet the 12 High-Quality Preschool Programs standards, will have expectations for the school readiness upon kindergarten entry through state-level early learning guidelines, will demonstrate appropriate family outreach through an outreach plan, will utilize broad stakeholder support (e.g., Nurtury, an Early Learning Intermediary Organization in support of a LEA subgrantee, and be located in high-need communities.The applicant documents that it does not exceed the five percent threshold in its allocation of Federal grant funds over the grant period on State-level infrastructure. Ninety-five percent of proposed funding will be distributed among five targeted LEAs/ELPs.  Student participation will begin September 2015. The sample MOU in the appendix clearly defines strategies subgrantees will use to provide culturally and linguistically appropriate outreach, including utilizing local Coordinated Family and Community Engagement specialists and other community outreach partners familiar with target areas to facilitate outreach efforts.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


B. Commitment to State Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides a description of its State Early Learning and Development Standards. A strength of the application is that the state has refined learning standards for early learning subgroups as a part of a statewide initiative to improve services. The state provides guidance through preschool/early learning, kindergarten learning, infants and toddlers and early English language development standards. Perhaps most notable is the existence of Science, Technology and Engineering (STE) standards that introduce young learners to concepts in these areas.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides evidence of financial investment by the state. Almost six million dollars will be committed to the project from a combination of sources, including the Child Care Quality Grant Program and funding earmarked for preschool expansion. The applicant intends to serve 3,000 children, all of whom will meet the definition of eligible children. This participation estimate represents a slight decrease from the number of students served in 2014, but is reasonable when compared to annual participation rates for the last four years.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses noted




	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides ample evidence that the state supports increasing access to High-Quality Preschool Programs for Eligible Children. Thirteen examples of legislative and policy support for the establishment and development of high-quality preschools is provided in the narrative. Examples include creation of a universal preK program and required legislative reports, along with a state advisory council and Child and Youth Readiness Cabinet at the gubinatorial level.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides evidence of the quality of its preschool programs. Current programs must be licensed by the state and meet various other accreditation and licensing criteria. The state has shown a commitment to constantly revise and refine services for early childhood as evidenced by legislated third grade reading proficiency goal in 2012 and new funding for early education and out-of-school-time in 2013. The narrative notes that the state has the second strongest child care program standards in the country. The project clearly indicates support for monitoring preschool program quality and improvement through the use of LEA implementation Plans, which will monitor standards compliance and health/safety compliance.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant clearly demonstrates state-wide coordination of preschool programs and services through a state level Department of Early Education and Care (DEEC) and the governing Board of Early Education and Care/Advisory Council. Grant funds are coordinated by these entities to ensure availability of services and resources to children and families. Examples of previously awarded grants further illustrates that these governing entities serve as a clearinghouse for supports, services and funding across the state.

Weaknesses: 
No weaknesses noted


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The application packet contains letters of support from other state and local resource agencies in support of the proposed project. It is clear that the project represents a collaborative approach to meeting the needs of families and children. Letters of support that detail collaborative efforts were submitted by the Departments of Children and Families, Housing and Community Development, Mental Health, Public Health and the Office of Refugees and Immigrants. Broad support for the project is a strength of the application and increases the likelihood that the project will have access to needed supports, personnel and resources.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


C. Ensuring Quality in Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant will restrict infrastructure spending to 5% each grant year. Project goals state the intent to use this funding to ensure subgrantees implement and meet program standards consistent with a High-Quality Preschool Program through monitoring, improving data collection and data use through subgrantee integration of the existing statewide longitudinal data system, building preschool program capacity to engage parents in decisions about their children’s education and development, building state and local support for High-Quality Preschool Programs through systemic linkages to other early learning programs and resources to support families, and improving workforce development through a focus on teacher credentialing, compensation and coaching.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(2) Implement a system for monitoring
	10
	7


	(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant will implement a monitoring system that supports continuous subgrantee improvement. The development of individual LEA Continuous Quality Improvement plans, regional monitoring teams, self-assessments and memorandum of understanding (MOUs) are adequate to ensure appropriate monitoring and support throughout the grant period. The combined impact of these measures and their required components (e.g., comprehensive services, family/community engagement, professional development) will ensure that each LEA has the capacity to measure longitudinal state and classroom progress through shared observation instruments and state student identification numbers.

Weaknesses:

The applicant provides goals for the project, but does not clearly specify the measureable outcomes to be achieved by the program. Key activities are provided for year one, but actual numeric benchmarks for performance against which performance will be judged is not clearly noted. The narrative also does not clearly indicate that parent satisfaction measures will be included as a part of its assessment of preschool quality.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Teaching Strategies Gold assessment will be used to measure student outcomes in all but one targeted LEA. The Teaching Strategies Gold assessment is aligned with recommendations from the National Research Council report on early childhood assessments.

Weaknesses:

The narrative does not clearly indicate that a kindergarten entry assessment will be administered during the first few months of kindergarten admission. The applicant also does not clearly indicate if the selected assessment used by the LEA not currently using TS-GOLD is aligned with recommendations from the National Research Council report on early childhood assessments nor does it clearly state that the partner intends to adopt TS-GOLD as a part of the project.


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
	7


	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides a comprehensive list of indicators used to inform its selection of LEAs for the project in high-need communities . Data is provided that documents how each LEA meets established criteria for inclusion in the project. It is clear that target areas will benefit from increased accessed and has agreed to participate in the project, as demonstrated by a letter of support in the appendix. Poverty and crime data support LEA selection.

Weaknesses:

The narrative does not clearly discuss geographic diversity of the five selected LEAs. The lack of detail that describes each area/community geographically weakens this section of the narrative. The inclusion of demographic data is not an appropriate proxy for geographic data.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides clear documentation that each LEA represents an underserved community. Concentrated areas of poverty, waiting lists for current early learning slots, and low levels of proficiency clearly indicate need in target areas. The applicant indicates that 3520 (i.e., 5%) four-year-old children were served in State Preschool Programs in 2014.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses noted.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant contacted each LEA superintendent regarding district involvement in the project. Each LEA submitted a letter of support indicating an agreement to participate in major project components. The delineation of expectations in the MOU ensures that each LEA is aware of their responsibilities in the proposal.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	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
	16


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

Strengths:

The applicant will subgrant at least 95 percent of funding to implement and sustain voluntary, High-Quality Preschool Programs in five LEAs. The number of Eligible Children to be served during each year of the grant period is ambitious, in that it approaches the number of children on current waiting lists.  The annual targets are achievable given the level of local support provided by the project.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	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
	12


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

Strengths:

The project will create an ambitious number of new slots in programs that meet the definition of High-Quality Preschool Programs. Current program requirements integrate 10 of 12 high-quality indicators and the remaining two are clear components of the required LEA MOU.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(5) How the State, in coordination with the Subgrantees, plans to sustain High-Quality Preschool Programs after the grant period
	12
	6


	(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant will seek additional grant funding to support project continuation. The intent to submit a grant application for Pay for Success funding is the only clearly discussed approach to sustainability articulated in the narrative. The applicant also intends to use its partners to identify additional funding.

Weaknesses:

The applicant does not provide adequate detail on how it will identify multi-level fiscal resources to support program continuation. While Pay for Success may be a viable option, it represents the only funding solution clearly discussed and involves grant funds that are not guaranteed.


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 clearly identifies the roles and responsibilities of the state and subgrantee in implementing the project. The delineation of duties defines what the application and subgrantee LEAs are expected to do in major project areas. Clearly delineated responsibilities will facilitate project management, accountability and evaluation.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The narrative provides a comprehensive discussion of how it plans to implement High-Quality Preschool Programs. Each of the subgrantees are LEAs with developed infrastructure to deliver and coordinate appropriate services under the grant. Partner early learning providers will work with each LEA to develop a plan to deliver student-level services and collect data for project evaluation. Each early learning provider submitted a letter of support that indicates its willingness and capacity to conduct project assignments.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State ensures each subgrantee minimizes local administrative costs by setting a cap for expenditures. The cap for administrative costs is 5% of the proposed grant budget.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant and subgrantees will appropriately monitor the Early Learning Providers to ensure they are delivering High-Quality Preschool Programs through on-site observation and data analysis. Oversight will be provided by an interagency team, regional monitoring teams, fiscal reviews, monitoring provided by collaborative state agencies (e. g., Department of Housing and Community Development), and feedback from personnel involved in partner programs serving the same population.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant clearly describes an appropriate process to coordinate state and subgrantee plans related to assessments, data sharing, family engagement, cross-sector and comprehensive services efforts, professional development, and workforce development. Each component is addressed separately in the narrative, shows conservative use of resources and indicates that the applicant’s plan is a thoughtful approach to service delivery. Shared delivery of project and non-project services, personnel and data are effectively used throughout the project and represent a strength of the project.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	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
	6


	(E)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The narrative provides clear evidence that the project will coordinate, but not supplant, the delivery of High-Quality Preschool Programs funded under this grant with existing services for preschool-aged children. Only children that currently do not have access to a preschool program will be enrolled. The applicant’s inclusion of a MOU clause prohibiting supplanting is an additional preventive measure that decreases the likelihood of supplanting.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(7) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provided evidence that children will have access to High-Quality Preschool Programs within economically diverse, inclusive settings. The use of block grants for LEA subgrantees will likely ensure that student participation is open to a variety of students and not based on state eligibility. Program diversity is indicated by community enrollment outreach, efforts to ensure that staffing reflects student population served and professional development for staff that addresses cultural competencies. The combination of these services and approaches to inclusion will likely ensure that programs are diverse.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


	 
	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
	6


	(E)(8) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The proposed project provides additional supports for High-Need children. Direct service delivery, referral services and home-school communication are project components critical to ensuring that additional supports are available and that families are aware of available services. The integration of additional supports through each Subgrantees’ Continuous Quality Improvement plans and teacher professional development on awareness and delivery of available services will further ensure children and their families are able to access additional services.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses noted


	 
	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 provides evidence that it will ensure Subgrantees provide culturally and linguistically responsive outreach and communication efforts to enroll children from families with eligible children, including isolated or hard to-reach families. The use of existing personnel from a complementary initiative (i.e., Coordinated Family and Community Engagement grant program) who specifically conduct outreach to ensure parental/family involvement is an effective use of available resources and a strength of the project. The use of these personnel will also likely ensure the use of best practices for family engagement and facilitated service delivery due to established protocols, resources and partnerships.

Weaknesses: 
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
	10


	(E)(10) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The narrative provides evidence that the applicant will ensure strong partnerships between each Subgrantee and LEAs through required MOUs that specifically address partnership activities across multiple project areas, including activities that facilitate successful transitions from preschool into kindergarten, provide delivery of comprehensive services, integrate students with special needs and those needing extra support and data sharing. Each of the five LEA subgrantees will partner with at least two Early Learning Providers, who have provided letters of support and commit to partner in the project. A prior grant award links the project to a museum/library partnership that provides resources and activities to engage families and provide early learning opportunities.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


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
	19


	(F) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant presents an ambitious and achievable plan to align High-Quality Preschool Programs supported by this grant with programs and systems that serve children from birth through third grade to, among other things, improve transitions for children across this continuum. Available early learning slots will be increased in targeted LEAs through partner early learning programs. The project will be located within the state-level Department of Early Education and Care, which focuses on collaboration and investments from birth through age nine. The project will involve newly developed birth tthrough grade three standards and the state’s longitudinal data system. Parents will have access to web materials that provide tips and suggestions on enhancing a child's learning, access to a family engagement partnership with the local Children's Museum, and supports provided by the existing statewide coordinated family and community engagement network. 

Weaknesses:

The applicant does not adequately describe how the proposed project will promote collaboration between preschool and kindergarten teachers. Given that the project will involve a birth to grade three initiative, purposeful interaction between pre-k and kindergarten teachers is critical to ensure the transition is seamless for children and their families.


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
	10


	(G) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant provides evidence that it intends to use proposed grant funds and matching contributions to serve 750 four year old children through an ambitious and achievable plan for each year. The plan effectively coordinates the use of existing funds from Federal sources that support early learning and development, including such as Title I of the ESEA, section 619 of Part B of IDEA, the Early Childhood Special Education Grant, subtitle VII-B of the McKinney-Vento Act, the Head Start Act, and State funding sources for activities and services that help expand High-Quality Preschool Programs. The applicant intends to use continuing funds provided by state license plate fees, other state grant funds, district partner support and foundation/third-party funds to sustain the initiative beyond the end of the grant. The per-pupil cost noted in the narrative is appropriate for the project given the number of students anticipated, services to be offered and level of need in targeted areas.

Weaknesses: 

No weaknesses noted


Competitive Preference Priorities
	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 1: Contributing Matching Funds
	10
	8


	Competitive Priority 1 Comments: 

The state’s application indicated that they will provide a 46% match for proposed funding. The applicant provides appropriate support for their ability to provide the match.  Targeted state funding sources have either been sustained or expanded in recent years.


	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 2: Supporting a Continuum of Early Learning and Development
	10
	7


	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

The applicant describes an ambitious and achievable plan through shared activities with the RTT-ELC Birth to Grade Three Community Grant initiative. This initiative is a result of a statewide focus on providing high quality education and service to students and their families. The project integrates transition pathways, a longitudinal data system and a partnership with a local museum. Although the project will provide various supports and interventions, the applicant does not provide a thorough description of how the project will ensure cohort progression or adequate details regarding stated interventions in the narrative. Moreover, one of the five subgrantees is not included in the grant initiative and therefore does not meet the requirement that each subgrantee (i.e., High-Need community) participate.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	Competitive Priority 3 Reviewer Comments: 

The state provided evidence to support that it intends to use 95 percent of its Federal grant award to create new State Preschool Program slots that meet the definition of a High-Quality Preschool Program.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

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


Grand Total

	Grand Total
	230
	212
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