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Preschool Development Grants

Development Grants
Technical Review Form for Missouri
Reviewer 1
A. Executive Summary
	 
	Available
	Score

	(A)(1) The State’s progress to date 

(A)(2) Provide High-Quality Preschool Programs in one 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 35% of funds; and
(b) Subgrants using at least 65% of funds
	10
	5


	(A) Reviewer Comments: 
Strengths:

The State’s plan to expand access to high quality preschool programs centers on expansion of the current Missouri Preschool Program through new programs and additional slots in existing programs.  This strategy builds on the current progress in providing access to State preschool programs and received substantive fiscal and bipartisan support from the legislature for this expansion, particularly serving high-need communities in the State.  Collectively, the application narratives document a solid foundation for expanding access to high-quality preschool programs.

The State has established ambitious goals for increasing the number and % of eligible children served in high-quality preschool programs.   The plan to serve an additional 1,976 children is ambitious.  The application identified a valid strategy for calculating the projected number of children to be served in establishing this goal and provided the required data in Tables A and B. The application did not document the degree to which this goal is ambitious.   However, the impact can be extracted from Tables A and B.  The percentage of eligible children served in the State preschools would increase from 5% to 7% documenting the impact of the plan on high-need communities.

The application describes the elements required for programs in the state preschool program, Missouri Preschool Program (MPP).  The majority of the structural elements of the definition of high-quality preschool programs are met by these required elements.   The MPP requirements meet the definition in the following areas:  staff qualifications, professional development for all staff, child-to-instructional staff ratio, class size, full day program, curriculum, alignment with early learning and development standards, and program evaluation.

Expectations for school readiness upon kindergarten entry were not explicitly addressed in the application.  However, evidence of the State setting readiness expectations could be inferred from the alignment of the preschool assessment instruments with the kindergarten entry assessment and use of the kindergarten Missouri Learning Standards as the reference point for school readiness in the development of the early learning goals.

The application documented engagement of a broad group of stakeholders in its early childhood initiatives, including such as the Coordinating Board on Early Childhood and an informal roundtable of stakeholders held in the early stages of developing this application.  Appendix A included 36 letters of support from a cross-section of stakeholders.  The letters reflected overall support of this initiative from early childhood and education professional associations, advocacy organizations, key state agency collaborators, legislators, and business and civic groups, particularly from the urban areas.   Appendix H included signed preliminary agreements from 15 of the proposed 28 communities.  Letters of support or commitment were not included for the 13 remaining identified communities.

The allocation of funds across activities support infrastructure and subgrants to early learning providers documented the State’s strong commitment to increasing the number of slots available to eligible children.   Although the Preschool Development Grant program required at least 65% of the funds be distributed to subgrantees, the State plan allocates 90% of the federal grant funds as well as 90% of the state matching funds for distribution to subgrantees.  Over the four years of the grant approximately 10% of federal funds are allocated for infrastructure enhancement.

Weaknesses:

The application provides a medium/low quality response in documenting how the proposed plans support its ambitious and achievable plan for expanding access to high-quality preschool programs. A clear plan with activities, timelines and responsibilities has not been documented under each criterion or an overall plan for the State meeting the required elements of an ambitious and achievable plan. The application narrative is inconsistent in the degree to which each Preschool Development Grant criterion is effectively addressed or fully documented.  The plan does not provide clear documentation of activities and timelines for full implementation of programs. The application narrative documents the State’s expectation that all 28 sub grantees will be serving children in expanded slots or new programs by the end of the first year of grant.  However, weaknesses in the documentation of an overall implementation plan do not support this expectation as realistic given the number of new programs to be developed.

The MPP requirements do not include the following elements in the definition of a high quality preschool: (1) inclusion of children with disabilities, (2) culturally and linguistically responsive instruction, (3) individual accommodations and supports to ensure access and full participation, and (4) comprehensive services. The application and budget summaries do not address the allocation of funding to support each subgrantee in cultural and linguistically appropriate outreach and communication efforts.   The lack of these elements directly limits the degree to which the programs can be defined as high-quality preschool programs addressing the needs of young children with disabilities, English language learners, and those children at risk for developmental delays and the diverse needs of the families in high-need communities.


B. Commitment to High-Quality Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The narrative and Appendix D described the State’s early learning and development standards.  The most recent revision of the standards approved in 2013 more effectively aligned the early learning standards with the State’s elementary learning goals.

Weaknesses:

Although the application narrative documented the development and recent modification of the State’s ELDS, the extent of program adoption and usage and the linkage to program standards and the quality assurance process were not addressed.

Review of supporting evidence documented that the learning goals address the essential domains of school readiness are age group and developmentally and linguistically appropriate.  However, the learning goals do not address English language learners or adaptive domains for children with disabilities or developmental delays.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(2) State’s financial investment
	6
	4


	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

•
Recent financial investments provide a strong message regarding the State’s commitment to the future of quality preschool programs, particularly for children in high need communities.  The narrative and letters of support documented the recent commitment of significant funding to support the State preschool program and an additional $1 million appropriation to support preschool programs in low-performing school districts statewide. The FY2015 State appropriation for the MPP represents a $4,532,453 increase from FY2014 and reverses the trend of decreasing appropriations since FY2011.

•
The State is leveraging other resources to support the expansion of preschool programs through the Smart Start Initiative administered by the Missouri Department of Economic Development (DED) Division of Business and Community Services.  This initiative provides funding for capital improvement and program start up costs using grants and tax credits through the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and the Neighborhood Assistance Program (NAP).

Weaknesses:

The pattern of declining funding from FY2011 through FY2014 was reflected in a comparable decline in the number of children served in the State Preschool Program over the same period.  The decline in number of children served was across both the number of four-year olds served and the number of eligible children served.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The projected initiatives outlined in the application build upon a long history of commitment to increasing access to quality early education.  The State has demonstrated a measured but continuing pattern of legislation and statelevel practices supporting parent education and access to quality early learning programs.

Access Enhancement

•
Legislative mandate establishing the nationally validated Missouri Parents as Teachers program designed to impact children’s development and learning by providing parenting education to parents and caregivers (1985) 
•
 Early Childhood Development Act 1984 – authorization of state funding to school districts to program education and services to children under five years of age and their parents.

•
Development of the blended and braided funding initiative to enhance the strategic and effective leveraging of resources to support high-quality preschool and facilitate inclusion of children at risk and children with disabilities in high-quality preschool programs.

•
Establishment of the Start Smart Initiative (2013) providing funding for capital improvement and programs start-up costs supporting the development and expansion of early childhood and preschool opportunities for children of low and moderate-income families.

Quality Assurance

•
Adoption of quality standards (Missouri Accreditation of Programs for Children and Youth Standards) for use by public school early childhood programs by Missouri State Board of Education (1993)

•
Establishment of the Office of Early Learning and Educator Quality within the Department of Elementary and Secondary to specifically provide leadership for early childhood initiatives (2010)

•
Inclusion in the program standards for the Missouri Preschool Program the requirement that all programs must obtain accreditation by MOA or the National Association for the Education of Young Children, including entire center (infant/toddler –school age classrooms) accreditation when MPP programs operating in a center.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(4) Quality of existing early learning programs
	4
	2


	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The application documented the State requirement of program accreditation through either the state accreditation system (Missouri Accreditation of Programs for Children and Youth –MOA) or the National Association for the Education of Young Children for all of the State preschool programs and programs awarded Child Care and Development Block Grant funding.  Both the MOA and NAEYC accreditation processes have established quality standards that must be met and maintained by early learning programs and represent external evaluation of program quality.

Table 1.2013 documented a consistent pattern of the MPP meeting national quality benchmarks established by the National Institute on Early Education Research in the areas of early learning standards, teacher qualifications, professional development, maximum class size, staff-child ratio, and monitoring.

Weaknesses:

The application did not identify the program standards comprising the State monitoring system, the status of program compliance by current participants in the State Preschool Program, State specific program data or continuous improvements as a result of the monitoring process.   This information would provide substantive evidence of the quality of the existing programs receiving State funding.   A detailed description of how the monitoring system and its implementation is not provided.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The development and implementation of a braided/blended funding option for early childhood by the Missouri State Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) documented the State's strategy for leveraging resources to ensure access to quality programs.  The Braided Funding Model and guidelines for implementation document an effective leveraging of resources across programs under the organizational structure of the Department of Education.

The Missouri Preschool Program (MPP) receives a small appropriation of Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) funds from the Missouri Department of Social Services(DSS)($338,415 in FY2015) to supplement before and after school care or to provide onsite infant-toddler care for teenage parents provided by current State Preschool programs.

Weaknesses:

The State’s role in coordinating preschool programs and services in coordination with the Coordination Board for Early Childhood (CBEC) and coordination with other sectors is minimally documented.  The CBEC is composed of representatives from DESE, DSS, Department of Health and Senior Services (DHSS), and Department of Mental Health (DMH), Head Start, Family and Community Trust (FACT), community organizations, and advocacy groups. Although the CBEC membership reflects key sectors for effective coordination, the application did not provide evidence of specific coordination or collaboration initiatives undertaken by this body or its workgroups.

The application does address a strategy to capitalize on the Department of Education’s work in leveraging funds through the braided/blended funding model.  The matrix addresses only those programs for which the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education have authority, thus limiting access to a comprehensive early childhood system for the broad range of families in need.  The outcomes of initial discussions with the Missouri State Head Start and the Department of Social Services and future plans for integrating these resources into the funding model are not addressed.   Resources such as subtitle VIIB of the McKinney-Vento Act is not addressed 
Although the State plans to encourage subgrantees who elect the braided-blended funding model to coordinate with other early learning and care programs in the community, such as Parents as Teachers, Title III LEP (Limited English Proficient), Title III Immigrant, Head Start or Migrant, the application does not address the State’s role in addressing the complexities subgrantees may face in navigating the varying administrative structures and funding requirements.
A plan for cross-sector State-level coordination and collaboration needed to effectively broaden access is not addressed in the application.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths: 

None
Weaknesses:

The application minimally addressed the State coordination of State and local level preschool programs with other sectors through the required collaborations identified in the subgrantee agreement and for receipt of CCDBG funds.


C. Ensuring Quality in Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(1) Use no more than 35% of funds for infrastructure and quality improvements
	8
	3


	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State has projected an average of less than 10% of the Preschool Development Grant funds in infrastructure improvements.

The preschool data enhancements for the Missouri Comprehensive Data System builds directly on current work initiated in 2010 to develop the infrastructure for incorporating the preschool data into the existing longitudinal data system.  This initiative addresses a major weakness in the State’s early childhood comprehensive system.  The need for integration will increase with the full implementation of the kindergarten entry assessment.

The proposed expansion of the mentor cadre providing technical assistance to subgrantees and the cross-site evaluation component are critical elements of the application’s strategy for monitoring implementation quality.

Weaknesses:

The current status of the components of a comprehensive early childhood system was not addressed beyond the longitudinal data system and the kindergarten entry assessment.   The rationale for inclusion of other areas as priorities for enhancement or further development impacting access to quality preschool programs was not documented.   How the Early Childhood Impact Studies project will support the goals of the grant, i.e., increased access to quality program for eligible children, is not addressed.  The application does not provide clear evidence that the targeted projects address the State’s most pressing infrastructure needs in designing and implementing an effective system for access to quality programs in high-need communities.

The narrative describes the T.E.A.C.H. Missouri scholarship program but does not provide supporting documentation of the number of “under-qualified” teachers or the shortage of qualified teachers to support the projected expanded slots.  The impact of additional funding on this initiative on ensuring program quality could not be verified.

Although the narrative provided an extensive background of prior work on the longitudinal data system integration of preschool data, the goals, activities and outcomes to be supported by the grant funding is not addressed.

How the State plans to coordinate or establish partnerships with other early learning providers, such as Head Start, is not addressed.  Specific activities or strategies for coordination are not identified at the State level to ensure that effective leveraging of resources and monitoring of program quality.  Strategies for addressing the policy and funding requirement differences among the State agencies serving infants and young children are not discussed.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(2) Implement a system for monitoring
	10
	3


	(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State currently has separate systems for tracking student progress from preschool to kindergarten entry and for tracking K-12, higher education, and workforce systems.  Continued integration of preschool data into the statewide longitudinal data system was identified as a priority infrastructure enhancement.

Weaknesses:

The application does not address how the program monitoring system is used to measure preschool quality or details of the program standards, monitoring protocol, measures, or processes.  How the system provides performance feedback to inform and drive State and local continuous program quality is not addressed.

How the MPP mentor monitoring system, cross-site evaluation, and the DESE site visit processes are implemented operationally and how these monitoring activities interface is not addressed.  No documentation is provided of the impact of the current monitoring system on program continuous improvement or modifications of the overall MPP.

The application does not provide a linkage between the current status of program monitoring and the proposed cross-site evaluation.  Indicators to be used in the fidelity of implementation component of the evaluation are not identified or linked to program standards or indicators.

The application’s proposed activities do not address measurable outcomes including school readiness or targets. The applicant did not provide outcome data from the currently funded MPP programs.  Measurement of child outcomes available from the Desired Results Development Profile- Preschool (DRDP-PS) and Desired Results Development Profile-School Readiness (DRDP-SR) instruments is not addressed.  The cross-site evaluation project provides a comprehensive evaluation structure for implementation of the Preschool Development Grant based on the application narrative and Table 2 questions and variables. The outcomes identified in Table 2 address program evaluation variables rather than measures of outcomes of participating children.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(3) Measure the outcomes of participating children
	12
	5


	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The cross-site evaluation project provides a comprehensive evaluation structure for implementation of the Preschool Development Grant programs.  School readiness outcomes of the participating children will be measured using the DRDP-SR as a component of this project using data from all of the MPP sites.

Weaknesses:

The application described the State’s efforts in identifying and adopting an early childhood readiness tool and a kindergarten entry assessment - the Desired Results Developmental Profile-Preschool (DRDP-P) and the Desired Results Developmental Profile-School Readiness (DRDP-SR), developed by the California State Department of Education.  However, the application does not identify the domains covered by the either instrument or document how these instruments conform to the standards established by the National Research Council.   The date and level of cross State implementation of the kindergarten entry assessment and how the data is used are not addressed.

Although the application states that the intent to review and modify the DRDP-SR to align with the early infancy up to kindergarten entry preschool instrument (DRDP -2015), the Missouri Early Learning Goals and the Missouri Learning Standards for K-12, a specific plan is not provided.


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

	(D)(1) How the State—
(a) Has selected each High-Need Community
(b) Will select each High-Need Community 

Note: Applicants should address either (D)(1)(a) or (D)(1)(b).  Applicants will receive up to 8 points for addressing (D)(1)(a) or up to 4 points for addressing (D)(1)(b).
	4 or 8
	8


	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The application provided a clear and valid process used to select the 28 potential subgrantees.  Indicators documenting that the communities meet the definition of high need included LEA academic performance, demographic and economic diversity, and community risk factors such as maternal age, child abuse and neglect assessments, and the number of Medicaid eligible children.  The 20 LEAs and 8 charter schools represent the full geographic diversity of the State.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(2) How each High-Need Community is currently underserved
	8
	3


	(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State used multiple sources as the basis for documenting need in each of the high-need communities: KIDS COUNT 2013, Head Start, and Missouri Accreditation of Programs for Children and Youth.

Weaknesses:

The number of currently underserved in each community was not effectively documented. The application does not identify the number of and percentage of 4 year olds served in State Preschools located in the high-need communities or the number and percent of 4-year olds at or below 200%FPL served in preschools located in the targeted communities.

The extent to which the data in Table 5 accurately represent the need in each community is not clear.  Interpretation of the data in Table 5 to establish the number of underserved in each community is compromised by the different types of data -- Head Start data identified the number of slots available while the Child Care data identified the number of facilities.  The types of childcare facilities included are not sufficiently defined.

Fifteen of the potential subgrantees participate in the State Preschool Program.  However, these programs and number of children served do not appear to be included in the data in Table 5.  Given these issues, the application does not accurately document how each high-need community is currently underserved. Thus, the extent to which the projected number of children, 1,976 is an ambitious goal is difficult to determine.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Identification of LEAs as the eligible subgrantees facilitated outreach through the ongoing relationships with the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. Thus, the email contact strategy was effective as documented by the 15 of the 28 potential sub grantees submitting signed preliminary agreements within the short time frame.

Weaknesses:

The outreach process for follow up with the remaining LEAs was not identified.  Letters of support or intent to participate were not included for the remaining 13 communities.  The application did not address alternative outreach strategies that may be needed to ensure full participation.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(4) How the State will subgrant at least 65% of its Federal grant award to its Subgrantee or Subgrantees to implement and sustain voluntary, High-Quality Preschool Programs in one or more High-

Need Communities, and—

(a) Set ambitious and achievable targets; and
	16
	7


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

Strengths:

The application proposed to sub-grant an average of 90% of its Federal grant award each year to sub grantees to implement high-quality preschool programs.

The application proposes to serve the projected 1,976 eligible children in programs by the end of the first year of the award -- August 2015 through the expansion of slots in communities currently participating in the MPP and establishment of new programs.

Weaknesses:

The annual goal is clearly ambitious; however, a weakness of the application is lack of an achievable plan to meet this ambitious goal.  Specific elements comprising an achievable plan are not present. Key activities, timelines, outcomes and personnel responsible for implementing and supporting specific components of the plan are not addressed.

Given the current status of programs and level of State implementation support, the timeline of full implementation in the 28 communities by the end of year one does not seem achievable.  Nine of the subgrantees have established State Preschool Programs and will be expanding slots into the community.  While the proposed timeline is realistic for these programs, it does not appear to be sufficient for the activities required for the other 19 districts to establish the basic program elements – outreach to parents, enrollment of children, securing appropriate fiscal resources, hiring and training of staff, for example.

The plan does not address a scaling up of implementation across the communities to ensure that the subgrantees are successful in and establishing the base for programs meeting the definition of high quality.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(4)
(b) Incorporate in its 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
	6


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

Strengths:

The State’s strategy for increasing access to high quality preschools for Eligible Children is to increase slots in the State Preschool Program.  Table A documented allocation of the total funds for high-quality preschool programs to support this strategy.   The State set an ambitious target of 1,976 for expansion of the number of new slots in the State Preschool Program.  The slots are distributed across 28 high need communities in diverse underserved areas of the State.

Weaknesses:

Although the application states that the programs will be high quality, only six of the twelve required characteristics are included in the MPP requirements.  The following six characteristics are not addressed. These char inclusion of children with disabilities, culturally and linguistically responsive instruction, individual accommodations and supports to ensure access and full participation, instructional staff salaries comparable to local K-12 instructional staff, on-site or accessible comprehensive services, and evidenced based health and safety standards.  The applicant did identify teacher compensation and expansion of comprehensive services as areas for improvement; how the State plans to address these areas was not discussed.

All sites will have either MOA or NAEYC accreditation; however, a clear crosswalk of the accreditation standards with the required characteristics of the definition of high quality preschool program is missing.  Proposed changes to the accreditation standards or MMP program requirements are not addressed.

How the LEAs will implement new slots in community programs that meet the definition of high-quality is not addressed.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(5) How the State, in coordination with the Subgrantees, plans to sustain High-Quality Preschool Programs after the grant period
	12
	11


	(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The application documents a defined strategy for coordinating with sub-grantees plans to sustain their program after the grant period.  Elements of the State level component are the legislative adjustment of the public school foundation formula funding to all districts to count children one to two years from kindergarten, integration of additional funding sources into the blended and braided funding matrix, and development of uniform administrative guidance for leveraging the funding options in this model.  The subgrantee agreement requires the subgrantee to include in the initial application a clear funding plan, including how the program would be sustained at the end of the Preschool Development Grant funds.

Weaknesses:

Although the sub grantees are required to partner with Head Start and community early learning providers to develop new slots, the application did not address how these slots are to be sustained.


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
	1


	(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State has proposed an effective strategy to ensure that each subgrantee is effectively implementing a high-quality preschool program. Subgrantees of the Preschool Development Grant will follow the processes and practices of the state-funded Missouri Preschool Program. To further ensure effective implementation the State’s plan includes an annual cross-site evaluation of fidelity of implementation. The application and subgrantee agreement document identify the general expectations of subgrantees.

Weaknesses:

A detailed plan of Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) implementation and monitoring activities is not described in the application.   Specific activities, responsibilities, and timelines are not addressed in sufficient detail or in a format to clearly document an ambitious and achievable plan.   The expected activities of subgrantees, mentors, Missouri Preschool Program Learning Communities (MPPLC) and DESE monitoring staff, timelines and anticipated outcomes across the implementation period are not described.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(2) How High-Quality Preschool Programs will be implemented
	6
	4


	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Subgrantees of the Preschool Development Grant will follow the processes and practices of the state-funded Missouri Preschool Program. The organizational capacity and existing infrastructure for new programs is grounded in the requirement that only LEAs are eligible to be a sub-grantee and ensured by specific requirements in the sub grantee agreement.

Weaknesses:

The State requires LEAs currently participating in MPP to expand access through new slots in community early learning programs.  However, the application does not address the organizational capacity or infrastructure of current MPP programs to coordinate the delivery of high-quality preschool programs involving these sites.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Strategies for minimizing local administrative costs used in the current MPP sites provide a model for the sub grantees.
Weaknesses:

The sub grantee agreement does not address the minimization of local administrative cost or require documentation of how the LEA will address such cost reduction.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

All programs will be evaluated through the process in place for monitoring the State preschool programs.

Weaknesses:

Subgrantee responsibility for monitoring slots or new programs established through partnerships with community early learning providers is not addressed.

The plan does not address how the State will align its monitoring system with existing systems for Head Start and child care.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The structure of the MPP program requirements defines how the State and sub grantees will coordinate plans.  The sub grantee agreement documents the responsibility of sub grantees to follow MPP requirements related to assessments, data sharing, instructional tools, family engagement and professional development.

Weaknesses:

The application does not address how the State and the subgrantees will coordinate plans for workforce development or cross-sector comprehensive service efforts.


	 
	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:

The State has provided a blended and braided funding matrix to assist programs, including the subcontractors in coordinating with existing services for preschool-aged children.

The sub grantee agreement specified that funds could not be used to supplant or replace any existing preschool program or staff.

Weaknesses:

How the State would coordinate services with Head Start and Parts C and B of IDEA was not addressed.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(7) How the Subgrantees will integrate High-Quality Preschool Programs for Eligible Children within economically diverse, inclusive settings
	6
	0


	(E)(7) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths: 

None

Weaknesses:

The application did not address how the subgrantees will integrate high-quality preschool programs for eligible children within economically diverse, 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
	6


	(E)(8) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The subgrantees must meet all of the requirements of the current Missouri Preschool Program and will be monitored through the State’s monitoring system for these programs.

The application required each subgrantee to implement a community needs assessment process to identify the range of needs and community resources for providing needed services.

The braided/blending funding option supports the provision of services through the MPP by allowing the leveraging of resources from Title I, IDEA, CCDBG, Title III LEP (Limited English Proficient) and Title III Immigrant, Head Start or Migrant.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	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
	0


	(E)(9) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths: 

None

Weaknesses:

The application did not address how the State will ensure subgrantee implements culturally and linguistically responsive communication and outreach to enroll isolated or hard-to-reach families; help families build protective factors; and engage parents and families


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(10) How the State will ensure strong partnerships between each Subgrantee and LEAs or other Early Learning Providers
	10
	5


	(E)(10) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State’s plan ensures strong partnerships through identification of LEAs as the eligible sub grantees and the explicit requirement of a strong partnership between the LEA and other early learning providers.  This expectation is further documented through the required subgrantee partnership with Head Start and the required partnership of MPP subgrantees with another community early learning provider in addition to Head Start.

The sub grantee agreement requires development of a community set-aside plan allowing the use of funds to provide professional development opportunities for community licensed early care and education providers.

 The State MPP grant application process required specific plans addressing the program’s physical facilities, how the program will address transition issues for moving from home to preschool, from program to program, and from preschool to kindergarten, collaboration utilizing community organizations and resources, and parent education activities, involvement opportunities and communication plan.  MPP requirements included LEA collaboration to offer Parents as Teachers services to all families in State preschool programs.

Weaknesses:

Although the State documented the expectation of strong partnerships between subgrantees and LEAs and other early learning providers, the application does not address how the State will monitor the implementation of the subgrantee’s plans in the following areas:

•
The expected activities and collaborations to ensure successful transitions from preschool to kindergarten

•
The provision of comprehensive services to ensure families have access to needed supports

•
The areas of professional development opportunities provided for early educators, such as assessments, curricula, parental engagement, culturally and linguistically responsive instruction

•
Support of full inclusion of Eligible Children with disabilities or developmental delays to ensure access to and full participation in the MMP

•
Support of the inclusion of children who may need additional supports, such as English language learners, children who are migrant or homeless or in the child welfare system

•
Ensure that the MMP have age-appropriate facilities

•
Development and implementation of a systematic procedure for data sharing and other records consistent with Federal and State law

Although the application narrative describing the MPP program requirements documented the absolute authority of the DESE for approval of subgrantee activity plan, and requirement of a new or revised activity plan, the application does not address how monitoring will occur following initial approval of the subgrantee’s application to ensure that the activities are being implemented.


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
	6


	(F) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State has aligned the Early Learning Goals and the K-12 Missouri Learning Standards to create a birth through 3rd grade continuum of learning expectations.

The plan encouraged sub grantees to coordinate their programs with the Parents As Teachers program serving children birth to 5.

Weaknesses:

The application does not describe an ambitious and achievable plan to align the high-quality preschool programs supported by the grant with programs and system that serve children from birth through third grade. How the State currently or proposes to align services and systems across the birth through third grade continuum and/or the alignment of the programs supported by the grant was not addressed. The application did not describe a plan that addressed the required elements of an ambitious and achievable plan to align the supported programs:  identification of key goals that addressed the criterion sub elements, key activities and milestones, timelines, and responsible personnel.

The application did not address how the provision of high-quality preschool programs will not lead to a diminution of other services.

 The Missouri Transition Summit, a regional initiative in the Kansas City metropolitan area, and continuing work on the early learning goals with the K-12 learning goals were described.  Although collaborative regional initiatives in the Kansas City area address issues of alignment, curriculum, family engagement and access to programs for underserved populations, the application does not address how this work will impact or support the proposed expansion of the MPP or address weaknesses in the current program or policies.

The application does not address transitions from child care to preschool or from Part C to the MPP or Part B of IDEA.

The application does not discuss specific strategies or activities addressing kindergarten through third grade alignment beyond the alignment of early learning standards.


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
	6


	(G) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The budget narrative, overall budget summary, and Table (D)(4) described the allocation of grant funds and the matching state contribution to serve the number of eligible children. The subgrantee agreement defines the following appropriate use of funds:  start up costs and on-going costs associated with implementation of a sliding parental fee schedule based on income. The State used benchmark data established by the National Institute for Early Education Research to estimate the cost per child for the new slots as the basis for the subgrantee award allocations.  Based on this benchmark the projected per child costs appear reasonable and sufficient, particularly in light of the expectation of subgrantees to demonstrate multiple funding sources supporting their programs.

Costs for the Longitudinal Data System are reasonable and sufficient.  Expansion of this system to include and create accessible data regarding early childhood is strength of this application’s goals for improving the State’s infrastructure and providing a base for monitoring program quality.

The braided/blending funding model documented how the State’s strategy for coordinating existing funds from Federal sources to support early learning and development activities.

The application described the use of CCDBG funds to supplement before and after school care or to provide onsite infant-toddler care for teenage parents provided by current State Preschool programs.  Of the 1,145 children, approximately 556 were from families with low income and approximately 167 of the children served had special needs.

The application describes a realistic approach to sustainability after the grant period based on, required subgrantee funding, sustainability, and community engagement plans, and continuing work at the State level on expanding the blended and braided funding models and reducing administrative roadblocks, and public school foundation funding.

The 2014 revision of the State’s public school foundation formula provides a new funding stream for additional support of early education programs.  School districts are allowed to include preschool counts of children eligible for free or reduced price lunch in the determination of state aid under the foundation formula.   The projected phase-in of the foundation funding formula beginning in FY2016 with unaccredited districts specifically addressing the needs of high-need communities is consistent with the focus and timeline of this grant.  Thus, use of these funds is an additional component of the revenue streams available to maintain and expand programs established through the proposed grant.

Weaknesses:

Detailed summaries and related activities are provided for the proposed infrastructure projects.  However, there is considerable variability in the degree to which the associated costs are reasonable and the linkage to the overall goal of the proposal to expand high-quality programs in the State.  Such as:
Mentors:  Onsite Support and Professional Development

The budget narrative proposes to use grant funds to increase the number of hours of technical assistance provided current State Funded Preschools to equal the number of hours proposed for technical assistance to programs funded through the proposed grant.  This expansion of technical assistance is not addressed in the application narrative regarding the mentor and TA support.  The basis for this increase is not supported by the narrative given the current State funded programs’ familiarity with the proposed model, practices and processes in comparison with the implementation requirements expected of new programs.  The addition of 5 mentors, associated expenses, and additional technical assistance hours would be reasonable, and minimally sufficient, to support the proposals goal of establishing 28 programs.
T.E.A.C.H. Missouri Scholarships

Accountability processes were not identified in the narrative for the funding requested with the T.E.A.C.H. Missouri Scholarships.  Limited detail was provided in the proposal narrative regarding how the program would be implemented to meet the goal of assisting teachers in completing degrees.  For example, criteria for selection of applicants or goals of the number of teachers who might complete degrees by the end of the grant period were not addressed.  The use of funds from this grant to cover direct program costs and indirect costs of the Child Care Resource and Referral Network is questioned in relation to the purpose of this grant.
Grant Management

The funding for grant management while reasonable does not directly support the overall plan for improvement of the state preschool program infrastructure presented in the application.
Early Childhood Education Impact Studies

The linkage of the Early Childhood Education Impact Studies to the overall absolute priority and to the specific goals of the State’s plan is not sufficiently addressed to justify this budget item.  Given the current status and stated goal to develop a more integrated longitudinal data system, inclusive of early childhood data, the projected expenditure in year 1 appears premature.  The potential research questions to be addressed are not articulated.

The application does not address a plan for expanding to additional high-need communities or a process for building collaborative support for such expansion given the potential for the projected foundation funding revenue stream.


Competitive Preference Priorities
	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 1: Contributing Matching Funds
	10
	10


	Competitive Priority 1 Comments: 

Table A Part II documented a 77% state funding match.  The State has described a credible plan for obtaining and using non-Federal matching funds to support the proposed infrastructure enhancements and program expansion based solely on state appropriations.  The commitment of the State legislature is documented in the recent increase in state appropriations to the MPP. The Missouri General Assembly approved a significant increase in the state appropriation to the Missouri Preschool Program for FY2015 to be used as matching funds for implementing the proposed Preschool Development grant activities.  The FY2015 appropriation was $ 12,315,317 (a $4 million dollar increase) and an additional $1 million appropriation targeted specifically to support preschool program in low performing school districts statewide.


	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 2: Supporting a Continuum of Early Learning and Development
	10
	6


	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

The application does not address a systematic plan for creating a more seamless progression of supports and interventions within of the communities served by each subgrantee.  However, components are identified throughout the application narrative.  Implementation of the grant will lead to increased capacity to provide these supports and interventions.   The required partnerships with Head Start and the individual community needs assessment activities strengthen the capacity of the high need communities to provide a seamless progression of supports and interventions. Subgrantees are encouraged to coordinate the MPP programs with the State's Parents As Teachers program, which serves the families of infants to age five. CCDBG funds support before and after school care and provide onsite infant-toddler care for teenage parents.

Several State initiatives were described, such as the alignment of the Early Learning Goals and the K-12 Learning Standards, the transition publication for parents as children transition from early childhood programs to Elementary School and the proposed State Transition Summit.  The latter initiative holds potential for creating a more seamless system within the education sector, the focus and stakeholder participants represent only the education sector and the transition to kindergarten.

The proposal does not address strategies for coordinating the range of supports and interventions required of children and families in high-need communities or the transition of infants and toddlers, with or without disabilities, into early childhood programs.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	Competitive Priority 3 Reviewer Comments: 

The applicant committed over 90% of the federal funds (Table A, Part I) to create new State preschool Program slots. The level of this commitment and the proposal’s strategy for expanding the current State Preschool Program slots will result in an increase of new slots in 28 LEAs across the state.  The current MPP provides high quality programs with a commitment to meet additional characteristics of the definition of high quality through the funds from this grant.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

	Priority 1: Absolute Priority -- Promoting School Readiness for Children with High Needs
	 
	Met


Grand Total
	Grand Total
	230
	131
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Preschool Development Grants

Development Grants
Technical Review Form for Missouri
Reviewer 2
A. Executive Summary
	 
	Available
	Score

	(A)(1) The State’s progress to date 

(A)(2) Provide High-Quality Preschool Programs in one 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 35% of funds; and
(b) Subgrants using at least 65% of funds
	10
	4


	(A) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant demonstrates how it will build on the state's initiatives, including the existing state preschool program, Parents as Teachers, mentors for onsite support and professional development, TEACH scholarships, and a longitudinal data system to provide voluntary preschool programs meeting some of the components of the Preschool Development Grants (PDG) definition of High Quality Preschool Programs for eligible children through subgrants to 28 LEAs in high-need communities. This includes a significant increase in funding for TEACH scholarships, expanding the inclusion of early childhood data in the data system, and contracting with two universities to evaluate implementation of the preschool program. The preschool program described in the application meets components of the definition of High Quality Preschool Program, and implementation will begin in Year One. Implementation of the preschool program beginning Year One is a strength of the application, as eligible children will begin being served immediately rather than at the end of Year Two.

While the applicant is only required to use 65% of the Federal funds for subgrants to implement the preschool programs, the applicant proposed to use 84-92% of PDG funds for this activity, with the remaining 8-16% going towards infrastructure. By dedicating the vast majority of the award to implementation of the program, the state will maximize the number of children who can be served by the program. This demonstrates a commitment to serving as many children as possible.

There is broad support from stakeholders, including the majority of the identified subgrantees.

The project would add approximately 2,000 new preschool slots, primarily in public schools, which must also contract with Head Start programs. This represents a significant increase in the number of children who can be served by the preschool program. Additionally, contracting with Head Start and other community-based early childhood programs will provide opportunities for family choice in settings, as children will be able to enroll in the preschool program through public schools or community-based programs.

Weaknesses:

Not all aspects of High Quality Preschool Programs are addressed by the program described in the proposal, including full participation of children with disabilities, individual accommodations and supports that allow all children to access and fully participate in learning activities, instructional salaries that are comparable to salaries of local K-12 instructional staff (particularly in community-based programs), comprehensive services for children and families, and evidence-based health and safety standards.

It is not clear how many children are currently being served by the existing preschool program. Table A outlines serving 100% of eligible children beginning in Year One, which does not seem feasible.

Inclusion of children with disabilities and other children who may need additional support is not described in detail. The applicant states that children with disabilities and other children who may need additional support will be included in the program; however, the applicant does not explain outreach efforts to ensure their participation or how they will be supported in the program.

The applicant plans on contracting with researchers to study the impact of early childhood education on subsequent life experiences; however, this is only included in Year One and not described in detail. It is not feasible to expect that studies examining the impacts of early childhood on later life experiences can be completed in only one year. It is also not clear how the information from the studies would be used to support the absolute priority of the grant.

Support for culturally and linguistically appropriate outreach and communication is not described.

Clear expectations for kindergarten readiness are not outlined in the proposal.


B. Commitment to High-Quality Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state has existing early learning guidelines (ELGs) that are aligned with the state K-12 standards and address all domains of learning and development for infants through preschoolers.

Early learning guidelines will be further developed through the project, with a particular focus on training and mentoring to support early childhood educators in their implementation of the ELGs.

Weaknesses:

None


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(2) State’s financial investment
	6
	3


	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state used data to determine 64% of three- and four-year-olds in the state are not enrolled in any preschool program and used this number to determine 1976 four-year-olds would be eligible for enrollment in the program.

The grant would support all 1976 new slots for preschoolers.

Weaknesses:

There is a pattern of declining funding for the existing preschool program, which is in line with a decrease in the number of children served by the program. The reasoning for this decrease is not explained in the narrative to determine how this relates to the state's financial investment in preschool programs.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

State legislation is in place that will include preschoolers in calculations for free and reduced lunch. This should result in additional state funds for LEAs. This would likely provide additional funds that can support implementation of High Quality Preschool Programs. This will also help the State sustain the preschool program beyond the grant funding period.

State legislation supports transparency in quality indicators for families regarding child care and preschool programs.

Weaknesses:

None identified


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(4) Quality of existing early learning programs
	4
	1


	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State provided information regarding the quality of the existing state-funded preschool program, which meets some aspects of the PDG definition of High-Quality Program. Ratios will be adjusted to meet PDG requirements so there will be no more than 20 children per classroom, with a 1:10 ratio. The State proposes a plan to improve quality for children. Their proposal includes the following:

Programs must be either state or National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) accredited.

Lead teachers must have a bachelor's degree in early childhood, early childhood special education, or child development.

Both lead and assistant teachers will conduct assessment using the Desired Results Development Profile (DRDP).

Both lead and assistant teachers will participate in learning communities, consultation, and professional development.

Required training for administrators regarding the assessment and curriculum being used in the program.

The LEAs may choose to offer Parents as Teachers services, including home visits. Programs must also develop plans for parent and community involvement.

Grant funds will support additional professional development and additional home visits and other activities, rather than supplanting existing funding for these activities.

Programs must develop transition plans that include transitions between home and preschool, between preschool programs, and between preschool and kindergarten.

All classrooms will receive either 12 or 16 hours of technical assistance each year.

An evaluation of program implementation will investigate effectiveness and cross-program factors.

Weaknesses:

The State did not provide information regarding the quality of existing early learning programs throughout the State, only the state-funded Missouri Preschool Program (MPP). Therefore, these comments address the information presented regarding the MPP.

A sliding fee scale is proposed for children under 185% Federal poverty level. Eligible children should receive the preschool services free of charge. It is not clear whether the State plans to charge fees for eligible children to attend the preschool program.

Limited information is provided about assessments of children within programs (e.g., timing of assessments) and the content of the assessments.

It is not clear how the program evaluation data will be used to support monitoring for continuous improvement. The proposal states that mentors will use feedback reports for additional technical assistance; however, it is not clear what data will be used. The use of the mentor as the program monitor is also troubling, as this person may have a bias due to the mentor relationship.

It is unclear how the quality indicators described by the State will be used to support program improvement.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state has outlined a plan to blend and braid funding from various sources under one program (MPP) rather than fragmenting services based on the funding source. This is being piloted in four districts and will be further revised before implementation begins in the remaining districts.

The state's identification of LEAs as subgrantees, with contracts with Head Start programs and other community-based early childhood programs, will likely reduce fragmentation.

Weaknesses:

The state Department of Elementary and Secondary Education will work to coordinate blending and braiding of funding sources; however, it is not clear how the Coordinating Board for Early Childhood (the State's Early Learning Advisory Council) will be involved in this process. It is also not clear how the blending and braiding of funding will be implemented and how this may impact monitoring. For example, it is not clear how the monitoring required for Head Start programs will be woven with the monitoring for the new preschool slots to avoid redundancy and reduce the burden on practitioners.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Health, nutrition, and developmental screening will be provided for all children annually by the subgrantees.
The state has broad support from stakeholders across sectors, including health, mental health, family support, and child welfare.
Weaknesses:

It is not clear how stakeholders will be utilized, beyond participation in the community needs assessment.
The State appears to have little role in promoting coordination of preschool programs and services at the State and local levels. Subgrantees must develop a child development, education, and care plan and must ensure health promotion activities. It is not clear how the State may provide support for or monitor these activities.


C. Ensuring Quality in Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(1) Use no more than 35% of funds for infrastructure and quality improvements
	8
	4


	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State demonstrates how it would ensure quality in preschool programs with the following evidence:

The State will only use 8-14% of grant funds each year to support infrastructure through onsite mentoring support and professional development and administrators, as well as provision of TEACH scholarships to support early childhood educators in meeting the required qualifications for teaching and assistant positions.

The state will use and refine existing early learning guidelines.

Programs receiving grant funds will meet the definition of High Quality Preschool Program, including high qualifications for lead and assistant teachers, teacher-child ratios of 1:10 with group sizes of no more than 20, use of research-based curricula and early learning guidelines, and a comprehensive assessment system.

Professional development, mentorship, and technical assistance will support teachers, assistants, and administrators in implementing program components.

The state is responding to a demonstrated need to increase the qualifications of lead and assistant teachers through a significant increase in the number of TEACH scholarships available.

The existing comprehensive, longitudinal data system will be expanded to include preschool, with funds to support inclusion of additional preschool measures and to address challenges.

Mental health support will be provided for families through Project LAUNCH and Parent Cafes.

The Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) will be used for classroom observations and program improvement.

An evaluation of program implementation will address fidelity to program quality, strengths, challenges faced, and other factors with two time points per year. Effectiveness evaluation will include cross-site comparisons.

Weaknesses:

Some aspects of the State's plan to ensure quality in preschool programs are not clear. These include the following:

The state's plan for addressing the needs of children with disabilities and English learners, aside from including them in preschool programs, is not clearly outlined. Professional development is described related to curriculum but not specific to supporting the needs of diverse learners.

Some elements of a comprehensive assessment system are described, but it is not clear when assessments will take place, how data will be collected, and how assessment data will be used for program planning and monitoring to improve outcomes for children.

The applicant did not provide a clear description of the current infrastructure to support the planned activities, which would provide a rationale for the small percentage of funds each year dedicated to infrastructure.

No rationale is provided for the selection of infrastructure activities, such as the large investment in TEACH Scholarships. It is not clear how many early childhood professionals meet the minimum educational requirements and how many more may need the scholarship to reach the minimum requirements.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(2) Implement a system for monitoring
	10
	5


	(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State's proposed evaluation of the effectiveness of the Missouri Preschool Program (MPP) will investigate aspects of program quality such as fidelity to the preschool program (content, delivery, and coverage), context (social supports and community and administrative systems), and outcomes (teacher-child interactions, school readiness, and teacher qualifications) and utilize cross-site comparisons. Evaluation questions and measures are clearly outlined and rely on valid and reliable tools.

The existing longitudinal data system includes preschool through 20 data points, and the grant will expand inclusion of preschool data.

A measure of school readiness is included in the assessment data collected by teachers.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear how the evaluation data will be used for program-specific continuous improvement.   The evaluation seems to address the implementation of the grant rather than the effectiveness of the program and continuous improvement. It is also not clear what additional preschool data will be added to the longitudinal data system.

The assessments conducted by teachers are not clearly outlined in order to determine the content and timing of assessments, including the DRDP school readiness assessment that will be used as a kindergarten entry assessment. Clearly defined targets for school readiness are not identified.

It is not clear how child outcome data would be used for tracking children's progress during prekindergarten.

Measureable outcomes, other than school readiness, are not described in detail. Teacher-child interactions will be evaluated, but any outcomes related to this are not provided. Additionally, the measure of school readiness appears to be the only child outcome that will be measured.

The current system for monitoring the MPP is not explained in detail, nor is it clear how the new preschool program would be integrated into the current monitoring system.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(3) Measure the outcomes of participating children
	12
	5


	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Multiple assessments are planned during preschool and kindergarten, including a kindergarten entry assessment.

Weaknesses:

The content of the assessments is not clearly described in order to determine what is assessed and when. It is not clear which domains of development are addressed by each of the assessments that is planned or how the assessments meet the recommendations of the National Research Council.


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

	(D)(1) How the State—
(a) Has selected each High-Need Community
(b) Will select each High-Need Community 

Note: Applicants should address either (D)(1)(a) or (D)(1)(b).  Applicants will receive up to 8 points for addressing (D)(1)(a) or up to 4 points for addressing (D)(1)(b).
	4 or 8
	6


	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state used both academic and demographic indicators to determine high need communities and identified 28 LEAs that represent the full geographic diversity of the state. The State identified academic variables from LEA data from annual performance reports, such as status, growth, and improvement on the state standardized assessments; subgroup academic achievement; attendance; graduation rate; and college and career readiness. Communities identified are both urban and rural.  The majority of identified LEAs have signed preliminary agreements to implement the preschool programs if funded.

Data were provided for each LEA selected, demonstrating high need in each community. These data included geographical locations, KIDSCount data including maternal education and rates of child abuse and neglect, and availability of high quality child care in the community.

Weaknesses:

The state used 185% Federal Poverty Level rather than 200% FPL, so the number of eligible children may be underestimated.

The State did not provide detailed descriptions of each high-need community, with information such as data regarding racial, ethnic, or linguistic diversity in each selected community. Additionally, no data was provided about rates of homelessness or disabilities in the communities. This would be important information to include, as the State proposed serving these populations in the program. No current figures were provided related to the percentage of children who are determined to enter kindergarten meeting expectations for kindergarten readiness.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(2) How each High-Need Community is currently underserved
	8
	3


	(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The number of four-year-old children in each county and the number of Head Start sites and accredited child care facilities are provided. Multiple sources of data were used to determine need within the communities.

Weaknesses:

Not enough information is provided about the number and percentage of four-year-olds in state preschool programs in each high need community or across the communities to determine whether each selected LEA is currently underserved. It is not clear what the number of accredited child care facilities was intended to demonstrate, as this was not described in the narrative. The extent to which the program would serve children who are currently underserved in each community identified is not clear.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(3) How the State will conduct outreach to each potential Subgrantees
	4
	1


	(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state has communicated with identified LEAs and gained preliminary support from 15 of 28 who have signed commitment agreements to provide high-quality preschool.

Weaknesses:

It does not appear that the state conducted outreach in the process of selecting potential subgrantees. The state pulled data from existing sources but did not conduct a needs assessment or gather information from communities or administrators through the selection process.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(4) How the State will subgrant at least 65% of its Federal grant award to its Subgrantee or Subgrantees to implement and sustain voluntary, High-Quality Preschool Programs in one or more High-

Need Communities, and—

(a) Set ambitious and achievable targets; and
	16
	6


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

Strengths:

The state will subgrant 86% (Year One)-92% (Years Two- Four) of the award each year, using a minimal portion of grant funds for supporting infrastructure.

The cost per child was calculated from NIEER estimations, and appear to be reasonable.

The state has set an ambitious goal of creating 1976 new slots for 4-year-olds. This number of slots will remain consistent across the funding period.

Weaknesses:

The state expects to serve all eligible children in Year One of the grant, which does not seem feasible. It seems overly ambitious to expect that the State would be able to get the close to 100 classrooms needed to serve the 1,976 children up and running in the first year, including hiring and training staff.

It is also not clear how the number of new slots in each community relates to the percentage of eligible children in each LEA, as the number of slots appears to be distributed equally across subgrantees.

Not enough detail is provided to determine whether the State's plan is achievable, such as a timeline of key activities for implementation, including hiring and training personnel and starting programs in communities where there are no accredited child care programs in existence.

The plan is not detailed enough to determine how programs will provide comprehensive services consistent with the definition of High-Quality Preschool Programs.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(4)
(b) Incorporate in its 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:

The state plans to add an ambitious 1976 new slots in the existing state preschool program across diverse, high-need communities across the state.

Existing state preschool programs meet some PDG criteria currently or will be required to meet criteria (such as ratios) by the time children are enrolled.

Extensive opportunities for professional development for lead teachers, assistant teachers, and administrators will be provided. Additional improvements include clearly outlined plans for engaging families, implementation of a comprehensive assessment system, and mental health support for families.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear how many children are currently enrolled in the state preschool program, so it is difficult to determine whether this is a significant increase in the number of slots in the program. It is also not clear if the new slots will meet the PDG definition of High Quality Preschool Program, as many components are not described in detail.

Additionally, no baseline data is provided regarding the current program and how it meets the definition of High Quality Preschool Program, such as the number and percentage of teachers meeting the educational requirements.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(5) How the State, in coordination with the Subgrantees, plans to sustain High-Quality Preschool Programs after the grant period
	12
	11


	(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state plans to sustain funding beyond the grant period through blending and braiding funding sources. The legislative initiative that allows preschoolers to be included in the calculations of free and reduced lunch will also increase funds provided to LEAs and help sustain the programs beyond the funding period. Each subgrantee must have a funding plan that includes a sustainability component.

Weaknesses:

The plan for sustaining infrastructure for the programs is not clearly delineated.


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 state has communicated with potential subgrantees with clear guidelines for grant participation and obtained preliminary agreements from 15 of 28. Subgrantees must submit their plans for implementing the program, their proposed budget, and their plans for community and family engagement.

The DESE will provide technical assistance and professional development to programs, including curriculum training for the lead and assistant teachers on one of the four approved curricula that the program may choose. Each will also receive training on implementation of the assessments.

DESE will also receive annual reports for evaluation and monitoring to ensure fidelity of implementation across all sites and determine areas in need of focused effort.

Weaknesses:

none


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(2) How High-Quality Preschool Programs will be implemented
	6
	3


	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State plans to implement the preschool programs through 28 subgrantee LEAs. Nine of the 28 subgrantees are currently implementing the state preschool program and will contract with at least one community partner to add slots to expand preschool access. These programs will need less support than programs not currently implementing the state preschool program. Subgrantees will be responsible for developing plans to implement the preschool program in public schools and community-based settings.

Weaknesses:

The State specifies 17 of 28 subgrantees are not currently implementing the state preschool program and two subgrantees are beginning implementation of the program in FY 2015. It may be difficult for these programs to meet the high standards prior to the start of the project, such as teacher qualifications and ratios. The current status of these programs is not currently outlined.

The organizational capacity of the 9 subgrantees currently implementing the state preschool program is not clear, nor is their ability to contract with community providers to expand the preschool program beyond the school currently implementing it.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state will work with each subgrantee to minimize administrative costs by following practices of the state-funded preschool program.
Weaknesses:

The details of the how the State plans to work with subgrantees to minimize administrative costs is not clearly outlined.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(4) How the State and Subgrantee will monitor Early Learning Providers
	4
	1


	(E)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state will contract with two universities with personnel qualified to conduct an annual program evaluation, using two time points each year to examine program implementation and effectiveness. Feedback will be provided to programs for improvements, and cross-site data analyses will be conducted.

Weaknesses:

The process of support for continuous improvement is described in minimal detail, so it is not clear what lack of compliance will mean for subgrantees. Monitoring will be provided by the mentors, which is troubling due to the potential for bias. It is also not clear how monitoring of the new preschool program will be coordinated with other monitoring systems, such as Head Start. Not enough detail is provided about the monitoring system to determine whether it addresses all elements of High Quality Preschool Programs set forth by the PDG.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The evaluation will include cross-site analyses of the evaluation data, and data from subgrantees will be included in the longitudinal data system. Evaluation data will include demographic characteristics of LEAs and communities, demographics of teachers, professional development opportunities provided, components of the preschool program and how they are put into practice, the extent to which the program is implemented as planned, the extent to which services are implemented within the proposed time frame, the proportion of eligible children enrolled in new programs, the extent to which the delivery of preschool program services are consistent, how social supports affect implementation, how community and administrative systems affect implementation, how teacher-child interactions relate to child outcomes, if participation in the program leads to increased readiness at kindergarten entry, and does implementation of the program result in increased teacher credentials.

Regional professional development will include teachers, assistants, and administrators from various regional subgrantees, allowing for coordinated professional development in addition to the individualized mentoring and technical assistance. Support will be provided for teachers and administrators, supporting workforce and leadership development.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear how the state plans to coordinate in regards to assessments, instructional tools, comprehensive services, and family engagement, as these were not described in detail. These aspects of the program will be included in the cross-site evaluation; however, it is not clear what data will be collected or how it will be evaluated.


	 
	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
	4


	(E)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Funding sources will be blended and braided to provide services through various funding streams through the state preschool programs. The intent is for children whose slots are supported by various funding sources to be served within the same program. Grant funds will be used to support additional efforts rather than as a substitution for the funds already devoted to those efforts. The State stipulates in the agreement with each subgrantee that the subgrantee must not use PDG funds to supplant or replace any existing preschool program or staff.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear how new slots will be allocated for children eligible under the new grant, for example, how many new slots will be created in a Head Start program or a community-based child care program or how many new classrooms will be created.

The plan for coordinating funding streams is not detailed to determine coordination without overburdening programs or providers. For example, with each funding source requiring monitoring data, it is not clear how the monitoring data will be integrated to minimize redundancy.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(7) How the Subgrantees will integrate High-Quality Preschool Programs for Eligible Children within economically diverse, inclusive settings
	6
	2


	(E)(7) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Eligible children receiving services through various funding streams will be able to participate in the state preschool program with funding integrated under the one program, receiving their services in the classroom as the least restrictive environment.

Weaknesses:

The proposal did not address provision of services to children from families with incomes above 200% of FPL. Inclusion of children with disabilities was discussed in minimal detail, without clear expectations for how children with disabilities will be supported in the programs.

The plan for identifying and enrolling eligible children, including children who are economically diverse, was not described in detail. The lack of demographic data from the identified LEAs makes it difficult to determine whether one could expect diversity among the preschool population in each school as well.


	 
	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
	1


	(E)(8) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The applicant mentions that children receiving early childhood special education services will be included in the preschool program.

Weaknesses:

The proposal did not address specific plans or strategies for including eligible children who may be in need of additional supports, including children with delays or disabilities, children who are English learners, who reside on Indian lands, who are migrant, who are homeless, who are in the welfare system, who reside in rural or tribal areas, or who are from military families.


	 
	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
	1


	(E)(9) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Parents as Teachers will be integral to program implementation and family involvement. This is a strength because the program spans birth-school age, supporting birth-third grade alignment, and is already used widely in the state for family engagement.

The applicant mentions that mental health supports will be provided for parents as needed, promoting families' capacity to support their children's learning and development, and helping families build protective factors.

Weaknesses:

Specific plans or strategies for ensuring culturally and linguistically responsive outreach and communication efforts to enroll eligible children are not described.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(10) How the State will ensure strong partnerships between each Subgrantee and LEAs or other Early Learning Providers
	10
	5


	(E)(10) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Each LEA subgrantee must partner with a Head Start program so not all children are served in public schools. Public schools and early learning providers will be expected to use the State's transition guide to support children and families in the transition from preschool to kindergarten through increased communication between preschool and kindergarten teachers.

The State provides a plan for providing extensive opportunities for professional development and technical assistance related to program implementation, including curriculum and assessment, centralized mechanisms, including individual program mentoring. Teachers and assistants will engage in professional learning communities, enabling them to make connections with others implementing the preschool program.

The State describes plans for Subgrantees to engage with families by multiple means, such as Parents as Teachers, a parent advisory board, and parent mental health support. Additionally, families will be integrated into the process of preschool to kindergarten transitions.

The State describes plans to conduct a community needs assessment in each community to identify the needs for services related to education, nutrition, and social services. Plans to address these needs will be subsequent to the assessment.

The State plans to include preschool data will be included in the state preschool through workforce longitudinal data system.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear whether or how subgrantess may partner with other community-based organizations, such as libraries.

The nature of the relationship between the LEAs and contracted partners who will implement the preschool program in community-based Head Start programs is not clear. It is not clear what types of support the LEA may provide for the Head Start program to support implementation of the program. Additionally, strategies for transitioning children from the Head Start preschool programs into the public schools for kindergarten is not addressed in detail. Programs must follow the guidelines for transitions that the state has developed, but it is not clear how these transitions will be facilitated from one program to the other.

Support for full inclusion of children with disabilities and children who may need additional supports is not clearly described. It is not clear how children will be supported within the programs or how teachers and administrators will receive support to meet each child's needs.

Facilities are not described to determine whether they will be appropriate for the preschool programs.


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
	9


	(F) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state has a published transition support plan to aid with smooth transitions from early childhood programs to elementary schools. These plans address collaboration between preschool and kindergarten teachers, and sustaining family engagement in kindergarten.  Additionally, stakeholders are incorporating recent research and best practice into existing practices.

The state will use the DRDP readiness assessment as a kindergarten entry assessment. This is a strength because it aligns with the preschool assessments that are planned to provide a comparable profile of the child in preschool and in kindergarten.

The State's early learning guidelines are aligned with state K-12 standards and address all domains of learning and development. This facilitates appropriate expectations for children at each level and promotes collaboration among preschool and kindergarten teachers through shared expectations.

Preschool data will be included in the state longitudinal data system, allowing comparisons across years as students move through the educational system. This will also allow for evaluation of the effectiveness of the preschool program as it relates to performance in later years.

The state will blend funding to expand access to preschool for eligible children, leveraging existing resources. Grant funds will be used to support expansion of efforts rather than replacing funds already supporting efforts.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear how the state will identify and enroll eligible children through outreach efforts. It does not seem feasible to expect all eligible children will be enrolled in the preschool program in the first year of the grant funding period.

Parents as Teachers is a choice for LEAs, but it is not clear how this model may be used to support the absolute priority of the grant.

The state has not outlined specific strategies for integrating all eligible children into the program, including children with disabilities or delays and children who are English learners. It is not clear how the programs will ensure access for these families.

It is not clear how the state will expand access to full-day kindergarten or increase the percentage of children who are able to read and do math at grade level by the end of third grade.

The state's plan for B-3rd grade alignment was fairly vague, particularly how infants and toddlers fit within the system and supporting transitions of children to the preschool program. Coordination with programs serving infants and toddlers is not clear beyond the alignment of the state early learning guidelines with K-12 standards.


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
	5


	(G) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State outlines a budget demonstrating strengths in the use of funds to provide high-quality preschool programs, to coordinate existing funds to support implementation, and to sustain the preschool programs beyond the grant period. These include:

The state will provide a 77% match to federal funds through the state budget allocation. A vast majority of the funds, 8492%, will go directly to subgrantees to create slots for 1,976 children to participate in the preschool program. The costs per child were calculated with NIEER data and appear reasonable.

Other funding sources will be blended with the grant award and state match to support children within the preschool program.

The state plans to sustain preschool services beyond the funding period. Subgrantees are required to have a funding plan that includes a sustainability component.

The new calculations for allocations of funding, which includes  preschoolers in determining an LEA's percentage of children eligible for free and reduced lunch, will bring additional funds to high-need schools, further supporting continuation of preschool programs beyond the funding period.

Weaknesses:

The plan to sustain and expand infrastructure for the program beyond the funding period is not clearly outlined.

The linkage of some grant activities and budget allocations to the absolute priority of the grant are not clear, such as the provision of 110 TEACH Scholarships per year and the early childhood impact studies. With only 28 LEAs implementing the preschool program, it is not clear why the State plans to provide 110 TEACH Scholarships per year and how this would support the grant priorities.


Competitive Preference Priorities
	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 1: Contributing Matching Funds
	10
	10


	Competitive Priority 1 Comments: 

The state has a credible plan to provide 77% matching funds in each year of the grant through state appropriations.


	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 2: Supporting a Continuum of Early Learning and Development
	10
	1


	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

The state early learning guidelines address birth through preschool and are aligned with K-12 standards; however, no other supports for infant and toddler services and supports were described. The state did not define a cohort of eligible children and their families for each high-need community and describe how services would be provided in a seamless progression 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 state plans to use 90% of funds to add 1,976 new slots to the existing state preschool program, but it is not clear if these slots will serve Eligible children or whether the program will meet the definition of High Quality Preschool Program, as these components are not described in detail. Because the points allocated for this competitive preference priority must be awarded as either 0 or 10, the full 10 points have been awarded because the State will use a significant majority of the funds to create new slots.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

	Priority 1: Absolute Priority -- Promoting School Readiness for Children with High Needs
	 
	Met


Grand Total

	Grand Total
	230
	123
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A. Executive Summary
	 
	Available
	Score

	(A)(1) The State’s progress to date 

(A)(2) Provide High-Quality Preschool Programs in one 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 35% of funds; and
(b) Subgrants using at least 65% of funds
	10
	5


	(A) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The proposal clearly demonstrates that the project will build on state progress to date. For example, state funding for early childhood programs has increased over the past 3 years and will increase the number and percentage of eligible children served in high-quality programs during each year of the grant period. Many elements of a state early childhood infrastructure are already in place, and less than 35% of the grant will go toward improving infrastructure. For example, standards are in place to ensure the quality of LEA pre-kindergarten programs through program monitoring. The state has developed a set of Early Learning Standards that cover birth-5 and are aligned with those for K-12. Health and safety are addressed through requiring licensing of all early childhood sites across all types of programs. A broad group of stakeholders were involved in developing standards and other parts of the infrastructure, and are represented on early learning councils. The approach used in this project will ensure the inclusion of one or more community-based prekindergarten sites, associated with each of the LEAs that will receive sub-awards. High-need communities have already been identified using specific criteria that include levels of poverty and public school achievement data in the community, and potential LEAs throughout the state have already been selected for sub-awards with careful attention to these criteria. The project will increase the number of children served in high-quality programs throughout the state using a process of providing sub-awards to LEAs, who will then partner with one or more programs in the community. Programs will be available to eligible children during the first year. Some characteristics of high quality programs have been built into the assurances that LEAs will sign in order to receive the sub-awards (e.g., education, caseload, community involvement). Many state-level program improvement activities expand on previous approaches already in place, including mentoring, monitoring based on program standards, and a solid evaluation approach, ensuring previous experience related to several components of the grant. A statewide coordinating board is in place for early childhood, and represents a broad range of constituents, including civic groups, teacher associations, a variety of types of providers, and state agencies. A broad range of interests were also represented in developing the structure for this proposal. A large majority of funds, in excess of the 65% required, will go toward providing services to children thru subgrants to programs. Funding tables indicate that implementation will begin within the first year of the grant.

Weaknesses:

The model used for this project is one in which LEAs will be responsible for identifying and providing funds to one or more community-based pre-kindergarten programs (up to 2 per LEA). However, the current landscape with respect to how LEAs, Head Start, and child care currently address the needs of children eligible under this grant is not described. For example, no information is provided on who is served by which programs in each community, whether high quality programs (as defined in this grant) are available in each community, or how high quality community programs will be selected to participate in providing services to eligible children. Although the model is based on signed assurances that LEAs must agree to in order to be funded, no plan is provided for how LEAs will then select one or more programs in the community with whom to partner, or what the LEA's roles will be in assisting or monitoring sub-grantees. No information is provided on the extent to which current LEA or community-based programs demonstrate the characteristics of high quality programs as defined in this grant. Although some characteristics of high-quality programs are described in the proposal, it is not clear how they will be implemented in the different types of programs that will be providing services to children, as no quality criteria are stated for funding these programs. Further, some aspects of high-quality have not been addressed, such as inclusion of children with disabilities, approaches to cultural and linguistic diversity, and individual accommodations for children who may need them. Even in descriptions of state-level activities, Parts C and B of the IDEA have received very little attention, and percentages of these children to be included are not described; the state model used for serving children with disabilities (e.g., blended and/or self-contained), or what will be required by community partners, also is not described. There is no description of how comparable salaries will be achieved across types of programs. While program standards are described, there are no plans that address how elements of high-quality programs as defined by this grant will be used to characterize or build elements of high quality in programs. It also is not clear how these elements will be integrated with existing state standards for child care and Head Start, under which community programs are currently operating. No specific expectations are described for school readiness. No plans are described for how funds will be directed only toward eligible children, given potentially multi-age classrooms.


B. Commitment to High-Quality Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Infant/toddler and preschool early learning standards (ELDS) are in place. Further, these have been aligned with K12.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses noted for this criterion.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state legislature has provided increased funding in early childhood over the past few years, and Table B provides numbers and percentages of eligible children over the past 4 years.  The state anticipates that funding will be maintained at this level throughout this grant; this level provides the match for the proposed current funding, and provides a solid foundation for the activities proposed. An estimated number and percentage of children are provided, including those served in state preschool programs.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses were found related to this criterion.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Enacted legislation and a variety of ongoing activities indicate strong commitment to early childhood education for eligible children. Current state early childhood programs, as well as Head Start, are targeted toward this population of children. A number of efforts already underway in the state under the auspices of the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) would also provide a framework for expansion of policies and practices to early childhood settings. Through this project, for example, program standards, monitoring practices, mentoring, the data system for the pre-kindergarten through career work force, and scholarships for teachers working toward a degree would also be enhanced. Financial investment also is addressed in the proposal through guidelines for using braided funding across types of early childhood programs within the education department. This guidance will be expanded through the proposed project to include community-based programs, ensuring that different types of programs are available to families.

Weaknesses:

Practices within current LEA early childhood programs are not described with respect to all of the characteristics of high quality programs as defined in this grant, nor are these elements used to describe how community-based programs will be selected within which to add slots for eligible children. Specific plans (goals, activities, timelines, responsibilities) are not included to achieve coordination of practices across types of early childhood programs to be involved (LEAs, child care, Head Start).

Overall, there is no assurance that the program slots to be created will be in high quality programs, or that eligible children will have access to high-quality programs.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(4) Quality of existing early learning programs
	4
	2


	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Program standards are already in place for existing early childhood programs (LEAs, child care licensing, Head Start). Regular monitoring is described for the LEA programs. Under the current proposal, the standards in place for LEAs would be applied to all types of programs receiving funding, providing consistent indicators of quality across programs.

Weaknesses:

The current level of quality of the potential LEA recipients is not described in relation to characteristics of high-quality early childhood programs as defined in this grant. It is not clear how standard criteria will be applied across different types of programs, as no plan for accomplishing this level of quality or integration among programs is described. For example, comprehensive assessment systems that match the definition for this grant are not described. It also is not clear that teacher qualifications consistent with those for LEAs and with this proposal will be used as a criterion for selecting community programs intended to provide new early childhood slots to be offered through federal funding.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

A variety of types of boards and committees, with broad representation, are described at the state level as well as built into plans that LEAs must develop for their local areas. Letters of support are included from a variety of constituencies indicating strong support for the project.

Weaknesses:

Although letters of support and commitment provide an indication of existing structures at the state level, no description is provided of how these relationships are to be established at the local level. No plans are described for establishing and enhancing local coordination and collaboration to serve children with multiple needs (e.g., disability) or families in need of multiple resources (e.g., education, health, mental health).


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Letters of support and commitment at the state level indicate broad-based representation across sectors that include health, social services, and education. A coordinating board at the state level also has representation across state agencies involved in early childhood, and work groups are formed to support various aspects of its work. Coordination at the local level will be written into local plans by applicants.
Weaknesses:

No explanation is provided of roles for state agencies other than DESE (Department of Elementary and Secondary Education). Much of the proposal explains what DESE has done, and what it will do in the proposed project. Activities are primarily based on models and services developed and provided by DESE, with little attention to what other agencies will be contributing. Expectations for collaboration as described within local plans are not clearly delineated in the proposal. For example, it is not clear at either the state or local level how services have been or will be coordinated for children who have health-care needs or who are homeless.


C. Ensuring Quality in Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(1) Use no more than 35% of funds for infrastructure and quality improvements
	8
	3


	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The project will use considerably less than 35% of the grant for infrastructure and quality improvement, with the remainder going to the provision of additional program slots for eligible children. The majority of funding in this state will go directly to LEAs, which will be responsible for identifying at least one additional, community-based program to serve eligible children, ensuring local determination of the programs that best meet the community's needs. Infrastructure components such as mentoring and monitoring will be applied across the different types of programs participating.

Weaknesses:

While the state has taken a parsimonious approach to infrastructure by proposing to build on what is already in place in LEAs, it is not clear that this will be sufficient to accomplish the level of quality envisioned for early childhood. For example, statewide infrastructure related to meeting needs of children with disabilities and English language learners and to conducting a statewide needs assessment to determine current availability of high-quality preschool programs as defined in this grant, are not described. In particular, what appears to be critical but lacking is to build cross-sector infrastructure both within DESE (e.g., deeper inclusion of Parts C and B of the IDEA), as well as to assist cross-sector coordination at the local level, where different types of programs may be operating under very different sets of rules and mandates; what is in place for DESE may not apply directly to other types of programs. Involvement of community programs will require negotiation at state and local levels to integrate requirements related to assessment, curriculum, and parent involvement, as well as to roles and requirements for teachers. Plans, and related resources, have not been described for implementing program standards that contain all elements of high quality programs or for achieving this level of integration of policies and practices, and rationales are not provided for selecting particular infrastructure components for emphasis. For example, no documentation is provided on current qualifications to support the need for further development of the personnel preparation infrastructure.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(2) Implement a system for monitoring
	10
	6


	(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Early childhood portions of the longitudinal data system will be strengthened, ensuring compatibility and consistency within the data system. A regular system of monitoring will be implemented, building on a system already in place, including regular state monitoring from the lead agency for this grant (DESE). This is coupled with an intensive system of mentoring that will ensure on-site assistance to programs, as well as performance feedback to local programs. A contracted evaluator will be used to collect outcome measures and to conduct cross-site evaluation, providing an external, objective approach to within- and cross-site evaluation.

Weaknesses:

While program monitoring will occur, an overview of program elements that will be included in monitoring are not provided. Also not addressed is how these approaches to monitoring and mentoring will be applied to community programs (i.e., outside of the LEA), including how they will be integrated with those approaches already in place in the community-based programs selected for participation. No indication is given of how child or program data collected through monitoring or program evaluation will be used for performance feedback to local programs or in relation to different aspects of the system infrastructure. Targets for school readiness outcomes are not provided. Expectations for outcomes to be evaluated by the external evaluator are not described.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state has adopted a kindergarten readiness tool already in use in other state-funded preschools (Desired Results Development Profile DRDP-SR). This assessment covers all essential domains, and will be administered within the first few months of kindergarten, providing important information to kindergarten teachers, as well as to the district, on children's readiness at entry into kindergarten.

Weaknesses:

The reliability and validity of the kindergarten entry assessment are not described, nor is a description provided of how the assessment addresses the domains of readiness. No plan is provided for how it will be used to meet different purposes of assessment.


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

	(D)(1) How the State—
(a) Has selected each High-Need Community
(b) Will select each High-Need Community 

Note: Applicants should address either (D)(1)(a) or (D)(1)(b).  Applicants will receive up to 8 points for addressing (D)(1)(a) or up to 4 points for addressing (D)(1)(b).
	4 or 8
	8


	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:
High-need communities were selected for this project using specific criteria related to achievement and income. All have been invited to participate, and several have signed letters of agreement indicating that they will abide by the list of assurances that support achieving high quality in the programs, ensuring commitment to implementation. A map is provided to demonstrate the statewide geographic distribution of these communities across urban and rural areas. Letters of commitment contained in the proposal indicate that many different kinds of high needs communities will participate in the project.

Weaknesses:

No weaknesses were noted under this criterion.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(2) How each High-Need Community is currently underserved
	8
	6


	(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The number of children to be served statewide during each year and overall is provided.

Weaknesses:

Data are shown only at a state-wide level, and similarities and differences among targeted communities in numbers and percentages of eligible children served and anticipated are not provided.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Eligible LEAs were selected throughout the state based on level of academic achievement and percent of families in poverty. All were invited to an informational roundtable, and invited to indicate interest, indicating the state's attention to informing all potentially eligible LEAs. Based on this process, the state has already identified each potential sub-grantee, and several LEAs have already committed to participating and have signed the assurance forms.

Weaknesses:

No similar process of outreach is described for how LEAs will identify community-based programs from child care or Head Start, in order to ensure opportunities to select the highest quality programs with which to collaborate.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(4) How the State will subgrant at least 65% of its Federal grant award to its Subgrantee or Subgrantees to implement and sustain voluntary, High-Quality Preschool Programs in one or more High-

Need Communities, and—

(a) Set ambitious and achievable targets; and
	16
	6


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

Strengths:
More than 65% of the budget will go toward voluntary preschool in a total of approximately 16 high-need communities across the state. The state has determined that there are approximately 2000 eligible children statewide to be served each year.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear how the number of children entered into the table relates to the total number of eligible children in each area, or what percent of eligible children needing service will be served in each area. The estimate of eligible children appears to reflect the number that each sub-grantee will be funded to serve rather than on percentage of need. Although the table indicates that these are new slots, it also is not clear that the number of children (slightly less than 2000) are in addition to children who are already being served. The proposal also does not describe how the level of funding proposed ($20,000 per program, with up to 2 programs per high-need LEA), relates to the number of eligible children in each LEA. In some communities, there appear to be no accredited child care programs available, indicating that implementation of the plan may not be achievable in the first year, as stated. Overall, no plan is delineated to indicate that achieving the ambitious goals outlined is reasonable.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(4)
(b) Incorporate in its 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
	6


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

Strengths:

New slots will be provided for almost 2000 children statewide. Given the relatively low percentage of high-needs children currently being served in the state, this is a significant extension of services. Specific approaches to professional development are already in place in the state for state-funded preschools, including coaching. Through this grant, these would also be applied with community partners.

Weaknesses:

Information provided is not detailed enough to evaluate whether current preschool slots will be brought to a high level of quality, for example, by changing to full-day, employing only teachers of the level of quality expected, or providing comprehensive services. No baseline information on these elements of quality is provided, and plans for extending these qualities to new slots in community-based programs are not discussed in the breadth and depth needed to evaluate whether the project will result in substantially higher 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
	7


	(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Continued state funding of at least the same level is anticipated. In addition, preschool will in the future be included in the public school foundation formula, with level of funding based on the number of children eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. This formula will be gradually implemented across schools beginning in 2016, bringing additional funds to LEAs.

Weaknesses:

Plans are not provided for using any of these funds to sustain new slots in collaboration with community-based programs at the end of this grant.


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
	1


	(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Many responsibilities for sub-grantees have been written directly into assurance documents that LEAs receiving grants will sign (for example, forming local councils, ensuring high qualifications in teachers, providing family engagement activities), indicating that LEAs are fully informed about their responsibilities. These assurances outline commitments on which LEAs will be monitored as part of this grant. State roles for monitoring, evaluation, data, and leadership are also outlined.

Weaknesses:

Roles of LEAs as users of funds vs. as providers of "flow-through" funds to community programs are not described with respect to LEA leadership and oversight responsibilities related to the collaborating community programs. While many of the assurances make sense from the perspective of programs housed in LEAs, implementing them in community programs will require coordination and collaboration at a level not included in the assurances. Specific strategies for implementing the plan at the local level are not described.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The 2-level structure to be used in this project, in which LEAs receive the subgrant and then are responsible for dispersing it to their partnering programs, will provide impetus for collaboration at the local level. The infrastructure provided by the DESE will ensure that monitoring, mentoring, data collection, and professional development are implemented equitably across types of programs.

Weaknesses:

Not all elements of high-quality programs as defined in this proposal are included (for example, services to children with disabilities, accommodations to address individual differences); further, plans for achieving all of these elements under the leadership of LEAs, within the context of community-based programs, are not provided. Plans for selecting community-based partners based on elements of high quality are not described. Elements of high quality programs, as currently implemented within LEA early childhood programs, are not described, making it difficult to evaluate whether the LEAs will be able to identify and coordinate the full range of elements in its partnering community-based programs. Existing LEA infrastructure to implement the plans also is not described.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(3) How the Subgrantee will minimize local administrative costs
	2
	0


	(E)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

No strengths were found related to this criterion.
Weaknesses:

Local administrative costs were not addressed in the proposal.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

An extensive, systematic monitoring system is in place for the state preschool program under DESE, and will be applied to programs participating in this project. Additional mentors/monitors will be hired under the regional structure to provide coverage of new programs.

Weaknesses:

Plans for improving programs as indicated by monitoring are not described. Plans are not provided for how all elements of high-quality programs will be addressed in the monitoring system. Plans for coordinating with existing systems of monitoring and mentoring in partnering community-based programs (such as those in Head Start) also are not described.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Many elements of an infrastructure to support coordination between state and sub-grantee are already in place since all sub-grantees will be local education agencies. State-level structures and standards are already in place for assessments, data sharing, curriculum, family engagement, comprehensive services professional development, and workforce development. The proposal indicates that these same elements will be applied to early childhood programs funded through the LEAs. In addition, some infrastructure elements will be adapted from other types of programs, including elements of comprehensive services found in Head Start

Weaknesses:

Specific plans for accomplishing these activities are not described, nor are plans for integrating old and new structures. For example, it is not clear whether requirements for curriculum and data collection will be in place of or in addition to those that already exist in community-based partners. Other infrastructure elements, while established, are not described in relation to how they would be used in participating community programs. For example, Parents as Teachers, while available to all LEAs, is not shown to be currently in use in all high-need LEAs identified; it also is not clear how the services provided would be extended to collaborating community-based programs (such as who, in what contexts) or coordinated with services that may already be available (such as those in Head Start).


	 
	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
	2


	(E)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The project is designed to add additional slots to those slots that are already available to eligible children in each community so that additional children can be brought into the system. Services will be coordinated at the state level through state-level committees and work groups, as well as through braiding of funds.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear how new slots will be specifically allocated for children who are eligible under the guidelines for this grant. In addition, strategies for achieving new slots are not described, making it difficult to evaluate how these services will supplement rather than supplant existing services. Overall, plans are not delineated (goals, activities, timelines, responsibilities) for accomplishing additional slots that supplement and coordinate with what is already available. While coordination is somewhat addressed by discussion of braided funds at the state level, it is not clear how services and programs will be coordinated at the local level with other services and programs already available for individual children with multiple needs. For example, no description is provided for how and where children with disabilities are or will be included, or how individual needs are or will be met in these settings.


	 
	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:

Communities selected for sub-grants have been identified based on high need, using criteria likely to identify high-need communities in the state (i.e., poverty levels and academic achievement levels in public schools).

Weaknesses:

No information is provided on the composition of families in any settings in targeted communities, making it difficult to determine whether the settings that are provided to eligible children are inclusive of different socioeconomic levels. Descriptions of inclusive settings to be used for children with disabilities and other special needs are also not provided.


	 
	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
	0


	(E)(8) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

No strengths were identified under this criterion.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear how these services and a high level of coordination will be achieved. No information is provided on how this currently occurs, or on what is planned for community-based programs in which new slots will be developed. Integration of these services with those already in place also are not well described.


	 
	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
	2


	(E)(9) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Parents as Teachers is a research-based parent program that is available to all LEAs that will serve as subgrantees for this project, making PAT services related to strengthening families and engaging them in their children's education accessible to collaborating community-based programs.

Weaknesses:

The roles of PAT and of other approaches for reaching and assisting hard-to-reach families are not described. Specific plans for using the services of PAT in the proposed project are not described.  Integration of these services with those that may already be in place (e.g., in Head Start) is not addressed.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(10) How the State will ensure strong partnerships between each Subgrantee and LEAs or other Early Learning Providers
	10
	5


	(E)(10) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Program assurances required of sub-grantees stipulate a variety of ways in which partnerships will be achieved between the sub-grantee and other early learning providers. These are also described further as program requirements. Additional funds will be contributed to the TEACH scholarships in order to provide higher education opportunities to additional teachers. Teachers will be required to complete professional development related to assessments and curricula, ensuring close alignment with program standards. Age-appropriate facilities are addressed through requiring that all programs, including LEAs, be licensed, and that all be accredited either through the state program or through the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC). The state provides a plan for including early childhood data into the existing longitudinal data system that covers prekindergarten to career. All parents will have access to Parents as Teachers program opportunities through partnerships with LEAs, and a variety of types of appropriate parent activities are listed. A community advisory committee will be developed; in addition, a parent advisory committee of children in funded early childhood classrooms will be developed in the LEA district. Each local plan will address recruitment, transition, and community collaboration.

Weaknesses:

Several required elements (e.g., comprehensive assessment systems) are not addressed in the assurances the LEAs must agree to or in standard practice as described for the LEA early childhood programs and also are not described as they will apply to community partners. There is no description of plans to achieve full inclusion of eligible children with disabilities, or to support inclusion of children who may need additional supports, such as English learners or homeless. Plans for linking families to comprehensive services are also not described. Use of community-based learning resources also is not addressed. Most critically, no specific plans for how programs will be assisted in developing comprehensive plans that address all of these areas are described. Further, no information is provided for how these plans will be integrated with current requirements and structures already in place in community-based programs such as child care and Head Start, or how plans will expand on what is already in place in early childhood classrooms within LEAs.


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
	12


	(F) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

A strength of the plan is the statewide relationship between LEAs and Parents as Teachers (prenatal - age 5), in which any LEA may provide a PAT program in the community. The state's early learning standards demonstrate that standards have been aligned from birth-five; these also have been aligned with K-12 standards. A variety of alternative transition activities are listed for transitions from pre-kindergarten to kindergarten, and a flyer demonstrating types of transition activities is provided. Data systems will be expanded to incorporate early childhood, thereby providing a continuum from preschool and up. In achieving the new early childhood slots for eligible children, LEAs will coordinate with other early education and care programs supported through other federal, state, and local resources.

Weaknesses:

It is not clear whether all LEAs eligible to receive sub-grants under the current proposal have PAT programs in place or whether this will be required as part of the plan for each LEA. No specific plans are provided with respect to how PAT programs will be used to achieve the goals of this project. Most of the materials submitted and activities described relate to services already provided within LEAs; however, no plans are delineated for how these will be used within community-based programs or integrated with existing services in those settings. No description is provided of how federal funds for other populations (such as Parts C and B of IDEA and funds for homeless children) will be used to support a continuum of services or transition plans. State plans are not described for aligning workforce competencies and credentials across all early childhood personnel. Alignment of family engagement and other approaches to supporting children and families from kindergarten-grade 3 are not described. Activities to recruit eligible families, including those who may be hard to reach, are not described. Overall, systematic plans related to key elements of a coordinated birth-3rd grade continuum are not provided.


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
	6


	(G) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Funds from the grant and the matching contributions will be provided to eligible high-need LEAs to serve the approximately 2,000 eligible children estimated for each year of the grant.

Guidance is provided for braiding funds across state funds, Title I, and Section 619, and indicate discussion and careful attention to the advantages of such an approach. The proposal indicates that this guidance will be expanded to include other sources of funds such as the Child Care and Development Block Grant and Head Start.

The project anticipates and projects a reasonable, specific level of funding for the future, based on previous increases, and maintaining at least the current level of appropriation. Early childhood also will in the future be included in the funding formula for public school funding, and the proposal describes how this will gradually increase across the years to include all LEAs.

Plans for sustainability will be written into LEA's funding plans.

Weaknesses:

The number of eligible children, as depicted in Table B, is not clear; thus, it is not clear what percentage of children will be served. Information also is provided only on a statewide basis rather than for each eligible LEA. While each LEA will receive the same funding to expand slots, the percentage of eligible children receiving services is likely to be different across LEAs, depending on the number of eligible children. Overall, it is not clear how new program slots to be funded each year will reflect need based on eligible children currently served and unserved within specific geographic areas. Since timelines are not provided for what LEAs will do in Years 1-4, differences in funding across the years also are difficult to interpret.

Specific plans (goals, activities, timelines, responsibilities) for future work on braiding and blending funds are not provided. Plans also are not provided for maintaining some infrastructure enhancements to community programs at the end of this grant.

It is not clear how anticipated, future funds will be used to sustain the model of community programs (slots, quality) developed through this project, and no state plans are described for whether this is a goal or how it will be approached.

Funding for an impact study is not justified within the time-frame of this project.


Competitive Preference Priorities
	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 1: Contributing Matching Funds
	10
	10


	Competitive Priority 1 Comments: 

State funding for public preschool will provide matching funds for this project, and exceed 50% of the total.


	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 2: Supporting a Continuum of Early Learning and Development
	10
	4


	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

A variety of activities is described to support a continuum of learning between birth and 3rd grade, including early learning standards, transition activities, and inclusion of early childhood data within the state's long-term data system. However, most of the activities described are at the preschool level rather than covering the full continuum; infant-toddler services as part of the continuum are not delineated. Plans for achieving comprehensive, full-day coverage for eligible children are also not described, nor is it clear how children with special needs or needing special accommodations will be included in activities across the continuum. Plans that include different types of community programs within the continuum of services across the age span are not described. Overall, plans are lacking specificity with respect to how a continuum will be achieved (e.g., activities, timelines, parties responsible, and outcomes expected).


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	Competitive Priority 3 Reviewer Comments: 

Well in excess of 50% of the total grant award will be used to increase the overall number of program slots. As described in the narrative, these new program slots will meet many of the elements of the definition of high quality used for this project. Although there is insufficient evidence to establish the quality of all elements of high quality, the project as a whole clearly meets this competitive preference.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

	Priority 1: Absolute Priority -- Promoting School Readiness for Children with High Needs
	 
	Met


Grand Total

	Grand Total
	230
	131
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