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Preschool Development Grants

Development Grants
Technical Review Form for Mississippi
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
	9


	(A) Reviewer Comments: 
Strengths:

The executive summary provided a clear and concise summary of the State’s ambitious and achievable plan for expanding access to High-Quality Preschool Programs. In particular, the summary provided a synopsis of the State’s: 
(A)(1) recent commitment and progress in providing state-funded preKindergarten (preK), namely through the Early Learning Collaborative Act (ELCA);

(A)(2) selection of 39 High Needs Communities to receive subgrants;

(A)(3) plans to provide new High Quality Preschool slots in order to increase the percentage of Eligible Children served from about 2.0% for the 2014 fiscal year to approximately 9.5% in Grant Year 1 and to 16.7% starting in Grant Year 2; 
(A)(4) definition of High-Quality Preschool Program and the definition’s alignment with the Preschool Development Grant’s (PDG) requirments;

(A)(6) broad group of stakeholder that include the State Early Childhood Advisory Council, state legislators, business leaders, community organizations, and early childhood associations; and

(A)(7) plan to subgrant approximately 70% of its funds over the four year to the provide Eligible Children new High Quality Preschool slots and to invest no more than 30% of funds to state-level infrastructure and quality improvements.

Weaknesses:

The State’s expectations for Kindergarten-Entry School Readiness are based on the Mississippi Kindergarten Readiness Assessment, which currently only assesses two of the five Essential Domains of School Readiness as outlined by the National Research Council (NRC, 2004). Expanding upon the assessment to meet all five domains is proposed as part of the state-level infrastructure and quality improvements funds; however, there was not explicit indication of how the State will ensure that the assessments will align with NRC.


B. Commitment to High-Quality Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Over the past four years the State has made ambitious progress toward improving the Early Learning and Development Standards for birth through Kindergarten entry, including the creation of Teaching Strategies for Classroom Serving 4-year-old Children. Moreover, the State’s Early Learning and Development Standards align with the NRC Essential Domains of School Readiness and were designed to be developmentally, culturally, and linguistically appropriate. This includes providing teachers guidance about how to support and make appropriate accommodations for English Language Learners and children with disabilities or developmental delays.

Weaknesses:

N/A


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

In the 2014 fiscal year the State invest approximately $2.9 million into the state preK program to ready new classrooms and upgrade services for existing classrooms. The State has also appropriated $3 million for the 2015 fiscal year. The State has enacted a 1-to-1 state tax credit for individuals and businesses who donate to the preK program, resulting in up to a $3 million State match per fiscal year. During the 2014 fiscal year approximately 2.0% of Eligible Children in Mississippi were provided no-cost preK though the State’s financial investment in conjunction with local ($1,838,089) and philanthropic ($630,918) funding.

Weaknesses:

While the State has made recent financial investments to serve 936 children starting in 2014, the allocation of funds for necessary administrative responsibilities it limited to only 5% of the State’s $3 million annual budget. For a program that is in an initial development phase, an annual administrative budget of $150,000 limits the State’s ability to ensure the creation of necessary infrastructure and capacity for scaling up a sustainable preK program


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

In 2013 the Mississippi legislative passed the ELCA. The act established and funded the State’s first state preK program for four-year-olds. Per the ELCA, for the 2014 fiscal year approximately $2.9 million in state funds were allotted to fund 11 Early Learning Collaboratives (ELCs), district or county-wide council of Early Learning Providers, based on a competitive application process. The creation and funding of the collaboratives was part of the State’s first phase of a 15-year three phases funding model. Five of the 11 collaboratives have been selected to be a Subgrantee for the PDG.

The ELCA guidelines are currently under revision to require all public preK classrooms –regardless of if they are members of an ELC, supported by state funds, or supported by the PDG – meet State standards for High-Quality Preschool Programs, including universally improving teacher and assistant teacher qualifications. The proposed timeline for this transition is the 2017-2018 school year.

Weaknesses:

While the ELCA has set a foundation for the creation of ELCs, there was not an explicit indication as to the roles and responsibilities of the State and the ELCs. In particular, it is not apparent that the State has a system in place for facilitating program requirements across federal, state, and local systems. Each level of the system has the capacity to create its own policies and having a system in place at the State level to ensure communication and alignment of requirements is essential.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State defined High-Quality Preschool Programs based on the recommendations of the National Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER), which is aligned with the PDG’s definition and included: (a) high staff qualification, including a teacher with a bachelor’s degree in early childhood education or a bachelor’s degree in any field with a State-approved alternate pathway and teaching assistants with appropriate credentials; (b) at least 15 hours of high quality professional development; (c) child ratios of at most 10:1; (d) class sizes of no more than 20; (e) full-day program; (f)  inclusion of children with disabilities; (g) developmentally culturally, and linguistically responsive evidence-based curricula; (h) individualized accommodations and supports; (i) comparable to the salaries of local K-12 instructional staff; (j) program monitoring and evaluation, including continuous improvement; (k) comprehensive services; and (l) evidence-based health and safety standards.

A particular strength of the State's current program evaluation system is the legislative requirement that the MDE complete monitoring activities to ensure all programs meet legal and regulatory requirements. The process requires the MDE to submit an annual report to the Legislature and Governor. The reported data is then reviewed by the Joint Committee on Performance Evaluation and Expenditure Review who then submits an independent evaluation to the Legislature and Governor. This process is repeated annually.

Weaknesses:

Currently under the ECLA programs can be full or half day; however, keeping with the PDG’s requirement that High-Quality Preschool Programs be full day the State is committed to only using PDG funds for full day programs. In addition, currently the ELCA does not make specific requirements about the minimum compensation of instructional staff. The State indicates its commitment to ensuring that all preK instructional staff supported by the PDG will receive compensation comparable to the salaries of local K-12 instructional staff. There was no indication that the High-Quality Preschool Program components of full day programs and comparable compensation will be extended to Early Learning Providers outside of those supported by the PDG.

Another weakness of the State’s current commitment to High-Quality Preschool Programs is the State’s capacity to ensure compliance with PDG teacher education and licensure requirements through teacher training programs. In particular, the State does not currently have in place a postsecondary licensure program for teaching children with disabilities. Considering that inclusion of children with special needs is a key component of the PDG, it is essential that the State has the capacity to ensure the training and licensure of Special Education instructional staff.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State's coordination of preschool programs services within its current model includes coordination among: (a) Title 1 services as evident by current a portion of the States preK classrooms funded partially or completely by Title 1; (b) Head Start as evident by the  Mississippi Head Start Association and the Head Start Collaboration Office’s role in the ELCA and the inclusion of Head Start centers in the current ELCs; (c) the Office of Special Education and collaborative partners to conduct screening according to Child Find and the Individuals with Disabilities Act requirements and to promote inclusive practices for children with disabilities; (d) the Child Care and Development Block Grant’s Early Years Network to provide training and professional development to preK staff and to bolster community-level resources for families and alight B through Grade 3 programs; and (e) the governor’s State Early Childhood Advisory Council (SECAC) who assist the Mississippi Department of Education (MDE) with the implementation of the ELCA including development of the ELCs.

Weaknesses:

N/A


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State promotes coordination of Early Learning Providers and the health, mental health, social services, and business and workforce development sectors at both the local and state level. At the local level under the ELCA, ELCs are allowed to include on their councils agencies and organizations from other sectors that serve young children. At the state level, the SECAC, which assists in the implementation of the ELCA, includes representatives from all other state agencies that serve young children.
Weaknesses:

Beyond indicating that local ELCs are allowed to include council members from other sectors, information about how the State promotes or supports the coordination among the local agencies and organizations is not explicit. The State’s PDG infrastructure and quality improvements include deepening the coordination among Early Learning Providers identify and strengthen family-centered resources at the local level and by stretching coordination between the MDE and the Mississippi Department of Human Services.


C. Ensuring Quality in Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(1) Use no more than 35% of funds for infrastructure and quality improvements
	8
	5


	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State commits to spending no more than 30% of the funds received over the grant period for State Preschool Program infrastructure ad quality improvements. The State’s identified that funds will be used to: (a) upgrade preschool teacher education and licensure requirements; (b) improve teacher early education training programs and professional development; (c) enhance Early Learning and Development Standards; (d) implement a Comprehensive Early Learning Assessment System; and (e) build state- and community-level support for High-Quality Preschool Programs through linkages to other early learning programs and resources to support families.

Under each of these investment areas the State provides a detailed implementation strategy comprise of specific tangible goals and information regarding the person(s), department(s), and/or organization(s) responsible for each goal, the estimated timeline and cost for completion of each goal, and a set of specific action proposed to complete each goal.

A strength of the proposed improvement to the preschool teacher education and licensure requirements is the States commitment to not only increase the qualifications requirement for preK instructional personnel funded by the PDG, but all preK instructional personnel in public classrooms (including Title 1-, district-, or grant-funded preK classrooms). The State has also outlined an ambitious plan for the improvement of teacher education and licensure requirements that coordinates across the MDE, SECAC, Colleges of Education in Mississippi, and the Commission on Teacher and Administrator Education, Certification, and Licensure and Development.

As a means to implement new program standards that meet the requirement of the PDG the State will create and staff a new Office of Early Childhood Education (OECE) within the MDE. The OECE will be a centralized office that will oversee and monitor the implementation of the State’s Early Learning Collaboratives and the PDG grant funds.

In order to meet the PDG requirements for a Comprehensive Early Learning Assessment System (CELAS), the State proposed to invest infrastructure and development grant dollars to: (a) identify and implement a preK developmental screener; (b) conduct assessments of collaborative classrooms’ environmental quality and adult-child interactions; and (c) expand upon its current Kindergarten-Entry Assessment, the MKAS2, order to cover all five Essential Domains of School Readiness. In collaboration with the University of Mississippi Medical Center’s Center for the Advancement of Youths, The Bower Foundation, and the Center for Mississippi Health Policy, the State is currently developing a screening and referral system for children with developmental delays. The State also proposed to develop and open a Request for Proposals to select one or more tools for screening measures, formative assessment, and K-entry assessments to complement their current K-entry assessment of literacy and language development and cognition and general knowledge. The state provided preliminary specification that will be used to evaluate the selection of the assessment tools, which include ease of implementation, developmental appropriateness, validity and reliability, and alignment with Head Start standards.

Lastly, the State identified five essential elements of engagement for parents and families that is will support under the PDG: (a) twice-a-year home visits; (b) parent resource rooms; (c) access to library books; (d) once-a-month parenting classes; and (e) parent liaison to help connect parents to resources. The State proposed to provide these services to parents through collaborations with current major program providers, including the Early Year Network, Health Homes Mississippi, Families First Research Centers, and the Dolly Parton Imagination Library, and current community efforts.

Weaknesses:

As a means to improve teacher early education training programs and professional development, the State indicated that two Professional Development Coordinators will be hired to oversee 15 regional Early Childhood Instructional Coaches. Coaches will be responsible for providing coaching, mentoring, technical assistance, professional development for the 39 proposed ELCs, including the training of each ELC’s master teacher(s). While it is the goal of the State to have master teacher eventually assume some of the responsibility regarding coaching and mentoring, without estimates regarding the how much time Early Childhood Instructional Coaches will have to devote to support and mentor program teachers it is difficult to judge the feasibility of the proposed professional development model.

One of OECE responsibilities includes the evaluation and monitoring all ELC classrooms’ environmental quality and adult-child interactions. The State proposed hiring three Program Accountability Monitors to complete site visits. Without specifics on the number of visits to be conducted each year and number of classrooms to be observed it is difficult to assess the feasibility of the monitoring and evaluation plan. Moreover, it is not explicit stated in the proposal how the State plans to leverage environmental quality and adult-child interaction data for continuous program improvements, including how the State will respond to programs not meeting High-Quality standards.

The State currently mandates that Early Learning Providers use either an environmental quality or an adult-child interaction assessment, not both. However, the State does indicate that one of the responsibilities of the OECE will include conducting selected assessments for the Measures of Environmental Quality and Measures of Adult-Child Interactions. There was also no explicit indication that the State will provide non-grant funded school systems or collaboratives support to complete Kindergarten-Entry Assessments.

Lastly, the State does not indicate how it will ensure that the training of Special Education instructional staff without a program in the State to provide Special Education B-K license. Considering that inclusion of children with special needs is a key component of the PDG, it will be essential that the State develop the capacity to serve children with special needs by identifying a sustainable approach for training teachers in developmentally appropriate and differentiated instruction for children with disabilities.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

As a means to monitor and support the continuous improvements of Subgrantees/the Early Learning Collaboartives the State proposed to leverage the CELAS described in section (C)(1), including the State’s piloted monitor protocol outlined in Appendix E and the State’s Statewide Longitudinal Data System (SLDS), LifeTracks, to track students from preK to Grade 3 to measure program outcomes, including Kindergarten school readiness. In particular the State indicated four measurable outcomes: (a) By 2018-2019, 75% of children in the state preK program will enter Kindergarten ready to succeed in school; (b) 50% of students in a selected high-need community will have access to high quality preK programs; (c) preK programs will receive resources and support to increase classroom quality by 10% each year; and (d) high-quality preK programs will increase their collaborations with early childhood education programs and related services.

The SLDS, managed by the National Strategic Planning & Analysis Research Center at Mississippi State University is a strength of the proposal. The State provided evidence to support how the SLDS complied with the PCG’s seven Essential Data Elements.

Weaknesses:

While the State indicated how they are improving the capacity to measure preschool quality, there was not specific information provided to know the how the State plans to provide performance feedback, including frequency of said feedback, and how they will leverage said information to drive state and local continuous improvement. This weakness is also present with regards to the State’s plan to leverage children’s formative assessments to improve programs. While it was indicated that the State will identify and implement formative assessments, how these data will be used to inform teacher practices and program improvements was not stated.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

In order to ensure that that State’s current Kindergarten-Entry Assessment, the MKAS2, covers all five Essential Domains of School Readiness the State has committed infrastructure and development grant dollars to expanded upon the State’s  K-entry assessments to complement their current K-entry assessment of literacy and language development and cognition and general knowledge.  The State proposed to develop and opened a Request for Proposals to select one or more tools to supplement the current System. The state provided preliminary specification that will be used to evaluate the selection of the assessment tools, which include ease of implementation, developmental appropriateness, validity and reliability, and alignment with Head Start standards. While the State will need to invest infrastructure funds to extend the MKAS2, a clear commitment was made to administer the assessments at the onset of Kindergarten and then at the end of each year from Kindergarten through Grade 3.

Weaknesses:

While the State indicated clear commitment to extending the MKAS2 to meet the five Essential Domains of School Readiness as set forth by the National Research Council’s (2008) recommendations, it was not clearly stated how the State will utilize the results from the K-entry assessments to inform the evaluation of the Early Learning Programs.


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 State has selected each of the High-Need Communities that will be served by the PDG through a process of outreach and selection process described in (D)(3). Detailed information about each of the selected communities’ geographic diversity was provided in Appendix A. Overall, each community had at least 40% of its students at or below of the federal poverty level (average was 83.6%). In addition, 32 of the 39 communities qualify for the Rural and Low-Income School Program.
Weaknesses:

N/A


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

As supporting evidence for the how the selected High-Needs Communities are currently underserved, the State in Appendix A provided for each of the 39 selected communities information about the number and percentage of 4year-olds currently being served in State Preschool Programs and other publically funded preschool programs (i.e., Head Start).

Weaknesses:

N/A


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

In total the State selected 39 communities through a systematic process that included: (a) dissemination of Notices of Request for Consideration (RFC) to stakeholders in high-need communities; (b) a Webniar to provided communities information of the RFC; and (c) follow-up contact with applicants rejected due to eligibility issues or non-applicants from underrepresented communities. The State also provided detailed information regarding the selection process of Subgrantees.  All selected Subgrantees provided a signed Model Memorandum of Understanding regarding the State and the Subgrantees’ responsibilities and the Terms and conditions of the agreement.

Weaknesses:

N/A


	 
	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
	12


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

Strengths:

The State pledged to commit 70% of PDG grant funds to the creation of High-Quality Preschool programs, namely to the expansion of new slots to serve Eligible Children. The State outlined a set of ambitious annual targets for the expansion of new slots, that include an estimation that 2,425 Eligible Children will be served by the PCG in the first year (9% of Eligible Children served in new slots) and 3,375 children will be served in each of the subsequent grant years (17% of Eligible Children served in new slots).

Weaknesses:

While the State provided an ambitious plan for increasing the number of slots available starting in grant year one, it was unclear if the State will have the infrastructure and resources in place to support the influx in slots. In year on the State proposed to add 2425 slots, which would translate to approximately 120 new classrooms. It was not explicitly stated in the proposal how the State would ensure the availability of certified teachers and assistants for these classrooms.


	 
	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
	10


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

Strengths:

The State indicated that all Subgrantees PDG dollars will be used to expand the number of new slots in State Preschool Programs that meet the definition of High-Quality Preschool Programs as indexed by the PDG recommendations. All selected Subgrantees provided a signed Model Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding the State and the Subgrantees’ responsibilities and the Terms and conditions of the agreement, including assurance to abide by PDG recommendations in order to receive finding to support the new slots.

Weaknesses:

While the State provided an ambitious plan for increasing the number of slots available starting in grant year one, it was not explicitly stated in the proposal how the State would ensure the availability of certified teachers and assistants for that meet the licensure requirements forth in the PDG for High-Quality Preschool Programs.


	 
	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:

As a means to sustain High-Quality Preschool Programs after the grant period, each proposed Subgrantee was required to provide a tentative plan for providing a local match for the PDG funds and a sustainability plan. As described in Appendix N, Subgrantees proposed the use of Title 1 funds (79% of Subgrantees), local funds (59%), Head Start funds (38%), private funds (31%) and state funds (8%) to support sustainability. The State estimated that their total sustained investment to support MDE staff and the Early Childhood Instructional Coaches will be approximately $1.1 million annual. The State expressed their optimism that if the goals of the Grant are achieved then broad support from the State will be provided. The State also indicates that the current State Superintendent is convening philanthropic leaders to start a foundation to support Early Childhood Education in Mississippi.

Weaknesses:

While the State indicated potential sources for funding at the local, Subgrantee level, there is no indication that the funding sources will be able to cover the sustained costs of implementing High-Quality Preschool Programs in these communities, nor is there any indication of explicit commitment that the Subgrantees commit to contribute. The same weaknesses are also evident at the State level.


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:

All selected Subgrantees provided a signed MOU regarding the State and the Subgrantees’ responsibilities and the Terms and conditions of the agreement. including assurance to abide by PDG recommendations in order to receive finding to support the new slots. The primary State responsibilities include administration of the pre-k program, including providing technical and professional development assistance to the Early Learning Collaboratives and the evaluation, monitoring, and formative feedback for all Early Learning Collaboratives classroom’s about classrooms environmental quality and adult-child interactions. It is the Subgrantees responsibility to provide direct services to children and their families.

Weaknesses:

N/A


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State’s plan to implement High–Quality Preschool Programs is strengthened by the proposal to leverage the existing Early Learning Collaboratives (ELC) model as outlined in the State’s ELCA. Currently in place with 11 communities in Mississippi (five of which are Subgrantees under the PDG), the expansion of a tested model provides support to the achievability of the proposed plan. Moreover, as a means to ensure implementation of High-Quality Preschool Programs, each Subgrantee provided a signed MOU outlining their responsibilities, including assurance to abide by PDG recommendations for High-Quality Preschool Programs.

Weaknesses:

While the State indicated how they are improving the capacity to measure preschool quality, there was not specific information provided to know the how the State plans to provide performance feedback, including frequency of said feedback, and how they will leverage said information to drive state and local continuous improvement.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

As a means to minimize local administrative costs, the State proposed that designate one Lead Partner within each of the Early Learning Collaboratives that will reimburse partners according to the Collaboratives approved expenditures.
Weaknesses:

N/A


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

In addition to the assessment system outlined in (C)(1), as a means to monitor the Early Learning Providers to ensure delivery of High-Quality Preschool Programs, the State will have Lead Partners within each collaborative: (a) ensure that their collaborative adopts and implements curriculum and assessments aligned with Mississippi Early Learning Standards; (b) convene Early Learning Collaborative meetings to ensure that partners focus pnm expanding enrollment and inclusion opportunities; (c) ensure that MOU responsibilities are being met; and (d) report annually to the MDE regarding the status of their Early Learning Collaborative.

Weaknesses:

While the State indicated how they are improving the capacity to measure preschool quality, there was not specific information provided to know the how the State plans to provide performance feedback, including frequency of said feedback, and how they will leverage said information to drive state and local continuous improvement, including how MDE coaches and monitoring staff will communicate with Lead Partners and other partners within each Early Learning Collaborative.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

In order to coordinate plans related to assessment, data sharing, instructional tools, family engagement, cross-sector and comprehensive services efforts, professional development, and workforce and leadership development, the State proposed that the MDE will work directly with the director of each Early Learning Collaborative. Details about how this process will occur was outlined in section (C)(1) and (F)(1).

Weaknesses:

It is unclear how the various stakeholders, for example the collaborative director, Lead Partners, and specific staff at the MDE will coordinate specific efforts to ensure clear communication between all partners.


	 
	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:

As indicated by the State, its ELCA collaborative model was designed to ensure that the State, and by proxy its Subgrantees, supplement, not supplant, existing services for preschool age children. The ELCA model includes coordination with Title 1 services, Head Start, the Office of Special Education, current services provided in accordance with the Individuals with Disabilities Act requirements and to promote inclusive practices for children with disabilities, the Child Care and Development Block Grant’s Early Years Network. Moreover, Early Learning Collaboratives are not restricted to just state-funded Early Learning Providers and state law prohibits that Collaboratives from causing a reduction in the number of children served by Head Start.

Weaknesses:

While the State indicated the capacity to organize services across State agencies, the State’s plan regarding how it will ensure communication and alignment across federal, state, and local program requirements. Considering each level of the system could have different quality requirements, and funding sources that operate under different requirements, a clear plan to organize across funding sources and resources is vital.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(7) How the Subgrantees will integrate High-Quality Preschool Programs for Eligible Children within economically diverse, inclusive settings
	6
	5


	(E)(7) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State indicated that while PDG funds will only be used to support Eligible Children, for communities with economically diverse populations Eligible Children will be served in mixed-income class settings. Moreover, as a means to facilitate Subgrantees integration of Eligible Children into economically diverse, and inclusive settings, each Subgrantee will work with community partners to assess and services the needs of the community provide (a) twice-a-year home visits; (b) parent resource rooms; (c) access to library books; (d) once-a-month parenting classes; and (e) parent liaison to help connect parents to resources. The State proposed to provide these services to parents through collaborations with current major program providers of these essential elements, including the Early Year Network, Health Homes Mississippi, Families First Research Centers, and the Dolly Parton Imagination Library, and current community efforts.

Weaknesses:

As described in the proposal with in each ELC, Eligible Children could be served by PreK, Head Start, or private childcare programs. Each program type has the potential to vary with regards to the economic diversity of its children. As such, it is possible that within a given ELC, Eligible Children’s classrooms could vary with regards to economic diversity. The State did not explicitly indicate how it would distribute Eligible Children across various program types in an equitable manner.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(8) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State and Subgrantees are committed to serving all students, including providing individualized accommodation and support for children with disabilities or developmental delays and making appropriate accommodations for English Language Learners. Another key component of the States infrastructure and development plan is to ensure that Subgrantees can provide services to the parents and families they serve, including helping parents connect to resource in their communities and establishing parent advisory committees.

Weaknesses:

While the provided MOUs provide a clear indication of the Subgrantees commitment to delivering High-Quality Preschool Programs to Eligible Children, including those who may need additional supports, the State did not provide an explicit and clear plan regarding how they will ensure that Subgrantees provide continuous delivery of High-Quality Programs to all children. For example the State does not indicate the person within the State and Subgrantees who will be responsible for ensuring that appropriate accommodations are provided to children with disabilities or children who are English Language Learners.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(9) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

In order to ensure that Subgrantees implement culturally and linguistically responsive outreach and commination efforts to enroll Eligible Children, the State proposed to hire a Family Engagement Coordinator and a Policy and Communication Director who will work with each Early Learning Collaborative’s director to manage outreach and communication with families with Eligible Children.

Weaknesses:

N/A


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(10) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State’s ELC model requires that each collaborative be comprised of a school district/Local Education Agency and at least one other Early Learning Provider (e.g., Head Start, private and/or parochial schools, and/or private child care centers).  By its very nature the collaborative model requires partnerships between each Subgrantee and Local Educational Agency. Elements of these collaborations include: (a) providing opportunities for early educators to participate in professional development; (b) providing comprehensive services; (c) requiring full include of Eligible Children with disabilities and developmental delays; (d) supporting inclusion of children who may be in need of additional supports, (e) ensuring High-Quality Preschool Programs have age-appropriate facilities; (f) developing and implementing a SLDS; and (g) utilizing community-based learning resources.

Weaknesses:

While a strength of the State’s plan is to leverage collaborations across school districts, Head Start programs, private schools, and/or private child care center the State did not provide an explicit and clear plan of how State will ensure that Subgrantees support access to all Eligible Children, including children with disabilities and developmental delays and English Language Learners. For example, who within the State and Subgrantees will be in charge of ensuring that children with special needs have access to and full participation in programs and who will ensure that curriculum and practices are responsive for children with disabilities and English Language Learners.


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
	13


	(F) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State proposed to align the High-Quality Preschool programs served by the PDG with birth through age-five program by coordinating efforts between the MDE’s OECE and the MDHS’s Division of Early Childhood Care and Development and the MDHS’s Foundation for Families Unit and by leveraging the Excel By 5, a state wide nonprofit under the Early Years Network, needs assessment that identifies gaps in community resources to select high-needs communities to target for coordination of services for children birth through five. The State has already demonstrated commitment to aligning birth through age 5 services through the SECAC’s commissioned study about the State’s current program services for young children with a particular focus on the current lack of organization among these programs. The State has outlined four actions under the grant to be complete by the State to develop a stronger partnership and enhance communication and coordination of efforts between the MDE, the MDHS, and the Excel By 5 Program. Moreover, at the local-level the State committed to use results from the Excel by 5 needs assessment to facilitate coordination of current community programs.

With regards to alignment across Kindergarten to third grade, as described in more detail in other sections of the grants review, the State committed to providing High-Quality Preschool Programs, which include formative assessments and screening, for Eligible Children to ensure their Kindergarten Readiness. The State had detailed and committed to a plan to promote collaboration between preschool and kindergarten teachers. The State proposed to require each Subgrantee to engage in mandatory transition activities that include: (a) meetings between each preK teacher and Kindergarten teachers to discuss the transition of each child to Kindergarten; (b) community workshops to discuss strategies for transition activities, Kindergarten visits; (c) facilitation of opportunities for a child’s family to meet with Kindergarten staff; (d) creation of materials to educate families about Kindergarten options, procedures, and expectations, and (e) prompt transfer of child’s preK records to Kindergarten program.

The States has also demonstrated a commitment to increasing the percentage of children who are able to read at grade level by the end of third grade through the passage and funding of the Literacy-Based Promotion Act of 2013 (LBPA).

Lastly, as described in more detail in other parts of the review, the state demonstrated a clear commitment to align, children’s learning standards with teacher preparation, to support and monitor children progress towards early learning standards through CELAS and SLDS.

Weaknesses:

While nearly 99% of children in Mississippi attend Kindergarten, since 1982 attendance is not mandatory nor are all Kindergarten programs required to be full day programs. The State has made legislative advancements to increase children’s access to full-day Kindergarten and to mandate attendance for children voluntarily enrolled in Kindergarten; however, the voluntary nature of Kindergarten could be a hindrance to sustain the educational and developmental gains of Eligible Children.

Current legislation, namely the Literacy-Based Promotion Act of 2013, indicates a clear commitment to improving the literacy skills of young children in Mississippi; however, to support a clear, ambitious, and achievable plan for ensuring that children do math at grade level by the end of third grade is not provided.

While the State outlines a clear and ambitious plan for sustaining parent and family engagement though the transition to Kindergarten, see (E)(10), family and engagement strategies beyond the transition to Kindergarten were not provided.

Lastly, as evidence to support the State’s commitment to coordinate services across the birth to Grade 3 continuum, the proposal indicated a commitment to providing refining and expand the State’s Quality Rating and Improvement System (QRIS). Currently being developed in conduction with the Frank Porter Graham Institute at the University of North Carolina – Chapel Hill, it was indicated that the system will be in available by the Summer 2016. The State indicated that to avoid duplication of efforts with the system being developed under the PDG, the MDE will work to ensure alignment; however, it was not explicitly stated how the QRIS will be integrated into efforts what are being implemented under the PDG to avoid duplication.


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
	7


	(G) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The State has committed at State Matching Fund equivalent to 22% of the total PDG Federal award.

As a means to coordinate existing funds, Subgrantees are requires to make a 33.3% match of PDG funds in the first grant year and a 1-to-1 match in the subsequent years.

As a means to sustain High-Quality Preschool Programs after the grant period, each proposed Subgrantee was required to provide a tentative plan for providing a local match for the PDG funds and a sustainability plan. As detailed in Appendix N, Subgrantees proposed the use of Title 1 funds (79% of Subgrantees), local funds (59%), Head Start funds (38%), private funds (31%) and state funds (8%) to support sustainability. The State estimated that their total sustained investment to support MDE staff and the Early Childhood Instructional Coaches will be approximately $1.1 million annual. The State expressed their optimism that if the goals of the Grant are achieved then broad support from the State will be provided. The State also indicates that the current State Superintendent is convening philanthropic leaders to start a foundation to support Early Childhood Education in Mississippi.

Weaknesses:

While the State indicated potential sources for funding at the local, Subgrantee level, there was no indication that the funding sources will be able to cover the sustained costs of implementing High-Quality Preschool Programs in these communities, nor is there any indication of explicit commitment that the Subgrantees commit to contribute. The same weaknesses are also evident at the State level.


Competitive Preference Priorities
	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 1: Contributing Matching Funds
	10
	4


	Competitive Priority 1 Comments: 

The State has committed at State Matching Fund equivalent to 22% of the total PDG Federal award.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

While the State does indicate a commitment to alignment within the birth through third grade continuum, see section (F), the state does not indicate the creation of a " seamless progression of supports and interventions from birth through third grade, such as high-quality infant and toddler care, home visitation, Full-Day kindergarten, and before- and after-care service for, at a minimum, a defined cohort of Eligible Children." As such it is unclear how the services outlined in section (F) will seamlessly provide children and their families from birth to Grade 3.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	Competitive Priority 3 Reviewer Comments: 

The State has committed that at least 50% of the PDG Federal award to the creation of new State High-Quality Preschool Program slots. Specifically the State committed to 75% of Federal award dollars going to the creation of new slots.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

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


Grand Total
	Grand Total
	230
	170
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Preschool Development Grants

Development Grants
Technical Review Form for Mississippi
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
	7


	(A) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Mississippi's executive summary outlines an ambitious plan to increase the number of state-funded preschool slots in licensed private childcare centers in Mississippi from the current number of 1,744 to 5,119 by year 4. This plan builds on the state's progress to date in funding a state wide preschool program. The 39 new high need communities selected (resulting in 45 high need communities overall with preschool programs) appear to have a great need for increased access to publicly funded preschool opportunities, given the high poverty rate in these communities. There is broad support for the proposal from key stakeholders in the state; the letters of support are strong and come from a variety of state officials, legislators, educational leaders, and early childhood administrators.

Weaknesses:

Mississippi's executive summary outlines some proposed elements of an ambitious and achievable plan for expanding high quality preschool programs. However, some critical pieces are missing. First, the expectations for school readiness of children upon kindergarten entry have not yet been defined. The state currently uses two measures of school readiness (reading and math) and does not yet address the five domains associated with school readiness. Finally, the executive summary describes personnel that will be hired for family engagement, but lacks details about how hard to reach families will be reached regarding recruitment and enrollment of their children in the new slots.


B. Commitment to High-Quality Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Mississippi's state early learning and development standards include: the Mississippi Early Learning Guidelines for Infants and Toddlers (2010), Mississippi Early Learning Standards for Classrooms Serving Three-Year-Old Children (2013), and Mississippi Early Learning Standards for Classrooms Serving Four-Year-Old Children (2013). They are now developing strategies to go with their standards.

Weaknesses:

The proposal states that their early learning standards are appropriate for all learners, but no specifics are provided about how the standards are appropriate and support appropriate instructional practices for diverse learners.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Mississippi spent $3M in FY2014 and FY2015 on state funded preschool programs.

Weaknesses:

Estimated numbers and percentage of children served over the last four years are low: 2% of children in poverty were served in state funded programs in 2014 and 5% in 2015


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The Mississippi Education Reform Act of 2006 created the state's first Child Care Resource and Referral System and the first ladder of quality standards. In 2007, the Early Learning Collaborative was established. Last year, the ELCA amendment made funding possible for the ELC with the first appropriation of $3M.

Weaknesses:

There are no specifics about the three phases of funding for ELCA, only that $3M was appropriated for the first year of the first phase. There has been no additional legislation passed in Mississippi in recent years to better support access and/or improve the quality of preschool programs for young children.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Mississippi's proposal indicates a commitment to some of the components of a high-quality preschool program, including such things as classrooms with a child to instructional staff ratio of 10 to 1, a class size of no more than 20, and full day options. Program evaluation is currently done with the ECERS and a kindergarten readiness assessment that measures two domains (math and reading). The state indicates that they would use grant funds to expand their program evaluation efforts.

Weaknesses:

Information was provided about some elements that the state is working towards to address having high staff qualifications, including a bachelor's degree; the state noted that they have weaknesses in pathways to degree programs in early childhood education, child development, and early childhood special education (e.g., lack of articulation between four year universities and technical community colleges, no current way to be licensed in early childhood special education). The state plans to create alternative pathways (e.g., 12 credit hours of coursework) to teaching to address these issues; however, the plans did not detail what content would be covered in these courses or whether or not practical student teaching experiences would be required elements of these new pathways.

Mississippi's plan to include children with disabilities does not include details about how they would ensure access and full participation. There were no details about the percentages of children with disabilities that would be included in each classroom or program or what kind of supports would be provided to ensure full participation.

Mississippi does not have a plan for a comprehensive program monitoring and improvement system at this time that details how it would be administered and how results would be used formatively for instructional planning and programmatic improvement. Their plan for a comprehensive program monitoring and improvement system could be met with a TQRIS, which they do not have nor intend to develop. The comprehensive program monitoring and improvement system could also be met with other assessments or monitoring plans that include screening, formative assessments, measures of environmental quality, adult-child interactions, and a kindergarten entry assessment. Although Mississippi includes some of these assessments in their plan (e.g., using the ASQ for screening, using the ECERS more widely, and choosing an adult-interaction tool to use), the plan lacks details about how and when assessments would be administered and how the various types of data (e.g., screening vs formative vs kindergarten entry assessments) would be used for decision making and program improvements.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The proposal describes coordination of state funded preschool programs with Head Start and programs that are funded partially or totally by Title 1.

Weaknesses:

There are no details about partnerships with current providers of Part C and Section 619 services in the communities or how this proposal would coordinate with the Child Care and Development Block Grant Act of 1990.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The proposal states that Mississippi will coordinate preschool programs with local and state providers of health, mental health, social service, and business and workforce development through the SECAC.
Weaknesses:

There are no specifics provided about how the state (or SECAC) would coordinate with these agencies and services.


C. Ensuring Quality in Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(1) Use no more than 35% of funds for infrastructure and quality improvements
	8
	5


	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Mississippi's proposal will use no more than 35% of funds for infrastructure and quality improvements. The state has a statewide longitudinal data system called LifeTracks. The proposal includes plans to address the current lack of curricular requirements for the teacher preparation programs in Mississippi.

Weaknesses:

There is no description about enhancing or expanding the Early Learning and Development Standards.  There are no specific details about how programs will be supported to meet the needs of children with disabilities and English learners. Further, the state does not seem to have adequate pathways to train preservice early childhood special educators (ECSEs) or individuals with expertise in English language learners. There are 5 universities in Mississippi that offer a bachelor's or master's degree in early childhood or child development. However, there are no programs at any state institute of higher education where an individual may be trained as an early childhood special educator. There was one interdisciplinary program for a special education B-K license to address the need for practitioners in Part C and Section 619 of Part B. However, only one university offered this pathway to the special education B-K license, and it has been disbanded. The closest program is in New Orleans, Louisiana. While the funds requested for this development grant might be used to address the need for rebuilding a B-K license, there were no plans stated in the proposal to do this. There are no plans for addressing the absence of degree programs in the state for ECSEs.

There was no discussion of a needs assessment about current availability of preschool programs; although there was discussion of of a needs assessment to determine needs and current resources for families. The plan for upgrading preschool teacher education and licensure requirements appeared to emphasize the quickness of acquiring credentialed individuals rather than on the quality of the individuals' preparation for their jobs. Plans to engage families are not very specific and don't focus on helping them make decisions about their children's education and development, build protective factors, or support their children's learning at home. The proposal did not adequately explain how it would link preschool programs and families to child health, mental health, family support, nutrition, child welfare, and adult education and training.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Mississippi will require that each preschool program conduct an annual parent satisfaction survey. The state has a statewide longitudinal data system that can track students from preschool through third grade. Two areas of school readiness (reading, math) are currently assessed. The proposal states that Mississippi plans to solicit a vendor through an RFP process to add a complementary tool to the MKAS currently used.

Weaknesses:

Mississippi's planned approach to assessment in early childhood does not appear coordinated or linked from birth to 5 and kindergarten to third grade. For example, the school readiness assessment is not comprehensive (it assesses two of the five domains) and rather than choosing a tool that is comprehensive, they plan to keep one tool (MKAS) and add another tool that assesses three other areas of school readiness. This could result in a disjointed assessment system wherein teachers and administrators are managing the administration of multiple tools and interpretation of scores. There was also no statement about the connection of the MKAS and the complementary tool to national standards. Further, there was no information provided about how the results of the MKAS and the complementary school readiness tool would be used (e.g, how often data would be reviewed, by whom, and how the results would inform instruction) besides a general statement that the data would be reviewed to plan instruction. Another issue is that there is no planned mechanism to regularly assess parent satisfaction in the same way across programs and to use that information to drive state and local improvement efforts.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(3) Measure the outcomes of participating children
	12
	8


	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state uses two assessments that measure students' reading and math. If they received the grant, they would start an RFP process to select a complementary tool or tools that would assess the other areas of school readiness.

Weaknesses:

Although Mississippi proposes to solicit a vendor through an RFP process to add a complementary tool to the MKAS currently used, they do not outline when they would administer the RFP process or the connection of the MKAS and complementary tool to national recommendations or standards.


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
	7


	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Mississippi has selected 39 high need communities. 32 of the communities meet qualifications for the rural and low-income schools program. All 39 communities have 40% or more of their students who are at or below 185% of the federal poverty level.

Weaknesses:

Besides the 32 communities that were rural and low-income, the proposal does not describe the other types of communities selected.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Selected communities appear underserved, in that, on average, only 56% of 4-year-olds are able to access publicly funded preschool programs. The proposal also described the number of four-year-olds in state preschool programs.

Weaknesses:

There are no weaknesses in this area.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state sent email messages to state superintendents, curriculum coordinators, federal programs directors, special education directors, Head Start programs, and every licensed childcare center soliciting their interest in participating as subgrantees. They also posted a message on the Early Childhood listserv for the state.

Weaknesses:

There were no weaknesses identified for this section.


	 
	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
	10


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

Strengths:

The proposal describes plans to subgrant at least 65% of the award to subgrantees in 39 high need communities. The target to double their preschool slots in the first year and triple the current number by years 3 and 4 is ambitious.

Weaknesses:

The plan to raise the number of preschool slots and be able to do this without compromising quality seems difficult. Specifically problematic is the applicant's plan to double the number of preschool slots offered in the first year. They also note current and forecasted teacher shortages which would likely make staffing such an increase difficult. This is especially problematic with the current lack of training and preparation in the state for early childhood special educators.


	 
	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
	11


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

Strengths:

Mississippi has an ambitious plan to increase the number of new slots in their state's funded preschool program. They will focus on full day options and limit class size and keep child to staff ratios at 10:1. They will employ only preK teachers with a bachelor's degree and specialized training in early childhood education. Compensation will be improved from its current minimum salary of $20,000 (Head Start) or less for childcare teachers to a minimum salary of $33,390 on the scale of public school teachers.

Weaknesses:

The plans for how slots will be determined within communities and programs lacked details and specifics.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(5) How the State, in coordination with the Subgrantees, plans to sustain High-Quality Preschool Programs after the grant period
	12
	9


	(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The proposal outlines some plans for each collaborative to match grant funds through Title 1 funds, Head Start funds, private funds, and state funds.

Weaknesses:

The plans for matching funds lacked specific dollar amounts. The plans also did not outline how these funds would be reallocated from their current allocation to this effort, nor how they would sustain the provision of those funds over time.


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 roles and responsibilities appear logical and appropriate for lead partners and early learning providers.

Weaknesses:

There are no weaknesses for this area.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Mississippi would extend their collaborative model to 34 new communities and expand its reach in 5 communities. Each lead partner signed an MOU to implement high quality preschool programs.

Weaknesses:

There are concerns with the organizational capacity and existing infrastructure in these communities. Specific concerns are the teacher shortages, lack of high quality pathways to ECE and ECSE bachelor's degrees, and a lack of information provided about the professional development plan for inservice teachers (e.g., how coaches would be trained, how often they would visit teachers, how they would be monitored for effectiveness). Further, there are no details provided about the research-based curricula that would be used with children in the preschool programs or the specific kinds of supports that would be provided for children with disabilities or for whom English is a second language.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

One lead partner will serve as the fiscal agent for the whole collaborative.
Weaknesses:

There are no weaknesses for this area.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Mississippi states that lead partners will monitor curricula and assessments used and enrollment and inclusion numbers.

Weaknesses:

There are no specifics provided about how the lead partners will monitor whether curricula and assessments used are developmentally appropriate, meet professional standards, or are research-based. The proposal does not state what the target numbers are for inclusion of young children with disabilities, what the definition of inclusion is (is partial inclusion okay? is it inclusion if there are 50% children with disabilities in a classroom?) or what they would do if the numbers were too low.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

The state indicates that directors of each collaborative will coordinate all elements of assessments, data sharing, instructional tools, family engagement, comprehensive service efforts, and professional development.

Weaknesses:

There are no specifics provided about how the directors and/or lead partners will coordinate assessment, data sharing, instructional tools, family engagement, comprehensive service efforts, or professional development.


	 
	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:

Mississippi outlines how it will coordinate services with Head Start so that it is not supplanting any spots in Head Start with these state funded preschool slots. Proposal states that the comprehensive community plan will take care of this possible issue.

Weaknesses:

There are no details about how the comprehensive community plan will take care of service coordination. There is no mention in this part of the proposal of plans to coordinate with Title 1, Part C, Section 619 of Part B, of the Child Care and Development Block Grant Act. The coordination with Title 1, Part C, and Part 619 of Part B is mentioned elsewhere in the application, but not detailed beyond stating that they have a history of partnership.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(7) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Mississippi would add grant funded seats to existing classrooms in private childcare centers.

Weaknesses:

There is no statement about how exactly the subgrantee would recruit and integrate high quality preschool programs so that they were economically diverse and inclusive, including for children and families with incomes above 200% of the Federal Poverty Line.


	 
	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
	2


	(E)(8) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Mississippi states that it will provide high quality preschool programs for all populations, including children with disabilities and "hard-to-reach families".

Weaknesses:

The application only refers to the state vision for how the curriculum should be or is intended to be implemented. Additional supports that would be used with children with disabilities are not described. How the state would support children who are English leaders, reside on "Indian lands", are migrant, homeless, in the welfare system, reside in rural or tribal areas, are from military families are not adequately described in the proposal.


	 
	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:

Mississippi proposes to translate all materials into every family's native language and to conduct community outreach to support families.

Weaknesses:

There are no specifics provided about how the community outreach would be provided or how it would reach hard-to-reach families, help families build protective factors, and engage parents and families to support their children's learning and be decision-makers in their children's education.


	 
	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:

As part of its collaborative model, Mississippi requires at least two partners: a school district and a Head Start. Some details (e.g., visits to kindergarten while in preschool) are provided in order to ease the transition from preschool into kindergarten. Mississippi would use state licensing authority standards to ensure that there were enough age-appropriate facilitates to meet the needs of eligible children. The state has a data based system that may be used to keep and share data. They will do a needs assessment of community and family resources needed.

Weaknesses:

Specifics regarding how collaboratives might work with and involve private and/or parochial schools are not provided. There is a lack of information about the content that would be provided during professional development. There is no mention of much of the content (e.g., standards, assessments, culturally and linguistically responsive strategies) that is supposed to be addressed in professional development. There is mention of regional instructional coaches, but no information about their expertise, how they are trained, or how they are supervised and monitored regarding their impact on teachers use of targeted skills. Family engagement, support, and nutrition is minimally described. There is no mention of full inclusion; only a vague reference to serving children with disabilities as defined under IDEA. There are no details about what kind of access they plan for children with disabilities or how participation and engagement would be ensured. There are no details about how children in need of additional supports would receive those supports or what those supports would be.


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:

Proposal states that the additional preschool slots would help private childcare centers with their 4-year-old slots. There are plans noted for collaboration between preschool and kindergarten teachers. Mississippi already has full-day kindergarten, although it is not mandatory.

Weaknesses:

Mississippi currently ensures that eligible children are prepared for kindergarten in reading and math and does not assess the other required areas of school readiness. The plans noted for collaboration between preschool and kindergarten teachers appear vague. For example, transition meetings are planned for each preschooler going to kindergarten, but what occurs during these meetings and how they would logistically occur (time, resources) was not explained. The proposal lacks details about how navigators would support a high level of parent and family engagement from preschool to kindergarten. The state lacks key components (e.g., university teacher preparation programs in teaching children birth to third grade in ECE/ECSE) that would allow alignment of teacher preparation with national standards, the early learning assessment system, data systems, and family engagement.


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:

Mississippi's proposal will use funds from this grant and planned matching funds to achieve its plans for each year with 70% of funds devoted to paying for additional preschool slots.

Weaknesses:

The section was not clear about how existing funds from sources that support title 1, Part C, Section 619 of Part B, and others (e.g., Head Start) would be used. The proposal simply stated that the collaboratives would do a 1:1 match of funds. The plan to stop paying for various infrastructure investments (e.g., teacher salary subsidies) appeared problematic. The proposal did not state how preschool teacher salaries would stay at a rate commensurate with other teachers if they were to remove the subsidies.


Competitive Preference Priorities
	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 1: Contributing Matching Funds
	10
	4


	Competitive Priority 1 Comments: 

The state has allocated 22% of matching funds.


	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 2: Supporting a Continuum of Early Learning and Development
	10
	0


	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

Mississippi states in their proposal that they will create a more seamless progression of supports from birth through third grade; however, no specifics were provided regarding high quality infant and toddler care, home visitation (besides they plan to do it), or before and after care. The state does provide full day kindergarten, but it is not mandatory.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	Competitive Priority 3 Reviewer Comments: 

Mississippi proposes to use at least 50% of the grant to create new preschool slots that will increase the slots from 1,744 to 5,119 by year 4.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

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


Grand Total

	Grand Total
	230
	142


Top of Form

Top of Form
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Preschool Development Grants

Development Grants
Technical Review Form for Mississippi
Reviewer 3
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
	7


	(A) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory comments:

The Mississippi application includes a detailed summary section setting the stage for their proposed improvements. The executive summary defines a comprehensive list of goals addressing the directives of this grant initiative, including but not limited to increasing the number of children attending high quality Pre-K and improving the quality of teachers and programs available. The historical references connect previous state activities to proposed grant funded work.

Strengths:

1)
Through the Early Learning Collaborative Act (ELCA), the state has developed a systematic approach that this grant project can expand. By scaling up an existing model from 11 communities to 45 communities, the proposed project reaches a broader audience. Additionally, the partnership between the Mississippi Department of Education and the Mississippi Department for Human Services will help align multiple agencies serving high need children and families. Finally, while mentioned briefly in this section, there is a clear connection between the SECAC’s work and the proposed project in F2D

2)
The proposal clearly states that it will make subgrants to 39 high-need communities already identified through a rigorous selection process. Utilizing Appendix A to acquire baseline data, the increase from to 30% – 100% access is ambitious yet achievable based on the current status of pre-k program access.

3)
The state offers an ambitious yet achievable plan to increase the number of children served from 1,744 to 5,119 while also improving quality to existing pre-k classrooms. Ultimately, the increase in number of children served in high quality programs reaches 63.2% of children a year because it also acknowledges the high quality services already delivered to 40% of the children in the state through Head Start. Building on existing success instead of supplanting it offers more children access to positive preschool experiences.

4)
Existing Mississippi law (ELCA) integrates requirements including

•
teacher credentialing,

•
classification as “high quality” and professional development,

•
low adult-child ratios and class sizes,

•
full day programs utilizing responsive instruction,

•
evidence-based curricula,

•
aligned learning environments, and

•
individualized accommodations and supports that include children with special needs and who are culturally and linguistically appropriate,

•
comparable salaries for teachers, and

•
program evaluation to support ongoing improvement activities.

5)
The state sets an ambitious yet achievable goal of increasing their school readiness assessment scores in language, literacy, and math concepts by 40%.

6)
The state demonstrates support for the project from state organizations, legislators, business leaders, organizations, and associations through 24 letters including the governor, senators, and state legislators.

7)
The state indicates that it will devote 30% to infrastructure costs and 70% to direct services that offers slightly more money for direct services than required in the application. Infrastructure costs are appropriate including adding staff members, improving program standards, creating a Comprehensive Early Learning Assessment System (CELAS), and emphasizing parent and family engagement. In addition, direct services costs will include a management level staff person who will manage the collaboratives and support their ongoing work to engage families have significant needs.

Weaknesses:

Weaknesses:

5)
The state’s plan related to the Mississippi Kindergarten Readiness Assessment has significant problems. Rather than revise their current assessment to include the three remaining domains and to complete the cognitive domain that only addresses math concepts, the proposal states that it will use the CELAS to fill in the gaps. Using a formative evaluation tool as a Kindergarten Assessment is an inappropriate use of the tool. In addition, the data collected through formative evaluation or ongoing child assessment needs to align to any existing kindergarten assessment and pre-k assessments to show growth over time.

6)
The proposal is unclear about how much and what kinds of support many of the supporters will offer as the project is underway.


B. Commitment to High-Quality Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory statement: While the state has made great strides to improve the early learning standards for the birth to five population, the proposal does not include the standards for the reviewer to validate this assertion.

Strengths:

The state includes separate guidelines for infants and toddlers, three year olds, and four year olds, acknowledging the developmental differences of each age group. In addition, the state has designed teaching strategies to support teachers in implementing these standards in their everyday classroom practices. Finally, the domains addressed not only align with the National Research Council’s five domains of early learning, but are comparable to the Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Standards. This will support them in including the many Head Start program partners throughout their state as collaborative partners.

Weaknesses:

Because the application does not include the three sets of standards and the teaching strategies in the appendices of this proposal (they are hyperlinks), the reviewer is unable to ascertain their level of quality. In addition, the proposal discusses assessments to be used to ascertain whether a child has met the standards, but does not include a list of recommended tools, as it does for environmental and teacher assessments that will be included in the CELAS, as well.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The state has begun investing in the importance of early care and education within the last decade and offers some flexibility in the use of unspent monies from one year to the next. Yet, the state will need additional financial support in order to augment these resources in order to increase the number of children served.

Strengths:

The state has pledged a significant amount of money to begin preschool services and developed a 1:1 tax credit that increases the amount of money available to $6 million from the state and $3 million in individual donations. This strategy offers $9 million for the management and direct services provided by collaboratives, serving as a good beginning financially. Particularly relevant is the state’s creative process for engaging communities in supporting local collaboratives, which may support sustainability if and when Federal dollars are reduced or eliminated.

Weaknesses:

Though 5% administrative costs can be appropriate for statewide programs, the cost of infrastructure development in the beginning of a project like this can be extensive and 5% or $150,000 may not cover the high cost of professional development and ongoing monitoring that is a necessary component of improving quality services. Finally, the state plans a 3-phase process for funding and only describes the first phase, making it unclear how they will continue to support early learning in the state.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The ELCA builds a collaborative approach to preschool programming that builds on the successes of existing programs and scales up what works to increase quality for all participants.

Strengths:

By creating “collaboratives” that include local school districts, Head Start programs, child care, and other early education programs, the state creates a local entity that acknowledges each program’s strengths, develops common messages and practices, and recruits all children and families who need services. It also offers a socially diverse experiences by creating a continuum of options to all families in the state.

Weaknesses:

It is unclear how child care programs receiving Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG) funds are integrated into the collaboratives. Inclusion of this population ensures that children who do not meet the Head Start enrollment criteria but are already receiving services access the same level of quality as collaborative participants. In addition, there is not a clear description about how the law helps programs deal with conflicts in regulations and requirements.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The ELCA sets the stage for the state to meet all 10 requirements for high quality preschool programs.

Strengths:

All of the identified areas include ambitious yes achievable expectations for high quality programs including

•
credentialing and qualifications with an established career ladder: Clearly defined expectations meet National criteria for highly qualified teachers and the addition of master teacher offers them an opportunity to grow in their careers and support other teachers.

•
collaborative professional development experiences: Ensures that all participating programs receive the same messages.

•
lower adult-child ratios and smaller class sizes with highly qualified teachers: Ensure children receive the attention and support they need to learn and grow.

•
Full day programs that follow a school calendar year and expend an appropriate amount on all children regardless of their economic background: creates equity in programming for all children.

•
Inclusive services for children with disabilities: By complying with state legislation and Head Start Program Performance Standards about eligibility and enrollment, ensures all children with disabilities have access to programs.

•
Instructional practices that embed relationships, engagement, and research based curricula: Creates positive learning environments. Particularly relevant is the state’s Teaching Strategies guide that operationalizes the state’s expectations for child development.

•
Individualized and accommodations and supports: Aligns everyday services with a child’s IEP and are an outgrowth of the collaboration between the local school district and the program providing services.

•
Comparable teacher salaries: ensure teachers receive pay that is commensurate with the effort and attention professionals offer the children they serve.

•
Program evaluation services: measure based on child outcomes to ensure they are always focused on the child and his or her development.

•
Comprehensive services: connect health, culture, and development to school readiness by identifying children at risk for or currently experiencing delays, disorders, or other special health concerns and working with their families to meet their needs.

Weaknesses:

The professional development section does not discuss how the professional development opportunities might translate into credit for AA or BA programs. There is also no discussion of how higher education can engage in the professional development process to support collaboratives in increasing the credentials of aspiring lead or master teachers. There is no description of a teacher training program for teachers working in early childhood special education or with dual language learners, key components to providing high quality inclusive settings. In addition, their alternative training program only requires 12 hours of classwork which is insufficient for any highly qualified teacher.

In the section on program evaluation, there is no mention of the Quality Rating and Improvement System within the state, although it is mentioned in relation to the State Early Childhood Advisory Committee (SECAC). Without this link to the state-wide system for quality, the program evaluation seems to be an additional rather than complementary system for monitoring program quality.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The state’s approach shows significant collaboration with many of the major preschool partners within the state, but is in the process of growing.

Strength:

Currently of the eleven collaboratives, most offer a wide range of diversity including school districts, Head Start programs, private child care center and one with a private/parochial school. In some of these collaboratives, Title 1 is also involved ensuring additional resources for families of high need. The collaborative model is also designed to recognize the high quality of services delivered by Head Start and seeks to build on it rather than replace it. Additionally, because inclusive services are a component of high quality programs as implemented in the state, each collaborative coordinates with special education programs for infants, toddlers, and preschoolers. The collaboratives and the state-level coordinating staff collaborate with the Early Years Network, a Child Care Resource and Referral Network in addition to the SECAC.

Weaknesses:

Child care centers may find participation in the collaboratives challenging because grant-funded slots must be at no cost to children. Therefore, they can only count slots completely paid for through CCDBG. This serves as a significant barrier for participation for private child care and preschool programs who may benefit from the collaboratives’ supports to increase quality. Finally, they do not address partnerships between Part C and section 619 of Part B of IDEA.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(B)(6) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The state acknowledges the importance of coordinating early learning services, yet is just beginning to determine a process and procedures for doing so.
Strengths:

Currently, the SECAC serves as a coordinating committee for all early learning through its membership including representatives from state agencies serving children and families. The proposal introduces a plan for improving service coordination and community engagement.

Weaknesses:

The proposal does not demonstrate that state-wide departments serving young children coordinated or communicated their services previous to these collaboratives and the ELCA legislation.


C. Ensuring Quality in Preschool Programs
	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(1) Use no more than 35% of funds for infrastructure and quality improvements
	8
	5


	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The state offers a detailed ambitious yet achievable plan to enhance its infrastructure using 30% of the grant funds. By improving professional standards, professional development, professional licensure requirements, the CELAS and family engagement, the state seeks to provide collaboratives an infrastructure to support quality improvement at the program level.

Strengths:

The state offers a logical process for determining current skills and knowledge necessary for a highly qualified teaching staff and applying them to standards, professional development practices, and professional licensure. The process offers consistency and continuity with state-level activities operated through the SECAC and builds on the Early Years Network’s high quality training initiatives. The process includes a tracking element to count the number of master teachers and capture the work that they do in their settings. It also addresses the needs of current child care or Head Start teachers who may not meet the definition of “Highly Qualified” and need support to complete a degree program. Finally, by considering the various alternate certification routes, the state offers a comprehensive plan for building human resources and supporting teachers in becoming highly qualified. Once considered “highly qualified” the plan also offers details about how it will appropriately compensate teachers including year by year salary subsidies by percentage.

Acknowledging the lack of current staff to accommodate the project plan, the state also indicates it will hire eight new staff to run all of the new activities discussed in the plan. Half of these staff will be devoted to monitoring and accountability, including developing and monitoring the CELAS. By recruiting vendors to submit their tools for use in the CELAS, the state offers clear direction related to what they are looking for in comprehensive tools and will be able to work directly with vendors to make the systems accommodate their own needs.

Finally, the state is building on an existing certification program, “Excel by Five”, to map community resources and organize them so that programs can connect families to what they need when they need it. It will also help them with outreach to families that may not otherwise interact with including homeless and migrant families.

Weaknesses:

While the plan offers first steps in aligning professional standards with degree programs, they do not offer any mention of how they will develop articulation agreements or work with universities to attach credits for AA or BA degrees to professional development activities. In addition, in the discussion regarding financial support for aspiring teachers to attend degree programs, there was no discussion of how the collaborative or the university might accommodate a student/teacher’s already heavily committed schedule.

The plan also questions the importance of a B-K license for early interventionists and special education preschool teachers. The quality of the teachers who would be working with these young children and their families would greatly decrease without this licensure because the individuals who do this work require specialized skills not found in elementary special education.

When discussing the use of master teachers, two concerns arose. There is no a clear description of who is supervising the Master Teachers and is accountable for their work. In addition, there is no discussion of how the career ladder would support Master Teachers in becoming program administrators. Finally one of the tasks of the Master Teacher is managing a Professional Learning Community, but nowhere in the text of the proposal is a discussion of what these are and how they work.

When discussing salary subsidies, there is a gradual decline in the state contribution over time, but no discussion about who will sustain the salary rate.

Finally, when discussing the Kindergarten Assessment, the proposal indicates that it will use one of the formative assessment tools to supplement the missing domains. The proposal does not acknowledge that it also needs to complete the cognition domain to include content in addition to math concepts. Formative assessment tools are not designed to be kindergarten assessment tools and therefore will offer results that are not valid for this purpose.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

While the state offers several key components of a monitoring system, it does not tie them together with a process that can be clearly understood.

Strengths:

The state includes a monitoring protocol they currently use to assess each collaborative program sites. It includes many of the critical components of program quality with the exception of health and safety that it indicates are covered through state licensure inspections. It also includes a parent satisfaction survey that is completed annually and offers a family perspective on program quality.

The proposal also discusses the State-wide Longitudinal Data System (SLDS), Lifetracks, which captures child data following the requirements offered in the Race to the Top –Early Learning Challenge Grant requirements. This database includes health data in addition to educational outcome data to offer a more comprehensive picture of a child.

Finally, the plan includes discussion of the kindergarten assessment as a means to measuring child outcomes and determining whether children are meeting the state’s early learning guidelines. By defining the minimum rate of readiness to determine whether a program will receive state preschool funding, the state will be able to monitor programs for quality using child outcomes data. The proposal states that they will also measure children and families access to high quality preschool programs through pre and post tests to determine the success of collaboratives outreach.

Weaknesses:

Overall there is no mention of a system or plan to track program monitoring and how programs have moved forward with recommendations, changes, or corrective actions. There is no discussion of how this programmatic level data will align with the Lifetracks data to offer context to children’s experiences and outcomes. In addition, the proposal does not talk about how data from Lifetracks will be used for quality improvement processes or accountability.

Finally, the plan includes the kindergarten assessment that currently focuses on language, literacy, and math concepts. The state’s plan to make it more comprehensive does not clearly describe how it will supplement the tool for the purpose of kindergarten assessment.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(3) Measure the outcomes of participating children
	12
	6


	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

By focusing on school readiness and targeting child gains in literacy development before grade 3, the state is taking preventive action to support children’s progression through school. Yet, their current and proposed kindergarten assessment process is limited in its scope.

Strengths:

The state seeks to prevent children from reaching the “gate” at third grade without the skills they need to be successful in school. By selecting an initial kindergarten assessment tool that focused on issues their data indicated presented significant need, they identified concerns early and began to address them.

Weaknesses:

Utilizing a kindergarten assessment tool that only measures one complete domain and a partial domain, the state is not comprehensively evaluating children’s skills and knowledge. The proposal supplements the lack of comprehensiveness with a mix of screening and formative assessment but does not offer a clear picture of how these pieces will fit together to describe child progress. Finally, it is unclear how these pieces will be added to the LifeTracks database to provide a comprehensive picture of child outcomes in each collaborative.


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:

Introductory Statement:

The state has already conducted a thorough selection process and chosen 39 high need communities to serve as subgrantees.

Strengths:

The state has selected 39 communities which represent children from low-income communities meeting the grants requirements for each high need community. The selection process included iterative contacts with communities through an RFP process which solicited additional applications once it was determined more funds were available for direct services. The selection process included several steps to ensure the highest need applicants received funding to be collaboratives that met specific criteria for application to ensure local school districts and Head Start programs were involved. Because applicants were given multiple opportunities and direct technical assistance to become eligible and to complete their application, the state was able to find many prospective applicants.

Their process to identify collaboratives that addressed communities of high poverty, lack of access, and average test scores showing lack of proficiency in children’s reading helped them select 39 communities where assistance is necessary and collaboratives can make a measurable difference. In addition, when determining the available seats or slots in programs, the state used Head Start’s cost per child which factors in comprehensive services, assuring that the programs can offer more comprehensive services to families regardless of whether they are school districts, child care centers, or Head Start.

Weaknesses:

When the state estimated the available seats or slots in programs, they assumed that the collaborative would be making a 1:1 match. Yet, the volatility of funding for some of these programs (including CCDBG and Head Start) may impact their ability to match the costs, bringing down the cost per child. No sustainability plan was developing in these cases.

In addition, poverty as calculated does not include a large number of the population who are not represented in the data. The state reported numbers of children living at or below 185% rather than 200% because they did not have the statistics available. This leaves out children who often are not receiving services because they are not sufficiently “low income” but experience many of the impacts of poverty.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(2) How each High-Need Community is currently underserved
	8
	7


	(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The state clearly defined access with a comprehensive definition inclusive of multiple programs that could be considered “high quality”.

Strengths:

The state selected programs with a wide range of access, but an average of 56% which represents a high level of need, particularly when the state is attempting to ensure at least 75% of all children are school ready by the end of this grant period.

Weaknesses:

While the average represents need for access overall, there are some significant outlier communities who have access to many options included in the collaboratives.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The state conducted thorough outreach and technical assistance efforts to recruit collaboratives for participation.

Strengths:

The state recruited applicants through staged outreach efforts including webinars, emails, and personal phone calls. Follow up activities were the critical piece to recruitment by building personal relationships with applicants and problem solving incomplete applications and strategizing eligibility issues. Ultimately, the proposals demonstrate the numbers of successful applicants increased over time with this support.

Weaknesses:

none


	 
	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
	10


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

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The state conducted thorough outreach and technical assistance efforts to recruit collaboratives for participation.

Strengths:

The state sets ambitious and achievable targets by serving 2,435 (70%) during the first year and 3,375 children (100%) in years 2 - 4.

Weaknesses:

The state’s proposal does not include a plan to increase numbers over time to reach a higher percentage of children served by collaboratives. They do not offer any details about how they have created or will create an infrastructure that supports a rapid increase in numbers of children served over time to demonstrate that their target is achievable, including the amount of high quality teachers they would need to hire.


	 
	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
	10


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

Strengths:

The state uses a straightforward process to calculate new slots based on their selection process which considers factors significant to this grant including poverty, access and performance on reading assessments. Using this process they are focusing collaboratives' work in communities of high need and creating state pre k slots to complement the needs using Head Start's per child funding formula, which takes into account comprehensive services. This allows the new state pre k services to include health, education, and family engagement services that are demonstrated to significantly impact positive family and child outcomes.

Weaknesses:

The collaborative approach means that the new state pre-K seats may be designated in a variety of different organizations including child care and Head Start programs. This will require significant tracking systems for program monitoring which are not offered anywhere in this grant.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The sustainability of this project will depend on each collaborative’s ability to match or fund themselves after Federal grant money becomes unavailable.

Strengths:

As part of the application process, the collaboratives had to submit a plan for sustainability. They included a wide range of consistent funding sources including Title I and local funds.

Weaknesses:

Weaknesses:

Reliance on Federal programs will not sustain the kinds of support these collaboratives will need to offer comprehensive.


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:

Introductory Statement:

The roles and responsibilities of each agency seem clearly delineated in the sample MOU developed by the state.

Strengths:

The state has already created a detailed MOU that clearly delineates the responsibilities of the state department managing the contracts, the subgrantee (including the lead partner and each participating early learning provider). The scope of work documents outline the requirements of a high quality preschool within the scope of work for each participating partner ensuring their obligation to maintaining each aspect of quality and including additional critical components of project management such as record-keeping, collaboration, and fiscal responsibilities. The MOU and its exhibit documents demonstrates offer easy-to-understand and well defined roles and responsibilities.

Weaknesses:

none


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The state has already selected 34 collaboratives that are managed by Lead Partners contracted to manage 1 to 8 partners and ensure high quality service delivery by all.

Strengths:

Because the state used the application process described in Section D to find Lead Partners committed to high quality, they have created a process for mentorship and supervision to expand on their quality exponentially. These lead agencies not only exemplify high quality for their partners, but they manage collaboratives to spread quality practices amongst all partners through professional development and ongoing monitoring activities.

Weaknesses:

Weaknesses:

The proposal does not offer any clear examples of systems for the Lead Partner to manage the collaboratives, nor does it include any specific information from their applications to define how they described their management process.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The structure of the collaboratives ensures minimal administrative costs due to the existing management structure within each Lead Partner.
Strengths:

Using the existing infrastructure of the Lead Partner (required to be a school district or nonprofit which often have strong existing organizational systems) minimizes the need for additional staffing at the local level. In addition the proposal indicates that the Lead Partner will serve as the fiscal agent reimbursing approved expenditures and therefore tightly managing the collaborative’s costs.
Weaknesses:

The proposal does not offer a job description for the Collaborative’s Director to clarify the scope of work for this individual to ensure it is manageable. In addition, the proposal offers no information about the requirements for the existing infrastructure of the Lead Partner to accommodate the new responsibilities associated with the subgrant.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

While the state will lead monitoring activities, the Lead Partner has several responsibilities associated with monitoring. Yet, even with these two agents supporting monitoring activities the proposal does not clearly define the process or system for tracking and following up on these monitoring duties.

Strengths:

The state already has produced some monitoring tools and works with state licensure agencies to ensure high quality, safe environments for children. It delegates some duties to Lead Partners who have more direct and ongoing contact with participating early learning programs.

Weaknesses:

The application does not offer a clear definition of the systems by which it tracks program monitoring at both the state and collaborative level. In addition, it relies on state licensure and Head Start regulations to ensure programs offer safe and healthy environments for children. It offers no description of these guidelines and how they are integrated into their own monitoring system.


	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(5) How the State and the Subgrantee will coordinate plans
	4
	1


	(E)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The state will coordinate with each director of the collaborative to ensure they meet requirements of ECLA and the Preschool Development Grant.

Strengths:

The proposal states that it will coordinate with the director of each collaborative regarding significant management issues that support the success of the project.

Weaknesses:

The proposal offers no details about how this coordination will occur and the role of the Director versus the role of state level staff. Without sufficient detail, it is unclear how the state will successfully manage the collaboratives.


	 
	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:

Introductory Statement:

The collaborative structure is one that encourages building new opportunities rather than supplanting existing ones.

Strengths:

The proposal states that ECLA prohibits collaboratives from reducing the number of Head Start slots. In addition, by ensuring the Head Start is a member of the collaborative if geographically possible ensures that they are part of the coordination and expansion process. The law requires collaboratives to braid funding so that all partners benefit from working together and increasing opportunities.

Weaknesses:

In one section of the proposal, it states that child care programs are incentivized to participate so that they will not lose their four year old slots. In this case, the collaboratives may supplant 4 year old slots in non-participating child care programs.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	(E)(7) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

To create economically diverse settings, the collaboratives will expand their current sites to ensure children with high need are placed in existing classrooms.

Strengths:

State preschool, child care centers, and private preschool settings accept economically diverse populations. In addition, well developed and widely offered professional development activities (such as those offered by the Early Years Network) improve quality will impact all preschool children in the state.

Weaknesses:

The proposal offers no details about how it will ensure each setting will represent an economically diverse or inclusive environment. There is not a clear process for placement and no clear formula for recruitment.


	 
	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
	2


	(E)(8) Reviewer Comments: 

Strengths:

Introductory Statement:

The proposal includes plans that describe how it offers high quality preschool programs at the state level, but lacks detail about how each collaborative will deliver these services.

Strengths:

The proposal lists each indicator that defines high quality preschool services in their broad description of state level work. In addition, the state developed a toolkit to support the inclusion of children with disabilities in settings offers a standardized tool to support teachers and administrators.

Weaknesses:

The state does not offer a detailed description of how any of the local collaborative structures will implement each element of high quality preschool services. There is no process or procedures to ensure early learning partners hire highly qualified staff, provide inclusive services, coordinate professional development, or any of the other required elements. There is only a list with references to the state expectations, but no clear description of how these will be implemented at the local level.


	 
	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:

Introductory Statement:

The state delegates responsibilities of ensuring culturally and linguistically responsive outreach to the Family Engagement Coordinator and the Directors of each collaborative, yet does not clarify the roles and responsibilities of either individual.

Strengths:

The proposal includes suggested activities that are well known to work in early learning settings such as Head Start. In addition, the proposal requires guidelines and any handouts for each early learning participant to be made available in families home languages.

Weaknesses:

The proposal does not clearly define the roles and responsibilities of the Family Engagement Coordinator and how they will support the Director of the collaborative. In addition, there is no job description of scope of work for the Director of the collaborative to clarify how these responsibilities fit within the other management responsibilities of this individual.


	 
	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:

Introductory Statement:

Because the collaboratives are required to include a local school district, Head Start, when geographically possible, and any other early learning partners, they are built to successfully collaborate.

Strengths:

The partnerships are designed to facilitate transitions from preschool to Kindergarten, but also to coordinate early learning partners to ensure all are delivering high quality services. The state successfully coordinates all partners by requiring joint professional development opportunities, coordinating comprehensive services, and including children with disabilities or at-risk. In addition, the proposal clearly defines how it will ensure that all facilities are age-appropriate for the children they serve.

Weaknesses:

Weaknesses:

The proposal does not clearly describe the systems each collaborative uses to govern all of its activities and ensure that it is meeting all of the requirements of high quality preschool programs. In addition, it offers insufficient details about how it will provide:

(i) professional development: There is no clear description of how professional learning communities will be implemented to support professional development and connect to the state's early learning and k-12 standards; 
(ii) comprehensive services: The MOU does not offer a clear description of how comprehensive services will be delivered within collaboratives;

(iii)
full inclusion: The proposal features a preschool collaborative council, but does not explain how this organization will support the inclusion of children with disabilities in collaboratives;

(iv)
Include children who may need additional supports: The proposal refers to a previous section and does not sufficiently explain how collaboratives will ensure children who may need additional services will be assured to receive them;

(vi)
develop a systemic procedure for sharing data: The proposal does not clarify who within each collaborative will enter data, how data will be managed, what training collaboratives will receive in order to pull reports and utilize data for quality improvement purposes; and

(vii)
utilize community based learning resources: The proposal does not explain how community resources will be organized and managed within each collaborative to support comprehensive services.


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:

F1)

Introductory Statement:

The state uses the collaborative approach to align and coordinate all local services offered for children from birth to five.

Strengths:

Utilizing the Excel by 5 methodology to determine resources, strengths, and challenges at the local level offers collaboratives a data driven approach to coordinating services. In addition, state level coordination may help remove some of the barriers to local collaboration by removing some of the regulations that conflict between programs.

F2)

Introductory Statement:

The state proposes several specific transition activities, expanding full day kindergarten services, and improving family engagement and infrastructure to facilitate alignment between kindergarten and third grade.

Strengths:

Transition activities proposed by the state offer detailed strategies to teams within the collaboratives and local school district kindergarten staff to maintain continuity of services and support ongoing child development. In addition state activities to improve family engagement in elementary school activities will be effective in supporting child attendance and school achievement.

Weaknesses: 

F1)

The proposal discusses the need for better coordination between child care and Pre-K but does not require child care to be a member of the collaborative. In addition, the plan does not offer a clear description of how it will recruit eligible families including outreach to hard-to-reach families. The proposal does not identify partners who would support recruitment and referral.

F2)

It is unclear how SECAC activities contribute to ongoing child achievement during the early elementary ages. In addition, there is no connection between the work of the literacy coach in the early elementary ages and the work of the collaboratives. The proposal does not offer a sufficiently detailed description of the parent liaisons to understand how they will support family engagement. It also introduces another monitoring tool not previously discussed and developed by the SECAC. It is unclear how this new tool fits within the previously discussed monitoring tools. Finally, there is no clear description of how the teacher preparation, credentials, and workforce competencies will align with the state early learning standards and the 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: 

G1)

Introductory Statement:

The state directs 70% of the funds to direct services, utilizing Head Start’s cost per child to ensure comprehensive services.

Strengths:

Budgeting the majority of funds to direct services at a higher per child cost acknowledges the extensive needs of children with high needs. It ensures that comprehensive services can be delivered.

G2)

Introductory Statement:

The state uses 1:1 match grants as a means to reaching a larger population, but it does not include any plan for increasing state level funding or require collaboratives to include alternative plans for funding sources.

Strengths:

The match grant approach extends a limited amount of money to reach more children.

G3)

Introductory Statement:

The state proposes several one-time costs at the state level and utilizes the 1:1 match as an approach to maintain local level projects, yet this approach is too simplistic to acknowledge the variances in funding that occur to early learning programs.

Strengths:

The state has been strategic about the administrative costs required to run the project and required collaboratives to develop sustainability plans as part of the application process.

Weaknesses: 

G1)

Match grants without clear plans for acquiring other fund sources are susceptible to loss of slots later on. In addition, because the project flat funds each year, there is no clear indication of how they will continue to scale up their collaborative approach and add seats to serve more children within the state.

G2)

The match grant approach is limited in its duration and offers no opportunity for the collaborative approach to grow or add more slots for children of high need.

G3)

The state has not considered that many of their one-time costs may need to be revisited on a regular basis to update them and make them consistent with ongoing research developments in early education. They have also hired 8 individuals to manage the project – these individuals are not one-time costs. Finally, the 1:1 match does not take into account fluctuations in Federal spending in Head Start, Title 1 and child care, as well as the new Designation Renewal Process that may impact the status of Head Start program participants.


Competitive Preference Priorities
	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 1: Contributing Matching Funds
	10
	4


	Competitive Priority 1 Comments: 

Statewide funding to support literacy curricula and kindergarten assessment supports continuum of services from preschool through elementary school. The state uses matching money to align their collaboratives and early elementary services to increase reading achievement before 3rd grade reading assessments. In addition, they require early learning partners in each collaborative to guarantee a 1:1 match.


	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 2: Supporting a Continuum of Early Learning and Development
	10
	0


	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

The proposal does not offer a plan with clear details about how collaborations will operate at both the state and local level. No clear processes or procedures are illustrated within the proposal.


	 
	Available
	Score

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


	Competitive Priority 3 Reviewer Comments: 

Introductory Statement:

The state will dedicate 50% of all funding for the creation of new preschool slots or seats, but does not define how and where these seats will sit within each collaborative.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

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


Grand Total

	Grand Total
	230
	136
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