As published in the notice inviting applications (NIA) for RTT-ELC in the Federal Register on August
26, 2011.

Appendix B. Scoring Rubrics

I. Introduction

To help ensure inter-reviewer reliability and transparency for the RTT-ELC applicants, ED and
HHS have created and are publishing a rubric for scoring State applications. The pages that follow detail
the rubric and allocation of point values that reviewers will be using. The rubric will be used by
reviewers to ensure consistency across and within review panels.

The rubric allocates points to each criterion. In all, the RTT-ELC scoring rubric includes 17
selection criteria and two competitive preference priorities. These collectively add up to 300 points. The
selection criteria are divided into two sections: Core Areas and Focused Investment Areas.

Applicants must respond to all of the selection criteria within each of the two Core Areas: (A)
Successful State Systems and (B) High-Quality, Accountable Programs.

e Applicants have more flexibility within each of the Focused Investment Areas: (C) Promoting
Early Learning and Development Outcomes for Children; (D) A Great Early Childhood
Education Workforce; and (E) Measuring Outcomes and Progress. In these sections, applicants
may select which selection criteria to address, focusing on those that the State believes will have
the most impact on school readiness for its Children with High Needs, given that State’s context
and the current status of its early learning and development activities. The Focused Investment
Areas must be addressed as follows.

Focused Investment Areas

e The applicant must select and address--
- At least two selection criteria from Focused Investment Area (C) Promoting Early Learning
and Development Outcomes for Children; and
- At least one selection criterion each from Focused Investment Areas (D) A Great Early
Childhood Education Workforce and (E) Measuring Outcomes and Progress.
e Each Focused Investment Area (C), (D), and (E) is worth a specific number of points; these

points will be evenly divided across the selection criteria that the applicant chooses to address in
that section.

Priorities

Applicants address the absolute priority throughout their applications; they do not write
separately to this priority. The absolute priority must be met in order for an applicant to receive funding.

Applications that choose to address a competitive preference priority will earn extra points under
that priority if the reviewers determine that the response is of high quality. Applicants may choose to
write to invitational priorities to extend the scope of the application; applicants are invited to address

these and may apply funds from this grant to implement activities under them, but do not earn additional
points for doing so.



Reviewers will be required to make thoughtful judgments about the quality of the State’s
application and will be assessing, based on the criteria, the comprehensiveness, feasibility, and likely
impact of the State’s application. Reviewers will also be asked to evaluate, for example, the extent to
which the State has set ambitious but achievable annual targets in its application. Reviewers will also
need to make informed judgments about the State’s goals, the rationales for the Focused Investment
Areas, the activities the State has chosen to undertake, and the timelines and credibility of the State’s
plans.

This appendix includes information about the point values for each criterion and priority,
guidance on scoring, and the rubric that we will provide to reviewers.

I1. Points Overview

The chart below shows the maximum number of points that are assigned to each criterion.

Race to the Top-Early Learning Challenge: Points Overview A\F/Jgiigtéle Percent
A. Successful State Systems

(A)(1) Demonstrating past commitment to early learning and development. 20

(A)(2) Articulating the State’s rationale for its early learning and development reform agenda

and goals. 20

(A)(3) Aligning and coordinating work across the State 10

(A)(4) Developing a budget to implement and sustain the work 15

Core Area A Subtotal 65 23
B. High-Quality, Accountable Programs

(B)(1) Developing and adopting a common, statewide Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement

System 10

(B)(2) Promoting participation in the State’s Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement System 15

(B)(3) Rating and monitoring Early Learning and Development Programs 15

(B)(4) Promoting access to high-quality Early Learning and Development Programs 20

(B)(5) Validating the State’s Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement System 15

Core Area B Subtotal 75 27
C. Promoting Early Learning and Development Outcomes for Children

(C)(2) Developing and using statewide, high-quality Early Learning and Development 60

Standards (divided
evenly




Points

Race to the Top-Early Learning Challenge: Points Overview Available  Percent
(C)(2) Supporting effective uses of Comprehensive Assessment Systems accfr‘l’f;”t:e
addressed)
(C)(3) Identifying and addressing health, behavioral, and developmental needs
(C)(4) Engaging and supporting families
Focused Investment Area C Subtotal 60 21
D. A Great Early Childhood Education Workforce
(D)(1) Developing Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework and a progression of 40
credentials
(divided
evenly
across .the
(D)(2) Supporting Early Childhood Educators adcc;:teirs':d)
Focused Investment Area D Subtotal 40 14
E. Measuring Outcomes and Progress
(E)(1) Understanding the status of children at kindergarten entry 40
(divided
evenly
across phe
(E)(2) Building or enhancing an early learning data system ad(g:telgs;ISd)
Focused Investment Area E Subtotal 40 14
Total Points Available for Selection Criteria 280
Competitive Priority 2: Including all Early Learning and Development Programs in the TQRIS 10

Competitive Priority 3: Understanding status of learning and development at Kindergarten Entry 10

Grand Total 300

I11. About Scoring

General Notes about Scoring

There are two terms that we use repeatedly in the notice: High-Quality Plan and “ambitious yet
achievable” goals or targets. These are anchor terms for both applicants to understand and reviewers to
use in guiding their scoring. We discuss each below.

e A High-Quality Plan. In determining the quality of a State’s plan for a given selection criterion or
competitive preference priority, reviewers will assess the extent to which the plan meets the definition
(as provided in the notice) of a High-Quality Plan, including whether it is feasible and has a high
probability of successful implementation and contains the following components--



(@)
(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

(f)

(9)

(h)

(i)

The key goals;

The key activities to be undertaken; the rationale for the activities; and, if applicable, where
in the State the activities will be initially implemented, and where and how they will be
scaled up to achieve statewide implementation;

A realistic timeline, including key milestones, for implementing each key activity;

The party or parties responsible for implementing each activity and other key personnel
assigned to each activity;

Appropriate financial resources to support successful implementation of the plan;

The information requested as supporting evidence, if any, together with any additional
information the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers in judging the credibility of
the plan;

The information requested in the performance measures, where applicable;

How the State will address the needs of the different types of Early Learning and
Development Programs, if applicable; and

How the State will meet the needs of Children with High Needs, as well as the unique needs
of special populations of Children with High Needs.

Using the information provided to them in the application, reviewers will assess the extent to which
the proposed plan in a specific selection criterion is a High-Quality Plan that is credible, feasible to
implement, and likely to result in the outcomes the State has put forward.

e Ambitious yet achievable. In determining whether a State has ambitious yet achievable goals or
targets for a given selection criterion, reviewers will examine the State’s goals or targets in the
context of the State’s plan and the evidence submitted (if any) in support of the plan. Reviewers will
not be looking for any specific targets nor will they necessarily reward higher targets above lower
ones with higher scores. Rather, reviewers will reward States for developing goals and targets that, in
light of each State’s plan and the current context and status of the work in that State, are shown to be
“ambitious yet achievable.”

About Assigning Points

Reviewers will assign points to an application for each selection criterion in Core Areas (A) and (B) and
for each selection criterion that the State has chosen to address within Focused Investment Areas (C), (D),
and (E). Reviewers will also assign points to the competitive preference priorities. Points for a selection
criterion or priority (e.g., (B)(4) or Priority 2) are assigned by reviewers for the totality of the applicant's
response; that is, reviewers need not divide the total available points equally across the sub-criteria.

There are two scoring rubrics to guide reviewers when awarding points:

o The Quality Rubric, which provides guidance on how to allocate points for high-, medium-, and low-
quality responses to specified selection criteria; and



e The Quality and Implementation Rubric, which provides guidance on how to allocate points for
selection criteria and competitive preference priority two where reviewers are assessing the quality of
both plans and existing implementation.

The chart below indicates which rubric the State will use for each criterion or competitive preference
priority.

Race to the Top-Early Learning Challenge: Rubric Table Asgiigtéle Typegzelzubric
A. Successful State Systems

(A)(1) Demonstrating past commitment to early learning and development. 20 Quality
(A)(2) Articulating the State’s rationale for its early learning and development 20 Quality
reform agenda and goals.

(A)(3) Aligning and coordinating work across the State 10 Im?)f:rlTite%?;?on
(A)(4) Developing a budget to implement and sustain the work 15 Quality
Core Area A Subtotal 65

B. High-Quality, Accountable Programs

(B)(1) Developing and adopting a common, statewide Tiered Quality Rating and 10 Quality and
Improvement System Implementation
(B)(2) Promoting participation in the State’s Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement 15 Quality and
System Implementation
. _— . Quality and
(B)(3) Rating and monitoring Early Learning and Development Programs 15 Implementation
. L . Quality and
(B)(4) Promoting access to high-quality Early Learning and Development Programs 20 Implementation
(B)(5) Validating the State’s Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement System 15 Quality
Core Area B Subtotal 75
C. Promoting Early Learning and Development Outcomes for Children
(C)(1) Developing and using statewide, high-quality Early Learning and Development
Standards 60
(divided
(C)(2) Supporting effective uses of Comprehensive Assessment Systems evenly Quality and
across Implementation
(C)(3) Identifying and addressing health, behavioral, and developmental needs criteria
addressed)
(C)(4) Engaging and supporting families
Focused Investment Area C Subtotal 60

D. A Great Early Childhood Education Workforce




: . f Points Type of Rubric
Race to the Top-Early Learning Challenge: Rubric Table Available Used
(D)(1) Developing Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework and a 40
progression of credentials (divided
evenly Quality and
across Implementation
(D)(2) Supporting Early Childhood Educators criteria
addressed)
Focused Investment Area D Subtotal 40
E. Measuring Outcomes and Progress
(E)(1) Understanding the status of children at kindergarten entry 40
(divided
evenly Quality and
(E)(2) Building or enhancing an early learning data system ciir?::rsiz Implementation
addressed)
Focused Investment Area E Subtotal 40
Total Points Available for Selection Criteria 280
Competitive Priority 2: Including all Early Learning and Development Programs in the 10 Quality and
TQRIS Implementation
Addressed in Table
Competitive Priority 3: Understanding the status of children at kindergarten entry 10 (A)(_l)-12 orin
selection criterion
E)
Grand Total 300




Quality Rubric

The following scoring rubric will be used to guide the reviewers in scoring selection criteria governed by
the Quality Rubric. (See “General Notes about Scoring” for more information about how reviewers will
assess High-Quality Plans and “ambitious yet achievable” targets and goals.)

Percentage of Available Points
Awarded
High-quality response 80-100%
Medium/high-quality response 50-80%
Medium/low-quality response 20-50%
Low-quality response 0-20%

Quality and Implementation Rubric

This scoring rubric provides guidance on how to allocate points for selection criteria and Competitive
Preference Priority 2 where reviewers are assessing both plans and existing implementations. In
reviewing the elements for each selection criterion, reviewers will need to consider the degree of
implementation; more points are awarded for implementation efforts in the implementation phase than
those that are in the planning stages, and more points are awarded for efforts where implementation is
complete or closer to completion. When evaluating the degree of implementation, reviewers will
consider:

e The extent to which each element in the selection criterion is implemented in the State;

e The extent to which the State has implemented each element across different types of Early
Learning and Development Programs, if applicable; and

e The extent to which the State has implemented each element across the State’s special
populations of Children with High Needs, if applicable.

The reviewers will also need to make a determination about the quality of the response to each element.
High-quality responses are rewarded over low-quality responses. Therefore, elements that are fully
implemented with high quality are rewarded over plans that are of fully implemented but of lower quality.
(See “General Notes About Scoring” for more information about how reviewers will assess High-Quality
Plans and “ambitious yet achievable” targets and goals.) The chart below shows how points will be
awarded.

Not or Minimally Partially Substantially or
Implemented Implemented Fully
Implemented
High-quality response 40-60% 60-80% 80-100%
Medium-quality response 1-40% 10-60% 20-80%
Low-quality response 0% 0-10% 0-20%




About Priorities
There are three types of priorities in the RTT-ELC competition.

o Applicants should address the absolute priority across the entire application and should not
address it separately. It will be assessed by reviewers after they have fully reviewed and
evaluated the entire application, to ensure that the application has met the priority. If an
application has not met the priority, it will be eliminated from the competition. A State meets the
absolute priority if a majority of reviewers determines that the State has met the absolute priority

e The competitive preference priorities earn points in a manner similar to selection criteria.

0 Competitive Preference Priority 2 is worth up to 10 points and will be assessed using the
Quality and Implementation Rubric.

o Competitive Preference Priority 3 is worth 10 points; all 10 points are earned if the
competitive preference priority is met. A State will earn competitive preference priority
points if a majority of reviewers determines that the State has met the competitive
preference priority. No points are earned if a majority of reviewers determine that the
applicant has not met the competitive preference priority.

A State meets the competitive preference priority for—

e Demonstrating , by verifying that all elements in Table (A)(1)-12 have been met,
that the State has already implemented a Kindergarten Entry Assessment that
meets selection criterion (E)(1); or

e Writing to selection criterion (E)(1) and earning a score of at least 70 percent of
the maximum points available for that criterion.

e The invitational priorities are addressed in their own separate sections. While applicants are
invited to write to the invitational priorities, these will not earn points.

In the Event of a Tie

If two or more applications have the same score and there is not sufficient funding to support all of the
tied applicants, the applicants’ overall scores on Core Area (B) will be used to break the tie.



