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Race to the Top - Early Learning Challenge

Technical Review Form

Application #1006NH-1 for New Hampshire, Office of the Governor

A. Successful State Systems

	 
	Available
	Score

	(A)(1) Demonstrating past commitment to early learning and development
	20
	12

	(A)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

The applicant presents data regarding its financial investment in early learning and development, but does not specifically identify sub-groups of the state's population of Children with High Needs on which the proposed project would focus.  The state details information on TANF and child care scholarships, as well as family cost shares, all which directly respond to children and families living in poverty.  Additionally, the state noted that differential payment for children with significant disabilities increased by 250%.  The applicant explains that the 2008 recession has negatively affected funding in early learning and development since 2008.  The applicant does not clearly demonstrate how it invested funds in Early Learning and Development Programs, other than through budgeting consistently reduced funds each year since 2009 to IDEA Part C state contributions, CCDF and CCDF state match, and TANF spending.  The total state contribution has decreased almost 50% since 2009.  The state has experienced a signficant decline in CCDF participation though reimbursement rates were increased.

The applicant demonstrates that the number of Children with High Needs participating in Early Learning and Development programs has increased in Early Head Start and Head Start as well as Part B programs and programs funded under Title I of ESEA.  The applicant focuses on specific actions the state has taken, such as reversing the suspension of the state's TQRIS and the increased family cost shares.  Data presented by the applicant in Table (A)(1)-1 and Table (A)(1)-2 indicate the greatest percentage of Children with High Needs is represented by children from low-income families and children wtih disabilities or developmental delays.  These children are primarily served in Early Head Start and Head Start, as well as IDEA Part C and Part B programs.  While Table (A)(1)-3b indicates a large number of Hispanic children, this sub-group is not specifically identified by the applicant as one of focus.  Data presented by the state indicates that historically the state has primarily relied on Part B and Part C programs as well as Early Head Start and Head Start programs to serve Children with High Needs.  The state does not clearly articulate its history in working to  increase the number of program options available to Children with High Needs in early childhood education and development programs beyond the Head Start and special education Part B and Part C programs.

The applicant details existing early learning and development legislation, policies or practices, including Spark NH, the state's 23-member early childhood advisory council established by the governor in 2011.  Spark NH has coordinated a strategic plan for early childhood.  Additionally, the state required all school districts to offer public kindergarten, at least a half-day program, by fall 2009.  It is apparent that the state is in the "fledgling" or beginning stages of its work to develop a comprehensive approach to develop a response to the strategic plan created by Spark NH.

The state presents information regarding its current landscape in terms of early childhood progress and initiatives.  The current status of Early Learning and Development Standards, Comprehensive Assessment Systems, health promotion practices, family engagement strategies, development of Early Childhood Educators, Kindergarten Entry Assessments, and effective data practices are reported by the applicant.  While it is apparent that beginning steps have been taken to address most of these areas, evidence presented by the state indicates most of the work is in initial stages.  The applicant has Early Learning and Development Standards across five domains that have been aligned with the state's kindergarten readiness indicators, and the revised Standards are currently under review.  The applicant established a three-level TQRIS in 2005, and a revision to a five-level TQRIS has begun.  The state does not make a strong connection between its revised standards and the efforts currently underway to revise the TQRIS.  This connection should be the driver for the state's proposed reform agenda.  Health promotion is supported by a number of state agencies, including the Department of Education's Bureau of Nutrition Programs and Services and the Division of Public Health Services.  Family engagement strategies, such as the Strengthening Families Summit and Strengthening Families strategies, are currently utilized in the state.  The state clearly presents how its initiatives supports the positive outcomes of the Parent, Family, and Community Engagement Framework (PFCEF) areas and national PTA standards.  The state's Spark NH recently contracted to gain an inventory of the state's current early childhood preparation system, and major recommendations were identified.  This positions the state to move forward in its process of strengthening its early childhood workforce preparation and educational system.

The state has begun its work toward addressing the building blocks for a high quality early learning and development system; however, it acknowledges that currently many of the essential components have not yet been developed.  While the state does not have a comprehensive assessment system currently enacted, it proposes a focus on this in the revision of the TQRIS levels.  Only Early Head Start and Head Start, along with NAEYC-accredited programs, currently implement all the elements of a comprehensive assessment system.  Similarly, only these two groups implement all the elements of high-quality health promotion practices.  The state also does not have a common, statewide Kindergarten Entry Assessment, but addresses this in its proposed activities.  The applicant describes its current data practices, with data system integration limited between DHHS and DOE. This area is also identified as a priority that will be addressed in proposed grant activities to build on existing data capabilities.

	(A)(2) Articulating the State's rationale for its early learning and development reform agenda and goals
	20
	10

	(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

The goals for improving program quality are presented by the applicant, primarily through revision of the state's TQRIS and support for programs through technical assistance and supports to move to the higher levels of the TQRIS, and these goals seem sufficiently ambitious.  For example, the applicant focuses on improving outcomes for Children with High Needs statewide by increasing the percentage participating in high quality programs from 43% to an estimated 75%.  However, it is not clear that goals are achievable since many are stated in broad global terms that lack specificity; for example, the applicant proposes creation of a governance structure, but little detail is provided other than creation of an Interagency EC Team, and hiring of grant personnel.   An overarching or comprehensive reform agenda is not clearly articulated.

Closing the educational gaps seems to primarily be a focus in grades K-3 through the DOE's proposed project of FirstSchool and Pathways professional development system. While the applicant proposes that 10% of children entering kindergarten will be assessed, it is unclear how assessment data will inform closing of educational gaps in the birth to five years for Early Learning and Development programs. 

The State's plan provides a path to achieve goals by proposing ten projects, with major focus on revision and implementation of the current TQRIS and child care licensing standards, a gap analysis, public awareness campaign, expansion of current state programs, and focus on building or enhancing an early learning data system.  While multiple projects are proposed, the State fails to present a clear and cohesive systematic approach to implementing a high-quality statewide reform agenda.  The State does not clearly present why DOE was chosen as the lead agency for the proposed project even though most of the projects address children from ages birth to 5.  It is not clear how the ten proposed projects would result in improved school readiness or how the projects will be assessed . The State proposes research and project evaluation (Project 2) to be conducted by an external evaluator in year four and proposes a validation study of the revised TQRIS, but it fails to articulate a clear and comprehensive rationale for its overarching reform agenda and goals.

While the state identifies its choices in each Focused Investment Area, it provides a summative explanation of why all the specific selection criteria were selected.  It is not clear why specific selection criteria were identified over others within each Focused Investment Area.  Much of the rationale focused on capacity to engage in the work, make a positive difference, and sustain the work after the funding period ends rather than providing a strong rationale that linked the state's identified needs or priorities with the projects for which it seeks funding.  The state did not present a strong connection between assessed needs identified and the proposed Focused Investment Areas.

	(A)(3) Aligning and coordinating work across the State
	10
	6

	(A)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

The applicant proposes that DOE will be the lead agency, and will work in collaboration with DHHS.  A Memorandum of Understanding between the two agencies is provided.  Both agencies currently participate in Spark NH, and will continue to do so.  Spark NH will serve in an advisory role, and the Chair of the State Interagency Council for Part C is an appointed member of Spark NH.  A Scope of Work for both DOE and DHHS is provided by the applicant in the appendix. 

The state proposes three grant-funded personnel at DOE, including a project administrator, accountant, and administrative assistant.  The project administrator would be fully responsible for overseeing seven projects that would be contracted to firms or agencies.  The applicant does not clearly state how many members would constitute the Project Leadership Membership and Management Team nor how often it would meet. 

The state does not describe how the contracting firm or agency for the proposed seven areas would be determined.  No specific information is provided concerning the frequency with which the Project Leadership Membership and Management Team would meet with the Interagency Early Childhood Team, how many members would comprise the Interagency Early Childhood Team, or how often this group would meet.  It is a concern that only one project administrator is proposed to manage and coordinate a statewide project of the proposed scope and magnitude with support from one administative assistant and accountant.  The lines of communication and decision-making authority are not clear between the project administrator, the Interagency Early Childhood Team, the Department of Education and The Department of Health and Human Services.

While the applicant proposes a Research and Project Evaluation as one of its ten key projects, no contracting firm or agency for this project is identified.  The state does not identify how this firm or agency would interface with the proposed external evaluator or lead the TQRIS Validation Study (another proposed project) or oversee data system development (another proposed project).  A comprehensive approach for aligning and coordinating all evaluative functions is not presented.

The manner in which the contracting firms or agencies would communicate or partner with the project administrator, Project Leadership Membership and Management Team, or Interagency Early Childhood Team, is not delineated.  The overall proposed governance structure does not clearly define how  interagency coordination, streamlined decision making, effective allocation of resources, and  long-term sustainability will be accomplished.  Decision-making and dispute-resolution policies and procedures are not specifically outlined.  It is unclear how participating programs, early childhood educators, parent and families, and other key stakeholders would be provided opportunities to be involved in decision-making regarding planning and implementation of the proposed projects.

The strong commitments of state stakeholders is evidenced by letters of support provided in the appendix, MOU for DOE and DHHS, a scope of work for DOE and DHHS.  Letters of support are provided by a variety of state legislators, community and state agencies, and other organizations.

	(A)(4) Developing a budget to implement and sustain the work
	15
	9

	(A)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

The applicant presents a budget, in both tables and narrative format, to describe how it will fund the proposed projects.  Existing funds from CCDF, DHHS Division of Public Health Services, IDEA-Part C, IDEA Part B/611, IDEA Part B/619, Head Start, Title V MCH Block Grant, TANF, Medicaid, and others are identified.  While business support is minimally addressed, the applicant does note that Business NH Magazine will co-host the Early Childhood Summit in November 2013 and publish an early learning issue in March 2014.  Additionally, the state's Endowment for Health has identified early childhood as a key funding priority for the next five years.  The applicant explains how a number of the state's discretionary grants will be leveraged to support the proposed projects.

The applicant fails to make a strong case that a significant amount of funding will be devoted to local implementation; rather, the bulk of funding is dedicated to state-level initiatives, such as the revised TQRIS and the integrated data system.

Sustainability strategies are only minimally addressed by the applicant.  The proposed projects rely heavily on train the trainer models, technology (webinars and online professional development resources), and philanthropic support of the Endowment for Health for sustainability.  It is not clear how newly implemented components of the proposed state plan would be sustained and continued by the state when funding ends.  Costs, such as ongoing maintenance of the proposed data system and maintaining supports for TQRIS monitoring and improvements, are not addressed in sustainability plans.

When reviewing the budget narrative and tables, some concerns were noted; for example, it is not clear why some of the projects (1, 7 and 8) would require the dollars allocated since no detailed explanation was provided in the narrative.  No explanation is provided as to why over $2 million is needed for governance and planning of the project, why $627,894 is budgeted for the Higher Education Roundtable or why $400,400 is necessary to identify a valid and reliable kindergarten entry assessment tool.  Both the project descriptions and the budget narrative lack specificity concerning major deliverables and allocations within specific project budgets.


B. High-Quality, Accountable Programs

	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(1) Developing and adopting a common, statewide Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement System
	10
	9

	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

The applicant provides strong evidence that is has developed and adopted a common statewide TQRIS.  The original TQRIS, Granite State Stars to the Summit (GSSS), consisted of three levels (Licensed, Licensed Plus, and National Accreditation) and was launched in 2006.  The state reports that only 18% of licensed programs currently have achieved the top two levels of the TQRIS, with most only achieving Level 1 which only requires child care licensing.  Additionally, the state acknowledges that parents and families in urban areas of the state have greater access and availability to enroll their children in higher tiered TQRIS programs as compared to those living in rural areas.  The Licensed and Licensed Plus levels of the state's current TQRIS are aligned with the state's early learning standards andChild Care Aware benchmarks while the National Accreditation level is aligned with state standards, NAEYC, NAFCC, and the National Afterschool Association standards. 

While the currently implemented TQRIS does not implement all the elements required for the TQRIS, the state is currently revising the TQRIS to include five levels of program quality.  The current GSSS does not require a comprehensive assessment system,or effective data practices, but the applicant plans to address these components when the standards are updated in 2014 and new licensing administrative rules are adopted in 2016.  The state's current TQRIS does not address health promotion practices in the current second level known as Licensed-Plus, but the revised TQRIS will require all educators to have attained at least 3 credits in child growth and development, including health promotion.  The revised TQRIS will offer five levels, including Licensed, Licensed Plus, and Levels 3-5 which will require onsite evaluation using the ITERS, ECERS, or CLASS.  The revised TQRIS will align with Head Start, NAEYC, and Caring for Our Children standards; therefore, the revised TQRIS will address al required elementes of the TQRIS to some degree.  It is a concern that some levels of the revised TQRIS may still not adequately address the expectations for a comprehensive assessment system, family engagement strategies, or effective data practices for all five tiers or levels.  This results in a TQRIS that, while encouraging high quality practices at the highest levels, does not reflect high expectation of program excellence that lead to improved learning outcomes for all children, in the lower tiers since all essential elements of the TQRIS are not addressed in tiers one and two.

The state clearly demonstrates that its licensing system is linked to the TQRIS since child care licensing is the minimal level in both the current and revised sytems, thereby assuring 100% participation of licensed programs.  The state encourages movement of licensed programs to higher levels of quality by providing monthly quality incentive awards that increase with each of the higher levels of the TQRIS.  The state's revised Early Learning Standards would only be required for licensed programs to achieve the higher levels of 3-5 stars and would be assessed by administration of ECERS, ITERS or CLASS instruments.  This begs the question of how the early learning standards are directly linked to the TQRIS for those programs that opt to participate only at levels one and two.

The state fully presents a historical glance of development of its current GSSS, its revision process, and demonstrates a strong linkage with the State's licensing system.  The state's revised TQRIS addresses all six required components and is currently being revised and reviewed. 

	(B)(2) Promoting participation in the State's Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement System
	15
	14

	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

The State currently requires all licensed programs to participate in the TQRIS. The State does not have any State-funded preschool programs or Part C funded early learning and development programs.  All programs operated by a public or private elementary or secondary school system or institution of higher education are legally exempt from child care licensing.  The State does not currently have any Title I funded early learning and development programs.

All Head Start programs are licensed, and thus participate in the TQRIS. Similarly, all 430 child care licensed center-based early learning and development programs receiving CCDF funds are licensed, thus participating at Level one or higher of the TQRIS.  Public school preschool regular education and special education classrooms funded by IDEA B/619 funds will be encouraged to work toward becoming licensed child care licensed programs in public schools, the first level of the revised TQRIS.  The State proposes to maximize participation by offering quality incentive awards for programs serving children using CCDF funds that obtain the higher TQRIS levels 3, 4, or 5..  It should be noted, however, that the state only commits to "make every effort for quality awards" and to sustain those through CCDF child care scholarship funding and reallocation.  Currently, no public school-based Part B/619 regular education classrooms participate in the TQRIS since they are legally exempt from child care licensing.  It is not clear how the state will move these programs toward child care licensing and higher levels in the revised TQRIS.   The state only proposes to "promote participation for public school preschool programs that support Part B/619."

The State does not propose to implement any new policies or practices to help more families afford high-quality child care; rather, the State summarizes several recent changes that occurred in July 2013, such as reinstatement of the quality incentive awards  after they were suspended in January 2010 due to lack of funds and reduction of the cost share for families back to levels previously used in 2010 .  Family income eligibility was increased in 2013 to reflect 2013 federal poverty levels and the child care scholarship payment rates were increased in July 2013 by an average of over 3%.  All these recent changes demonstrate the State's commitment to high quality child care affordability and acess for Children with High Needs.  A primary focus of the proposed project will be supporting licensed programs to move to the higher levels (3, 4, or 5) of the revised TQRIS.

The State does not address specific policies or practicies it proposes to maintain the supply of high-quality child care in areas with high concentrations of Children with High Needs.  The State acknowledges that a Gap Analysis is needed and proposed to gather more statewide information related to Children with High Needs and availability and affordability of child care options.

The proposed project will support Early Head Start and Head Start programs toward moving to one of the higher levels of the State's revised TQRIS.  It will also work with Licensed-Plus programs to help them move to higher levels as well.  The process to achieve the highest level of the TQRIS will be streamlined for nationally accredited programs, especially for those who provide Part B/619 services in rural areas.  The State proposes to use a DOE consultant and DHHS Child Care Licensing Unit coordinator to provide assistance to school-based Part B/619 programs to help them achieve child care licensure, the first level in the State's revised TQRIS.  Currently, none of these programs participate in the current TQRIS, but the State projects that 25 public school preschool programs providing Part B/619 services will be child care licensed at the end of the funding period.

The applicant has identified ambitious yet achievable targets to increase the number of child care centers, Early Head Start/Head Start programs, and family child care providers receiving CCDF funds that obtain the higher levels (3, 4, or 5) on the revised TQRIS.  Since all licensed programs already participate in the TQRIS, the State focuses on increasing the number of programs achieving the higher levels. 

	(B)(3) Rating and monitoring Early Learning and Development Programs
	15
	11

	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

The State's revised TQRIS has five levels, including Licensed, Licensed Plus, and Levels 3-5 which will require onsite evaluation, but the state is only in the beginning stages of identifying a valid and reliable tool for monitoring programs in the TQRIS.  The state has not yet identified how it will select the five evaluators, what their qualifications would be, how they would service 360 center-based programs throughout the state, or how results of onsite observations would be communicated to participating child-care licensed centers. It proposes hiring five evaluators to conduct onsite evaluation in 360 licensed center-based programs (180 in each of two cohorts).  The State proposes onsite monitoring every three years, which would result in each evaluator conducting approximately 34 onsite evaluations each year if the workload was evenly distributed.  Onsite monitoring only once every three years may not be appropriate frequency, particularly in the early years of implementation of the revised TQRIS, to determine if it is being implemented to fidelity and producing the expected changes.  It is not clear how data generated from the monitoring tool would be consistently used to monitor program quality levels for the newly revised TQRS.

Some areas which the state's plan are lacking includes plans for how it proposes to conduct the onsite observations for 146 family home-based programs serving children with CCDF funds.  Only technical assistance is mentioned for this group.  Similarly, the state does not provide a high-quality plan for sharing information to parents with children enrolled in Early Learning and Development Programs.  The State currently requires that the child care license certificate be displayed in an area visible to parents at each early learning and development program.  While the current TQRIS only displays the level achieved, the State proposes that scores will be posted in the following domains for programs rated at 3-5 stars:  (1) Curriculum, Environment and Assessment, (2) Early Childhood and Administrator Qualifications, and (3) Engaging Families and Communities.  The applicant does not address why scores would not be posted for programs in the first two levels of the revised TQRIS.  It is also not clear how parents and families would be informed of the new five-level TQRIS or the variation in levels. 

The state's plan does not address how it plans to make TQRIS and monitoring results of early learning and development programs available to the general public in formats that are easily understood and accessible to all.  Of particular concern is the population of Hispanic families and children identified by the state that are served in programs designed for Children with High Needs.  The State proposes development of a webpage dedicated to the revised TQRIS as well as creation of a mobile app.  Given the high number of Hispanic children reported by the State, it is interesting to note that no mention is made regarding of availability of such information in Spanish.  It is also unclear how such information would be made available to rural areas of the state where internet access might be a challenge.

	(B)(4) Promoting access to high-quality Early Learning and Development Programs
	20
	16

	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

The State demonstrates that it has developed and implemented policies and practices that support continuous improvement.  It proposes support and incentives for currently licensed programs to move toward higher levels by offering technical assistance, online professional development and support, and quality incentive awards for higher reimbursement rates for programs serving children supported by CCDF funds.  The policies and practices proposed include financial incentives for those programs achieving at least a level 2 on the revised TQRIS, receipt of the the Ages and Stages Questionnaire Kit for developmental screening.  Additionally, early childhood educators in the cohorts would receive 100% tuition assistance for three courses and a $500 stipend for successfully completing each course.  Additional early childhood education courses could be completed with 50% tuition assistance.  Continuous improvement will also be supported through Spark NH's Professional Opportunities, Resources, Trainings, and Links (PORTAL) web page which the State proposes expanding if grant funds are secured.  Programs achieving at least a Level 2 (Licensed Plus) on the revised TQRIS will receive a free one-year membership into the NH Seacoast Early Learning Alliance, a statewide shared services organization for early care and education, valued at $1,200. 

The State does not provide information concerning how it will assist working parents and families of Children with High Needs in accessing high-quality programs that meet their needs or how needs such as transportation and full-day/full-year care can be communicated and shared to facilitate matching of parents and families with available programs.  Evidence of such would strengthen the state's plan to promote access to high quality Early Learning and Development Programs for Children with High Needs by responding to needs of working families.

The State reports that currently only 18% of licensed center-based programs are at the second or third level of the current TQRIS.  The proposed project focuses on moving 360 center-based programs and 100 family child care providers to level two on the revised TQRIS so they can be positioned to move to the higher levels that will require onsite rating of the programs by trained observers using the ITERS, ECERS, or CLASS instrument. 

The State presents a thorough and well-designe plan to work with Head Start and nationally accredited programs to assist them in achieving the higher levels of the revised TQRIS through the provision of technical assistance.  Another incentive provided to Head Start programs that enroll children who receive child care scholarships is quality incentive awards aligned with the star level achieved on the revised TQRIS.  Focuing on Head Start and nationally accredited programs should allow the State to make pronounced gains in an efficient manner to increase the number of Early Learning and Development Programs moving to higher levels in the revised TQRIS.  This positions the state to realize its ambitious target of The State presents goals of increasing the number of programs in levels 3-5 from the current number of 56 (in Level 3 of 3 in the current TQRIS) to 300 in Level 3, 100 in Level 4, and 50 in Level 5 by the conclusion of the grant period.

It is unclear how the Family Child Care providers will complete the onsite rating required for levels 3-5 since the state only proposes hiring 5 personnel to serve the center-based programs.  The State proposes provision of intensive targeted technical assistance to 100 family home-based providers enrolled in the child care scholarship program in year four, but no additional explanation is provided concerning the delivery mode, frequency, or purpose of this technical assistance nor how its effectiveness will be assessed. This number and workload seem insufficient to meet the technical assistance needs.

While the applicant states that this increase will be accomplished through extensive professional development, training and technical assistance, very little information is provided concerning the frequency, duration, or approach to be implemented.  No clear and cohesive plan for professional development, training and technical assistance is presented; rather, the state presents a fragmented proposal with multiple trainings with no cohesive connection or link to a comprehensive reform agenda.  It is not clear how Family Child Care Providers are represented in these projected outcomes.

The State explains that only 43% of children receiving child care scholarships are currently enrolled in a Level 2 or 3 program in the current TQRIS.  The State projects that 360 of the 430 center-based programs participating in the child care scholarship program will achieve Levels 3-5 on the revised TQRIS.  The State projects that 40 of the 146 family home-based providers participating in the child care scholarship program will achieve the proposed levels 3-5.  The overarching outcome is that at least 75% of children receiving child care scholarships in licensed programs will be in programs in the top tiers, a significant increase from the current percentage of 43%. 

The State addresses the needs of working parents of Children of High Needs who require full-day child care options; however, only those children who attend Head Start are able to attend full-day full-year programs through the child care scholarship program.  This is the only option provided by the State to provide supports to help working families.  It is unclear what supports might be available to those children and families that are not enrolled in Head Start programs.  Programs are encouraged to participate in CACFP so that eligible children receive meals that are reimbursed to centers, but no specific strategy is identified by the state to increase participation in the program. 

Family support services will be encouraged in the revised TQRIS by utilizing the Strengthening Families Framework strategies in levels 3-5.  It is not clear how family support services will be encouraged for programs at levels one and two of the revised TQRIS.  The state does not propose an intentional or comprehensive approach for providing supports to meet the family support services needs of working families who have Children with High Needs.  While the state enumerates the family support strategies included in the Strengthening Families Framework, it provides no detailed plan as to how the seven enumerated family support strategies would be assessed or implemented in levels 3-5 of the reivsed TQRIS.  A great concern is the lack of focus on meeting the needs of working families who have Children with High Needs in tiers one and two since these are the two levels with the greatest number early child care and development programs represented.

	(B)(5) Validating the State’s Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement System
	15
	6

	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

The State does not present a clear and cohesive plan that would position it for success to validate the effectiveness of its revised TQRIS.  While the State proposes to work with an external evaluator that has not yet been determined or indicates a willingness to work with any cross-state evaluation consortium, no overall project evaluation design is presented.  The applicant proposes that the validation study would be conducted in year four, but no information is provided concerning how formative project assessment will be conducted to inform implementation.  No measures or assessment instruments are proposed or identified.

A clear plan is not presented for assessing the extent to which changes in quality ratings are related to children's progress.  This task will be charged to the external evaluator.  While the State proposes comparing data of enrolled children from the fall and spring term, no further information is provided concerning the type of data that would be collected or how it would be analyzed in relation to exploring the correlation between quality ratings and children's learning, development and school readiness.  The State acknowledges that a sub-sample of children with disabilities and ELLs will be included, but measures or assessments are not identified for use across all child care centers and family child care providers. 

The applicant acknowledges the need to comply with the evaluation requirements, but proposes that this critical element of the proposed grant activity be later developed in consultation with an external evaluator.  It is a concern that that validation study would not be completed until year four, at the conclusion of the funding period.  This does not allow for "course correction" during the early years of implementation of the revised TQRIS.  While the State proposes that a timeline for the evaluation would be developed, no deliverables or timelines are provided, thus raising concerns that a high quality plan can be designed and implemented.


C. Promoting Early Learning and Development Outcomes for Children

	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(1) Developing and using statewide, high-quality Early Learning and Development Standards
	20
	10

	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

The State provides evidence that it has developed standards and is now working from a draft of revised standards.  It first published its Early Learning and Development Standards in 2005, and the draft of the revised standards are currently being reviewed by Dr. Sharon Lynn Kagan of Columbia Teachers College and Dr. Catherine Scott-Little of the University of North Carolina for depth, difficulty, progression, and developmental appropriateness for children from birth through kindergarten entry.  These standards are aligned with the national best practices for kindergarten.  The Early Learning Standards Task Force included the DOE Part B/619 coordinator.  Additionally the work of the Task Force was informed by the Office of Head Start Dual Language Learning Report and the the DOE Title III (ELL) state Director.  The Early Learning Standards address all developmental domains of school readiness, and they are divided into seven age categories.

The State has aligned the revised Early Learning Standards with the State Kindergarten Readiness Indicators, which are aligned with K-3 academic standards for all developmental domains, including early literacy and mathematics.  The State does not directly address standards in domains beyond early literacy and mathematics, but this minimum threshold is met.

The revised Early Learning Standards are in the current version of the state's TQRIS and will be in the revised TQRIS.  Programs earning the higher tiers will be required to align curriculum with the Early Learning Standards.    While they are not currently part of a comprehensive assessment system, included in the State's Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework, and professional development activities, the State acknowledges the need for this to be accomplished.  Plans are presented to incorporate the newly revised Standards in video trainings provided by Child Care Aware of NH and intensive technical assistance. 

The State does not address how the revised Standards will be shared with parents and families or how suggestions for appropriate strategies aligned with the standards will be shared with parents and families to support children's learning and development at home. The state does not provide sufficient evidence to conclude that its plan includes support to help promote understanding among parents and families.

Spark NH, the governor's Early Childhood Advisory Council, is aware of the draft of the revised standards.  It is not clear what additional support the State plans to utilize to promote commitment to the Standards across all its licensed programs.  The applicant focuses heavily on the revision of the TQRIS throughout the narrative, but the linkage between the early learning and development standards and the TQRIS is not the cornerstone from which the comprehensive reform agenda flows.  The linkage between the early learning and development standards, the kindergarten readiness indicators, and the K-3 Common Core State Standards is not strongly demonstrated.  There is no plan to promote understanding of and commitment to the Early Learning and Development Standards within the context of the revised TQRIS and other proposed projects.

	(C)(3) Identifying and addressing health, behavioral, and developmental needs
	20
	10

	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

The State's draft of revised Early Learning Standards includes a domain focused on physical development and the development of health and safety knowledge and skills for children from birth to kindergarten entry.  Ensuring children's health and safety is addressed by including standards for policies and practices in the draft revised TQRIS standards by complying with licensing rules and regulations as well as "Stepping Stones to Caring for Our Children" standards.  The State does not clearly delineate how the revised Early Learning Standards and the revised TQRIS will be aligned to support health promotion practices, particularly in levels one and two of the revised TQRIS.

The only developmental screening required for child care licensing is the Ages and Stages Questionnaire (ASQ) or ASQ-Social Emotional screening once per year.  Only the higher tiers of the revised TQRIS are required to discuss results with families, determine if referrals are needed, and conduct vision, hearing, and dental screenings.  It is a concern that only those children enrolled in programs in the highest tiers of the revised TQRIS would have these options for comprehensive developmental screenings across all domains.  Similarly, nutrition, physical activity and screen time requirements are only monitored at the higher TQRIS levels.  It is not clear how the State will ensure that health and behavioral screening and follow-up occurs for all Children with High Needs enrolled in licensed programs.  While the applicant mentions the Strengthening Families Framework, it does not identify how families will be supported and their capacity built to promote their children's physical, social and emotional health.  The Strengthening Families Framework is primarily designed to prvent abuse and neglect.

Early Childhood Educators' ability to meet the health standards will be supported through intensive technical assistance, a health and safety conference sponsored by Child Care Resource and Referral, and workshops on a variety of health and safety topics.  The State does specifically identify how it plans to increase the number of early childhood educators trained and supported on the new health standards in the revised Early Learning Standards, but a specific number of early childhood educators to participate is not identified.

It is not clear how the applicant proposes to provide families with health information and guidance to promote healthy habits at home.  While the State describes its Let's Grow! NH project, the focus is on training of early childhood staff and use of strategies and activities in classroom settings.  The Timeline for the proposed Let's Grow! NH project and the narrative description for this project do not address how families will benefit or gain information or guidance regarding promotion of healthy habits related to improved nutrition or physical activity in the home.

The State currently provids a comprehensive developmental screening and referral system for all children from birth to age 6 through its Watch Me Grow system implemented by contracts with 12 local Family Resource Centers throughout the state.  The screening tools currently used include the Ages and Stages Questionnaire (ASQ) and the ASQ-Social Emotional (ASQ-SE).  With parental permission, results are sent to the child's primary care physician.  The screening is available in all state regions, but the system is described by the applicant as "a fledgling system" not yet capable of universal screening and follow up.  Baseline data regarding screenings, referrals, follow-ups, and well-child care for children with high needs are not currently available, but the applicant proposes establishing a baseline within six months of funding in Year One that will inform the establishment of annual benchmarks.  While the state has expressed a commitment to create a comprehensive developmental screening and referral system and has begun small steps toward this goal, it acknowledges that tremendous strides are necessary.  Some weaknesses are apparent since The Watch Me Grow program is limited in its scope.  It only utilizes the ASQ and ASQ-SE.  Similarly, only programs in the tiers 3-5 would be required to discuss the ASQ and ASQ-SE results with families, thus not providing a comprehensive approach for sharing information with all families.  The State does not describe a comprehensive or cohesive plan for managing and following up on needed referrals for Children with High Needs.

The State does not present a comprehensive approach to increase the capacity and improve the quality of programs to support the social and emotional development of children from birth to age five.  The only approach presented by the State is training Child Protection Workers on Trauma-Informed Care.  This will not directly affect the capacity and quality of responsiveness provided by child care licensed programs though part of the proposed Trauma-Informed Care Project is to train 350 early childhood professionals.  It is not clear how this would represent a comprehensive approach to supporting social and emotional development of all children from birth to age five since the project focuses on trauma prevention and trauma-specific interventions rather than support for healthy social and emotional development of all children.

	(C)(4) Engaging and supporting families
	20
	8

	(C)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

The State proposes to support family engagement across its Program Standards by incorporating the Strengthening Families Framework and its seven program strategies in its revised TQRIS.  It is not clear how licensed programs will be required to demonstrate their use of Strengthening Families strategies to be rated in the top tiers of the revised TQRIS.  While the State addresses plans to expand the number of early childhood professionals obtaining the intermediate and advanced Early Childhood and Family Mental Health Credential as well as train families as advocates and learers through the Family Leadership and Advocacy Core Competency Certificate Program and support the Better Together Communities initiative to nine additional communities with United Way and community partners, it does not articulate how these proposed initiatives will provide culturally and linguistically appropriate information and support the families of Children with HIgh Needs in order to promote school readiness for their children.    No information is provided concerning how the State plans to leverage other existing resources currently provided through family resource centers, agencies or organizations or promote family support and engagement through outreach to family, friend and neighbor caregivers.

Given the large number of Hispanic children and families the State reports it serves, a high-quality plan that is culturally and linguistically appropriate is needed for families of Children with High Needs in order to promote school readiness.  Activities for enhancing families' capacities to support children's education and development are not specifically identified.


D. A Great Early Childhood Education Workforce

	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(1) Developing a Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework and a progression of credentials
	40
	28

	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

The State provides evidence to demonstrate it has a plan that addresses many of the required elements related to development of a Framework and progression of credentials.  It currently has a common statewide Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework for early learning and development professionals that addresses all the required elements as clearly presented by the applicant in a comparison table in the appendix.  The State has identified four levels of professional development knowledge ranging from foundational (associate degree), intermediate (associate degree and three or more years experience), advanced (administrators), and specialized (master professionals).  These are addressed for infant/toddler and preschool years, as well as general competencies for both age spans that address developing as a professional and building family and community relationships.  The Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework is aligned wiith the State's Department of Education competencies for teacher certification in both early childhood education and early childhood special education.

The State has begun work that expands on its statewide Framework by building a common set of core competencies for all early childhood professionals aligned with the Framework.  Once established, the State proposes to engage higher education institutions to align courses with the common set of core competencies; however, very little detail is provided by the State concerning how this outcome would be achieved by  the Early Childhood Education Faculty Roundtable. The State proposes that higher education institutions will increase the number and quality of field experiences in high quality sites serving children birth to kindergarten entry but, once again, the action steps required to achieve this outcome are not delineated..  It is not clear how the Institutions of Higher Education will be guided or encouraged to align courses with the core competencies that will be developed or whether this work would be done individually or at a statewide level.

Additional work is proposed to continue work to align the state's early intervention and Early Childhood and Family Mental Health Competencies.  The state acknowledges that it currently has multiple sets of competencies that must all be cross-walked to create one comprehensive set of core competencies for the entire state.  It proposes that this work would be led by the Spark NH Workforce and Professional Development Committee and the Early Childhood Education Faculty Roundtable, but the timelines or deliverables presented in the appendix show very little evidence of collaboration beyond Spark NH and education faculty.  Specific milestones are not identified.  Only global projects are listed with no specific deliverables or details provided; for example, the applicant proposes to implement an alignment study in year one and year two with no further detail provided..

The State reports that its statewide progression of credentials and degrees is aligned to its Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework, and the most recent revision was in 2013 to better align with the Child Care Licensing.  A recently added endorsement for the master professional credential is that of allied professional, including social worker, physical therapist, nurse, and other related disciplines.  The State proposes to align its credential system wit its proposed statewide core competencies and then with DOE's teacher certification programs, but little information is provided concerning how this will be achieved.  It is difficulty to gauge  the number of programs that would be impacted in higher education or the number of teacher education candidates that would be affected since not specific number of participants or outcomes are provided.  It is not clear how the state will engage the support and participation of institutions of higher education to align their courses with the proposed state core competencies and DOE credentialing system.

The State clearly presents its commitment and plan to align professional development with the Framework to support critical training needs.  The PORTAL website created by Spark NH will be expanded to provide additional resources for online coaching, mentoring, technical assistance and eLearning.

The State proposes Project 7 of the grant to focus solely on this criterion, but key elements of success are missing in the project plan;  for example, it is not clear how the projected milestones will be accomplished by the Associate Director, external contractor, and other personnel identified nor how communication and shared decision-making will be fostered in this statewide endeavor.


E. Measuring Outcomes and Progress

	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(1) Understanding the status of children at kindergarten entry
	20
	8

	(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

The applicant does not present a plan to implement a common, statewide Kindergarten Entry Assessments.  It proposes to begin to take fledgling steps toward exploring a KEA, but does not propose required administration of a common instrument that would be administered statewide. 

While the State does not currently utilize a common statewide Kindergarten Entry Assessment (KEA), it proposes to identify and recommend valid and reliable assessment tool aligned with its Kindergarten Readiness Indicators to be recommended for school district use through a Request for Proposals issued by DOE.  The contracted vendor will also be responsible for professional development and technical assistance to local districts.

The State proposes to explore the feasability of linking preschool special education exit data collected through Teaching Strategies Gold or AEPSi to the K-12 data system of DOE.  The State does not mention linkage of preschool exit data or KEA data for all Children With High Needs.  It is not clear what data are currently available or if any kindergarten entry screenings are being conducted.

The State does not explicitly state when it would require administration of the KEA or describe an implementation timeline.  Additionally, the State explains the potential assessment system will only be recommended for district use, thus begging the question of how widespread its implementation would be if not required.  An implementation timeline is not provided by the applicant.  There is no mention of how statewide KEA data would be reported to a Statewide Longitudinal Data System (SLDS).  It is not clear how the KEA would be funded by sources other than those available under this grant.

	(E)(2) Building or enhancing an early learning data system
	20
	12

	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

The State presents evidence that it has specific assets which will support its plan to build an early learning data system.  It proposes to begin the process of creating an integrated cross-sector longitudinal data system between DHHS and DOE.  Legislation passed in 2009 allowed the State Assigned Student Identifier (SASID) used by DOE for K-12 data to be extended to allow early education student data before kindergarten entry to be reported to DOE at the student level.  Spark NH commissioned a report from ESP Solutions Group to identify barriers and strengths to creating an integrated longitudinal early childhood data system which resulted in creation of a detailed blueprint to guide such a project.

The State proposes creation of a Data Governance Advisory Committee and Data Governance Steering Committee to guide the building of the early learning data system with direct oversight provided by a Data Project Director.  The applicant explains that the proposed system would include an inventory of available data elements and authoritative data sources, and would be designed to support program improvement and outcome reporting. 

The State's goal is creation of a seamless interoperable P20 data system integrated from early childhood to postsecondary data using the State Assigned Student Identifier.  The proposed system would meet all Data System Oversight Requirements and comply with privacy laws.  The State has demonstrated some success in that DHHS has successfully integrated 3 of its early childhood databases.  The State has recommendations that were created by ESP Solutions Group to advise and inform the creation of a data system that would meet the requirements of privacy laws and appropriate use of data; however, the State does not explicitly note that the proposed data system would meet all the essential data elements.

The State's lack of specificity for the project and its broad outcomes listed for a project of this scope and magnitude fail to provide evidence of its potential success.  Additionally, it is an expensive project with budgeted funds of over $7.6 million with very limited information provided on project outcomes or deliverables.  The state does not provide a detailed blueprint for the project, but simply proposes to delegate to an unidentified contract.  No deliverables or milestones are provided in the application that would inform the implementation of the early learning data system project as conceived by the State.


Competitive Preference Priorities

	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 2: Including all Early Learning and Development Programs in the TQRIS
	10
	8

	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

The State currently requires all licensed child care providers to participate in the TQRIS as child care licensing is the first level of the TQRIS and required before higher levels can be achieved.  The State proposes to consider the possibility of providing incentives to encourage some currently-exempted providers to become licensed as well as possibly conducting more on-site annual inspections.  It is important to note that the State does not present a High-Quality Plan to address sub-criterion a, but rather only offers possible approaches which it notes are expected to take three and a half years to implement within regulatory frameworks.

The State currently has 100% participation in the TQRIS, but it will focus efforts on improving the number of programs that achieve the higher levels of 3-5 stars in the revised TQRIS.

	Competitive Priority 3: Understanding Status of Children’s Learning and Development at Kindergarten Entry
	10
	0

	

	Competitive Priority 4: Creating Preschool through Third Grade Approaches to Sustain Improved Early Learning Outcomes through the Early Elementary Grades
	10
	5

	Competitive Priority 4 Reviewer Comments: 

The State proposes to address this priority by focusing on closing opportunity gaps in reading, writing and mathematical literacies through implementation of the FirstSchool Snapshot Professional Learning System (FirstSchool).  The State will target 480 Title I classrooms (120 per years) with the highest needs, representing 26% of the public school districts.  FirstSchool's framework is built around 10 research-based instructional practices for PreK-3 classrooms that foster classroom cultures of caring competence and excellence through a data-driven, continuous improvement approach delivered through a train the trainer model.  The State proposes to train a toal of 24 principals, 8 DOE staff, 8 DHHS staff, and 16 teacher leaders in 20-24 public school districts through a weeklong summer residential institute and bi-monthly coaching and targeted professional development.

Additional plans include hiring of two literacy coaches, one focused on math and the second on reading/writing, to deliver professional development.  Free summer reading and STEM programs will be developed by the coaches for local community centers and libraries to deliver.  The literacy coaches will also oversee grants to expand local initiatives that align with the goals of this proposal.  Two additional coaches will be hired to develop and implement a needs assessment related to dual language learners and children with disabilities which will be used to develop action plans.

Online professional development modules will developed by the four coaches to address early childhood literacy, STEM, Special Education, and Dual Language Learners to be made available on the NH Network. 

The State fails to address how it plans to address the health, behavioral, and developmental needs of Children with High Needs from preschool through third grade, and build families’ capacity to address these needs.  The state's approach to this Competitive Preference Priority seems to focus solely on Prek-3 classrooms in Title 1 schools and implementation of the FirstSchool approach.  The applicant does not address how model systems of collaboration to engage and support families and improve transitions from birth through third grade would be addressed.  Similarly, sub-criterion e is not directly addressed by the applicant though it is clear the applicant has a strong commitment to building a longitudinal database system between DHHS and DOE.

It is not clear how the State proposes to create and monitor efforts designed to increase the percentage of children who are able to read and do mathematics at grade level by the end of the third grade.

The connectivity between the birth to age 5 children and the K-3 classrooms is not evidenced as it relates to the standards.

	Competitive Priority 5: Addressing the Needs of Children in Rural Areas
	5
	1

	Competitive Priority 5 Reviewer Comments: 

The State does not provide a definition of rural areas or expressly identify how the proposed projects will directly respond to the needs of children in rural areas.  It proposes implementing six evidence-based approaches, including a gap analysis, selection of 25% of participants for three Strengthening Families initiatives from rual counties, utilizing technology to provide professional development, development of MOAs  by assuring 1/3 of participants are from rural counties, and supporting the development of local planning groups to enhance cross-community connections. 

Specific projects proposed by the State, such as Watch Me Grow and Assistive Technology training, will include participants from rural schools. 

The State does not clearly demonstrate how the proposed projects are designed to address the unique needs of children in rural areas or how they will close educational and opportunity gaps, increase the number of low-income children in rural areas enrolled in high quality programs or enhance integrated programs and services in rural areas.


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

	Priority 1: Absolute Priority -- Promoting School Readiness for Children with High Needs
	 
	Not Met

	Absolute Priority Reviewer Comments: 

The state's plan does not clearly present a comprehensive and coherent reform agenda to meet the identified state needs.  Many of the proposed projects and goals represent a fragmented approach to early learning and development with little collaboration between early education and K-3 education demonstrated.  The applicant proposes many key projects in its state's plan but relies on design and implementation by contractors.   Though it is common to outsource large-scale projects, the state fails to articulate how these projects will be coordinated and guided to create a statewide systematic reform.  There is no evidence that the state has committed significant funds or leveraged existing resources to make signficant strides in implementation or sustain initiatives for which funding is proposed.

The system that is proposed focuses primarily on revision of the TQRIS and a number of other projects, but the direct correlation with the proposed reforms and their ability to ensure that Children with High Needs enter kindergarten ready to succeed is not apparent.  Rather than integrating and aligning resources and policies, the applicant presents a variety of discrete projects and programs across multiple agencies and entities with limited attention to governance structures and policies to support communication and collaboration.  Strategic improvements tied to a comprehensive reform agenda are not evident throughout the application; rather, the applicant presents a series of disjointed projects that lack connectivity to a clearly articulated need, reform agenda, or list of  measurable outcomes.  While the merits and weaknesses of each project or criterion is evaluated separately, when considered as a collective whole, the state fails to weave the individual projects together into a cohesive, comprehensive systematic approach as required by the absolute priority.

	Total
	315
	183




Race to the Top - Early Learning Challenge

Technical Review Form

Application #1006NH-3 for New Hampshire, Office of the Governor

A. Successful State Systems

	 
	Available
	Score

	(A)(1) Demonstrating past commitment to early learning and development
	20
	10

	(A)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

The state has partially demonstrated a past commitment to early learning and development programs.  In some areas (e.g. policy) the State has enacted laws promoting ELD programs.  However the State has a history of flat and declining investments in ELD programs and flat program participation.
· In some cases the State demonstrates momentum toward developing an integrated system of early care and education such as revision of the Early Learning Standards.  In other areas the State is in the early stages of developing critical elements such as the Kindergarten Entry Assessment. 

· The information presented suggests a declining and flat funding approach to early care and education in the state.  For the most part, program investments show a pattern of some decline from 2009 to 2013 with some indication of increases in 2012-13 for some programs.  Program participation has remained flat. 
· The number of children participating in publicly funded programs shows a pattern of primarily flat and in some cases increasing or decreasing participation.  Early Head Start/Head Start has remained virtually flat since 2010.  
· IDEA part B has had a slight increase and part C has remained flat.  ESEA funded programs for 3 to 5 year olds including kindergarten has increased since 2009.  ESEA funding for grades 1-3 has remained relatively flat.  
· Finally, the number of children participating in CCDF funded programs has decreased significantly since 2010. 

The State has Early Learning Standards developed in 2013 that are currently under review from an outside expert. The State has had a TQRIS for seven years and is currently revising it to meet more components of a Comprehensive Assessment System.  In both the areas of health promotion and family engagement, the State relies heavily on the Strengthening Families program to engage and deliver services.  The State Health Department also delivers typical services to low income families (e.g. oral health and immunization) as well as nutritional services through programs like CACFP and WIC.  The State has a functioning Early Childhood Professional Development System primarily focused on pre-service credentialing.  The State does not have a Kindergarten Entry Assessment and the current data systems and practices remain fragmented into six primary sources of data spread across several departments. 
The state demonstrates some commitment to access through specific polices related to eligibility for services and reimbursement rates to providers, but in the case of CCDF funded care, is offset by declining overall funding. 

	(A)(2) Articulating the State's rationale for its early learning and development reform agenda and goals
	20
	10

	(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

The State did not clearly articulate a rationale for a comprehensive plan, but did articulate the rationale for some of the criteria areas selected. In other cases, the connection between the articulated goal and the means to achieve it are less clear.Overall, it is not clear how all the selection criteria fit together to form the basis for a comprehensive system aimed at school readiness.
In some instances the goals set out are both ambitious and achievable and in other areas the goals appear difficult to achieve given the information provided on how the State will move from the current state to a future state.  
· For example, the state proposes in (B)(4) to move the percentage of high needs children in high quality (upper tier TQRIS rated) programs from 43 to 75 percent using a gap analysis, targeted enrollment efforts with providers, and a public awareness campaign.  The application does not clearly explain the incentives for providers in the targeted enrollment cohort, nor does it explain the nature of the public awareness campaign.   
· The State also presents a case to have 100 percent of providers accept and share a common definition of program quality as defined in the TQRIS but does not explain how adoption of a common quality definition will improve quality.  
· The State presents a governance structure that aligns and coordinates across State agencies forming an interagency team comprised of mainly current staff across the Departments of Education and Human Services. This team would be lead by a project director, but it appears this director does not have authority with staff from the State departments of Education and Human Services.  This makes project management more difficult. 

· The rationale for ten percent sampling of kindergarten readiness (without a targeted focus on vulnerable populations based on geography or any other factor) was not explained.  This is critical component to plan success and the State did not present a case that this approach would yield usable information for program improvement in the grant time frame. 

The rationale for the key components of the application is clear and appears to be based in areas of strength and places where the state has focused efforts for a number of years.  In other areas this is not the case.   
· In the ares of health, behavioral health and developmental needs (C)(3), TQRIS, and, the development of a workforce knowledge and competency framework (D)(1), the State presented ample evidence that these areas have been under development for several years, have engaged stakeholders and embedded State infrastructure to support the continued development of birth to age 4 developmental assessments and increasing the number of professionals who can carry out such assessments and make the appropriate referrals. 

· It appears that Kindergarten Entry Assessment, the Data System and project governance were not a focus of the State prior to this competition and it is difficult to understand how these critical components fit within the overall comprehensive plan. 

	(A)(3) Aligning and coordinating work across the State
	10
	7

	(A)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

The State describes in detail how the IECT will be formed and implement the plan, but It is difficult to ascertain the ability of the Interagency Early Childhood Team-IECT to execute on the project goals because the team has yet to be formed.  
 

The management structure for the grant is clearly shared between the Departments of Education and Human Services, with the Spark Advisory Team acting as project advisor to both agencies.  At this point the application indicates that neither the Department of Education nor Human Services has appointed any staff (aside from the department directors and the project director) to the Interagency Early Childhood Team.  There are however, clear goals, a rubric for decision making, and standing agenda items for the IECT will address. Ostensibly, this team would be created and begin working upon receipt of grant funding to carry out this project. The proposed plan for governance and alignment is consistent with the outlined scope of work for the interagency team, but it is difficult to know how such a new interagency team would function given they have never worked in this configuration before.
There are a number of strong letters of support from various community and other stakeholders expressing strong commitment to the application.  It appears from these letters that there is significant stakeholder support and a willing community base to participate in implementation.
 

 

 

	(A)(4) Developing a budget to implement and sustain the work
	15
	8

	(A)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

The States budget projections do not seem adequate for the proposed plan largely because funding for ELD programs remains flat over the grant period. As the State develops better systems of assessment, it is likely to experience increased need.  A flat funding approach will not serve the population of eligible children.
The States budget table (A)(4)-1 projects most of the program funding levels to remain the same over the grant period.  The State indicates that the heads of relevant programs and agencies will coordinate with the Grant Administrator but this is not explained in detail.
Some areas of the budget are well articulated and fit with project components. The budget is directed toward building necessary infrastructure for an early childhood system and thus is directed toward many one-time cost projects.  Five of the seven project areas (research and evaluation, GSSS, early learning/development and family engagement, the exploration of building a data system, and kindergarten entry assessment) receive the bulk of proposed grant funds and are aimed at fixed systems or outcomes that require up front costs.  The bulk of the resources are directed toward the revision of the TQRIS, data systems and P-3 approaches. These components were clear and reasonable in relation to the goals. 
The State did not adequately address the sustainability question. Given that much of what is required for a comprehensive state system has yet to be fully implemented (e.g. revised TQRIS) or fully developed (e.g. data system), it is difficult anticipate the costs of future expenses to maintain these components. The State did not address this. 
 


B. High-Quality, Accountable Programs

	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(1) Developing and adopting a common, statewide Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement System
	10
	8

	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

The proposed revisions to the current TQRIS system are high quality and and the explanation of how the components of the program connect to one another is clearly articulated.  In particular, the application discusses how clearly linking program standards to program quality will improve the effectiveness and efficiency of  program technical assistance and moving lower quality programs into the newly revised higher tiers.
It is clear from the application that levels are differentiated beginning with licensure and ending with NAEYC accreditation (or and eventual cross-walked proxy to NAEYC accreditation).  The addition of new levels 3-5 strengthens the future system and it is notable that in the current system family care homes can be highly rated rated at the same level as centers through the National Association of Family Child Care accreditation.  Assuming that targeted TA can be directed to family care homes, it stands to reason that home based care providers can equally participate and benefit from the revised TQRIS system. However, it was not clearly articulated how the State will engage home based providers especially given the rural and remote nature of some of these providers.
  

	(B)(2) Promoting participation in the State's Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement System
	15
	13

	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

The State makes a strong case for promoting program participation in the revised TQRIS system.
The task of getting publicly funded programs into the TQRIS system is clearly underway and focused on Early Head Start, Head Start, some IDEA 619 part B programs and CCDF funded programs.  The other programs in this section either do not exist or the funds are not used for early childhood programs.  Given the relatively small number of programs, the ability to crosswalk new TQRIS standards with those of Head Start, and the fact that the programs are concentrated in two major sectors (Head Start and CCDF), the proposed plan to increase participation in TQRIS is sound
Polices are also directed toward making easier for families to access services, but with program funding levels remaining flat, the State will still have many high needs families waiting for services as well.   

	(B)(3) Rating and monitoring Early Learning and Development Programs
	15
	10

	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

The State has a sound plan to develop a valid and reliable TQRIS system with trained monitors and appropriate assessment of programs.The proposed plan to meet the requirements of this section seems achievable in the given time frame.  It is less clear how the State will provide information to parents on program quality and why it is important to decision making..   The State does not articulate how information will be communicated to parents on program quality particularly with regard to a definition of quality at the different levels of the revised TQRIS system.  Programs can display the licensed plus or accredited certificate on site, but there is no explanation that is clear and understandable of what those levels mean.  There is very little description of how the State will improve the online database for parent use as well. Taken together, part (b) of this criteria is not fully developed.  

	(B)(4) Promoting access to high-quality Early Learning and Development Programs
	20
	12

	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

The proposed plan to improve quality of programs in the TQRIS is ambitious.  However, it is difficult to acheive these goals without increases in overall funding to programs in the expressed time frame.  Through a combination of incentives to providers and teachers, use of technology, and innovations such as shared services networks, the State makes a case for moving fifty percent of all providers into the top three tiers of the revised TQRIS system by end of the grant period.  
The state also makes a case, in the proposed plan, for supporting the most vulnerable families.  The state currently has alignment polices such as eligibility deferral and CCDF scholarships for Head Start children to attend full day care, and has reduced parent co-pays and extended eligibility for working parents who cycle in and out of employment. However the State budget projections for programs remains relatively flat over the grant period which will curtail these efforts and the number of new families that can benefit from accessing services.   

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

	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

The State does appear to have a viable plan for validating the TQRIS system and subsequently revising TQRIS to reflect changes based on results of the validation study.  The timeline for this however, is projected for year four of the grant period which will limit the efficacy of other aspects of the project including using the TQRIS to determine which programs are producing the best results for school readiness.

 


C. Promoting Early Learning and Development Outcomes for Children

	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(1) Developing and using statewide, high-quality Early Learning and Development Standards
	20
	12

	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

The Early Learning Standards are developmentally appropriate, aligned with K-3 standards including reading and math via state kindergarten readiness indicators, and cover essential domains of school readiness and beyond.  There is also a plan to incorporate the standards into the State early childhood workforce through which families will be engaged.  This component, family engagement, was not clearly defined.  It is unclear if the State has the supports in place to promote commitment to the standards across programs or how Spark will act as a state support for promotion of the standards beyond an endorsement.

	(C)(3) Identifying and addressing health, behavioral, and developmental needs
	20
	12

	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

The State has a coherent plan and an articulated track record of addressing health, behavioral and developmental needs of children in early learning and development programs.  Screenings and follow-ups occur and the State has made a concerted effort to better coordinate and increase the number of such screenings and professionals who are trained to administer them.  The Strengthening Families Initiative-SF is an asset to the State's ability to support parents as critical actors in child development.  Moreover, SF uses a strengths based approach to parent engagement which is critical to working with families who already experience significant life stress.
The State also has a well documented history of nutrition and physical activity promotion and has been recognized for accomplishments in these areas.  There is ample existing infrastructure to continue with work.  It is less clear how they will increase participation in CACFP despite recognizing that the main barrier to participation is lack of program knowledge.  The State plans to continue to share materials and information with local partners advocating for use of CACFP, but the State did not articulate any new plans for outreach or strategies to move more providers into CACFP.
The Watch Me Grow-WMG screening and referral system is the primary vehicle to screen and refer children to services in the state.  At this point the program has seen significant growth, but the State recognizes it has not been well supported with resources and therefore needs to be improved.  Because there is no available baseline for comparison data, the target increases year to year are to be determined.
It is unclear what comprehensive approach will be used to increase ELD programs knowledge and practices in social-emotional development.  Trauma Informed Care-TIC is a proposed strategy, but the description of it focuses on children and families experiencing significant risk from community violence or family abuse and neglect.  These are important issues for providers to be aware of and understand how respond, but it is unclear how this approach promotes optimal social-emotional development in young children. 

	(C)(4) Engaging and supporting families
	20
	10

	(C)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

The State has a somewhat clear plan to engage and support families of high needs children.  While the plan is mostly reflected in a few programs, it is rooted in established standards.  The revised TQRIS system will require all programs to participate in the Strengthening Families workshops (the core element of family engagement) and there are some examples (e.g. Better Together Communities) of existing programs designed to support parents and respectfully engage them in their communities. 
The State has a plan to increase the number of professionals in the State trained in family engagement strategies but it is not clear what percentage of these will be Early Childhood Educators vs other professionals that may only see families on a periodic basis.  The State also notes the definition of family engagement from Head Start but does not offer any evidence of how they will transmit and inculcate the definition into programs.  Moreover, when the revised TQRIS comes online, it will be the first time in the state that programs must focus on family engagement.  The State also notes that the number of available family leaders is insufficient but they offer no plan to cultivate leaders and advocates in high needs communities.  Taken together, it appears that the state will continue to support existing family engagement programs at an expanded rate.  
 


D. A Great Early Childhood Education Workforce

	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(1) Developing a Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework and a progression of credentials
	40
	25

	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

The State has a strong Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework with five core areas aimed at child school readiness and whole-child and family well being.  Spark holds the interaction between the state departments and higher education institutions through an ongoing committee with representatives from various agencies and institutions.  There are clearly demonstrated interactions and common work amongst these partners. The State notes that they will need to crosswalk current competency documents in order to draft core competencies for all disciplines.  They go on to discuss working with certifying boards and institutions of high education for adoption of the new framework, so institutions can align coursework to it.  This is a critical component of the work and it was not clear what authority or incentives the Lead Agency has to ensure that degree granting institutions will in fact align their coursework in a timely manner.
The State has a plan through the discussed policy blueprint document to prepare to convene institutions in aligning to the State Framework, but does not explain in detail any plans or incentives to actually align to the State Framework.  


E. Measuring Outcomes and Progress

	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(1) Understanding the status of children at kindergarten entry
	20
	7

	(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

There were significant gaps in the explanation of the plan to develop and implement a kindergarten readiness assessment.  It was not clear what number or percentage of schools would be implementing after a four year period.  It was also unclear how the technical assistance for using the eventual assessment would be delivered to kindergarten teachers and no cost estimate could be identified. Finally, there was no discussion of using current federal or state funds to support district use of the assessment.  
At this point the Standards and Kindergarten Entry Assessment are not aligned. The State is beginning to investigate what assessment would best fit the State's needs and meet the essential domains of school readiness. Ostensibly, if this process is completed the assessment would be valid and reliable as well as culturally appropriate.
The State proposes to engage with 20 schools a year for the four years of the grant to train kindergarten teachers in intensive professional development on kindergarten readiness indicators.  The State goes on to explain that local districts will be engaged to determine if these assessments can be continued through existing district infrastructure.  Because of this, it is difficult to ascertain the sustainability of Kindergarten Entry Assessments given what appears to be a local control context where KEA has not been significantly vetted.  

	(E)(2) Building or enhancing an early learning data system
	20
	11

	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

 

The articulated plan to continue development of an integrated data system is very ambitious, and ultimately achievable because of critical initial steps that have been taken by the State prior to this competition.  The data from several key early childhood programs are already being integrated at the state level and legislation has been passed to allow the unique student identifier to interface with early childhood programs.  From the application it is not clear if this potential new system has all the Essential Data Elements.  Ostensibly, the system would enable uniform collection and sharing of the elements between Participating Agencies, but there is little evidence to ascertain the likelihood of agency cooperation (e.g. exchange, common structures, formats and definitions) because the State has yet to establish the Data Governance Advisory Committee or any agreements between Agencies to collaborate on data practices.  Therefore, it cannot be ascertained from this section if information would be generated in a timely, relevant and accessible manner for programs to focus on continuous improvement or for stakeholders and community members to have actionable information.  
This is critical to long term alignment across early childhood and k-12 education.  At this point, the State has a vision, goals and requires one time resources to build out the eventual system. 


Competitive Preference Priorities

	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 2: Including all Early Learning and Development Programs in the TQRIS
	10
	9

	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

With the notable exception of Head Start, it seems that the State has significant reach to licensed programs with licensure as the floor for the current and revised TQRIS.  Efforts to include Head Start in the revised system were adequately explained in the application and are achievable. 

	Competitive Priority 3: Understanding Status of Children’s Learning and Development at Kindergarten Entry
	10
	0

	

	Competitive Priority 4: Creating Preschool through Third Grade Approaches to Sustain Improved Early Learning Outcomes through the Early Elementary Grades
	10
	4

	Competitive Priority 4 Reviewer Comments: 

There are several promising initiatives in this section, but the First School teacher professional learning system directly targets and addresses the needs of the most vulnerable students in the K-12 educational setting.  The State points out that the approaches in First School are beneficial to all children but were developed with special populations in mind. The approach the State is proposing is innovative, focused in communities with the greatest need, and derived from a focus on ensuring equitable opportunity for low income students, students of color, and non-native English speakers.
The State does describe how First School will interface with and enhance the K-3 standards (Common Core) in targeted communities with Title 1 schools, but it does not discuss how First School will impact or be aligned with the State Early Learning Standards.
The State broadly addresses behavioral and developmental needs through the First School initiative, but does not address health needs or how this approach will directly or indirectly influence parents' ability to address these various needs.
The State does explain how First School will function as a teacher professional development strategy focused on pedagogy, developmentally appropriate content and some strategies for behavioral and developmental needs for children preschool to third grade.
The State does not describe in detail any model systems of collaboration between ELD programs and elementary schools to engage and support families in transitions and schooling continuums.
The State does not directly address building or enhancing data systems to monitor child development in this section.
 

	Competitive Priority 5: Addressing the Needs of Children in Rural Areas
	5
	0

	Competitive Priority 5 Reviewer Comments: 

There was very little in the response that was different from already proposed projects in previous sections.  While those projects may have an impact on children and families in rural areas, the direct connection and evidence for such a claim was largely missing.  


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

	Priority 1: Absolute Priority -- Promoting School Readiness for Children with High Needs
	 
	Not Met

	Absolute Priority Reviewer Comments: 

The State has the beginnings of a robust system of early learning and development that could increase school readiness and school success if comprehensively implemented.  However, from this application it is clear that the State is either in the beginning stages of developing critical components of a successful State Plan or, has not yet developed and implemented critical components of a State Plan.  For example, the Early Learning Standards, which are at the core of a successful State Plan, have just been developed and are under final review.  Because they are not yet implemented throughout a complex system of delivery, it is very difficult to ascertain whether or not these Standards will be embraced and properly implemented in classrooms, the TQRIS, and institutions of teacher preparation.  The State is also in the beginning stages of exploring how they will measure child school readiness at Kindergarten.  This includes finding the appropriate assessment, determining the effectiveness of it, connecting it to Early Learning Standards that are still under final review, and working with school districts on an implementation plan.  It does not seem feasible to accomplish all of these tasks in the grant period.  Taken together, these factors make it difficult to achieve Absolute Priority 1.
 

	Total
	315
	173




Race to the Top - Early Learning Challenge

Technical Review Form

Application #1006NH-4 for New Hampshire, Office of the Governor

A. Successful State Systems

	 
	Available
	Score

	(A)(1) Demonstrating past commitment to early learning and development
	20
	10

	(A)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

State early childhood efforts have been fragmented with recent initiatives (2011) working to address a more coherent approach.  Sustained effort is evident since 2005.  The narrative documents legislative and policy efforts addressing specific issues in the areas of personnel credentials and qualifications, financial incentives supporting access to programs, and mandatory kindergarten. 

The work of the state’s early childhood advisory council (SparkNH, established in 2011) documents efforts toward building a more coherent and comprehensive system for early childhood.  This systemic approach to enhancing the State’s early learning system is documented by the following elements: a strategic plan for early childhood, a statewide needs assessment, a report on early childhood data integration, and the alignment of the early learning standards with the national standards and the state’s common core.   

The State’s fiscal investment in early childhood has been stable or declining, in part affected by the economic recession. Table A(1)4 documented the overall declining trend in funding as well as the reallocation of State funds to support the administrative policy changes in the child care scholarship system.  The State’s strategic decisions in the redesign of the childcare scholarship system mitigated the impact of the overall reduction in funding on access for the most vulnerable populations and are reflected in the trend of increased funding for Child Care Development Fund (CCDF). 

Although the narrative adequately described the basis for the negative funding trend and mitigating actions, no projections for future funding, legislative commitment, or assessment of current/projected factors impacting state funding streams for early learning were addressed.  The narrative did not address the context for the reduction to 0 of the state supplement to Early Head Start and Head Start or the 0 contributions for children with disabilities 3-kindergarten entry.  It is difficult to fully assess the level of investment, or more specifically, the state’s commitment for these populations without this context.

Comparison of the data in Table (A)(1)-1 and (A)(1)-2 with Table (A)(1)-3 indicates that approximately 28% of the state’s children with high needs are participating in early learning and development programs.  The narrative does not address the significant gap in participation.  Table (A)(1)-5 documents a stable pattern in the number of children participating in early childhood programs with the exception of a significant decline for children served in programs receiving CCDF funds in 2011 and maintained through 2013.  This decline is inconsistent with the policy changes initiated to mitigate the impact of the economic recession.  Participation numbers appear high and stable during the wait list period (2009 and 2010) with a significant drop at the end of the wait list period (2011).  The application narrative does not address the context for the decline reflected by the data.

The application narrative and Tables (A)(1)-6 to (A)(1)-13 document significant gaps in the building blocks supporting a comprehensive early childhood system.  The following elements are developed:  early learning and development standards, a tiered quality rating and improvement system (TQRIS), family engagement strategies, early childhood educator credentials.  Of these elements, the credentialing system is the most extensively developed as evidenced by a progression of child care licensure and teacher certification.  The comprehensive assessment system and family engagement strategies are limited to use by programs such as Head Start and Parts C/B of IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act), which have federal mandates for inclusion of these elements.  The state does not have a common statewide Kindergarten Entry Assessment or integrated data system.  Weaknesses in the data system are apparent within the data collected in the individual agencies, and particularly, lack of interoperability within and across agencies. 

The application did not provide a clear picture of the specific population of high needs children the plan will address.  The narrative did not provide a definition of the proposed high need population.  Tables (A)(1)-1 and  (A)(1)-2 identify children with high needs including special populations.  However, there appears to be an inconsistency between the numbers for children who are English learners and the population of Hispanic children participating in early learning and development programs – Table (A)(1)-2 identified 7 English learners birth through 5 compared with approximately 2,000 children identified in Table (A)(1)-3b as participating in Early Head Start, Head Start, and early learning and development programs receiving funds from the State’s CCDF or Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

	(A)(2) Articulating the State's rationale for its early learning and development reform agenda and goals
	20
	5

	(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

The narrative does not provide a coherent picture of a comprehensive early learning and development reform agenda designed to meet the stated overall goal of a seamless system for early childhood. The stated goals represent specific outcomes across a broad range of activities rather than articulating the coherent structure for a reform agenda that builds on the prior work of SparkNH and the recently developed comprehensive strategic plan.  The plan’s fragmentation is evident in 21 unrelated outcome statements of varying levels of specificity and addressing a range of isolated needs.  Supporting examples include:  (1) a governance structure at the state and regional levels seamlessly meeting the needs of pregnant women and children birth through grade 3 and their families, promoting early childhood policies and practices and coordinating program and services by reducing silos and increasing efficiency; (2) a 50% increase in the number of pre-service programs offering high quality field experiences;  (3) 25 families receive family leadership and advocacy program certificates or (4) 100% of providers share a common definition of program quality.  Linkage of the outcome statements to the overall goal of building a seamless early childhood system as stated in the narrative or to the weaknesses/current status of system components (A1) is not apparent or adequately addressed in the narrative. 

The large number of outcome statements (21) represents an ambitious set of goals.  Projected outcomes related to the TQRIS are achievable and will positively impact program quality statewide.  However, the resulting fragmentation of effort in the overall agenda and limitations of the proposed plans negatively impacts the degree to which the identified goals may be achieved.  Table NH: A2 outlines the State’s framework for its reform agenda, “Children: The Bedrock Plan”, by aligning 10 proposed projects with the related outcome statements (State Plan Goals) and the grant competition criteria.  However, it is not apparent from the plan’s content and the accompanying narrative why the projects were chosen or how they represent the right approach to enhance the coordination and alignment of the early childhood system to achieve program quality and child outcomes. 

The narrative provided an incomplete rationale for the State’s choice of the focused investment areas C, D and E.  The single listing of 8 reasons for selecting these areas significantly weakened the response to this criterion.  Although valid, the reasons were not all applicable to every area selected based on the current status of development or implementation or importance in achieving the proposed integrated system.The narrative provided an incomplete rationale for the State’s choice of the focused investment areas C, D and E.  The single listing of 8 reasons for selecting these areas significantly weakened the response to this criterion.  Although valid, the reasons were not all applicable to every area selected based on the current status of development or implementation or importance in achieving the proposed integrated system.

	(A)(3) Aligning and coordinating work across the State
	10
	7

	(A)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

The memorandum of understanding (MOU) and proposed newly organized Interagency Early Childhood Team and support the interagency coordination and collaboration between DOE and DHHS that is critical to resolution of the weaknesses of the current system and supports development of a comprehensive and seamless system for early childhood.  The signed MOU addresses the governance issues and structure required for implementation of the proposed plan.  Responsibilities, decision-making authority, and collaboration and conflict resolution expectations are clearly delineated.  The narrative documents a clear method and process for decision making and resolving disputes that is guided by federal and state regulations as appropriate, a collaborative decision process, and agency administrative resolution.

Weaknesses in the governance structure are the magnitude of responsibilities of the Bedrock Administrator and inconsistency in the representation of the administrative reporting lines.  The weaknesses directly impact the achievement of the proposed goals. The plan proposes a single individual to manage the multifaceted reform agenda and the contracted work for seven projects. The narrative does not address the areas of authority and oversight associated with this role.  It is not clear what management decisions and changes the administrator has the authority to make in implementing the plan or subcomponents.  The governance relationship of Bedrock administrator and the administrators in the Department of Education and Department of Health and Human Services is not clearly addressed.  The administrator’s reporting lines are not consistent across Figures 1 and 2.  Figure 2 identifies a direct reporting line to both Commissioners of Education and Health and Human Services while Figure 1 identifies the reporting line only to the Department of Education.    

The scope of work for each agency aligns with specific implementation projects that are appropriate to their administrative and collaborative areas of responsibility.  Creation of the interagency early childhood team, with representatives from each agency, ensures effective communication, oversight and accountability of the plan’s implementation across agency boundaries. Such oversight and accountability are important given the extensive scope of the implementation plan’s projected activities and reliance on a contractual model to meet project goals. The proposed governance structure establishes an effective base for long-term sustainability for effective implementation of the State’s comprehensive early childhood plan and future SparkNH initiatives.  Although Spark NH is identified in Figure 1 in an advisory capacity, the mechanism for input and interface of the Spark NH initiatives and the projected efforts are not clearly addressed.  

The strategic decision to designate a single fiscal agent demonstrates an understanding of the complexity of the proposed plan and a contractual implementation model.  However, the MOU does not address fiscal leveraging of existing funds to support the plan.

Letters of support documented the overall commitment to early childhood initiatives in the State by a range of key stakeholders.  Involvement of appropriate stakeholder groups is evident in the individual project implementation plans. Letters of support documented involvement in the preparation of the application and continuing commitments from critical partners.  Engagement of the SparkNH in an advisory capacity and the responsibilities identified in Table A(3)-1 ensures broad input and involvement across areas of the plan’s work scope and monitoring of the congruence of efforts for establishing a comprehensive and seamless system.

	(A)(4) Developing a budget to implement and sustain the work
	15
	5

	(A)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

The application provides limited evidence of how funds will be leveraged and commitment of funding streams beyond the RTTELC grant.  The exception is the alignment of increased CCDF and TANF funding with the implementation goals for the Granite State Stars to the Summit (GSSS), the state’s TQRIS.  The MOUs and letters of support do not address the leveraging of resources.  Table A4-1 documented continuing support of early childhood efforts through federal, discretionary grant, and private support.  The projected funding levels remain constant across the period of the grant.  The infrastructure created through Spark NH and enhanced by the Early Learning Challenge grant activities is an effective mechanism for supporting collaboration and leveraging of funding across early childhood initiatives.  However, such opportunities to leverage funds with the proposed initiatives to enhance early childhood efforts are not addressed.   State appropriation support is not reflected in Table A4 or discussed in the narrative.  Implementation of the plan relies heavily on funding provided by the RTTELC grant and other federal funding streams.

The budget allocations align with the priorities stated in the narrative – strengthening and expanding participation in the GSSS, exploration of an integrated data system, and sustaining outcomes through the early elementary grades.  Approximately 73% of the total grant request supports these initiatives.  The budget is adequate to support the core of the State Plan – the TQRIS.  Costs are reasonable and necessary to achieve the stated goals for the TQRIS.  The level of quality in this plan further supports the potential for significant impact.  However, concerns are raised in other areas of the proposed reform agenda,  specifically the extent to which the costs in the budget are reasonable and are related to the design and significance of the activities to the overall goals. 

The justification and documentation of expenditures for the other projects are not sufficient to support the identified expenditures.  The rationale for substantive project evaluation (Project 2) and public awareness (Project 3) for impacting the overall goals of the plan is not established.  For example, neither elements of a high quality plan for grant evaluation nor the rationale for contracting public awareness activities is addressed.  The centrality of these projects to the overall state plan has not been documented. 

Allocations are identified in the budget narrative for the following projects:  Project 5 Early Learning and Development Outcomes, Project 6 Family Engagement, Project 7 Early Childhood Workforce and Project 8 Kindergarten Entry Status.  However, how the monies will be spent is not addressed in this section or evident from the application’s narrative description in addressing the related criteria. 

Inconsistencies are evident between the budget and application narratives/ implementation plans (Appendices) for Project 9 Integrated Data System and Project 10 Pre-K-Grade 3 Approaches.  Inconsistencies include (1) activities and associated expenditures in the budget narrative not addressed in the criterion/project narrative (Project 10) and (2) yearly costs do not reflect the implementation timeline for Project 9. 

The application proposes a contractual model for managing and implementing the 10 projects comprising the State Plan. Administrative and other costs associated with these contractual arrangements are not identified in the budget narratives.

Budget Table 1-1 documents $382,100 or 1% of the total grant request distributed for local implementation of the State Plan compared to 94% for contractual services for this project.  The narrative does not provide sufficient detail of the strategy for support of local inter- and intra-agency efforts to improve coordination and care or link this activity to the State Plan.  10% of the annual amount supports contractual services associated with marketing and technical assistance for the PORTAL webpage.  The relationship of this activity to local implementation of the Plan is not sufficiently documented.              

The $1,540,00 and $1,107,363 in subgrants to early learning providers and programs to encourage participation and tiered reimbursement quality awards were not identified in Table 1-1 as documentation of the amount of funding devoted to local implementation of the plan.  These funds were reflected in contractual services in Table 1-1 and not addressed in the application narrative addressing this element of the criterion.

Interagency collaboration is critical for addressing the challenges of developing a seamless early childhood system.  How the grant governance structure will be institutionalized or restructured is not addressed.  A clear plan beyond the grant-related collaboration in the MOUs is not addressed. 

The current status of full participation by ELDPs, the ambitious performance measure targets to move programs to higher tiers, quality improvement incentives supported by continuation of regulatory changes and funding commitment for child care scholarships ensure that the goal to implement the revised GSSS will be met.  However, the application does not address how the infrastructure developed for intensive technical assistance, teacher incentives, and quality awards will be sustained beyond the period of grant funding.  The ongoing funding for continued technical assistance supporting program quality and the growth in the number of children served in top tier programs is not reflected in the budget. 


B. High-Quality, Accountable Programs

	 
	Available
	Score

	(B)(1) Developing and adopting a common, statewide Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement System
	10
	10

	(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

The application presents a sound plan to re-conceptualize its approach to program rating and improvement and develop a set of program standards focused on what will have the greatest impact on child outcomes.  A solid rationale is provided for the need and approach to current TQRIS revision efforts. 

Program standards documented in Appendix A5 address all of the required areas.  The standards are measurable and reflect high expectations.  The revision is based on NAEYC and benchmarks published by the Office of Child Care.  Review of Appendix A5 documented that level criteria are measurable and reflect both quantitative and/or qualitative changes as appropriate for the program standard addressed.  The plan for revision addresses weaknesses in the program areas included, on-site evaluation, use of valid assessments, alignment with early learning standards, and closer integration with national standards.

The application narrative presents a clear process for revising the existing child care licensing standards to form a more effective foundation for the revised TQRIS.  Some weaknesses of the current standards in relation to the required TQIS program standard area have been identified in the application; the plan calls for further review and revision of the licensing standards within the context of the revised TQRIS, appropriate stakeholder input, and submission for legislative adoption by the end of 2015.  The timeline is realistic given the current status and projected revision of the GSSS.

	(B)(2) Promoting participation in the State's Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement System
	15
	12

	(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

With 100% of licensed early learning and development programs participating in the current TQRIS, the proposed plan identifies several strategies to encourage movement to higher tiers in the current system and incentives for inclusion of exempt programs service children with disabilities.  Effective strategies include (1) a cross-walk between the revised program standards and Head Start and Early Head Start standards, (2) quality incentive awards associated with CCDF child care scholarships funding, and alignment between Part B/619 initiatives and child care licensing.  The plan incorporates previously successful strategies implemented to mitigate the impact of the economic recession on access to care and the provision of quality care.  These strategies included increased payment rates to 50th percentile of market rate, reduction in the amount of family co-pays, increased family eligibility, and the tying of quality incentive awards to payment rates for programs accepting child care scholarships.

The state has a high level of participation in the current TQRIS system at the initial tier of child care licensure, thus performance measures do not project increased participation in the system.    However, the policy exemption from child care licensure for public schools appears to create a barrier for public school-based preschool programs participation in the TQRIS with particular impact on children receiving Part B/619 services in these settings.  While the narrative sets a goal of increased participation of these latter programs, the policy issue is not addressed. 

Performance measures for (B)(2)(c) do not accurately reflect the stated goal to increase for Part B and public school preschool participation.  Two inconsistencies are identified between the narrative and the performance measures in (B)(2)(c) for the baseline and target data for programs funded by IDEA, Part B/619.  (1) The application narrative states that none of the public school-based Part B/619 classrooms or regular early childhood public preschools participates in the current GSSS.  Yet the performance measures identify 101 programs as the baseline measure. (2) The narrative estimates that 25 public preschool programs serving children receiving Part B services will be licensed at the end of the grant and thus eligible for Tier 1 of the GSSS.  However, the projected targets for programs funded by Part B are remain at the baseline number of 101.  Although these public school programs are exempt from licensure and thus, participation in the GSSS, the inclusion of this type of early learning and development program is inconsistent across the Tables and performance measures.  A complete picture of the early learning and development program landscape in the state is not clear as a result of these inconsistencies.

	(B)(3) Rating and monitoring Early Learning and Development Programs
	15
	11

	(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

Consistent with the plan’s goal to increase program quality through movement of programs to higher tiers, an effective process for initiating progression to higher tiers and ongoing monitoring was detailed, including the number of trained evaluators, level of inter-rater reliability, selection of observation classrooms, on-site monitoring and continuous improvement reporting cycles.  The selection criteria and process used to determine the program evaluation instruments (Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale, Infant/Toddler Environmental Rating Scale and the Classroom Assessment Scoring System) were not addressed.  Although recognized as valid instruments and appropriate for monitoring program quality, the basis for their selection and use within the GSSS is not documented.   

The narrative describes a multi-level dissemination plan for increased assess to licensure and program quality information to parents and the public.  Beyond the program level, the websites selected and/or projected for development represent effective venues for parents and others interested in program quality.  Although GSSS ratings and relative scores are to be included, the degree to which this information will be in language understood by families and in a format that facilitates decision-making is not addressed.  Data in Table (A)(1)(3) documented a heterogeneous demographic profile of children participating in early learning and development programs.  However, dissemination strategies did not address this potential family diversity, particularly the large Hispanic population in early learning and development programs. The inclusion of key stakeholders including families in potential activities supporting these website initiatives has not been addressed.

	(B)(4) Promoting access to high-quality Early Learning and Development Programs
	20
	16

	(B)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

The state’s plan proposes an effective model to encourage and support program movement to higher tiers in the revised GSSS that leads to achievement of the project outcomes of increased program quality.  The proposed GSSS revision strengthens the standards for the initial preparatory level (the tier beyond the eligibility requirement of child care licensure) and aligns the requirements in this tier to support progression to subsequent tiers (3-5).  The plan provides intensive technical assistance across two years for two cohort groups of center-based programs and one family home-based program.  The proposed multiple incentives will be effective in supporting initial participation and tier progression; these incentives include (1) higher child care subsidy rates for movement through the tiers, (2) grant funded financial incentives for achieving the preparatory level; (3) tuition assistance for ECE in the designated cohorts; and (4) differential quality award levels for movement to tiers, 3, 4 and 5.   

Membership in the Seacoast Early Learning Alliance, a shared service organization, was documented as a successful model for improving quality through cost-savings and reinvestment. The proposed RTTELC grant funded first year membership and the potential cost-savings are effective incentives for participation in the GSSS.  The proposed plan aligns various membership benefits with the levels of the revised GSSS tiers, with full benefits for programs in the top tiers.  Although an effective strategy for encouraging participation in the revised GSSS, the capacity of programs to maintain membership beyond this initial support is not addressed.  Such capacity could be critical for continuing support of the implemented quality efforts and realization of the cost-savings for reinvestment.    

The narrative identifies several policies that effectively increase families’ access to high quality programs.  Beyond the high child care subsidies, the CCDF child care scholarships support full day programming for children enrolled in Head Start and child care centers.  This policy guarantees full-day care when Head Start is not in session.  

The plan sets ambitious goals for moving programs into the revised system at tier 2 and movement to succeeding levels.  The high level of program participation in the current system, its alignment of the initial levels of the revised system, and the well-developed plan for support and incentives support achievement of the identified performance measures.

	(B)(5) Validating the State’s Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement System
	15
	3

	(B)(5) Reviewer Comments: 

The narrative proposes a two phase validation process.  However, critical components of a high quality plan for validation of the effectiveness of the revised GSSS are not evident.  The narrative provides limited documentation of the process to be used and the individuals responsible for phase one.  The application identifies that an independent evaluator will be hired to develop a validation study proposal.  However, the relationship between the validation study proposal and the validation process as outlined is not clearly addressed.  The proposed phase two validation plan does not specify critical elements of the study such as research questions, sampling methodology, instrumentation, criteria used to determine these measures, and statistical analysis.


C. Promoting Early Learning and Development Outcomes for Children

	 
	Available
	Score

	(C)(1) Developing and using statewide, high-quality Early Learning and Development Standards
	20
	10

	(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

The narrative states standards were published in 2005 and a draft of recent revisions are under review.  However, a copy of the full set of standards was not provided with the application.  The excerpt containing the language and emergent literacy standards was not sufficient to verify that the essential domains are covered or that the standards are developmentally, culturally and linguistically appropriate.  Evidence of the cross-walk of the standards, the Kindergarten Readiness Indicators and the K-3 curriculum was not provided. 

The current review for depth, difficulty, progression and alignment with the kindergarten indicators supports the strengthening of the standards as a basis for a high quality TQRIS.  The draft excerpt illustrates alignment with the kindergarten readiness indicators and standards for 4-5 year olds.

Table B1-1 documents use of the current standards across all program types in the current TQRIS system including the initial child care licensure.  However, the narrative does not present a clear plan for insuring adoption of the revised standards across these program entities.  The revised TQRIS levels while more explicit in defining expectations does not document substantive incorporation of the learning standards into program standards or tier differentiation – (1) use of the standards is not an explicit requirement across all tiers (i.e., alignment of curriculum with the ELD standards beginning tier 3), and (2) only 80% of teaching staff are required to complete all of the ELS training modules for the highest tier (Tier 5).  These latter two factors do not provide evidence that the early learning standards will be adopted and used even in top tier programs.   A systematic and comprehensive plan for adoption by the appropriate state agencies, dissemination of the revised standards to ELD programs, and commitment to adoption was not addressed.

	(C)(3) Identifying and addressing health, behavioral, and developmental needs
	20
	8

	(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: 

The narrative documents expected compliance beyond federal and state health and safety requirements in the draft GSSS. Tiers 2-5 document the expectation of compliance with increasing numbers of health and safety standards specified in the National Resource Center for Health and Safety in Child Care and Early Education (NRC) publication, Stepping Stones to Caring for Our Children.  It is not apparent from the documentation that all of the elements identified in the criterion are appropriately addressed or addressed at a depth to indicate an appropriate progression.  Standards in Appendix A5 do not address social and emotional development, family involvement and capacity building or health literacy among parents.  The application does not provide a plan to strengthen the standards in these areas. There is no assurance in the GSSS process that the standards on health promotion or developmental screening incorporated in the NRC document will be addressed as programs move through the GSSS tiers. 

The application proposes to support ECE in meeting the health needs standards through the intensive targeted TA provided to assist programs move through the GSSS tiers and programs provided by CCR&R.  However, numbers of staff to be trained is not provided or projected.  A plan for deriving these data is not addressed.     

The application documents a strong record of promoting healthy eating habits, nutrition, physical activity and family engagement through the Let’s Grow!NH project and previous I am Moving, I am Learning initiative.  The relationship of the proposed CACFP program to supporting healthy habits at home is not addressed.  A component of the current application buildings on these strong statewide initiatives to coordinate the multiple state initiatives and facilitate their integration into ELD program policy and practice.  Appendix C3 describes an implementation plan and performance measures for this initiative.  The performance measures are ambitious yet achievable due to the experience of the previous initiatives.  However, a weakness in the proposed implementation plan is the limited detail provided for key activities.                                        

No data was provided for the performance measures to increase the number of children screened, referred for follow-up and participating in on-going health care.  The application narrative proposes a plan to build upon the State’s current initiative for universal screening and support further development of the Watch Me Grow system.  The system is providing screening in all state regions and initial data entered into the system.  The application’s rationale for the lack of data was the inability of the current system to track subgroups of children screened.  Although the narrative states plans to modify the system to collect data on children with high needs, the methodology for defining children with high needs was not addressed.  Data from other sources such as EPSDT, Child Find, children receiving Medicaid, well-child initiatives have not been tapped to establish an initial estimate of baseline data. 

The narrative did not address how resources would be leveraged to promote healthy eating habits, improved nutrition, increased physical activity or health literacy for parents and children.

The application’s trauma-informed care training and support approach is valid for a specific population of high risk children and families; however, it does not provide the basis for addressing the comprehensive nature of social emotional development in children birth – grade 3. 

Appendix C7 documents a reasonable implementation plan and ambitious yet achievable performance measures.  Successful implementation will increase the capacity of ELDP staff to address this specific area of children’s mental health.  However, the application does not document a comprehensive approach to increasing capacity and improving the quality of programs to support and address the social and emotional development of children birth to 5. 

Overall weaknesses in addressing this criterion were the limited detail for key activities in the implementation plans and the proposed methodology for gathering or estimating data. 

	(C)(4) Engaging and supporting families
	20
	8

	(C)(4) Reviewer Comments: 

The narrative documents strengthening the use of the validated Strengthening Families approach in the revised GSSS through required training and demonstration of strategies to build protective factors for progression to higher tiers.  The implementation plan for TQRIS training and intensive technical assistance documents a series of effective activities and achievable benchmarks.

A weakness in the program standards is the lack of explicit emphasis on providing culturally and linguistically appropriate information and support to families.   Data in Table A13 documents a heterogeneous demographic profile of children participating in the State’s ELD programs.  However, the narrative does not provide expanded documentation of the degree to which the standards address cultural and linguistic appropriate engagement.                                           

The narrative does not provide an effective description of how existing resources will be used to promote family support and engagement statewide.  Table C1 summarizes projected family engagement activities using a range of state initiatives.  Although each initiative, training, or intervention strategy supports family engagement, the key elements in the criterion are not addressed.  The narrative fails to address the leveraging and coordination of key resources in the state to address this criterion.  Given the overall goal of the application to facilitate increased collaboration and build a seamless system, the failure to address leveraging system resources, such as home visiting, resource centers, Part C service providers is a weakness.  Comparison of the budget and the project activities listed in Table C1 document expenditure of grant funds rather than a leveraging of resources. 

The activities identified in the narrative and implementation plans meet a range of identified needs yet minimally address the weakness in the state’s ELD programs use of family engagement strategies identified in Table A1-9.  Documentation identifies only programs with federal mandates such as Part C and Early Head Start/Head Start using a range of effective family engagement strategies.  Expansion of the use of family engagement strategies is focused on the progressive implementation of the Strengthening Families approach in the GSSS.  It is a validated approach that specifically addresses building protective factors in families.  However, how the State would implement the broader range of family engagement strategies found in high quality early learning and development programs and reflected in programs under IDEA and Head Start mandates are not addressed in the proposed plan.


D. A Great Early Childhood Education Workforce

	 
	Available
	Score

	(D)(1) Developing a Workforce Knowledge and Competency Framework and a progression of credentials
	40
	22

	(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

New Hampshire has a workforce knowledge and competency framework (WKCF).  A crosswalk of the WKCF and the elements of the program definition of an effective, high quality framework documented the alignment of key elements. The framework excerpt on communication covered competencies appropriate for early learning and development and reflected a progression of knowledge and skills levels.  However, a copy of the full framework content was not provided with the application.  This omission limited the degree to which the comprehensiveness and progression of levels could be validated. 

The relationship of the proposed plan to develop a common, statewide WKCF as outlined in the state’s early childhood strategic plan and the documented framework is not clear and appears contradictory.  The rationale for and linkage of the core common competencies to be drafted to the current framework is not addressed.  Clarification of the relationship of the proposed work to the current framework, the approval and adoption process, and the early childhood educators impacted would provide a clearer picture of the feasibility and effectiveness of the proposed activities on implementation of a common, statewide framework.

Appendix A6 documented the career lattices for EC teacher, master teacher, and master professional including workshop trainer, faculty, individual mentor, program consultant and allied professional.   The table of contents from the NH Early Childhood Professional Development System guide published by the Division of Children, Youth and Families documented a comprehensive system of progressive credential lattices for family child care, early childhood teacher, early childhood master teacher, early childhood administrator, early childhood master professional and infant and toddler credential endorsement.  Samples of the credential lattices indicated a progression of appropriate qualifications across the levels within a specific lattice.  The proposed plan to align the DCYF and DOE early childhood education teacher and early childhood special education teacher certificates to create a common statewide progression of credentials and degrees directly supports the overall goal of a seamless system.  A plan of action for this alignment was not addressed.  The table of contents references core knowledge areas; however, the lack of accompanying text or inclusion of the introduction to the document weakens the application’s documentation of alignment with the framework.

A feasible and effective plan for engaging post-secondary institutions and other professional development providers in aligning professional development opportunities with the framework is proposed.  The plan builds on work in the strategic plan developed by SparkNH, identifies key collaborators, and proposes a series of activities and timelines that will lead to effective implementation and achievement of the anticipated outcomes.


E. Measuring Outcomes and Progress

	 
	Available
	Score

	(E)(1) Understanding the status of children at kindergarten entry
	20
	4

	(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: 

The proposed plan to develop a statewide Kindergarten Entry Assessment is based on an assessment system aligned with the current NH Kindergarten Readiness Indicators.  Although the narrative states that the indicators align with the revised early learning standards, the application provided only the introductory page to the Kindergarten Readiness Indicators and an excerpt from the early learning and development standards.   This documentation is not sufficient to assess alignment or the degree to which the essential domains of school readiness are covered. 

The extent to which the proposed plan will yield a common statewide assessment system will be developed is not clearly documented.   The expected outcomes of the RFP process do not clearly differentiate a common assessment system required statewide or a set of assessment systems from which districts will have a choice.  The relationship of the identified evidence based instruments appropriate for use with children with disabilities to the common assessment system is not addressed.

An implementation plan identifying specific activities and timelines is not addressed in the application.  The requirements and criteria for selection of the request for proposal, timelines for vendor selection, initial training and strategy for selection of the 20 schools receiving training, and school year for initial implementation are not addressed.  The phased implementation goal of 20 schools in each of the four years of the project does not appear to meet full implementation statewide by the end of the project.

The application does address how the kindergarten readiness entry data will be reported in the statewide longitudinal data system or the proposed integrated data system.

The development and implementation of the kindergarten entry assessment is totally supported by funds under the RTTELC grant.  The proposal narrative and budget documented this source and  level of funding.  Funding from other sources is not addressed in the narrative, budget or budget narrative. 

	(E)(2) Building or enhancing an early learning data system
	20
	10

	(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: 

The proposed plan builds on Spark NH’s comprehensive early childhood strategic plan and the detailed blueprint for an integrated data system.  The blueprint lays out a high quality plan for designing an integrated system.  How this document informs the proposed process is not addressed. 

The proposed plan establishes a data governance advisory committee with oversight for addressing issues such as data governance, privacy and the appropriate use of data.  This structure and process will be effective in providing a framework for continuing collaboration across agencies in the use and maintenance of the integrated data system.  The narrative and Appendix E1 document a comprehensive process for moving the state toward more integrated data systems.  The emphasis in the proposed plan is an integrated system across DHHS programs.  While the efforts are detailed for the DHHS early childhood longitudinal data system, the interface and integration with data from the DOE early childhood and early childhood special education programs is not clear.  The interface of the DOE and DHHS systems is not adequately addressed to ensure a system that aligns with and is interoperable with the State’s Longitudinal Data System.

The application narrative does not address several elements of the criterion – the extent, to which current and the proposed systems contain the essential data elements, mechanisms and policies for uniform data collection by agencies with DHHS and DOE, or the development of common data standards across the two agencies, and generation of program level data.


Competitive Preference Priorities

	 
	Available
	Score

	Competitive Priority 2: Including all Early Learning and Development Programs in the TQRIS
	10
	8

	Competitive Priority 2 Reviewer Comments: 

Table B2c documents 100% participation of licensed programs in the current TQRIS.  This percentage will be maintained with the adoption of the revised GSSS, as licensure is the initial tier.

In addition to increasing the quality of current and new programs through the revised GSSS implementation, the plan includes a strategy for encouraging participation of currently exempt programs providing Part B services in public preschools.  However, the proposed strategy to have the Part B coordinator align funding initiatives with DHHS standards is not documented in the MOU.  Strategies or processes for addressing the related policy and licensure issues are not identified.

	Competitive Priority 3: Understanding Status of Children’s Learning and Development at Kindergarten Entry
	10
	0

	

	Competitive Priority 4: Creating Preschool through Third Grade Approaches to Sustain Improved Early Learning Outcomes through the Early Elementary Grades
	10
	2

	Competitive Priority 4 Reviewer Comments: 

Three separate initiatives were proposed to sustain early learning outcomes into the early elementary grades.  The relationship of these areas of emphasis to improvement of the overall quality, and alignment and continuity of teaching and learning from preschool through 3rd grade into the early elementary grades is not addressed. Lack of an integrated data system and kindergarten entry assessment weakens the basis for identifying areas of high impact for sustaining early learning outcomes.

The emphasis on a professional development model that develops teams of preK and K-3 personnel in the FirstSchool initiative holds merit for increased understanding of development and K-3 expectations and its emphasis on instructional processes that support effective learning.  However, as the initiative is based in Title 1 public schools, the linkage to preK programs is not clear from the narrative or documentation of early learning and development programs in Table (A)(1)-5. 

The use of a coaching model to deliver professional development on research based teaching strategies in early math and reading and writing to support EC teaching in PreK-grade 3 settings holds promise for sustaining early learning outcomes.  However, the narrative does not address the critical elements of a plan for implementing this project – how will EC teachers be selected, the number of participants, the model for coaching, details of the delivery system for the professional development, key activities, timeline for implementation, etc.  The benchmarks measuring changes in student achievement do not appear to be achievable based on the limitations of the plan or to correlate directly with the project objective – changes in teacher behavior. 

The development of online modules (Pathways) in EC Literacy, STEM, Special Education and Dual Language Learning, and expansion of child development and health content addressed specific needs identified in Tables(A)(1)(8).  However, the relationship to a high quality plan addressing the criterion for sustaining early learning outcomes through 3rd grade is not clearly established in the narrative.

Appendix P4 identifies key activities, responsible individuals and collaborators and broad timelines for implementation of the projected activities.  The organization of the key activities does not provide a coherent picture of how the individual projects will be implemented nor how implementation will be coordinated across these activities.

	Competitive Priority 5: Addressing the Needs of Children in Rural Areas
	5
	1

	Competitive Priority 5 Reviewer Comments: 

Table A1-2 does not identify rural as a special population.  A clear definition of rural is not provided nor is the geographic population distribution of the state addressed in the narrative. The narrative states the State does not currently have data on the geographic distribution of children with high needs or the quality of early learning and development services that they are provided or for which they have access.  The application proposes to conduct a gap analysis to identify where children with high needs reside and the quality of services that are being accessed.   Data from this analysis would be a preliminary step toward identifying the unique needs of children in the State’s rural areas and a basis for implementing approaches that address these needs. 

The application narrative does not address how the characteristics of the proposed exemplar projects represent approaches addressing the unique needs of children in rural areas or how they will close the education and opportunity gaps for this population.

 


Absolute Priority

	 
	Available
	Score

	Priority 1: Absolute Priority -- Promoting School Readiness for Children with High Needs
	 
	Not Met

	Absolute Priority Reviewer Comments: 

The applicant did not comprehensively and coherently address clear and detailed plans to meet state identified needs throughout the application.  The applicant has elements of a comprehensive early childhood system in various stages of planning and development.  While gaps were identified in the system and the goal stated to develop a statewide and seamless system, the reform agenda was fragmented across a broad range of disjointed activities rather than a coherent plan to address strategic improvements in those areas that will most significantly improve program quality and outcomes for Children with High Needs.

The proposed plans for revising and implementing the TQRIS were strong and achievement of the projected outcomes would positively impact program quality statewide.  However, the correlation of many of the other proposed projects to ensuring that children with high needs enter kindergarten ready to suceed was not sufficiently documented.   For many of the individual project plans, the goals and activities were often fragmented and lacked sufficient detail to determine their effectiveness in ensuring that the implementation plans would lead to the proposed outcomes or increased program quality and impact child outcomes.  The design and implementation of all key projects were to be contracted to outside entities, yet lack of detail was provided for the criteria for contractor selection, timelines and details of oversight/accountability.  While outsourcing may be an effective strategy for the state to implement such large scale projects, the applicant did not address how the projects will be coordinated and integrated into systematic reforms.  Interagency collaboration is critical for addressing the challenges of developing a seamless early childhood system.  How the governance structure and policies supporting communication and collaboration will be developed and institutionalized or restructured to ensure a seamless system received limited attention.  There was limited evidence of the State’s commitment of significant funds or leveraging of resources to support or sustain the proposed initiatives.  Reviewed as a whole, the application did not comprehensively and coherently address how it will build a seamless system that integrates and leverages resources and policies across agencies or make strategic investments and improvements in areas to improve program quality and outcomes for Children with High Needs.

	Total
	315
	152
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