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Background/General Information
What is the mission/vision of your early childhood data exchange system?
Table 10 – Vision/Mission by State
	State
	Response

	California
	The Comprehensive Approaches to Raising Education Standards (CARES) Program (First 5 California Commission) was launched in FY 00/01 as a matching-fund program with 44 county commissions. State Commission approval for CARES funding concluded in December 2009. On April 21, 2010, the State Commission approved up to $36 million in funding for CARES Plus for three years (July 1, 2010 – June 30, 2013).  
CARES Plus builds upon the positive impact of the original CARES Program. It is designed to increase the quality of early learning programs for children 0 to 5 and their families by supporting the education and preparation of an effective, well-compensated, and diverse early learning workforce. The “Plus” represents an enhancement of earlier CARES components, such as a strong focus on outcomes and accountability, an expansion of the CARES Database to an Early Learning Workforce Registry, and expanding the Higher Education Plans to Higher Education Quality Pathway Partnerships. School Readiness is a core First 5 California investment. First 5 California launched a four-year, $400 million School Readiness Program, in partnership with First 5 County Commissions to improve the ability of families, schools and communities to prepare children to enter school ready to succeed. The Program is statewide and focuses both on preparing children for school and preparing schools for children.
Working with the First 5 County Commissions and their partners in all 58 counties, the goals of First 5 California's School Readiness Program are to:
Improve Family Functioning - Includes behavioral and mental health services, providing basic family needs, targeted intensive parent support services and general parenting classes;
Improve Child Development - Includes services such as preschool for 3 and 4 year-olds, comprehensive screening and assessments, early education provider programs and family literacy programs;
Improve Health - Includes services such as tobacco cessation education and treatment, breastfeeding assistance, nutrition, fitness, and health education, health access, home visitation for newborns, oral health, prenatal care, primary care services, safety education and injury prevention and specialty medical services; and
Improve Systems of Care - Includes activities such as school's readiness for children, service outreach, planning, support and management, provider capacity building, training, and support, community strengthening efforts and program management.
All School Readiness programs are required to provide services in each of the 4 results areas.  Annually programs submit data on the services they provided and the outcomes associated with the services to ensure results-based accountability that includes well-defined and meaning outcomes that benefit children ages 0-5 and their families.
First 5 California recognized the need to develop and integrate information technology solutions and Web-based applications to support statewide policy direction, the preparation of its Annual Report, and the dissemination of information (best practices, literature citations, county evaluations) to county commissions.  The result was the PRO0F system project.

	Virginia
	Project Child Hands:  The goal of this project is to develop an interagency, integrated data system for the purpose of assessing accessibility and quality of early care and education programs available to and utilized by low-income working parents and at-risk families, as well as the impact of quality initiatives to support the school readiness of children in the Commonwealth of Virginia.  Steps to creating the unit include:  identifying current data collected at the state and local levels; assessing data quality and gaps; establishing appropriate data sharing and protection agreements; designing and incrementally building and deploying the system.  The following questions will be addressed: (1) What kinds of preschools/child care are children who receive CCDF subsidies and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) attending?  (2) What is the quality of that preschool/care?  (3) Are there differences in type and quality of care depending on ethnicity, locality, home language or other demographic factors?  (4) How are these children faring in kindergarten, and how is that related to the programs they attended prior to kindergarten? The data system produced will be a web-accessible data management system designed to provide reliable data usable by appropriate state, local, nonprofit, academic and other stakeholders, to increase support for policy-level decision-making in Virginia. The overall goals are:
To build an integrated, web-based data system for Virginia child care initiatives aimed at low-income families, to guide program evaluation and policy decisions. 
To integrate data from social services, health and schools at both the state and local levels, to address questions regarding child care quality in relation to the child care subsidy program, family demographics, parental choice, and how these factors relate to children’s outcomes in kindergarten. 
To improve the quality of data collected in Virginia for early childhood initiatives. 
To increase research capacity across multiple levels across the Commonwealth 
To increase stakeholder investment in collecting and using data to guide policy decision-making.

The Virginia Department of Health received a grant for developing an early childhood comprehensive system--the Virginia Early Childhood Comprehensive Systems (VECCS) Planning Grant.  Four Committees (Early Care and Education; Family Education and Family Support; Medical Homes; and Social/Emotional and Mental Health) are working on a state system for early childhood programs.  The Virginia Department of Health initiated a state strategic planning process to develop a plan of action. Over 100 public and private partners were engaged to create a vision for an early childhood integrated system for Virginia, and to identify system building efforts to promote healthy families and children ready to enter school.

The strategic planning process outlined priorities on which to focus resources.
These will form the core for implementation of the state plan:
Develop stronger leadership at both the state and community level using existing structures to lead and coordinate a system of integrated services focusing on issues facing families and young children in Virginia
Develop a public/private data center to provide a virtual warehouse for data and technical assistance to data consumers
Develop uniform performance measures across agencies to provide a more integrated service delivery approach and to evaluate progress  
Work with communities to assist in developing or enhancing planning and delivering integrated services to young children and families 
Market the importance of early learning and nurturing environments and supporting early childhood services
Coordinate a core group of committed early childhood leaders to explore funding streams for programs and services to families and young children as an investment for the future and school readiness
The overall mission is to Implement a comprehensive early childhood system that promotes the health and well-being of young children, enabling them to enter school ready and able to learn.

	Pennsylvania
	The Pennsylvania Early Learning Network (ELN) was developed by the Office of Child Development and Early Learning (OCDEL) to enable better evaluation of and support for program decisions at all levels. Goals of the network are to improve the effectiveness and availability of state early childhood programs and to provide more specific information about teachers and children in the programs.
 
Development of the ELN began with an opportunity created by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Special Education Programs. The office required measuring development and learning for all infants, toddlers and preschoolers in early intervention programs funded by the Individuals with Disability Education Act. The state received a federal grant to develop the state data and assessment system and proposed in its application enhancements to capture more information on children served by other state early childhood programs.

ELN collects information about children, teachers and programs overseen by OCDEL. Information collected includes children’s family demographics, health information, service referrals, attendance and enrollment details, and a unique child identifier. ELN also includes program and workforce data such as teacher qualifications, benefits and turnover rates; classroom quality rating scores; and a unique provider identifier, which is the same teacher identifier system used in the K-12 system. Child developmental outcomes (from Pearson Work Sampling or Ounce assessments) come from the assessment data system, which feeds into ELN. The other major component of ELN is PELICAN, which contains data for PA Pre-K Counts (the state-funded prekindergarten program), Keystone STARS (program quality information), child care works subsidy case management information and early intervention services.

 Goals of the ELN include linking to the full range of health and human services touching this population, such as TANF, physical and behavioral health care through Medicaid, child welfare and juvenile justice. In addition, the state would like the federal government to ensure accessibility to federal Head Start data. Such links would enable the state to better understand the host of services available for various children and how these combined supports enable optimal child development and progress. 

In addition, OCDEL would like to be able to assign state child identifiers—PA Secure IDs—to any child who applies for services, regardless of whether they are obtained. This would increase the understanding of child development and progress both for children who receive services and those who do not. Currently, between 20 percent and 40 percent of Pennsylvania children ages birth through five are touched by OCDEL programs, but no requirement exists for children to be in the system if they do not receive services. However, programs that do not receive funding from OCDEL can administer work.

	Massachusetts
	The design of the ECIS flows from an extensive analysis of early childhood data development in other states and the statutory mandates of the Department of Early Education and Care (EEC) to produce key information about both the children it serves and about all of the youngest children in the Commonwealth. It is also anchored in the rapidly expanding neuroscience of early childhood development as revealed in the November 2010 ECIS Institute, co-hosted by the Department and the Harvard University Graduate School of Education. Key points in early childhood that will be used to anchor development of the ECIS are: at (or before) birth; at ages of three and four; at age five (entry to Kindergarten for most children); and again during children’s third or fourth grade year in school.

The goal of the Massachusetts Early Childhood Information System (ECIS) is to provide the data necessary to plan for, supply, and evaluate necessary supports and services for young children and their families across the Commonwealth. The Massachusetts ECIS will include improvements in the department’s child, program, and workforce data as well ensure solid linkages with K-12, higher education and other state and local agencies serving young children. To accomplish these broader goals, the ECIS will:
Collect children’s demographic data (such as birth date, gender, race, ethnicity, language, disability status, etc.)
Report on the status of children across ages and over time, encompassing data on home and community environments
Document child outcomes across developmental domains (including health, early literacy, and social-emotional development) that can be linked across sectors, agencies, and programs (e.g. infants/toddlers, preschool, Early Intervention, family child care, etc.)
Assist in the identification of early warning indicators at the pre-school level
Ensure confidentiality of child and family data, adhering to the privacy requirements of both HIPAA and FERPA, and seeking parental consent when necessary
Support geographic analysis useful to EEC, other state agencies, and communities that are engaged in Birth-9 strategic planning, resource management, program improvement, and accountability
Provide internal and external policy makers, EEC staff, researchers, and other stakeholders with early childhood data in diverse formats
Link parents to state and local community resources and opportunities



What is the status of the early childhood information exchange system in your State (city, region)? Explain the current state (phase) of the early childhood information exchange system (e.g. planning, design, pilot, deployed statewide, etc)?
Table 11 – Status of Early Childhood Information Exchange System by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Go-live data for Practice, Research, Outcomes, 0-5 (PRO0F) system is August 1, 2011.

	Virginia
	Project has completed their data inventory and initial design.  The current phase is focused on stakeholder engagement, proof of concept testing, and beta testing.  Initial focus was on child care, early education and school readiness measures.  Wave one included:
Queries related to effects of different placements, length of time spent where, child demographics, and children’s school success 
Added Head Start to be able to compare
Requested for more information regarding parents and workforce data
Added a GPS component for local planning
The project is applying for an extension to include Wave 2 (10 additional local school districts and social service agencies).  This will begin in Fall 2011 and will address additional data reliability and linking and will include questions about long-term sustainability.

	Pennsylvania
	While major pieces of the system are in operation, the development is ongoing. Work to be completed in the near future includes linking to the state’s K-12 data system (PIMS), and developing a series of reports for various people involved in early childhood services and programs. In addition, there is a plan to add all other programs managed by OCDEL including: 
Nurse Family Partnership
Parent/child home programs
Potentially add federal Head Start programs
Additionally, PA is in the process of reviewing data sets in order to be more compliant with the current government.  There are several data elements that will be eliminated as they are deemed to be “too intrusive.”  The motivation is to be less intrusive (e.g., eliminate household income, size, and immunization requirements) and to eliminate the need for additional data entry that is required to gather some current data.  They are also eliminating requirements for data related to books in home and data related to how often children are read to in the home as this is difficult data to capture.

	Massachusetts
	In planning/procurement phase.



What age groups are tracked in your early childhood system?
Table 12 – Age Groups Tracked by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Ages birth to five

	Virginia
	Ages birth to seven

	Pennsylvania
	Ages birth to five

	Massachusetts
	Ages birth to five (with additional checkpoints at third grade)



What agencies and programs participate in the early childhood information exchange system?
Table 13 – Participating Agencies and Programs by State
	State
	Response

	California
	California Children and Families Commission and the representative 58 County commissions.

	Virginia
	Cooperative project with Virginia Department of Social Services, Virginia Department of Education, and Virginia Tech (Child Development Center for Learning and Research and the Institute for Policy and Governance)
Public-Private partnership – Smart Beginnings Initiative, VA Job One (business leaders engaged as early childhood and learning advocates). Governor’s Working Group on Early Childhood Initiatives. This multi-agency policy group is part of the Governor’s Office, chaired by the Secretary of Education, and staffed by the Director of the Office of Early Childhood Development. The executive directive specified that the Working Group include the Secretaries of Education, Finance, Health and Human Resources, and Commerce and Trade; the State Superintendent of Public Instruction; the Commissioners of Health, Mental Health, Medical Assistance, and Social Services; as well as the heads of the community college system, the higher education council, and the state’s economic development partnership. Other representatives have been added: the Head Start Collaboration director and chairs of the Start Strong Council, Virginia Early Childhood Foundation, School Readiness Task Force, and Star Quality Advisory Team.

	Pennsylvania
	ELN was developed by OCDEL.  OCDEL is jointly overseen by the Department of Public Welfare and the Department of Education.  

	Massachusetts
	EEC oversees with participation of:
Department of Public Health
Department of Transitional Assistance
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
Department of Mental Health
Department of Children and Families
Department of Housing and Community Development
Department of Higher Education



What federal, state, regional and local information systems are providing and/or receiving data sources for the early childhood information exchange system?
Table 14 – Data Sources by State
	State
	Response

	California
	58 County Commissions submit data.  In general, county commissions use a variety of methods to collect case management information, ranging from sophisticated Web-based systems, to database software such as Microsoft Access, and to simple spreadsheets such as Microsoft Excel.
Proposition 10 Evaluation and Data System (PEDS) - Some counties, especially smaller counties, rely on PEDS to support their day-to-day case management, program management and annual reporting needs.

	Virginia
	Local systems related to child care, social services, education and Virginia Tech.

	Pennsylvania
	ELN includes program and workforce data such as teacher qualifications, benefits and turnover rates; classroom quality rating scores; and a unique provider identifier, which is the same teacher identifier system used in the K-12 system. Child developmental outcomes (from Pearson Work Sampling or Ounce assessments) come from the assessment data system, which feeds into ELN. The other major component of ELN is PELICAN, which contains data for PA Pre-K Counts (the state-funded prekindergarten program), Keystone STARS (program quality information), child care works subsidy case management information and early intervention services.
OCDEL began investigating the use of an assessment tool for children from birth to age five who attend early childhood programs. Discussions with program providers and other local and state stakeholders generated a set of principles to guide selection, including the need for a research-based, authentic assessment that could be used by teachers to monitor progress. The assessment also needed to be aligned with the state’s early learning standards so that results would support better instruction. The state determined that the Work Sampling System and Ounce assessments were the most appropriate.

	Massachusetts
	It is envisioned that the ECIS will provide the data necessary to plan for, supply and evaluate necessary supports and services for young children and their families across the Massachusetts. The ECIS will include improvements in the department’s child, program, and workforce data as well ensure solid linkages with K-12, higher education and other state and local agencies serving young children.  This includes data from the following agency systems:
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education – Education Data Warehouse, MassONE, P-20/iPassport
Department of Revenue – MassTax
Department of Public Health – PELL, Vital Records
Department of Children and Families – FamilyNet
Department of Transitional Assistance – Beacon3
Department of Housing and Community Development – ETO/HMIS




What other systems (COTS, data validation, etc.) interface with early childhood information exchange system? Explain interface purpose and type (e.g. early childhood information exchange system receives child and classroom/program assessment data from your assessment system).
Table 15 – Other Interfaces by State
	State
	Response

	California
	First 5 California has web sites, such as the Comprehensive Approaches to Raising Educational Standards (CARES) and the Oral Health web sites, which are hosted and supported by contracted vendors.  The CARES program provides thousands of teachers and early education providers continuing educational opportunities. The purpose of the web site is to collect evaluation data for the CARES program.

	Virginia
	Phonological Awareness Literary Screening (PALS) assessment tool.

	Pennsylvania
	Pearson Ounce Scale Assessment system (however, this is going to eliminated as the burden to keep systems synched is too great).  They are moving to an integrated framework based on their early learning standards that multiple vendors can match to as the mandated assessment tool resulted in a lot of work and pushback from the vendor and provider community.

	Massachusetts
	N/A as this is still in planning/procurement phase.



Who are the users of the early childhood information exchange system? Please describe your user community and explain how they use the system (e.g. program administrators, case workers, legislators, teachers but not to parents, legislators, researchers).  
Table 16 – Status of Early Childhood Information Exchange System by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Users include the following:
First 5 California – These users are under the First 5 California umbrella and will interact with the system via the First 5 California network infrastructure.
County – These users include county commissions, evaluators, providers, contractors, local office staff conducting case management activities, etc. County users will be authenticated to the system and authorized for system access over the Internet.
Authorized Partner – These users include such organizations as research institutes and service providers. Authorized Partners will be authenticated to the system and authorized for system access over the Internet.
Public – These users will have access to specific First 5 PRO0F System content over the Internet.


	Virginia
	Local and state program administrators: Queries and reports
Executive state administrators: Expanded queries
Researchers and other authorized personnel: Datasets
The system would:
Make it easier for local offices to report Quality Initiative (QI) activity by using a prescribed category checklist
Enable activities to be tied to expenditures in one form for reporting and planning purposes 
Enable localities, regional child care consultants and state administrators to track types of QI activities to better describe what is being done and to evaluate effectiveness.
Aid regional and state policy making regarding child care QI efforts
The Child Care State Research Capacity cooperative agreements have three main goals:
1. To improve the collection, analysis, and interpretation of CCDF data. Improving data collection, analysis and interpretation is essential for providing research-based evidence to inform policy and programmatic decision-making at the State and local levels.
2. To develop or improve analytic linkages with other State and local data systems (e.g., CCDF and TANF). Building data capacity across programs that serve similar families is important for understanding the interactions between programs including coverage, gaps in services and the cycling on and off programs. Such linkages can inform how to best direct multi-program policies most efficiently to support the needs of low-income families and children.
3. To encourage collaboration among State policymakers and research institutions. States are expected to establish or expand a child care research, analysis and coordinating function, either as a unit within State government or through a contractual relationship with an outside research organization or university. Because most States do not have the resources to conduct detailed policy research, these projects encourage partnerships between researchers and State lead agencies to most effectively conduct the child care policy research critical for making program decisions.

	Pennsylvania
	In general, access to data and reports is based on a person’s level of oversight of children and operations. For example, classroom teachers can access information related only to the children in their care, and only those child records pertaining to the program in which they teach. Staff with higher levels of oversight and management can obtain only records and reports of the programs they oversee, as defined by the funding stream. In other words, a person who oversees all state-funded prekindergarten in a region of the state has access to all child data and reports related to that program; however, they cannot get information about these children if it pertains to other funding streams (e.g., early intervention services federally funded through the Individuals with Disability Education Act). In addition, confidentiality of information is protected by aggregating the data, and by not identifying individual information when appropriate.
The ELN is designed to enable production of standard reports and use of raw data to produce new “as needed” reports. Reporting will be available to meet the needs of parents, teachers, administrators, researchers, policymakers and other community members. OCDEL currently is developing a series of reports based on input from various groups. Current and planned reports include the following.
Parents – Reports based on Work Sampling and Ounce assessments, including child status and progress in various developmental domains (e.g., physical development, emerging literacy).
Teachers – Individual and classroom information, including child assessment information by developmental domain, gains in development, information about primary language and other relevant background information.
Local program providers – Program and child-level information, including child demographics, child progress, program quality standards, and teacher training and professional development information. Data can be compared across programs.
Regional and state administrators – Aggregate data on participation rates, attendance, staff qualifications, teacher retention rates; retrospective aggregate reports on later school achievement compared to early childhood indicators; and aggregate child development information compared to amount of services received. Data will be available by community or region for geographic comparisons.
Legislators and other policymakers – Information about program accessibility and quality; aggregate information on children’s progress among various programs and on children’s progress longitudinally from early childhood through K-12 and beyond; and comparisons of programs, providers and child populations among legislative districts.

	Massachusetts
	It is envisioned that multiple stakeholder groups would access the system.  The system would generate strength and risk analyses, which, depending on the ISA and user access rights, may be available for access by other state agencies. All parents who have provided core child-level data and parental consent will receive information on community programs and supports and general child development advice and guidance.  For those parents with children who have three risk factors or more, targeted communications will be provided.



Do you plan to add additional stakeholder groups?  If so who?
Table 17 – Additional Stakeholder Groups by State
	State
	Response

	California
	First 5 California would ultimately like to link to the California Department of Education and licensed child care system data but no plans are in place right now.

	Virginia
	Next steps include:
Linking to educational longitudinal data system
Serving as key data provider for Virginia’s Plan for Smart Beginnings --- ongoing evaluation
Providing infrastructure to link to other programs and systems, such as health, foster care, Medicaid, juvenile justice, and others
VACCRA (Child Care Resource and Referral system)
Professional Development Registry – to track qualifications and training to be able to link programs, children, and how they are impacted by qualifications and training
Federal Head Start data

	Pennsylvania
	Next step is to bring in all Federal Head Start data.  Grantees are on board and they will be capturing the unique Federal Program identifier.  In addition, ELN will be integrating K-16 data from their longitudinal eScholar system.

	Massachusetts
	N/A as the system is still in planning/procurement phase.



Do you plan to make the system available to additional user groups who currently do not have access to the system (e.g. parents, general public, etc.)? Explain.
Table 18 – Additional Users by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Not at this time.

	Virginia
	Not intended to provide direct access to public and legislature.  They would benefit from the system by having access to researchers and research output.  There are also plans to integrate with other projects in development including child care automation project to provide subsidy payment information on providers.

	Pennsylvania
	Additional stakeholder groups in next phases will include children who receive subsidy (though not in a quality setting) to receive a unique ID.  In addition, PA is planning on expanding the provider search capability to include child care eligibility and enhanced provider search features.

	Massachusetts
	N/A as the system is still in the planning/procurement phase.



Data Sharing/Security
What restrictions did you face related to sharing of child, teacher and program information across different agencies (HIPPA, FERPA, other federal/state/local/program regulations)?
Table 19– Data Sharing Restrictions by State
	State
	Response

	California
	FERPA and HIPAA

	Virginia
	FERPA, HIPAA, Virginia Privacy Law, and Protection of Human Subjects (Institutional Review Board – IRB)

	Pennsylvania
	HIPAA and FERPA are the primary federal statutes that relate to early childhood data. Because establishment of OCDEL combined staff from two agencies, the Departments of Public Welfare and Education, many issues of privacy and data sharing related to these federal laws were addressed when OCDEL was formed.
FERPA applies to information in programs supported by federal funding from the U.S. Department of Education. In general, the programs previously administered by the Department of Education—such as Early Intervention programs for children ages 3 to5 and Head Start—are covered by FERPA. The Department of Public Welfare is a covered entity under HIPAA. Therefore, protected health information for recipients of services in those programs previously administered by the Department of Public Welfare—such as subsidized child care and information relating to the Medicaid program—are covered by HIPAA, in addition to specific confidentiality requirements of the particular programs. The Early Intervention program for children from birth to age 3, which had been administered by the Department of Public Welfare, is an exception. All Early Intervention programs, which are supported by federal funds through the U.S. Department of Education, are covered by FERPA. 
HIPAA contains an express provision that, if information is covered by FERPA, it is not covered by HIPAA. In Pennsylvania, this means information about a child concerning a program administered by the state Department of Education and/or funded by the U.S. Department of Education is covered by FERPA. As long as this data flows upward from ELN into the K-12 PIMS system, HIPAA does not apply. School districts will not receive information about a child’s prior involvement in early childhood programs covered by HIPAA. Instead, when a child enters kindergarten with a unique PA Secure ID already assigned by the Department of Education, the electronic record will indicate only that the child is already known to OCDEL. 

	Massachusetts
	HIPAA and FERPA



How did you bridge data security requirements and differences between different agencies and programs?
Table 20– Data Security Requirements by State
	State
	Response

	California
	First 5 California reached out to all County Commissions staff to obtain input and guidance.  To be in alignment with the California Registry Alliance, First 5 California has decided to collect data elements, including the last 5 digits of SSN and the date and city of birth of the participant, in order to create unique identifiers. A final decision regarding the collection of all nine digits has not yet been made.

	Virginia
	Project spent a lot of time developing data sharing agreements with local data stakeholders that detailed the expectations for data access, security, dissemination, and requirements.

	Pennsylvania
	Because establishment of OCDEL combined staff from two agencies, the Departments of Public Welfare and Education, many issues of privacy and data sharing related to these federal laws were addressed when OCDEL was formed.

	Massachusetts
	As the system is still in planning phases, these issues are still to be resolved.



Does your early childhood information exchange system store or access PII? What PII is available in the system?
Table 21– PII by State
	State
	Response

	California
	PRO0F collects the last 5 digits of the social security number.

	Virginia
	N/A as there is no PII data that is exchanged.

	Pennsylvania
	The ELN data system also collects Social Security numbers for children on a voluntary basis pursuant to the federal Privacy Act (5 U.S.C. §552a). They mask data on screen (show only last 5 digits of SSN but cannot be linked to a child) and even super users cannot access this information.  

	Massachusetts
	The department is working to ensure that the ECIS shares data in accordance with the standards established through these federal laws. In accordance with FERPA and HIPAA regulations, the ECIS (as envisioned) will match data on an individual level and report out information in a de-identified or aggregate manner.



Do all participating agencies have data sharing agreements to provide early childhood information exchange system access to PII information? How do you handle exceptions?
Table 22– Data Sharing Agreements by State
	State
	Response

	California
	By signing the Consent to Participate form, the CARES Plus participant allows First 5 California to use program data collected for the statewide CARES Plus program evaluation. A participant may decline to participate in the program evaluation, but still be eligible to participate in the CARES Plus program.

	Virginia
	Yes. Exceptions are handled on a case-by-case basis. The project team worked closely with stakeholders in the pilot phase to develop data sharing agreements at the local level.  This required a lot of conversations with attorneys at the local level.

	Pennsylvania
	Unlike other states with de-centralized governance structures, PA has broad discretion to facilitate data sharing between Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) and Department of Public Welfare (DPW) through OCDEL.  They do have disclosure agreements with providers and other user groups but overall data sharing and exchange is simplified in their governance structure.

	Massachusetts
	In accordance with HIPAA and FERPA, Massachusetts has developed draft forms for obtaining parental consent to share data using the ECIS. This includes a request for a family email address and/or phone number to receive child development information and resources.  They are also in the process of working with stakeholder agencies to establish interagency service and data sharing agreements with various state agencies identified as having data that might be useful for the inclusion in the development of the ECIS.



If PII is not available in the system, how does that impact your ability to accurately track and report child progress, teacher professional development and program quality?
Table 23– Impact of No PII on Reporting by State
	State
	Response

	California
	N/A

	Virginia
	De-identified data makes it difficult to target specific interventions for specific “clients” or to provide a specific snapshot of a specific student

	Pennsylvania
	N/A

	Massachusetts
	N/A as the system is still in the planning/procurement phase.



What is the frequency of data refresh from the various stakeholder systems?
Table 24– Data Refresh Frequency by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Information not available/no answer.

	Virginia
	Because it is not a data warehouse - rather, it is a federated data collection system – this is not really relevant.  Users query through a web interface and can access data from source systems for analysis.  No data is “stored.”

	Pennsylvania
	There is a feature in their ID that keeps data refreshed in real time.  An alert is sent if demographic information is changed/updated to help ensure data quality.  They also have nightly batch file updates with the Pearson assessment system to keep in synch.  Data warehouse updates are done monthly for their cube and nightly for the ad hoc database.

	Massachusetts
	N/A as the system is still in planning/procurement phase.



Technology
What technology limitations and challenges did you experience during the implementation of the early childhood information exchange system? How did you address them?
Table 25– Technology Limitations by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Information not available/no answer.

	Virginia
	Access to stakeholder data was the biggest constraint.  They worked closely with stakeholders to develop data sharing agreements.  Multiple data sources and different data structures, cleanliness, and completeness led to additional challenges.  

	Pennsylvania
	ELN was developed using existing enterprise systems in order to reduce costs and to mitigate implementation risks. Early Learning Network (ELN) was built onto the existing PELICAN Pre-K Counts platform and the Early Intervention system platform, which is related to the state’s Home and Community Services Information System (HCSIS), the approved Medicaid Management Information System.
A key lesson learned is to understand the effort and risk associated with retrofitting an existing system.  In their experience, using the existing Pre-K Counts platform was more time intensive and complex than planned.  Adding new functionality put considerable strain on the existing system and “broke” elements/functionality that users liked.  If they were to start over, they would not use Pre-K Counts as their platform – they would build from scratch. Data model was not a good fit.

	Massachusetts
	N/A as the system is still in planning/procurement phase.



Did you build interfaces to all data source systems in a single phase or were additional data sources added in multiple iterations? What improvements to your initial approach would you make if you need to do it again?
Table 26– Timing of Interface Builds by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Single phase but there is a desire to add additional data partners in the future

	Virginia
	Phased (“Wave 1”) approach began with:
Seven localities (school districts and social services offices)
“Wave 2” will include 10 more localities but will also focus on data analysis and long term sustainability. 
Would not have necessarily changed the phased approach, but the project would have focused more on outreach to stakeholders related to data sharing concerns

	Pennsylvania
	Phased approach began with:
Keystone Stars 3 and 4 child care centers
Accountability Block Grant Pre-K programs
Head Start supplemental programs
Development of ELN reports for all stakeholders
Subsequent phases included linking ELN with the K-12 system and adding next phase of programs

	Massachusetts
	Phased approach has been recommended but the system is still in planning/procurement phase



Do you maintain a unique state identifier for children, teachers and programs across different systems and agencies or does each agency/system maintain its own identifier?
Table 27– Unique State identifier by State
	State
	Response

	California
	There is not a specific state identifier that is used but the PRO0F system solution generates a unique identifier for each program participant.

	Virginia
	Virginia has implemented a linking directory that links personal records from multiple agencies but precludes identification of specific individuals within the resulting data set. The linking directory contains a record for each individual served by the public agencies participating in the federated system and contains only a one-way encrypted hash of the unique identifier(s) that can be used by multiple agencies for update purposes.  The linking directory contains entry for each internal unique id used by each system for which the individual has an entry. Internal unique ids are devoid of personally identifying information. The linking directory is used to anonymously join data records at the individual level from multiple data sources.

	Pennsylvania
	Child Identifier: Once a child begins services currently covered by ELN their program provider initiates a clearance process in PELICAN to match the child to his or her existing Pennsylvania Secure ID (PASID) or assign a new unique PASID. The PASID is the same identifier used in the K-12 public education data system. During the clearance process, PELICAN can identify children who already have a PASID (as a result of prior OCDEL services) by matching information on name, date of birth, and other demographic information. Social Security Numbers, which are optional to provide, can also be used to match. If a match cannot be determined from the available information, an authorized individual at OCDEL will conduct manual clearing. Once entered into PELICAN, children receive both a PASID and a Master Client Index (MCI) number. The MCI is automatically assigned through the Department of Public Welfare (DPW) and is used to track contact history information. The two identifiers are maintained in order to eventually allow linkages to other databases in DPW, and eventually could be used through adulthood.
Workforce Identifier: Once a teacher or other professional begins providing services governed by OCDEL, they receive an ID, the Personal Professional Identifier (PPID). The PPID is the same identifier used in the K-12 public education data system. This identifier covers all staff including program directors, teachers, aides, and special services professionals (e.g., speech therapists). A clearance process identifies those individuals who already have PPID’s and assigns new ID’s for those new to the system. Individuals are matched based on Social Security Number, name, and other demographics. The state plans to link early childhood workforce PPID’s with TIMS, the state’s K-12 teacher database. This database will span early childhood and K-12 and thus can follow professionals who serve children of various ages throughout their career.
Provider Identifier:  All providers of services governed by OCDEL receive a provider identifier, a Master Provider Index (MPI) number. The MPI is a location-based identifier that contains operational information including details about the grant structure of the program and the grantee name and location. Providers are assigned an ID based on a Federal Employer Identification number. Providers with multiple locations are assigned a four-digit extension for each location operated by the provider.

	Massachusetts
	There is no single identifier for children or for families, and not all agencies even collect and use an individual’s Social Security Number as the basis for unique individual identification.  Across the various agencies, a single child or a single family will have multiple identifiers. As envisioned, the ECIS will allow for a matching process that will generate a unique identifier to better allow for data matching.



How do you match child and teacher data from different systems? Describe your approach and experience regarding data integration from multiple data sources.
Table 28– Matching Child and Teacher by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Information not available/no answer.

	Virginia
	Federated data system and system logic (complex algorithms) links children in child care and seeks to provide insight into the impact of quality and how it impacts preparation for Kindergarten.  De-identified data from multiple systems matches providers and children. 

	Pennsylvania
	See answer above from previous PA question.

	Massachusetts
	N/A as system is still in planning/procurement phase.




Where do you host early childhood information exchange system (e.g. state data center or third party provider)?
Table 29– Hosting by State
	State
	Response

	California
	First 5 hosts the PRO0F solution

	Virginia
	Not really hosted as this is not a data warehouse but the system is developed and maintained at Virginia Tech

	Pennsylvania
	State Data Center

	Massachusetts
	N/A as the system is still in planning/procurement phase



Stakeholders
What stakeholder groups were/are involved in your early childhood data exchange?
Table 30– Stakeholders by State
	State
	Response

	California
	58 County commissions.  Specifically for the PRO0F project, First 5 California has reached out to all County Commissions (staff) to obtain input and guidance for the development of the PRO0F system:
All-counties survey of current situation and needs (November 2010)
Survey of PEDS counties (October/November 2010)
PRO0F project-specific visits to 10 counties (Fall/Winter 2010-11)

	Virginia
	Project partners and stakeholders include:
Virginia Tech Institute for Policy & Governance (VT-IPG) 
Virginia Tech Child Development Center for Learning and Research (VT-CDCLR)
VA Office of Early Childhood Development (OECD)
VA Department of Social Services (VDSS) 
VA Department of Education (VDOE)
VA Department of Health (VDOH)
VA Information Technology Agency (VITA)
Virginia Early Childhood Foundation (VECF)
Virginia Child Care Resource & Referral Network (VACCRRN)

	Pennsylvania
	The Office of Child Development and Early Learning is responsible for developing the early childhood data system and works cooperatively with other state government entities including the information technology offices in the departments of education and public welfare. OCDEL’s Early Learning Council—which consists of a broad set of early childhood stakeholders, convened pursuant to an executive order, and appointed by the governor—provides advice. The Council’s committees include an Early Learning Network advisory committee consisting of nearly 100 early childhood education program stakeholders, researchers and others. Within this committee, subgroups work on several issues including communications, research, infrastructure and technology.

	Massachusetts
	The department created an interagency Data Advisory Working Group to support the design and development of the Early Childhood Information System (ECIS) in Massachusetts. The Working Group brings together representatives from state agencies, providers, and the legislature, and is assisting in advancing data sharing across state agencies to promote Massachusetts children’s health, development, and learning. Participating agencies include:
Department of Public Health
Department of Transitional Assistance
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
Department of Mental Health
Department of Children and Families
Department of Housing and Community Development
Department of Higher Education
In addition, the department hosted the 2010 Early Childhood Information System (ECIS) Strategic Planning Institute in partnership with the Harvard Graduate School of Education. The Institute created a forum for national, state, and local leaders, community providers, advocates, researchers and other early childhood stakeholders to explore best practices in ECIS development across the country. Seventeen national, state and local speakers participated along with 100 attendees.



How did you keep the larger stakeholder groups (e.g. parents, educators, local programs, state agencies, etc.) engaged and informed during the project?
Table 31– Stakeholder Management/communication by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Consistent outreach and communication regarding system goals, timing, and scope.

	Virginia
	Pilot approach was used to engage stakeholders, develop data sharing agreements, and define usage.  Initially provided stipends for stakeholders to participate in visioning and data analysis.  They also have regular meetings with stakeholders to drive interest.  There is no large outreach effort (change management, communication, etc.) due to small size of project team.

	Pennsylvania
	They were engaged from planning through implementation and worked collaboratively with these diverse stakeholder groups (e.g., teachers, unions, administrators, providers, parents, etc.) often to solicit and respond to feedback. 

	Massachusetts
	Through the Interagency Data Advisory Working Group and the ECIS Strategic Planning Institute during the planning phases.



What options were available to the larger stakeholder groups to provide input in shared vision for the early childhood information exchange system?
Table 32–Stakeholder Engagement by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Multiple state-wide presentations and focus group meetings were held with key stakeholders.

	Virginia
	Engaged stakeholders in visioning and planning sessions, data analysis, definition of stakeholder benefits (e.g., what key business questions do you want to be able to answer).

	Pennsylvania
	During planning phase, diverse stakeholder groups were engaged in a series of statewide focus group sessions intended to develop vision, strategy, and requirements for the ELN.

	Massachusetts
	Through the Interagency Data Advisory Working Group and the ECIS Strategic Planning Institute during the planning phases.



Are there defined rewards/consequences for stakeholders to contribute data on a regular basis?
Table 33– Stakeholder Incentive by State
	State
	Response

	California
	By signing the Consent to Participate form, the CARES Plus participant allows First 5 California to use program data collected for the statewide CARES Plus program evaluation. A participant may decline to participate in the program evaluation, but still be eligible to participate in the CARES Plus program.

	Virginia
	Agency advocacy and leadership drives contribution.  No real consequences for non-participation, they have focused more on illustrating benefits of what data can tell stakeholders.  They have also provided access to researchers/analysts who can provide further insight into complex data.

	Pennsylvania
	The clearest incentive to participate and provide data is linking usage to quality ratings for providers.  Provides users with better insight into quality programs and gives providers better tools with which to improve their quality rating (and thus receive higher rates for services). However, there are different rewards and consequences by program.  For example:
Head Start and Pre-K – Program compliance is monitored through ELN. They are required to enter data into the system.
Child Care – Providers at the top levels of Quality Rating System are required to use system. Voluntary at lower QRS ratings.
School Based Pre-K – Have not had a lot of success with these stakeholders since they are funded by a block grant that has been severely cut – they do not want to participate
Recommendation is to define rewards and consequences for stakeholder groups to ensure better adoption and usage.

	Massachusetts
	N/A as system is still in the design/procurement phase.



Challenges/Obstacles/Existing Practices/Lessons Learned
What were three biggest challenges to implement the early childhood information exchange system? How did you address, mitigate and manage each challenge?
Table 34– Challenges by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Information not available/no answer.

	Virginia
	Data sharing and access to local systems and data.  Many stakeholders were very reluctant to share data.  This required a significant effort to develop data sharing agreements and define expectations for data usage.  
Additionally, there are multiple initiatives underway throughout Virginia (e.g., Longitudinal system development, Child Care Subsidy system, etc.).  Difficult to keep in synch with these initiatives and collaborate in a meaningful way.  They are developing an office of data analysis to help synch these efforts.  There is an existing ad hoc group that meets – includes stakeholders from Early Childhood Foundation, Child Care Resource and Referral, State Agencies (Depts. of Health, Education, Social Services), Child Care Quality system, and Licensing.

	Pennsylvania
	Retrofitting an existing system (Pre-K Counts) proved to be more time intensive and complex than just building a new system.  Resulted in end-user frustration as new components of ELN added to new system “broke” existing functionality. PA reported spending a lot of time providing support to end users as a result and modifying the data model to match. 
Choosing a single assessment system (Pearson Ounce Scale) proved to be problematic as different stakeholder groups pushed back regarding use.  Required a lot of time to manage the link between systems and keep them in synch.  As a result, they are going to a more flexible, integrated framework that multiple vendor solutions can match to.  
Pushback from stakeholder groups related to capturing of any health data required some scale back of data collection.  There was a fear by some groups that capturing this health data would be used to ultimately deny insurance coverage.  The result has been a thorough review of what data is being collected to ensure that what is being collected is not “too intrusive.”

	Massachusetts
	Information not available/no answer.



What are some of the critical risks and issues to monitor as we plan and implement early childhood information exchange system?
Table 35– Risks by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Information not available/no answer.

	Virginia
	Data sharing challenges and stakeholder reluctance to share data should not be underestimated.  The key mitigation is working with data stakeholders very early in the process to define data sharing agreements and MOU’s.  Have them in place early.
Engage stakeholders early and often – from visioning through implementation.
Develop outreach and communications to keep stakeholders apprised of status, benefits, and features.
Work closely with key stakeholders to assess what research or business questions they are interested in and show results – “what’s in it for me?”

	Pennsylvania
	Understand the data and data model – “if you don’t know the data really well, you will fail.” Lack of required data resulted in significant data entry from users. Recommendation is to use only existing data from source systems – expecting additional data entry causes user adoption issues.
Mandating a single assessment system resulted in significant synchronization issues, was very time consuming, and resulted in a lot of partner pushback.  Recommendation is to develop a flexible, integrated assessment framework that multiple vendors and systems can match to. This will make it easier for local programs and partners to provide assessment data using their own systems.
 Retrofitting an existing system (Pre-K Counts) is not recommended.  Retrofit proved to be more costly and time consuming than building from scratch.
 “More isn’t necessarily better” with regards to reporting – start small and build on success with existing data.  Once data cleansing is improved, develop more complex reports.

	Massachusetts
	Information not available/no answer.



What are some positive lessons learned that worked really well as you implemented your early childhood information exchange system and you would repeat them in the next project?
Table 36-Positive Lessons Learned by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Information not available/no answer.

	Virginia
	Collaboration with other states that were part of the grant (South Carolina, Maine, and Maryland) was very beneficial. 
The federated data collection approach eliminated the need to have a unique ID.
Data sharing agreements ultimately have allowed for expectation setting among different stakeholders for how data will be used.

	Pennsylvania
	The involvement of several agencies may impede progress. Although it is not essential to building a system, the Office of Child Development and Early Learning’s oversight of all ELN programs has mitigated turf and other potential cross-agency issues.
Ensure the process is transparent, authentic and reciprocal to allay fears and concerns; listen to objections and quickly address them.
Be intentional and consistent about the system’s purpose and use. A system explicitly designed for quality improvement is beneficial to everyone involved in early childhood education.

	Massachusetts
	N/A as system is still in planning/procurement phase.



What would you do differently if you had to implement the early childhood information exchange system again?
Table 37– Area for Improvement by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Information not available/no answer.

	Virginia
	Begin outreach to stakeholders earlier.  The more you ask “what research questions do you want answered” the better.  Help communicate to users “what’s in it for me” much earlier to build excitement and to make potential users advocates.  Engage stakeholders in developing the vision and keep them engaged.

	Pennsylvania
	As mentioned above, they would build ELN on its own platform – not on Pre-K Counts.  They would design ELN to require less data entry and to provide better capability for direct data exchange.  Would focus more on data reporting and would develop “easy” reports first with available data and not mandate complex reports that require extensive entry of data.  Once data cleansing is complete, they recommend developing more complex reports.  Data model is critical – if you don’t map the data well during planning, the effort becomes much more complex.

	Massachusetts
	N/A as system is still in planning/procurement phase.



How has the data exchange contributed to program informatics, policy, or funding shifts?
Table 38– Impact of Data Exchange by State
	State
	Response

	California
	N/A as system was just implemented in early August 2011.

	Virginia
	Impact not felt yet because they are still in pilot.

	Pennsylvania
	The real impact will be felt in a year when the current cohort of kids has gone through a full cycle for longitudinal analysis. 
The impact on a “day to day” basis has resulted in proactive professional development and training changes, and the development of annual focal points for ongoing development of quality measures.
There has also been a significant shift in use of quality child care. Prior to system development, 70% of parents used non-regulated child care – this has reversed due to defined parent preferences for quality child care settings and resource and referral outreach.  There is evidence that better visibility has driven parent demand and increased quality of child care.  This has led to a sharp increase in Environmental Rating Scale scores which is a reliable indicator of quality.

	Massachusetts
	N/A as system is still in planning/procurement phase.



Other
What outcome assessment tool/scale do you use in your system? How do you standardize results?
Table 39– Outcome Assessment by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Information not available/no answer.

	Virginia
	The Virginia Department of Education Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening (PALS system). Early literacy screening is the key to providing effective literacy instruction and preventing future reading problems. The system provides a comprehensive assessment of young children’s knowledge of the important literacy fundamentals that are predictive of future reading success. PALS is the state-provided screening tool for Virginia’s Early Intervention Reading Initiative (EIRI) and is used by 99% of school divisions in the state on a voluntary basis. PALS provides data and reports on progress.  All students not meeting the Entry Level benchmark for their grade level must receive intervention services in addition to their regular classroom instruction. Virginia is unique in providing funding to school divisions for intervention based on a statewide literacy screening.  These results are available via Child Hands for analysis purposes.

	Pennsylvania
	OCDEL began investigating the use of an assessment tool for children from birth to age 5 who attend early childhood programs. Discussions with program providers and other local and state stakeholders generated a set of principles to guide selection, including the need for a research-based, authentic assessment that could be used by teachers to monitor progress. The assessment also needed to be aligned with the state’s early learning standards so that results would support better instruction. The state determined that the Pearson Work Sampling System and Ounce assessments were the most appropriate.  As mentioned above, they are moving away from the state-mandated Pearson tool and are developing a more flexible “framework” that can be leveraged by multiple vendors and provider systems.

	Massachusetts
	N/A as system is still in planning/procurement phase.



Does the system support longitudinal data analysis? 
Table 40– Longitudinal Data Analysis by State
	State
	Response

	California
	Yes but very limited – does not include K-12 data but this is desired in the future.

	Virginia
	Yes but limited.  They will be linking to another, more comprehensive longitudinal data system that has just been initiated.

	Pennsylvania
	Yes. Key policy questions that shaped the development of Pennsylvania’s early childhood data system include: 
How is the development of Pennsylvania’s children progressing?
How are the state’s early childhood programs improving? 
Where in the state are the most at-risk children, and do those children have access to high-quality programs? 
Are state investments in early childhood generating the intended results for children, providers and programs?
Is the state providing information to all—parents, teachers, administrators, professional development organizations, higher education and OCDEL—to support improved quality of services?
Ultimately, through ELN, the state hopes to address these additional issues:
Dosage – How the number of hours, duration of services, and combination of various services affect children’s development
Targeted Interventions – Which children require which treatment to produce the best developmental results? 
Resource Management – Given limited funds, what is the best use: a longer duration of services for a more targeted group of children (e.g., two full years of prekindergarten for those most at risk), or a more limited duration of services for a larger group of children? 
Training and Credentialing – What teacher training and experiences produce the best results for children?
Program Characteristics – What program elements are most critical for children’s success and how should programs be restructured to ensure the best results?

	Massachusetts
	N/A as the project is still in planning/procurement phase.



How was the early childhood and learning program established (e.g. legislature, governor appointed, foundation, etc.)?
Table 41– Program Establishment by State
	State
	Response

	California
	In November 1998, voters passed Proposition 10, the California Children and Families Act of 1998 (the Act), intending to create an integrated, comprehensive, and collaborative system of information and services to achieve optimal early childhood development and ensure that children are ready to start school. The Act established the California Children and Families Program (Children and Families Program) to promote, support, and improve the early development of children, prenatal to age 5. The Children and Families Program aims to fulfill this mission through programs and resources that emphasize community awareness, education, nurturing, child and health care, social services, and research. To fund the Children and Families Commission, the Act added a tax of 50 cents per pack on cigarettes and an equivalent tax on other tobacco products. The Act also created the California Children and Families Commission (known as the State Commission or First 5 California) and allowed each county to create its own commission (county commission) to administer its programs.

	Virginia
	Through a federal Research Capacity Grant.  They are also coordinated with the governor’s Working Group on Early Childhood Initiatives.

	Pennsylvania
	Governor Rendell spearheaded a new performance evaluation system for the state to help employees track and evaluate program results. At the same time, he created the Office of Child Development and Early Learning (OCDEL) under the departments of education and public welfare.  The state received a federal grant to develop the state data and assessment system and proposed in its application enhancements to capture more information on children served by other state early childhood programs.  

	Massachusetts
	In 2005, Massachusetts became the first state in the nation to create one agency to oversee early education and care and after-school services for families. The Department of Early Education and Care (EEC) was created by consolidating the former Office of Childcare Services with the Early Learning Services Unit of the Department of Education. The primary impetus was to create a single, unified, more efficient system of early education and care.



What is the funding source for your early childhood programs/system? What is the funding amount?
Table 42– Funding Sources by State
	State
	Response

	California
	The Act also created the California Children and Families Trust Fund as the central repository for tax revenues it generates. In FY 2006-07, $116 million was available for the State and $464 million was available for county commissions’ early childhood development programs. Under the Act, First 5 California receives 20 percent of the Proposition 10 tax revenues to provide technical assistance to the county commissions, conduct program research and evaluations, manage public media campaigns, increase availability and access to child care facilities, and establish educational programs. First 5 California must spend its 20 percent share in accordance with guidelines imposed by the Act. In defining responsibilities, the Act requires First 5 California to adopt guidelines for an integrated and comprehensive statewide program that promotes, supports and improves early childhood development.

	Virginia
	Funding is provided by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Administration for Children and Families.  Funded through a Research Capacity Grant.  Virginia is one of four states to receive three year competitive cooperative agreement. 3 years, $800K.

	Pennsylvania
	Development of the ELN began with an opportunity created by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Special Education Programs. The office required measuring development and learning for all infants, toddlers and preschoolers in early intervention programs funded by the Individuals with Disability Education Act. The state received a federal grant to develop the state data and assessment system and proposed in its application enhancements to capture more information on children served by other state early childhood programs.  Various foundations including the William Penn Foundation, the Grable Foundation, and the Heinz Foundation have funded ELN training and development work. A grant from the U.S. Department of Education’s Institute for Education Sciences (IES) is funding the linking of the ELN and PIMS, the state’s K-12 education data system. The remainder of the work is supported by state funds.
The following is a breakdown of costs to develop the current ELN system:
ELN Feasibility study: $500,000
Cost to create ELN in its current form: $4 million 
Maintenance of system: $800,000 - $1.2 M (estimated at 20%-30% of system cost). Includes staffing, overhead, modifications, quality control. 
Training and technical assistance $900,000 (costs may be less in future years as more staff gain experience with the system)
Pearson Assessment Costs $650,000 ($7.50-$6.50 per child annually. Includes three assessments per year. Cost dependent on number of child licenses purchased. )

	Massachusetts
	In November of 2009, a report was presented to the State Board of Early Education, the department’s governance body, revealing that between 8% and 30% of the Commonwealth’s youngest children were likely at risk for developmental and learning challenges. In the summer of 2010, the department issued a competitive Request for Proposals (RFP) for assistance in planning for a cross-agency Early Childhood Information System (ECIS) Strategic Planning Institute, preparing a design for multi-year work to develop a cross-agency ECIS and reviewing its legacy data systems.  
The funds supporting this initiative are Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) funds received by the Commonwealth through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA).    $705,000 was spent on planning and procurement phases.



What agency(ies) or organizations have the ownership of the early childhood data system?
Table 43– Ownership by State
	State
	Response

	California
	First 5 California and County Commissions

	Virginia
	Joint – Social Services, Department of Ed, and Virginia Tech

	Pennsylvania
	OCDEL

	Massachusetts
	EEC



What are some unique characteristics / strengths of your early childhood program that you would like to highlight?
Table 44– Strengths by State
	State
	Response

	California
	N/A as system was just implemented

	Virginia
	Data Sharing agreements, federated data store (eliminates need for unique id), collaboration with other states.

	Pennsylvania
	Governance structure – facilitated data sharing and disclosure agreements by providers and end users and better tracking for child outcomes by provider

	Massachusetts
	N/A as system is still in planning/procurement phase




