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TO:  TechMIS Subscribers 

 

FROM: Charles Blaschke 

 

SUBJ: Special Report on Updated List of Districts Receiving Mostly Unexpected 

Increases in Title I Funds this Year of 20 Percent or More Which Are 

Likely to Be Spent on Non-Staff Salary Items 

 

 

In our March 30, 2007 Special Report for TechMIS subscribers, we included a list of 

districts receiving substantial preliminary increases of 20 percent or more in their Title I 

allocations for the 2006-07 school year.  Attached is an updated list based on the final 

Title I allocations before state adjustments as determined by USED.  For the most part, 

these funding increases were unexpected and are being viewed by district Title I staff as 

one-time “windfalls,” which generally means the funds will not be spent on hiring new 

staff.  For the vast majority of these districts, the increases in Title I funds are only now 

being reallocated by SEAs to them, after USED began allocating to SEAs the second 

installment of Title I funds beginning after October 1
st
.  Hence, in many of these districts, 

Title I officials will be purchasing products and services of a non-recurring nature now 

through January-February.   

 

In our August 21
st
 TechMIS memorandum, we identified the types of adjustments states 

will be making before actually allocating the final Title I funds to districts.  In many 

states, the major adjustments will occur because of the “hold harmless” provision in the 

law (i.e., no district can receive more than a 10 percent reduction over last year’s 

allocation) and the 4% SEA set-aside which is supposed to be used to reallocate funds to 

districts with schools identified for improvement, particularly those entering “corrective 

action” and “restructuring.”  The 20+ states that received overall cuts in Title I funding 

for this school year will reallocate money from any “gaining” districts to those districts 

receiving a 10 percent or greater cut because of the hold harmless provision.  Most of 

these states will not be able to set aside the entire four percent for school improvement 

and, in Florida, Hawaii and West Virginia, no Title I funds will be allocated from the 4% 

SEA set-aside. 

M E M O R A N D U M 



 

The districts to target are those receiving a 20 percent or greater increase in the USED 

final allocation which are located in states where the 4% set-aside adjustment will be 

made, but in which the gaining districts will still retain some of the final allocation 

increase.  Based on our analysis -- which was very similar to that of the Center on 

Education Policy in its report entitled, “Who’s Gaining, Who’s Losing” (August 2007) -- 

the “safest” states, in which districts are most likely to retain a large portion of their 

funding increases after SEA adjustments, will be: Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, 

Maryland, New Hampshire, Ohio and Wisconsin.  The second level of priority “safe” 

states which to target districts identified in the attached are: Ohio, Pennsylvania, North 

Carolina, South Carolina, Nevada, Missouri, Louisiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, 

Rhode Island and Utah. 

 

In some of the largest gaining states noted in our March 30, 2007 Special Report, final 

USED allocations identified “new” districts with a 20 percent or greater increase 

(highlighted in the attached).  The states with additional gaining districts are: Connecticut 

(where seven new districts were added); Indiana (six new districts); Michigan (six new 

districts); New Hampshire (six new districts); New York (two new districts); 

Pennsylvania (six new districts); and Iowa (three additional districts were so identified).  

Even though the absolute amount of increases in some of the recently-added small 

districts were in the $50-75,000 range, they are more likely to use the increases on 

purchasing “things” and non-recurring services than hiring staff, especially if district 

officials believe that the increase was based on mistakes in reported census counts of 

poverty students or other types of Federal government mistakes.  It should be noted that 

two New Hampshire school districts (Manchester and Nashua) with large preliminary 

increases do not even appear on the final list.  The large decline in the sizes of their 

increases are likely the result of errors in USED’s preliminary calculations.  

 

As one approaches the Director of Federal Programs or Title I Director in these districts, 

a number of factors must be taken into account.  One is whether the district as a whole 

has been identified for improvement and therefore has to set aside 20 percent for SES and 

parent choice and 10 percent for staff development, which could affect their decisions on 

how to use the increase.  Another important factor is whether or not the district has one or 

more schools entering “corrective action” or “restructuring.”  As we noted in our October 

TechMIS issue, officials could be planning to use the increase in the regular Title I 

allocation plus any additional funding it receives under the SEA 4% set-aside or even a 

portion of the new School Improvement Grant to help “turn around” these schools; in 

such cases, the district is likely to be most interested in replacing the entire school 

curriculum and/or conducting extensive professional development for staff.  And, if 

district officials believe that the Title I funding increase this year is a “windfall,” they are 

likely to be considering using such funds for “investment” items either in materials and 

equipment or non-recurring services such as professional development. 

 

If anyone has any questions, please contact Charles Blaschke directly (703-536-2310).  

 

 


