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On February 13
th

, our TechMIS stimulus update presented the final funding levels for major education 

stimulus components, including Title I and IDEA.  This update provides a further analysis of these 

programs based on our review of the final Conference Report and legislative language.  We have relied 

heavily, in our analysis below, upon the Conference Report rather than solely the language, in the law, 

as several technical amendments are likely to be submitted after signing by the President on February 

17
th

. 

 

A. Title I 
One of the major differences between the House and Senate versions concerns when, and how much of, 

the $10 billion for Title I formula grants and the $3 billion for School Improvement Grants would be 

allocated.  The Senate version would have allocated the entire amount for the 2009-10 school year.  The 

conferees generally followed the House bill and stated, “The conferees intend that these funds be 

provided to school districts over the period of two fiscal years to help mitigate the reduction in local 

revenues and state support to school districts.”  As a result, about $5 billion of Title I formula funds 

(targeted and incentive components) will be added to the regular Title I allocation (which could be about 

$6-7 billion) to be distributed on July 1
st
, with the remainder of the regular formula funding ($6-7 

billion) being allocated after October 1
st
.  If the amount in the Continuing Resolution (which runs out on 

March 6
th

) is maintained, then the total allocation after October 1
st
 will be about $19 billion.  The major 

beneficiaries would be large urban districts with high numbers/percentages of low-income students.  As 

Education Daily staff writer Jeanne Sweeney reported, a number of state Title I directors expressed 

concern about the Senate version which would almost double Title I funding in one year.  Spreading the 

allocation over two years would have the effect of reducing some district officials’ anxieties over 

whether there would be enough additional funding two years from now to continue Title I funding at 

about $20 billion when the stimulus funds run out.  Many state Title I directors will likely continue to 

caution districts not to expand Title I programs or the number of Title I schools receiving Title I funds as 

a result of the stimulus, but rather to use such funds to invest in instructional staff (e.g., training, 

rewards, and working conditions) and to minimize purchases of products with large recurring costs.  

This topic will likely be uppermost in the minds of state Title I directors attending their Annual 

Conference in San Antonio this week, especially the session at 1:00 p.m. on Wednesday, when USED is 

supposed to provide information on funding allocations. 
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In response to lobbying efforts from various education groups, the Senate set-aside of 15 percent of Title 

I funds for early childhood programs was deleted; however, as the report states, “The conferees expect 

States to use some of the funding provided for early childhood programs and activities, as proposed by 

the Senate.”  Also, following the Senate’s version, the final version would “direct the Department to 

encourage States to use 40 percent of their School Improvement allocation for middle and high schools, 

as proposed by the Senate.”  As we have noted over the last year, while middle schools constitute only 

15 percent of all Title I schools nationwide, of the approximate 3,500 schools in corrective 

action/restructuring, over 30 percent are middle schools which have failed to meet AYP for six or more 

years, largely because of low student math scores. 

 

B. Special Education 
About $12.2 billion is included in the stimulus for special education; this is somewhat lower than both 

the House and Senate versions.  However, of this amount, $400 million is allocated for the Family and 

Infants Program and $500 million for Part C, an “early intervention” pre-K program.  Perhaps because 

this $900 million will be focusing on preschool education and related programs, the Conference 

agreement did not include the 15 percent set-aside for preschool activities under Section 619 of Part B, 

the Family and Infant Preschool Program.  By accepting most of the House Bill, slightly half of the $2.2 

billion for Head Start will be allocated to states in July of 2009, with the remainder in July 2010.   

 

C. School Improvement and Innovation Programs 
The final version reduced the Title IID State Technology Grants to $650 million over two years from the 

$1 billion level initially supported by the House and the Senate.  Half of the funds would be allocated in 

July 2009 and the remainder in July 2010.  As we suggested in our January 26
th

 TechMIS Special 

Funding Alert on the House version, some states may decide to provide additional funding to some of 

the grants awarded during the last competitive grant round or to fund some of the higher quality 

proposals that did not make the final cut in the last round.  The final agreement would provide $200 

million over two years to expand the Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF); the $100 million originally 

proposed by the House for Teacher Quality was dropped, along with funding for the Credit 

Enhancement for Charter Schools.  The language in the House version prevailed and calls for, among 

other things, a rigorous national evaluation of TIF “to assess the impact of performance-based teacher 

and principal compensation systems.”  The House language also prevailed for the $250 million to be 

allocated to the Institute of Education Sciences to expand statewide data systems.  The House conferees 

in their earlier report stated, “The panel maintains that numerous states are experimenting with online 

assessments that provide instant results for students and teachers and that new computer-assisted 

assessment tools provide teachers with specific information on the areas where students need help and 

allow teachers to change their practices and response.”  This suggests at least one major priority in the 

use of such funds by states. 

 

D. State Fiscal Stabilization Fund  
The Conference Report would provide $53.6 billion for the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund (SFSF), an 

increase from $39 billion provided by the Senate, in order to provide flexibilities and optional additional 

funding for school modernization.  The entire amount would be allocated to states on the following basis 

-- 61 percent based on population ages 5-24 and 39 percent based on total state population.  After set-

asides for State Incentive Grants (see below), reserves for the U.S. Department of Education and other 

set-asides, slightly over $40 billion would be allocated to K-12 and higher education institutions to be 

used to restore state aid using the state’s primary elementary and secondary education funding formula 
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to the greater of Fiscal Year 2008 or 2009 level. 

 

Acceptable uses of such SFSF funds would be those authorized under ESEA, IDEA, and Perkins Act of 

2006, including school modernization, renovation, and repair of public school facilities (including 

charter schools) which may include “modernization, renovation, and repairs consistent with a recognized 

Green Building Rating System.”  “Capital projects,” if authorized under ESEA, IDEA, or the Perkins 

Act,” would be allowed.  In addition to the $40 million to be used primarily for restoration of state aid, 

slightly over $8.2 billion would be allocated to Governors for public safety and other government 

services, which may include education services and higher education modernization, renovation, and 

repair.  

 

To receive their share of SFSF funding, governors must submit applications which provide assurances 

that K-12 districts will receive state funding at least to the levels provided in fiscal year 2006 and must 

also assure that efforts will be taken to achieve equity in teacher distribution, to establish longitudinal 

data systems that include elements described in the America Competes Act, and to enhance the quality 

of academic assessments relating to English language learners and students with disabilities.  Once the 

governor allocates funds to restore recently cut state funding at least up to the 2008 level, any remaining 

funds must be “allocated to school districts based on the Federal Title I formula.”  It remains unclear as 

to whether the remaining funds -- after restoration occurs -- would be distributed based on this year’s 

Title I district allocations or whether it would be based on the FY 2009 district preliminary allocations 

which will likely be available this month or next, but not finalized until July. 

 

The Conference agreement authorizes the Secretary, in FY 2010, to provide $5 billion (beginning in July 

2010) in State Incentive Grants to states which continue to meet the assurances in state applications for 

teacher distribution, longitudinal data systems, and enhanced assessments.  At least 50 percent of the 

grants will be provided to school districts based on their “most recent” Title I allocations.  Within the 

total $5 billion allocation, $650 million can be used for Innovation Fund Incentives to SEAs and LEAs 

that have made significant achievement gains.  During his latest conference call, Secretary Duncan 

reiterated some of his priorities as part of the reform agenda that will likely be reflected in the priorities 

to be funded under the State Incentive Grant program.  These priorities, which were also recommended 

in a report last week by the Hope Street Group.org, include more rigorous standards and assessments, 

implementation of longitudinal data systems, improvement of teacher quality (especially through 

recruitment, retention, and rewards systems), and investments in innovation.  During the teleconference, 

Duncan said he would also use funds “to really challenge states and partner with them to dramatically 

raise standards and think very differently about how we recruit great teachers, reward them, recognize 

and incent them.” 

 
E. Additional Opportunities in the Stimulus Package 
For some TechMIS subscribers, additional opportunities may exist depending on the types of products 

and services they provide, as noted below.  Within the Department of Labor, an additional $1.2 billion 

would be provided, over two years, to create summer employment opportunities for youth that would 

include work readiness preparation.  Another $500 million is designated for projects that prepare 

workers for careers in energy efficiency and renewable energy following the Green Jobs Act of 2007.  

Training for wireless and broadband deployment is an eligible activity for grants; $250 million will be 

provided for construction and modernization of Job Corps residential facilities that is likely to include a 

significant upgrade of the Job Corps (data center) infrastructure as well as computer-based instruction in 
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numerous Job Corps courses. 

 

Within the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), $2 billion would be provided for the 

Childcare and Development Block Grant with all of the funding allocated to states immediately after 

enactment.  About $250 million would be set-aside for “quality improvement activities.”  Within Head 

Start, $1 billion over two years would be allocated according to current statutory formula (e.g., four 

quarterly allocations during the year); an additional $1.1 billion would be allocated over two years for 

Early Head Start, to be awarded on a competitive grant basis. 

 

According to several knowledgeable tax and finance education experts, there are approximately $23 

billion in bonding authorities located in several places in the final 1,100 page bill.  One of particular 

interest to TechMIS subscribers is the Quality Zone Academy Bonding (QZAB) program, initiated 

during the later years of the Clinton Administration, which can be used to modernize and upgrade school 

curricula.  Over $1.4 billion of additional stimulus bonding authority would be provided to states for no-

interest loans to districts with schools with 35 percent or more poverty enrollments.  Districts would 

have to apply for QZAB loans to the appropriate state agency, usually the State Treasurer office.  Under 

the recent reauthorization, about $500 million will be provided annually over the next five years, on top 

of which would be the $1.4 billion stimulus bonding authority for the next two years. 

 

Other buckets of stimulus funding that could be related to K-12 education include: 

 $7.2 billion for increasing broadband access and usage in unserved and underserved areas which 

could be provided through competitive grants under the Department of Commerce; 

 $3 billion stimulus increase for the National Science Foundation which would bolster funding for 

the Math/Science Partnership Program and numerous programs which support Science, 

Technology, Education and Mathematics (STEM) initiatives 

 $2 billion for science programs within the Department of Energy. 

 

 

 

 


