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MEMORANDUM 

 

DATE: April 29, 2009 

TO:  TechMIS Subscribers 

FROM: Charles Blaschke and Blair Curry 

SUBJ: Districts Receiving Increased Preliminary Title I Allocations for School 

Year 2009-10 and How Such Funding Increases Could Affect Purchasing 

Decisions Using Regular Title I Funds and Title I Stimulus Funding 

 

 

Attached is our report which identifies districts receiving a $400,000 or more increase in 

preliminary Title I allocations, before adjustments, and those districts receiving a 30 

percent or greater increase in such funds, before adjustments, for school year 2009-10.  

Based upon current information available to the public on state plans for using Fiscal 

Stabilization funds and other factors, we have attempted to identify likely behavior of 

districts in “similar situations” regarding use of both regular and stimulus Title I funding, 

including purchases of products and services as short-term investments.  These 

implications should generally hold unless unexpected, significant changes in SEA 

adjustments or a state’s use of stabilization funds occur.  For example, districts receiving 

large unexpected percentage increases in Title I regular funds who also receive 

proportionally large amounts of remaining stabilization funds after “restoration” will 

likely invest in products, staff development, and other short-term benefits which are 

likely to have low-operating costs after September 30, 2011.  If, on the other hand, a 

district which receives a relatively large percentage increase this year and also received a 

similar percentage increase last year, believes that the Title I number of eligible poverty 

students in the district is actually increasing (i.e., it is not the result of “a calculation 

mistake”) then the district may expand its Title I program including hiring new teachers 

or serving upper grade levels in existing Title I schools.  The assumption is that when 

stimulus funds run out, it will still have an increase in regular Title I funding perhaps 

enough to make up for the difference.    

 

For some types of similarly-situated districts, there will likely be a number of general 

purchasing cycles.  One purchasing cycle, using primarily Title I Phase I stimulus and 

some of the 33 percent of regular funding, will begin in May-July for immediate 

initiatives such as expanded summer school, intensive professional development, and 

similar activities which Secretary Duncan recently recommended (April 24 statement).  
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Another purchasing cycle will begin after October 1
st
 when both Phase II stimulus 

funding and two-thirds of the regular Title I fundings are allocated to districts.  Another 

general purchasing cycle is likely to occur in May/June for districts with unspent SES 

20% set-aside funding and/or districts which have not requested a waiver to carry over 

more than 15 percent to next year.  Specific purchasing cycles will depend on state 

initiatives, as noted in the report. 

 

Once again, these district increases are preliminary allocations before state adjustments 

which are made usually in mid-summer through early fall. 
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Enclosed are lists of preliminary Title I Part A allocations for school year 2009-2010 for 

districts which, before SEA and other adjustments, would receive:  (a) an increase of 

$400,000 or more and (b) an increase of 30 percent which is at least $100,000.  The total 

Title I 2009-10 increase of about $600 million is in the “targeted” and incentive” 

components of Title I.  For a host of reasons described later, these allocations should be 

considered very preliminary because of numerous adjustments which SEAs and others 

will have to make over the next four-five months.  We also identify the states that are 

most likely to make certain types of adjustments which will reduce the amount of the 

increases the districts included in Exhibit A and Exhibit B will end up receiving next 

school year.  

 

The volatility of preliminary Title I district allocations over the last two years has once 

again occurred this year.  For example, two years ago, Chicago received a $32 million 

increase while last year it received a reduction of $15 million largely because of a 30,000 

decrease in the number of Title I eligible students found in the census data set used for 

the first time.  For this coming year, Chicago will receive an increase of almost $19 

million.  Last year Los Angeles received a $13 million increase while preliminary 

allocation for this coming year is about a $20 million reduction.  The perceptions of 

district officials as to why such volatility has occurred in the past and the likelihood of 

projected increases in counts of poverty students in future census data sets could have a 

major impact on how districts will decide to spend the $10 billion stimulus funding.   

Most of the funding increases can be attributed to higher enrollments of poverty students.  

Some of the cuts can be attributed to lower census counts, unreported by undocumented 

workers and their families.  For FY 2009, there was an increase of about $600 million for 

each of the targeted and incentive grant components, the major beneficiaries of which are 

large urban districts with 30 percent or more poverty.   

 

The districts listed in Exhibit B are those which would receive preliminary increases in 

Title I allocations of 30 percent or more (before adjustments) which are at least $100,000.  

For the most part, these districts received increases due to “miscalculated” allocations are 

due to large increases in poverty counts using the most recent census data or because the 
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percent of poverty enrollment in the district reached five percent or more for the first time 

which qualifies that district for a portion of the concentration, incentive and targeted 

grants.  Three years ago, for this reason, Fairfax County, Virginia received a 75 percent 

increase in Title I funding because the percent of poverty enrollment went above the five 

percent threshold for the first time.   

 

Within the context of the $10 billion Title I stimulus funding increase, it is difficult to 

predict precisely district officials’ purchasing decision-making behaviors based on 

whether a district received a significant absolute or percentage increase in Title I regular 

allocations for this coming school year.  However, it is logical that the following types of 

districts which are “similarly-situated” will likely invest most of the Title I stimulus 

funding in short-term investments -- such as products and staff development -- with low 

reoccurring costs two years from now: (a) those districts receiving large, absolute 

increases this coming year, but which received large reductions in previous years, or at 

least did not receive an increase of $400,000 or more last year (see those districts with 

asterisks which did receive large increases last year); and (b) those districts receiving 

large percentage increases this coming year for the first time, which were unexpected or 

otherwise appeared not be justified based on large shifts in poverty enrollment.  In either 

of the above cases, these districts will also be proportionately greater beneficiaries of any 

remaining Stabilization funds after the state has “restored” state aid cuts to the 2009 level 

(e.g., states such as Wyoming, Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, Georgia, and Arkansas).  

In some cases, however, district decisions will likely be influenced by the nature and 

extent of adjustments which will be made to determine final district allocations.  Some of 

the major adjustments are highlighted below. 

 

Because of the large $10 billion increase in Title I stimulus funding, adjustments for 

district “hold harmless” will not be required as in the past; however, SEAs will be 

required to set aside 4% of each districts’ preliminary allocations for school 

improvement; this will likely be between $800 million and $1 billion this coming year, of 

which 95 percent is supposed to be reallocated back to districts with large numbers of 

schools in corrective action and restructuring.  Added to these monies will be the $3.5 

billion in School Improvement Grants which will be targeted separately, through SEA 

competitive grants, to many of these same schools.  This will result in between a six- and 

eight-fold increase in Title I allocations next year to turnaround schools in corrective 

action and restructuring. 

 

The SEA must also make adjustments for the number of Title I-eligible students in a 

district attendance area who go to a charter school because Title I funding is supposed to 

“follow the child” to the charter schools for their own Title I programs.  In a state like 

Arizona, where several districts have received increases in preliminary allocations, some 

of those increases must be reallocated to the 500 plus charter schools operating within the 

state for Title I-eligible students enrolled in charter schools.  Other states with fifty or 

more charter schools, which will have to make similar adjustments include Colorado, 

Wisconsin, Minnesota, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Georgia, Ohio, Tennessee, North 

Carolina, New York, Pennsylvania, Texas, California, Florida, Michigan, South Carolina, 

and Nevada. 
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In some states, the SEA will also make adjustments for entities other than LEAs that 

support or provide assistance to LEA Title I programs such as county units in California.  

Other adjustments may have to be made in districts for which school attendance area 

boundary lines have changed since the census was taken.   

 

And one of the last types of adjustments -- which can’t be made until July-August -- is 

based upon changes in final state per-pupil expenditures, which is currently taken into 

account in the “incentive” Title I formula.  This determination is usually made by states 

at the end of the regular school year.   

 

Last year, before the $10 billion Title I stimulus funding was available, we could predict 

with some precision the purchasing cycles for districts which were similarly-situated and 

which received certain amounts and percentages of Title I preliminary allocations.  For 

this year, a number of additional factors have to be taken into account which at present 

have not been determined, mostly because state uncertainties, including: 

 How funds under Fiscal Stabilization will flow to districts for restoration; how 

much will K-12 districts actually receive; how much remaining Stabilization 

funds after restoration will be allocated to districts? 

 What states will be requesting waivers for applying the 20% SES set-aside to its 

portion of the $10 billion stimulus Title I funding and how many districts will be 

allowed to provide their own SES programs under waivers? 

 Whether SEAs will follow existing Title I regulations or request waivers on how 

unspent SES 20 percent set-aside funds may be reallocated or carried over with 

what limitations? 

 

Answers to many of these and other directly-related questions will affect specific 

purchasing cycles in the individual states.  Over the next two months, we will be 

interviewing numerous district/state and Federal Title I officials to identify patterns and 

trends in purchasing behaviors and timeframes, which will be included in subsequent 

TechMIS reports.  Please call if you have any questions.   

 


