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HB 7069: Title I Language - A real-world implementation strategic analysis (Lines 4966-4996) 

This analysis seeks to explain what Title I changes in HB 7069 will look like on a practical level, and dispel 

the misconceptions being propagated. School Board Members are encouraged to READ THE BILL. 

Snippets from the Title I section are below. Many are reading and repeating talk points provided by 

consultants that deliver Title I services to districts (note these individuals have a financial interest in 

defeating 7069). The changes may be inconvenient and require districts to change current practice, but 

they certainly are not reason to kill 7069 and the good that will result when we drive money directly to 

the students who need it most.   

Myth # 1: HB7069 will reduce the amount of Title I funding.  

 Fact I: This is true ONLY IF a district has fewer Title I students enrolled. Many districts citing 

lower funding are projecting reduced enrollment. If there are fewer students the need for services is 

also reduced proportionately.  

Fact 2: This is true IF the district is not providing Title I funds to eligible students in qualifying 

public charter schools. It is difficult to make the moral or ethical case for not directing FEDERAL funds to 

the students who need them and for whom they are intended to help.  

Fact 3: HB7069 language is DIFFERENT than the language originally proposed in HB1362. Many 

are using the “talking points” circulated to and by Superintendents in preparation for May 1st hearing of 

1362, which set the Title I school eligibility at the statewide average. This would have created a greater 

number of Title I schools and diminished the funds per student, BUT THIS IS NOT THE LANGUAGE IN 

7069. It was one of the changes made during the budget process that took district feedback into 

consideration and made the policy better. Under HB7069, districts can continue using the eligibility 

criteria established by the School Board currently in place; therefore, funding remains the same.  
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Myth #2: HB7069 “removes local control” presumably based on the direction of resources directly to 

schools vs to district administration [sites ,administrators, students?] 

NOTE: The reader may notice we use [sites, administrators, students?].  Because this point is unclear 

and will need to be determined in the rule-making process at DOE [another shot at shaping policy]. We 

took “school” to mean the sub-unit of a district at a specific site governed by the principal, and assumed 

that principals would be ultimately responsible for the drafting and implementation of Title I grants and 

will require support of the district included in the 8% administration allowance. 

The legislation is somewhat prescriptive, but there are still THREE loopholes to utilize immediately and 

these can be corrected in rule-making or a ‘fix-it’ bill later this year.  

Loophole #1: the word “and” after the 1% for parent involvement and 8% administration fee to district 

for indirect costs. This makes 9% PLUS… PLUS … PLUS - summative and restricted only by the vague 

categories.  

 

Loophole #2: The words “reasonable” and “necessary” in describing funding levels for district managed 

programs ABOVE the 1% for parent involvement and 8% administration indirect costs (9% total) district 

funding.  

This is read 1% family involvement funds PLUS 8% district administration fee,  

PLUS (Reasonable and necessary amount for) Homeless programs   

PLUS (Reasonable and necessary amount for) delinquent and neglected [student] programs 

PLUS (Reasonable and necessary amount for) Prekindergarten programs and activities 

PLUS (Reasonable and necessary amount for) Private School equitable services 

PLUS (Reasonable and necessary amount for) Transportation for foster care children to their school of 

origin or choice programs.  
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Until DOE establishes rules for implementation, the School Board, under advisement of the 

Superintendent of Schools, will determine what is “reasonable and necessary” above the 9%. The board 

is in control of the calculation BEFORE sending to schools below the 75% threshold. It is not 

unreasonable that the School Board would find current programs to be “reasonable and necessary”.  

Challenges for certain districts could be: 

• if administrative costs are above 8% (highly inefficient) at district level; OR 

• if expenditures couldn’t be categorized in one of the named, vaguely defined, acceptable uses.  

Example: It was reported that if this bill becomes law, guidance counselors for Title I schools would be 

defunded. A district might determine that these positions are “reasonably and necessary” expenditures 

for homeless programs and/or delinquent and neglected programs. The positions could then be funded 

before allocating remaining funding out to schools. [sites, administrators, students?]. 

Loophole #3: The key to solving nearly every concern about the changes in HB7069 is that schools can 

send money back to district for administration and programs. After the above interpretation of district 

withheld funds, the monies go out to schools to be spent on programs. It is then the [sites, 

administrators, students?] decision to send money BACK TO THE DISTRICT for programs impacting more 

than one school site.   

 

 

More observations toward “real world” implementation:  

One reasonable assumption given other sections of 7069 is that the site administrator may be the one 

drafting the Title I grant application. One School Board Member expressed concern that too much 

power would be shifted down to the site administrator for district managed schools. The site 

administrator could write a plan that does not send money back to the district for shared programs. 

Philosophy of governance aside, one must ask: Who writes the performance review of the school 

Principal and who votes on his or her contract renewal?  

Answer: The Superintendent will get to “vote” on the Title I plan in his/her coaching and ultimately in 

annual review and recommendation of renewal or non-renewal of the authoring principal. The 

Superintendent could reassign the principal who submitted a proposal he or she felt harmful to the 

students of that site. Ultimately the School Board, if they agreed or disagreed with the Superintendent’s 

recommendation to retain or not could VOTE by proxy on the Title I plan submitted in the summer re-

hire process. In summary: it is unlikely for a principal to submit a Title I plan with which the 

Superintendent and/or school board disagree.  
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It is entirely possible that a district could pursue a legal opinion as to whether they can enact a local 

policy or procedure for crafting site-based Title I plans that is more restrictive than those in 7069 to 

protect district level collaborative programs. This would give further strength to coaching/contract 

renewal decisions. 

Additionally:  

Other questions left to districts until DOE rules and DOE thereafter: 

• When dealing with pushed out to “Schools” is that the physical building, the Site administrator, 

or the student population being served?  

• What is “Reasonable and Necessary” as total dollar amount, a percentage, or per pupil figure?  

• What constitutes a valid expenditure under each of the subcategories? 

• What are the consequences of misinterpreting these vague restrictions? 

 

FINAL FACT: The legislature meets January 9, 2018 with committees meeting in September of 2017. Any 

glitches could easily be fixed early in the session and before districts face any potential challenges. 

 

Conclusion: Given the ambiguous language in numerous sections there is much left open to 

interpretation that without more restrictive language at DOE or a “fix-it bill” in the fall, districts could 

operate functionally unchanged.  

Note: this is a strategic analysis of possibilities of threats to districts and consideration of possible 

outcomes of this policy change from a ground level implementation plan with questions and concepts 

for School Board Members to consider. Consult your attorney for a legal opinion as to your specific 

district, school, and/or programs before taking any action. Nothing is intended to be construed as legal 

advice.  
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