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This definition comes from Dr. Heather Weiss in a November article on the Harvard 
Family Research Project website. 
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•Family engagement matters because when parents and caregivers are meaningfully 
engaged in education, students experience positive outcomes like better grades and 
increased attendance.   

 
•Additionally, recent research has identified family engagement as one of five key 
ingredients to implementation of successful school-turnaround efforts.   Why is this 
especially important to family engagement in the context of Title I?  Because chronically 
underperforming schools are nearly, if not always, title I schools.  Historically, they are 
also the schools that lack robust family engagement programming and practice.   

 
•Low-income parents and caregivers face a multitude of challenges and barriers to 
engagement in education – but we know from research that all parents, regardless of 
socioeconomic status, want to engage – there’s a lack of know-how, both on the part of 
schools and parents.  Historically, this has often manifested in closed and contentious 
school-parent relationships.   
 
•While NCLB sought to remedy lack of family engagement in title I schools and districts 
via provisions like section 1118 (which we’ll detail on the next slide) and was a step in 
the right direction, the family engagement provisions tied to title I funding are flawed – 
PTA is working with Congress and the administration to fix them.  
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Improving schools entails coherent, orchestrated action across all five essential 
supports. Primary value lies in their integration and mutual reinforcement. 
Schools with strong indicators for these supports are much more likely to improve than 
schools with weak indicators. Indicators include engaging the family and community 
about classroom learning, high-quality professional development, and strong local 
leadership.   
The presence of families is a multifaceted resource for improvement. The quality of 
family engagement links directly to students’ motivation and school participation and 
can provide a critical resource for classrooms. 
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PTA’s top policy goal remains the Family Engagement in Education Act.  The overarching 
“take-away” is that PTA believes and strongly recommends that family engagement 
must be embedded at ALL levels of education reform: local, state, and federal.   
 
You’ll see that the bill actually deals with provisions in Title I and Title V (the PIRC 
program), as PTA recommends a closer working relationship between districts, states, 
and the program is necessary to achieve implementation of systemic, integrated and 
sustainable family engagement activities.  
 
[READ Bullets and CLICK as you read for each bullet to appear]  
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•ESEA-NCLB is the statute that governs the federal investment in and regulation of “general” K-12 public education.  
While ESEA is a far-reaching law and it gets a lot of attention, it is important to note that the federal investment is 
relatively small – for every dollar spent on education in the US, less than $0.08 of that dollar comes from the federal 
government.  The vast majority of education spending is at the local and state level.  Going further, funding in ESEA 
constitutes an even smaller amount, as special education funding via the Individuals with Disabilities in Education 
Act (IDEA) constitutes a very large portion of the Department of Education’s budget.  

 

•ESEA was first enacted as part of President Johnson’s “war on poverty” in 1965.  This is important context, as the 
role of the federal government in education is a source of much debate.  The federal role has historically been 
focused on assisting states educate disadvantaged populations and special needs children.   
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• NCLB is organized into 10 titles, which you see listed on this slide.  The most 
commonly referenced title, by far, is Title I – fitting, since it is the biggest title within the 
law.  Remember what we talked about earlier regarding the historical context of the 
federal role in education – assisting states educate disadvantaged and special needs 
populations.  It’s also fitting, then, given the purpose of the title, that it is the largest.   

 
• While PTA also has interest in Titles 2 through 8, much of our focus lies in Titles 1 and 
5, as those titles include family engagement provisions (as noted on this slide).  
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•Title I ("Title One") of the Act is a set of programs set up by the United States Department of Education to distribute 
funding to schools and school districts with a high percentage of students from low-income families.  As I mentioned 
previously, it is the largest title within ESEA-NCLB – Title I funds total more than $14 billion.  
 
•Title I is a very large formula grant from the Department to States – meaning that states don’t apply for Title I 
funding, they receive funds based on relative need as prescribed in the statute.  
 
•Once a state receives it’s Title I grant, the state then distributes the money, also largely based on formula/need, to 
districts across the state.  
 
•The formula for distribution of Title I funds is extremely complicated and is actually a combination of four formulas 
dependent on different combinations of variables.  We could do an entire workshop on just the way in which funds 
are distributed (and what’s wrong with the formulas), so I’m not going to go into much more detail on the 
mechanics; however, I do want to emphasize that one variable that affects the size of each state’s grant is the state 
is the state’s “Fiscal effort” in educating its children.  To oversimplify this, states are rewarded for “good” spending 
habits relative to education.  While fiscal effort doesn’t affect the largest formula distribution (basic grants), it does 
affect the overall size of the state allocation.   
 
•This means that when a state cuts K-12 education dollars, its “fiscal effort” is lessened, as is its Title I grant from the 
federal government.  
 
• To qualify as a Title I school, a school typically has around 40% or more of its students that come from families that 
qualify under the United States Census’ definitions as low-income, according to the U.S. Department of Education.  
Again, the formulas are complicated, but when taken in total, Title I schools generally are at 40% or more low-
income.  
 
•Schools receiving Title I are bound by more federal regulations than non-title I schools, given fund implementation 
and monitoring and evaluation requirements tied to title I programs– which makes sense, given the federal 
investment in those schools.  All public schools; however, are bound by accountability provisions in ESEA-NCLB.  
 
•Title I funds may be used for children from preschool through high school, but I wanted to point out that most of 
the students served (65%) are in grades 1 through 6.  This is a common criticism of Title I.  
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This map shows educational need by area.  Since the Title I distribution is formula-
driven based on need/concentration of low-income students, the areas in red/pink are 
areas where title I funding (per capita) should be the highest.  Keep in mind that just 
because an area is green, or identified as the least concentrated doesn’t mean no title I 
funding flows there – it’s just less than in other areas marked by higher concentrations 
of poverty.   
 
From a numbers perspective,  
 
• 47,600 Title I schools or 58% of all public schools receive Title I assistance 

• 67% of all elementary schools receive Title I  

• 29% of all secondary schools receive Title I  

 

And since the most recent data is from 2007, these statistics have likely increased due 
to the economic climate of the past couple years.  
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Vito 
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Invite States to group together and discuss family engagement in waiver process and 
then report back.  
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