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FY27 Appropriations

When it comes to the federal fiscal year (FY), we are currently in FY26, which runs from October 1, 2025,
through September 30, 2026. FY26 dollars will be in your schools for the 2026-27 school year. When you go to
the Hill, you will discuss FY27, which is for the 27-28 school year. The President and the House have released
FY27 proposals, but we are still waiting to see a proposal from the Senate.

The President’s budget proposal is an important messaging document that provides insight into the
Administration’s funding priorities. However, the House FY27 proposal will be the focus of your Hill meetings
since it is currently moving through Congress.

Last month, the House passed its FY27 proposal along party lines. Overall, the proposal cuts $8.1 billion from
the Department of Education (ED) — a 10% decrease from the FY26 funding level. Most notably, it cuts Title |
by $1.9 billion, about a 10% cut, and eliminates Title I, Part A (Supporting Effective Instruction) and Title Ill,
Part A (English Language Acquisition). See the full details in the chart below.

Notably, the bill also rescinds $1.6 billion of Title I, Part A funding that was already appropriated as part of the
FY26 funding bill — scheduled to go to districts this October. This is extremely concerning as part of the
House’s continued efforts to claw back funds from districts that are already built into next school year’s budget.

It is important to note that any final spending bill will need some bipartisan support in the Senate to pass the
filibuster and become law. Even if this proposal moves through the House (which is still uncertain), it is not
expected to gain traction in the Senate. Although the measure won’t become law, it is important to underscore
how devastating cuts of this magnitude would be for school districts and why robust, sustainable investment in
K-12 education is critical.

Last year, the Senate led a bipartisan spending bill that provided level funding for most K-12 education
programs with small increases to Title | and IDEA. It is unclear whether that will happen again for FY27.
Congress is most likely to pass a Continuing Resolution (CR) to keep the government funded at current levels
until after the midterm elections. Once members know what the 120" Congress will look like, they will decide
whether to finish FY27 during the lame duck session or pass another CR, making it the next Congress’s
responsibility.

Program FY26 Final House FY27 Proposal
Title I, Part A $18.427 billion $16.532 billion (-$1.9 billion)
Title I, Part C (Migrant) $376 million $0 (-$376 million)
Title I, Part D (Neglected & | $49 million $0 (-$49 million)
Delinquent)
IDEA, Part B $14.234 billion $14.259 billion (+25 million)
Title Il, Part A $2.19 billion $0 (-$2.19 billion)
Title lll, Part A $890 million $0 (-$890 million)
Title IV, Part A $1.38 billion $1.385 (+$5 million)
Title IV, Part B $1.33 billion $1.33 billion (level)
REAP $225 million $230 million (+$5 million)
Impact Aid $1.63 billion $1.635 billion (+$5 million)
Head Start $12.357 billion $12.367 billion (+$10 million




As you meet with your members of Congress, be sure to emphasize how federal funding directly
supports your students. Explaining the local impact is essential to demonstrating the value of continued
investment in education.

Other Fiscal Pressures on Districts

Districts are facing severe funding challenges across the board. Rising costs for expenses like special
education services, labor and health care, fuel and utilities, food, and more are placing greater strain on local
and state dollars.

Special education costs continue to rise as Congress refuses to fulfill its promise and fully fund IDEA. High
staff attrition rates cost schools thousands of dollars annually as they grapple with staff shortages and struggle
to provide all students with highly qualified educators. In 2024 alone, the Learning Policy Institute estimated
that teacher turnover cost about $1.5 million. Healthcare costs have escalated significantly for districts while
health benefits erode, forcing districts to unsustainably spend reserves, crowding out critical investments in
educator retention, student educational opportunities, and much-needed facility repairs. And, reserves are also
being depleted due to short-term challenges, such as navigating rising fuel and energy costs.

Further, the Administration will soon release new federal school meal regulations that will place additional cost
burdens on districts. This new regulation will align school meal standards with the new Dietary Guidelines for
Americans and is expected to encourage more scratch cooking, increase servings of protein, eliminate added
sugars, and minimize “highly processed foods.” Compliance will require districts to spend more money to
procure the necessary products, upgrade kitchens and equipment, adapt their meal plans, and train staff.

As these expenses consume more local and state resources, districts depend even more on strong,
sustainable, predictable federal funding to provide the academic programs, student services, and staff
development that Titles I, II, 1ll, IDEA, school meal reimbursements, and other federal grants make possible.
Congress should be investing more in education to help districts overcome rising costs instead of cutting
programs, contrary to the House proposal. Moreover, federal grant delays, cancellations, and efforts to
substantially change how grants are administered only increase uncertainty, making it harder to plan and adapt
to rising costs. Highlight key grants your district relies on, how those funds support students, and what
programs/services would need to be cut if that funding went away.

IDEA Full Funding

Fully funding IDEA is our top federal appropriations ask.

2026 marks 51 years since Congress passed the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), a federal law
that transformed access to education for students with disabilities. When Congress passed IDEA, they committed
to funding 40% of the additional cost of educating students with special needs, a commitment they’ve never
come close to honoring. The closest the federal government has come to honoring this commitment via annual
appropriations was 18% in 2005, and now, 20 years later, the federal share hovers around a paltry 10%. Investing
in IDEA, a federal flagship formula program designed to help level the education playing field for students with
disabilities, is an investment in our nation’s students and their future. It indicates that Congress is serious about
keeping its word to help school districts cover the additional cost of educating students with disabilities. Both the
House and Senate have introduced the IDEA Full Funding Act, which would put Congress on a ten-year path to
honor its commitment.

Talking Points:
e Share how you use federal funds to support students and how important federal funds are as districts
face additional budget constraints such as rising healthcare premiums and new child nutrition
regulations.




e We are deeply concerned to see the House’s proposal to cut more than $5 billion from K-12 education.
These resources are essential to support our work in closing achievement gaps and getting every
student prepared to leave school ready to succeed in whatever path they choose.

e As districts are grappling with rising health insurance, transportation, and food costs and constrained
budgets, additional federal investment is essential to sustain core programs and supports for students.

e As education leaders, we recognize the difficult fiscal decisions Congress must make in allocating limited
federal resources. However, as Congress begins the FY27 appropriations process, we strongly urge
you to protect investments in K-12 education and prioritize the key formula programs IDEA, Title I, Title
I, Title Ill, Title 1V, and Title V (the Rural Education Achievement Program).

o [House] We respectfully urge you to vote against the FY27 Labor, Health and Human Services,
Education funding proposal.

o [Senate] We greatly appreciate the Senate’s leadership last year in crafting a bipartisan funding
proposal that protected education funding and hope to see this body move a similar proposal soon for
FY27.

e [House & Senate] We also ask Congress to increase the reimbursement rates for school meal
programs to support districts in implementing the current—and forthcoming—federal nutrition
standards. At roughly $4.70 a meal, our programs are expected to cover the cost of food, labor,
equipment and supplies and it is simply insufficient.

E-Rate, Student Data and Privacy, Social Media, Al and Screen Time

Education technology is an expansive term as it relates to federal education policy now, capturing a range of
specific issues from E-Rate, social media and screen time to artificial intelligence, student data/privacy, and
cybersecurity. The issues are best represented as a Venn diagram, a set of circles that at any given moment
are overlapping depending on myriad political and real-world factors.

E-Rate: Later this month, the FCC will formally publish a proposed rule (Notice of Proposed Rule Making, or
NPRM) that asks a series of questions about the E-Rate program. While the NPRM is framed as a program
review, in reality, it aims to explore sweeping changes that would fundamentally reshape—or even dismantle—
this critical source of connectivity for the nation’s schools and libraries. The NPRM includes a handful of far-
reaching, high-stakes proposals including: ending the program; restricting funding only to rural
schools; excluding PreK/Head Start; and penalizing or removing funding for Children's Internet
Protection Act (CIPA) compliance issues. The proposal includes questions on whether to implement
requirements like screen time limits, expanded filtering (including social media bans), and mandatory digital
literacy courses. The NPRM also explores a potential effort to redistribute funding in ways that could divide the
education community, particularly by shifting resources away from non-rural districts. While expanding support
for rural schools is an important goal, it should not come at the expense of other communities that also depend
on E-Rate to meet basic connectivity needs.

These proposals reflect a notable shift away from the FCC’s traditional focus on connectivity and into areas of
education policy and practice that have long been governed at the state and local level. These proposed
changes will be considered by the FCC, but it is important to weigh in with Congress, as they created the
program and have a vested interest in protecting the sole federal education technology program, the 5" largest
stream of federal funding in the nation’s schools, and the program that single handedly transformed internet
connectivity in the nation’s schools and libraries.

Student Data & Privacy: The House and Senate are considering a handful of bills that are privacy focused
and/or privacy adjacent. The shared interest hasn'’t translated into policies similar enough to support passage.
Congress is racing against an August recess, meaning the window for Congress to adopt kids’ safety
legislation this year is only getting smaller. Activity in both chambers is anchored around versions of the Kids
Online Safety Act (KOSA) and the Children and Teens’ Online Privacy Protection Act (COPPA 2.0), two bills
that have been batted around by both houses of Congress in various forms for more than four years.




e House: Just last week the House passed the bipartisan Kids Internet and Digital Safety (KIDS) Act
(H.R. 7757) 267-117. While the vote signals growing momentum for federal action on student online
safety, the bill includes significant differences from Senate companion bills, making final passage this
year uncertain. While the House bill establishes baseline federal standards for protecting children
online—including requirements for Al chatbot disclosures, restrictions on disappearing messages, and
age verification for certain content—it omits the Senate's more stringent "duty of care" requirement for
technology platforms, a key point of contention among lawmakers and child safety advocates. As
Congress heads toward the August recess, negotiations will focus on reconciling these differences,
along with debates over age verification, First Amendment concerns, and the relationship between
federal legislation and state Al laws, making this a critical issue for education leaders engaging with
lawmakers on Capitol Hill.

e Senate:

o COPPA 2.0: Earlier this year, the Senate passed a bipartisan version of COPPA 2.0 (S. 836).
The bill is the most significant update to children’s online privacy since Congress created the
law in 1998 to establish basic privacy protections for users under age 13, including notice and
parental consent requirements. COPPA 2.0, as passed by the Senate, expands federal privacy
protections to teens under 17, bans targeted advertising to minors, and restricts platforms from
collecting or sharing young users' personal information without explicit consent.
AASA/ASBO/NREA support the Senate version.

o Kids Online Safety Act (KOSA): A Senate version of KOSA remains under consideration but has
yet to get a vote. AASA/ASBO/NREA support the Senate version of KOSA (S. 1748), a
bipartisan bill that aims to protect minors from online harm. KOSA places a legal "duty of care"
on social media platforms and requires them to make their services "safe by default," shifting
the burden from parents to corporations.

Social Media, Artificial Intelligence, and Screen Time: The current federal push on these topics reaches into
areas that should remain outside the federal role. Responsibility for designing, managing, and enforcing online
safety protections for social media and Al belongs with the technology companies that develop these
platforms—not schools. School districts are responsible for educating students on the safe, appropriate, and
ethical use of technology, while decisions about instructional and learning practices and school policies should
remain with state and local education leaders. Similarly, conversations about screen time and student cell
phone policies should be led at the state and local levels, where leaders are best positioned to balance student
well-being with the educational value of technology and recognize that not all screen time is the same.

Talking Points:
E-Rate
o AASA, ASBO and NREA oppose the FCC'’s proposal to end E-Rate and limit access to the program
based on community type (i.e. only for rural schools/libraries).
e Make sure your congressional delegation knows what E-Rate is, why it matters to your district, and how
it impacts and supports your district’'s educational mission.
e The FCC has clear jurisdiction over the E-Rate program and should review it within the scope of its
statutory authority. The current NPRM goes beyond that authority.
¢ E-Rate was established with the specific purpose of ensuring schools and libraries have access to
affordable, reliable broadband connectivity.
o E-Rate is a connectivity program—not an education program—and it was never intended to evaluate or
direct classroom instruction or technology use.
e Schools depend on E-Rate to get connected. Decisions about how that connectivity is used are made
by state and local education leaders, not the FCC.
e Today, school connectivity supports far more than classroom instruction, including school operations,
transportation, safety, cybersecurity, communications, and critical infrastructure.




Linking an E-Rate review to concerns about student screen time or educational outcomes shifts the
focus beyond the FCC's communications expertise and statutory mission.

The key question for the FCC should be whether E-Rate is effectively delivering affordable, reliable
connectivity—not how schools choose to use that connectivity. Evaluating E-Rate based on internet
usage rather than internet access represents a significant departure from the program's longstanding
purpose and congressional intent.

Congress established E-Rate to close the digital divide, not to regulate educational practice or
instructional decisions.

Maintaining the program's focus on connectivity will help preserve E-Rate's effectiveness and ensure
the FCC remains within its intended role.

Student Data and Privacy:

AASA, ASBO, and NREA endorsed the bipartisan Senate versions of both COPPA 2.0 and KOSA and
urge Congress to work to advance those versions of both bills. COPPA 2.0 amends COPPA to
strengthen protections related to the online collection, use, and disclosure of personal information of
children and minors up to age 16.

COPPA 2.0 is more important than ever, as it will fill the gap left by the Federal Trade Commission
(FTC) declining to codify long-standing guidance allowing schools to consent to edtech in the FTC'’s
recent update to the COPPA Rule.

COPPA 2.0 finds the right balance between increasing protections for children and teen privacy online
while still allowing schools to provide appropriate, technology-enhanced educational opportunities for all
students.

KOSA provides kids and parents with the tools, safeguards, and transparency they need to protect
against threats to children’s health and well-being online.

KOSA fosters transparency and disclosure by online platforms about how personalized
recommendation algorithms use the personal data of young users.

KOSA provides parents and kids with tools and safeguards to protect kids’ online experiences without
compromising educator responsibility and access.

KOSA creates a duty for online platforms to prevent and mitigate specific dangers to minors in their
product designs—including suicide, eating disorders, substance abuse, sexual exploitation, and the
sale of certain illegal products (e.g. tobacco and alcohol).



