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Per California Education Code (EC) Section 53070, a total of $300 million is available for Fiscal Year (FY) 2026–27 Career Technical Education Incentive Grant (CTEIG) applicants. The 2025–26 California Education Finance Omnibus Budget Trailer Bill, AB 121 (Chapter 8, Statutes of 2025) provided an additional $150 million in one-time Proposition 98 funding for career technical education, on top of the ongoing $300 million for CTEIG. 
The proposed allocation is based on FY 2024–25 second principal apportionment average daily attendance (ADA) for grades seven through twelve. Applicants applied as an individual local education agency (LEA) and/or as part of a consortium. Applicants had a total number of ADA preloaded into the California Department of Education (CDE) Program Grant Management System. Applicants were then able to retain all their ADA and apply on their own, or they shared a portion of their ADA with a consortium application and applied on their own with the remaining ADA. For FY 2026–27, 446 LEAs applied to receive funds as a single applicant and/or as part of a consortia. Of the 446 LEAs, 438 were eligible for the CTEIG grant and will receive funds as a single applicant and/or as part of a consortium. The allocations are determined by formula, not by competitive ranking. No discretionary or judgement-based adjustments were applied to individual applicants.
The Formula and Allocation Process
The allocation method for Round 12 utilized a formulaic approach to equitably distribute all funds based on a combined factor of base ADA and the eight positive consideration factors. The formula distributed funds to each of three statutory funding pools in proportion to applicant size, adjusted by eight statutory considerations, and subject to a per-applicant cap derived from the required 2:1 local match. 
The allocation process consisted of six steps:
1. Establish the applicant population for each of the funding categories and screen for eligibility.
2. Determine each applicant's ADA. 
3. Assign each applicant to a size category and determine the funding pool for each category.
4. Compute each applicant's proportional share of its funding category.
5. Cap the allocation at the maximum supportable by the applicant's committed local match or the final proportional share amount, whichever is less.
6. Roll unallocated funds forward through the categories and round to whole dollars.
Determining ADA
ADA for FY 2024– 25 was prepopulated into PGMS, based on second principal apportionment records including additional Local Control Funding Formula ADA.
· Individual applicants used the prepopulated ADA; net of any ADA they have committed to a consortium led by another LEA. TheADA is reduced accordingly so that no student is counted twice.
· Consortium members contributed their committed ADA to their lead and carried the balance ADA on their own application, if applicable.
· Consortium leads were credited with the sum of all ADA contributed by their members, plus the lead's own ADA.
The same logic governs unduplicated pupil counts. Where an applicant contributed only part of its ADA to a consortium, its unduplicated count was prorated, so that attendance and pupil-need measures remained internally consistent.
Size Categories and Funding Pools
Each eligible independent applicant or consortium lead was assigned to a category based on its post-roll-up ADA. Consortium members inherited its lead category.
	Category
	ADA
	Percentage of Total Allocation
	Amount

	Small
	140 or fewer
	4%
	$18,000,000

	Medium
	141 to 550
	8%
	$36,000,000

	Large
	551 or more
	88%
	$396,000,000


Categories were allocated funding in sequence — Small, then Medium, then Large.
Within each category, an applicant's share was the sum of nine weighted factors. Seventy percent was distributed to attendance alone; the remaining thirty percent was distributed across eight statutory considerations:

	Factor
	Weight
	Basis

	Base ADA
	70 percent
	Applicant's share of total category ADA

	Unduplicated pupil count
	5 percent
	Share of total category unduplicated count

	High dropout rate
	5 percent
	ADA-weighted, if qualifying

	High unemployment or high poverty
	5 percent
	ADA-weighted, if qualifying

	JPA, ROP, or COE status
	5 percent
	ADA-weighted, if qualifying

	Collaboration with postsecondary or industry partners
	4 percent
	ADA-weighted, if qualifying

	Rural locale
	2 percent
	ADA-weighted, if qualifying

	Leveraging of other CTE funding
	2 percent
	ADA-weighted, if qualifying

	Infrastructure and equipment investment
	2 percent
	ADA-weighted, if qualifying


Each consideration pool was distributed only among the applicants in that category that qualified for it, and among those applicants in proportion to ADA. A qualifying applicant therefore drew a larger share of a consideration pool than a smaller qualifying applicant. An applicant that qualified for no consideration factors received only its base share.
Qualification Tests
Each consideration was a yes/no determination made from an external data source:
· Unduplicated Pupil Count - the number of individual pupils reported by the applicant, with each pupil counted only once, even if that pupil qualifies in multiple categories.
· High dropout - any school-type cohort dropout rate above the statewide average of 8 percent.
· High unemployment or High poverty - unemployment rate 150 percent above the statewide rate of 5.5 percent, or a poverty rate 150 percent above the statewide rate of 12.0 percent. An applicant qualified for the 5 percent consideration by meeting either the unemployment or the poverty test; meeting both conferred no additional weight.
· JPA, ROP, or COE - agency type in the CDE School Directory. Self-reported status was captured and compared, but the School Directory governs where the two disagreed.
· Collaboration - as reported and certified in the application.
· Leveraging - as reported and certified in the application.
· Rural - NCES locale code of 30 or higher (town or rural).
· Investment - infrastructure and equipment investment exceeding 25% of the grant amount requested.
Consortium members did not generate considerations independently; only the lead characteristics apply to the consortium's combined allocation.
The Match Cap
Under EC Section 53071(a)(1)(D)(i), a recipient must encumber two dollars of local funding for every one dollar of grant. Each applicant's allocation is therefore capped at half its certified match commitment. Every eligible small and medium applicant and 117 of 300 Large applicants are funded at their match cap rather than by the proportionate share formula.
Solving the Allocation and Rolling Funds Forward
For each category, the calculation computed whether the category pool could be fully distributed once match caps are applied.
· If total matchable capacity was less than the pool, as in the Small and Medium categories, every applicant received its full match cap, and the remainder rolled forward to the next category. The solver solution was not required in these two categories.
· If capacity exceeded the pool, as in the Large category, a single scaling amount was solved such that total allocations exactly equal the pool.
How Applicants are Ordered in the Solver
The scaling amount represented the size of the pool before caps were applied. Each applicant's allocation was the lesser of (scaling amount multiplied by its proportional share) or its match cap. As the scaling amount increased, each applicant's formula share increased until it reached its cap, at which point the allocation stopped increasing.
The point at which an applicant's cap began to bind was therefore its match cap divided by its proportional share:
Cap threshold = maximum allocation supportable by match ÷ final factor
Applicants were ordered from lowest cap threshold to highest. Those with the lowest thresholds reached their caps first; those with the highest never reached them and remained governed by the formula.
Ordering was by this ratio, not by the size of the match cap. A large applicant with a large match commitment could still be capped, because its factor share was large in proportion; a small applicant with a modest match commitment could remain uncapped, because its factor share was smaller still. 
Solving for the Scaling Amount
The calculation found the lowest cap threshold at which total allocations would meet or exceed the category target, then solved exactly:
Scaling amount = Target less sum of caps for applicants below the threshold) divided by the \sum of factors for applicants at or above it.
For the Large category: $410,686,205 − $177,380,842 ÷ 0.504093169 = $462,821,909.
The result is consistent: the highest cap threshold among the 117 match-limited applicants is $457,702,443, and the lowest among the 183 formula-limited applicants is $463,772,054. The solved scaling amount falls between them.
Rollover
Rollover moved in one direction only, from smaller categories to larger:
	Category
	Pool
	Rollover In
	Allocated
	Rollover Out
	Recipients

	Small
	$18,000,000
	$0
	$6,901,199
	$11,098,801
	38

	Medium
	$36,000,000
	$11,098,801
	$32,412,596
	$14,686,205
	101

	Large
	$396,000,000
	$14,686,205
	$410,686,106
	$99
	300

	Total
	$450,000,000
	-
	$449,999,901
	$99
	438


Allocations were rounded down to whole dollars. The $99 residual is the accumulated effect of that rounding across 439 recipients and remains undistributed.
Summary of Results
· 438 recipients, including 394 independent applicants and 44 consortium leads representing 214 additional member LEAs.
· $449,999,901 allocated out of $450,000,000 available.
· Allocations range from $8,800 to $21,999,780.
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