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Abstract 

 
DECISION MAKING AND TITLE III OF NCLB 

Megan R. Lynch, PhD. 

George Mason University, 2015 

Director: Dr. Scott Bauer 

  

This study examines how school leaders within one school district make decisions 

regarding federal funding for English language learners (ELL), also called English 

learners (EL), and how they make sense of the policy that influences their practice.  It is a 

descriptive case study that is qualitative in design—focusing on interviews with program 

leaders, observations of meetings, and archival data.  Nine participants were interviewed 

for this study. This research has implications for policy and practice within the school 

district being studied, as well as for educators impacted by policy implementation 

elsewhere.   

Within this school district, Title III funding is being spent in a way that benefits 

English language learners as a group; however, the goals of the school district are 

impeded by the interpretation of Title III and by outside organizational influences.  

School district leaders know they are required to spend federal money in allowable ways, 

but it is hard to make sense of what is an allowable expense due to interpretation of the 

law.  Further, the current method that school district leaders use to allocate resources does 
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not accurately track where money is spent, therefore some English language learners in 

the school district are not benefiting from money they are entitled to through Title III.  

This study is important because money allocation influences selection of programs 

and practices, as well as the decision making of principals and teachers, thus impacting 

student achievement.  Looking at the decision making process and how leaders make 

sense of Title III policy within a school district may strengthen how they make their 

decisions, and it could alleviate the problems that arise during the decision making 

process.  It is important to school and district leaders themselves, as it provides valuable 

insight with regard to funding the ELL program and how federal money impacts students. 
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Chapter One 

  

 The number of English language learners (ELLs), also referred to as English 

learners (ELs), in Virginia’s public schools increased by 298% between the 1999-2000 

and 2009-2010 school years (National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition, 

2011).  According to the Virginia Department of Education (2011), there were over 

125,000 ELL students enrolled in Virginia’s public schools during the 2013-2014 

academic years.  This group of students poses many challenges for school officials and 

policy makers due to the diverse and immediate needs inside and outside of the classroom 

(Ramsey & O’Day, 2010).  Educators and policy makers alike are faced with pressures 

and expectations for educating these youth and must think about ways in which to do so 

effectively.  

 The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 requires that all children be proficient in 

reading and math, and that every child receive the education and tools needed to 

accomplish this goal.  The law acknowledges that specific groups may need additional 

support to reach academic and English language proficiency and provides monetary 

assistance to school districts to accommodate these students.  Title III of NCLB sets 

specific goals for EL students to ensure that they develop and reach English proficiency, 

attain high levels of academic achievement in core content areas, and “meet the same 

academic content and achievement standards that other children are expected to meet” 
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(Learning Point Associates, 2007, p. 1).  The goals established through NCLB intend to 

level the playing field for ELL students and to ensure that schools are held accountable 

for their learning. 

Background of English Language Learners in Education 

 The history of accommodating students whose primary language is not English is 

a political and contentious one that dates back to the conception of the United States 

(Brown, 1992; Nieto, 2009).  Challenges related to educating this population and changes 

made as a result of legislation and litigation over time have been difficult for educators 

and policy makers alike due to required changes and updates (see Appendix A for a 

summary).  Language education policy is not just about pedagogy; it involves social, 

political, and economic factors that influence school boards, state policy makers, and the 

federal government (Wiley, 2007).  Gándara and Gómez (2009) describe the evolution of 

language acquisition policy and litigation and describe one of the earliest cases.  In Meyer 

v. Nebraska (1923), the court ruled that it was acceptable to educate immigrant youth in 

their native language.  The first piece of legislation that formally recognized the needs of 

limited English proficient students was the reauthorization of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 in 1968, in which bilingual education policies 

were embedded (Stewner-Manzanaras, 1988).  The Bilingual Education Act (BEA) 

within ESEA stated that Congress would provide financial assistance to school districts to 

create elementary and secondary school programs designed to meet the needs of limited 

English proficient students (Valencia, 2008); however, due to funding and 

implementation problems, the BEA was not carried out as intended.  
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 Lau v. Nichols (1974) was the landmark case for ELL students.  The United States 

Supreme Court ruled that merely providing equal access to education for those who do 

not speak native English is not an adequate educational opportunity.  The ruling stated: 

There is no equality of treatment merely by providing students with the same 

facilities, textbooks, teachers, and curriculum; for students who do not understand 

English are effectively foreclosed from any meaningful education.  Basic English 

skills are at the very core of what these public schools teach...We know that those 

who do not understand English are certain to find their classroom experiences 

wholly incomprehensible and in no way meaningful. (Lau v. Nichols, 1974, p.3) 

  In the 1980’s there was strong opposition to bilingual education and the Bilingual 

Education Agency was changed so that funding went to English-only programs (Brown, 

1992; Nieto, 2009).  In the 1990s, the pendulum swung again in favor of bilingual 

education programs and the Improving America’s School Act of 1994 “signaled a new, 

more positive attitude toward primary language instruction and preferences for programs 

that served to conserve native languages and expand bilingualism” (Gándara & Gómez, 

2009, p. 583).  Most recently, with the creation of NCLB, bilingual education programs 

were frowned upon once again, and references to bilingual education were removed from 

the legislation. English language learners are now accounted for in a different way.  ELL 

students are expected to learn English and are tested for proficiency in core academic 

classes just like their peers (Menken, 2010).  

 The changes in policy over the years led to ambiguity and uncertainty (Gándara & 

Baca, 2008) among school leaders regarding program implementation, including ways in 
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which federal money could be used to educate ELL students.  With the inception of 

NCLB, the bar was raised for ELL students, teachers, and schools, as schools are required 

to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) toward proficiency defined in the bill for all 

students, including English language learners.  

 To account for this added pressure, the federal government allocates funding for 

students to assist schools in meeting stated goals.   

The Title III State Formula Grant Program provides federal monies to the states 

for the education of these students.  In return, states are required to demonstrate 

that students are proficient in state content and achievement standards in 

mathematics, reading or language arts, and science. (NCELA, 2011b p. 1) 

Title III of NCLB provides supplemental funds for English language learner programs.  

These programs provide money to purchase resources such as additional instructional 

personnel, programs, services, and materials that will enhance a child’s education.  Title 

III typically provides a supplement of approximately $100 per ELL served (Tanenbaum 

& Anderson, 2010).   

 Federal, state, and local entities contribute to the lump sum of money that a school 

district has for ELL students, but Title III money comes from the federal government and 

must be spent in specific ways.  The money must be used to supplement current 

instructional practices such as providing professional development for educators and 

parental outreach.  Federal funding is allocated to the states based on the number of ELLs 

served in that state.  School districts request funding from the state through an online 

system where their goals for student achievement are listed and a budget worksheet that 



    

5	  
	  

displays how Title III money will be spent is provided.  After the request is approved by 

the state, the district is given permission to begin purchasing materials, services, etc. that 

are disseminated through the school system.  After purchases, the school district is 

reimbursed by the state for the money spent. 

Title III in Virginia  

 In the 2011-2012 academic year, funding allocated to English language learner 

programs in Virginia was approximately 11.2 million dollars and the funding for 2012 

and 2013 was approximately 11.6 million dollars (United States Department of 

Education, 2012).  This equates to approximately $120 per ELL in the state of Virginia. 

Although overall spending on ELLs has increased under NCLB, grants are no longer 

concentrated for maximum impact in particular schools (Antunez & Casserly, 2004), and 

there is ambiguity in the procedures for reporting how money is spent (Ramsey & O'Day, 

2010; Tanenbaum & Anderson, 2010).  Although school systems maintain expense 

reports to show what was purchased, budget documents fail to show how these resources 

are distributed within school systems and in what capacity.  Making sense of the policies 

and guidelines that surround Title III, variation in reporting procedures, and decisions 

about how organizational goals will be accomplished muddies the water and creates 

difficult task for school leaders who must navigate the process.  

Purpose 

 The purpose of this study is to determine how a single school district allocates 

federal funding for ELL students.  Through this study, I learned how Title III policy is 

implemented within this school district, specifically how leaders make decisions 
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regarding what goods and services will be purchased for EL education and how these 

items are distributed to the schools.  Tracking these specific decisions will show how 

English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) program leaders make sense of the 

Title III policy, what factors contribute to the decision-making process of ESOL program 

leaders, who contributes to the decision-making process, and how Title III money is used. 

 Resource allocation has an impact on student achievement both at the district and 

school level (Gándara, Rumberger, Maxwell-Jolly, & Callahan 2003; Jimenez-

Castellanos 2010a; Jimenez-Castellanos & Rodriguez. 2009).  The intent of this study is 

not to highlight the equity or adequacy of categorical funding as other studies (Darden & 

Cavendish, 2011; Houck, 2010); rather, it is to examine the process that takes place 

before the spending occurs and follow the flow of money as it goes into the school 

district.  The purpose of this study is to add to the existing research regarding school 

spending at its inception as opposed to looking at the results, thus helping reveal the path 

of the money through the school system and into the schools and how school leaders 

influence that process.  The study deals with the process of Title III implementation so 

that school district personnel can critically examine and improve upon its practices to 

make the most of Title III funding. 

Setting  

Radcliff School System, the focus of this study, is a school district located in a 

large, diverse, suburban area in Virginia.  The number of ELL students increased from 

1,781 students in the 1999-2000 academic years to 13,959 students during the 2009-2010 

academic year, an increase of 683.8% (NCELA, 2011b).  Since 2010, the number of ELL 
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students has continued to rise, with the number of ELL students for the 2013-14 

academic year reaching over 18,000 (Virginia Department of Education, 2011).  With 

this explosion of ELL students in the district’s schools comes the added responsibility of 

school leaders to educate these students and meet the goals of the No Child Left Behind 

Act.  It is important to acknowledge where this study is conducted because it is an area 

similar to many others in the United States where a steady increase in English language 

learners, limited funding for working with these students, and responsibility to uphold the 

regulations of the policy and obligation to meet school district goals leave personnel with 

important decisions surrounding funding and implementation.  

Research Questions 

To learn about decisions regarding federal funding for ELL students within a school 

district and how school leaders make sense of implementation of that federal policy, the 

following research questions are used within this study: 

1. How do Radcliff School District central office leaders make sense of Title III 

policy?  

2. What factors contribute to the decision-making processes of Radcliff School 

District central office leaders regarding the allocation of funding for ELL 

students?  

3. How is Title III federal money allocated within Radcliff School District for 

English language learner education programs?  

What is Title III money spent on? 

Significance 
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 This study adds to the existing literature regarding allocation of federal funds for 

ELL students by providing an in-depth look at the decision-making processes and 

spending practices of leaders within a school district.  Literature is available regarding 

inter- and intra- district spending in the aggregate, and describing the national breakdown 

of uses for Title III money (Chambers, Lam, Mahitivanichcha, Esra, Shambaugh & 

Stullich, 2009; Jimenez-Castellanos, 2010a); however, there appears to be little clarity at 

the school district and school level regarding allocation and the flexibility of funding.  

This is significant because the school district and school are where the money has 

maximum impact on students.  This may be the case even more so for English language 

learners who typically perform below their peers and need additional support.  It is 

important for policy makers, education leaders, and the general public to know where the 

money is going, and why. 

Research Significance 

 This study will constitute a starting place in determining how district-level and 

school administrators make decisions that influence schools, teachers, and ELL students.  

It will contribute to the existing body of research and recent evaluations that have been 

published regarding Title III and ELL funding (Cook, Linguanti, Chinen & Jung, 2012).  

Previous research provides little qualitative data reflecting the inner-workings of a large, 

heavily ELL-populated school district and how money is spent within that school district.  

My research provides a lens through which policy makers and educators can see how 

Title III policy is being implemented so that if change is needed, reform can take place. 

 The federal government and certain state education agencies have evaluated Title 
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III for accountability purposes and to gain understanding of English language learner 

program implementation.  There is a steady increase in the number of ELL students in 

schools but their language proficiency and academic growth is hard to measure due to the 

fact that once students test out of ELL programs, their information is no longer collected 

and new, lower English proficiency level ELL students take their place, similar to a 

revolving door (Boyle, Taylor, Hurlburt & Soga, 2010; Ramsey & O'Day, 2010; 

Tanenbaum & Anderson, 2010).  There is no specific published report of how money is 

used at the micro level and if money allocated to school districts for the use of ELL 

students is actually being used for those students.  State and district officials reported that 

the amount of money provided for ELL students is not enough and there are disparities 

across the state and even across districts with respect to how money is spent (Cook, 

Linguanti, Chinen & Jung, 2012; Tanenbaum & Anderson, 2010), showing that funding 

for ELL students is different depending on the location and the leadership of each school 

agency.  

Title III funds are used for instruction (staff, materials and equipment), 

instructional and student support (professional development or other support), and 

administrative costs (Chambers et al., 2009).  Nationally, the majority of Title III funds is 

spent on instructional staff, materials, and other instructional services (386 million dollars 

or 74% of the overall spending), and the rest is spent on professional development, 

administrative costs, or other instructional materials (Chambers et al.).  I address the 

same questions as Chambers et al. in this study, but at the school district and school level 

and with respect to Title III funds only.  Looking at how funding is distributed at the local 
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level demonstrates how money is being put to use within the schools and how students 

are benefiting.  Aggregate studies and evaluations have been done for categories of 

spending aspirations or intentions of Title III funding; whether school systems actually 

spend money this way, or if there is flexibility or adjustment during program 

implementation in how the money reaches the schools within a system is an added value 

of this study.  

 In addition to the government issued evaluations of Title III, there has been 

limited research conducted concerning spending for ELL students within school districts 

and between schools.  Out of seventy empirical cost analysis studies of school districts 

published after 1990, only four directly dealt with ELL students “although each of the 

costing out methodologies accounted for ELLs in some way, the level of consideration 

and detail varied substantially across methodologies” (Jimenez-Castellanos & Topper, 

2012 p. 204).  Not only was limited information found regarding ELL students in cost 

analysis literature, but the findings of those cost-analyses were not consistent (Jimenez-

Castellanos & Topper).  There is a need for research that will assess whether and how 

districts are using the categorical aid allocated to ELLs (Jimenez-Castellanos & Topper).  

Problems include:  

limited public transparency and accountability for resource allocation…funds 

misused at the school level to such a degree that they are highly related to low 

achievement, [and a] need to understand the cost of effective programs for 

English Language learners, which include both base funds and categorical funds 

….(Jimenez-Castellanos, 2010b p. 18) 



    

11	  
	  

Thus both government evaluations and independent research suggest that more research 

needs to be conducted regarding funding for ELL students.  This study will add to the 

existing body of research and help researchers, educators, and policy makers understand 

the process behind spending Title III money at the local level.   

 Practical significance.  Currently, there is an achievement gap between ELL 

students and their English-only speaking counterparts (Gándara, Rumberger, Maxwell-

Jolly, & Callahan, 2003; Gunderson, 2008).  This gap is due in part to students’ lack of 

English language but also factors such as poverty, interrupted education, or unstable 

home situations (Collier, Combs, & Ovando, 2006).  ELL students face additional 

challenges in school such as teachers and counselors who offer little support, leaving 

them to their own devices in a confusing environment (Ferguson, 2007).  

  The Virginia Department of Education (2013) reports in 2011 the rate of high 

school completion for ELL students was approximately 63%, whereas White and Black 

student subgroups had approximately an 86% and a 73% completion rate, respectively.  

ELL students are graduating at a 10-23% rate lower than their White and Black 

counterparts.  In addition to lower graduation rates, the test scores on reading and 

mathematics standardized tests are also significantly lower for ELL students compared to 

White and Black students.  During the 2013-2014 school year, 87% of White students 

and 71% of Black students passed their English Reading standardized test, while only 

54% of ELL students passed (Virginia Department of Education, 2014c).  The reading 

test is of the utmost importance for students in high school because it is a requirement for 

graduation.  The results in mathematics are similar: 85% of White students and 69% of 
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Black students passed the mathematics standardized tests while only 63% of ELL 

students passed (Virginia Department of Education, 2014c).  

 Presently, school districts receive funding from local, state, and federal entities to 

put toward purchasing supplemental instructional materials to combat the statistically low 

graduation rates and academic disparities of ELL students, but how they make decisions 

on what programs to endorse, initiatives to start, or expenditures to make is not clear.  By 

examining federal funding practices at the school district level, this study can help school 

leaders make more informed decisions and help educators better understand how 

decisions they make influence students.  

 Once school leaders and policy makers are aware of the funding processes that 

impact student learning and schools, they can execute decisions and implement initiatives 

in an efficient manner.  Improving current spending practices across the school district 

and within schools so that money is being used for maximum impact on student learning 

and student achievement is an area of importance because it may help to close or narrow 

the achievement gap described above.  Millions of federal dollars have been spent to 

educate ELL students in a manner appropriate for NCLB but because these mandates 

have been made in the last decade there is little research that shows how money is being 

disseminated within the school district and how leaders are making their decisions.  This 

study will inform the practice of school leaders because every decision they make 

influences student outcomes.  

 Personal significance.  As an ESOL teacher, I am deeply invested in the success 

of my students and the success of the community.  I work to ensure my students are 
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academically and socially prepared for life after high school.  This study has special 

significance to me because I have seen how Title III funding has been used in the past.  

As a practitioner and aspiring school leader, I believe that understanding current spending 

practices of school district leaders will lead to improved choices that benefit ELL 

students.  It is for that reason that I have decided to focus my research efforts on 

answering how Title III federal money is being spent and what factors contribute to the 

distribution of funds.   

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are used throughout the study and are defined as follows: 

An English Language Learner or ELL refers to someone who is acquiring proficiency in 

the English language.  In this study, ELL refers to current students (in grades k-12) who 

receive services to help them acquire the English language such as special instruction by 

a certified teacher, instructional support or materials, or other accommodations.  These 

students can be either recent immigrants or American-born citizens who have been in 

school since kindergarten but lack proficiency in the English language.  Students who 

were at one time ELL but no longer receive accommodations have either opted out of the 

program or have demonstrated mastery of the English language by passing a test that is 

used to measure language growth.  In Virginia, students are classified as ELL by scoring 

a one through six on the World Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA)—a 

score of one designates the student as a novice English speaker and score of six indicates 

the student has reached English mastery.  All states that are part of the WIDA 

Consortium follow this system of language proficiency testing and rating.  Currently 
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there are twenty-nine states in the consortium, including Virginia (World-Class 

Instructional Design and Assessment, 2011). 

English learner (EL) is a term that is synonymous with English language learner.  

It is used to describe students who are labeled as limited English proficient and who 

receive accommodations in their classes and on their state mandated tests.  Some 

participants refer to English learners as ELL students or as ELs during the interviews or 

in documents.   

English as a Second Language or ESL is a term used synonymously with ELL to 

describe students who are learning English as a second language.  

English for Speakers of Other Languages or ESOL is also used to describe an 

ELL in the context of ‘the ESOL student’.  In this study, ESOL can refer to a student or 

the program that the student is a part of.  ESOL is the acronym associated with the 

program being studied in Radcliff School District.  

Limited English Proficient is a term used to describe a student who receives 

ESOL services or one who is an English learner. 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) is the legislation signed into law by President 

George W. Bush in an effort to improve the current state of education with the intent of 

closing “the achievement gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that no child 

is left behind” (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 2002, p. 1).  

Title III is a section of NCLB that addresses the instruction of limited English 

proficient children and immigrant children.  Title III designates money to states from the 

federal government to educate ELL students.  Money can be used from the grant to 
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educate students who are deemed limited English proficient and can be spent on 

supplemental materials or instructional programs that will assist school districts in 

meeting the goals of Title III (United States Department of Education, 2004).  

Site-Based Management is an organizational structure employed by the school 

district being studied in which principals have the ability to make decisions related to 

their schools with respect to staffing, budgeting, course offerings, structure, etc.  “Site-

based management may also be an administrative reform to make management more 

efficient by decentralizing and deregulating it…management efficiency presumably 

serves the ultimate goal of the organization—student learning” (David, 1995, p.2).   
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Chapter Two 

 

 The 2010 Census reports that the United States is becoming increasingly diverse 

(United States Census, 2010).  The accountability provisions in the No Child Left Behind 

Act (2002) call for equal and adequate educational measures to ensure that all students 

reach their full academic potential regardless of race, social class, legal status, or 

language spoken.  English language learners are diverse not only in ethnicity and the 

languages they speak, but they also have unique and demanding educational needs.  For 

example, students who are labeled as English language learners may have varying 

academic proficiency or prior schooling, some may have had scarring pasts in war-torn or 

impoverished countries, and others may be experiencing poverty (Collier, Ovander, & 

Combs, 2006; Gándara & Contreras, 2009).  

 Title III of the NCLB Act provides support for the education of English language 

learners.  As established in the previous chapter, more needs to be learned about the 

implementation of Title III and the flow of resources that support ELLs.  The purpose of 

this section is to provide a review of literature and conceptual framework that will help 

the reader understand the constructs of this study.  The literature review explains 

implementation of policies and funding specifically impacting English language learners.  

The conceptual framework explains the theory of decision-making that provides a 

research perspective to better understand what is taking place within Radcliff School 
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District. 

Review of Literature 

 To learn about which studies have already been conducted regarding Title III as a 

policy and money allocation for English language learners and to better understand the 

topic of decision making, I conducted a review of literature.  Using electronic databases 

(Dissertation and Theses, EBSCO, ERIC, Google Scholar, JSTOR) and combinations of 

search words such as English language learner, decision making processes, allocation of 

federal funds, ELL policy implementation, and school funding, I looked at relevant 

literature and articles within peer-reviewed journals, legal documents, government 

reports, and policy briefs. Below I provide a summary of policy and funding as they 

relate to ELL education and later discuss conceptual theory that provides a lens in which 

to view this study. 

Policy and Practice 

 The No Child Left Behind Act (2002) signaled a time of change in United States 

Education policy and practice.  The Elementary and Secondary Schools Act of 1965 had 

major objectives of “increasing accountability for results, focusing on research-based 

practices (i.e., ‘what works’), providing better-quality instruction, and empowering 

parents with choice options” (Thomas & Brady, 2005 p. 55).  Within the gradual 

development and implementation of language policy there have been sudden policy shifts 

that changed the direction of language policy altogether or created new regulations 

educators are required to implement.  These sudden bursts or disruptions have an impact 

on student learning and on school operations in general.  
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 Punctuated equilibrium is a theory that suggests that policy changes gradually, over 

time with sudden bursts of radical change (Baumgartner, Jones & Mortensen, 2014; 

Kingdon, 2003).  This concept can be used to describe the NCLB legislation regarding 

English language learner education.  Punctuated equilibrium helps explain that certain 

policy “should reveal long periods of stable, incremental change interrupted by bursts of 

lurching, large-scale change, followed again by stability and gradualism” (Cohen-Vogel 

& McLendon, 2009, p. 742).  For example, the reauthorization of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA), being signed into law as the No Child Left Behind Act, 

was one of those bursts of change and since its inception, policy makers and education 

representatives have been tinkering with implementation of the law to get it right.  The 

law, and specifically Title III of NCLB, gradually evolved and although the goal of 

educating all students remains the same, the means to achieve that goal have been altered 

or clarified as time has passed.  

 In the ESEA reauthorization of 1968 (the Bilingual Education Act) there was an 

accountability system for states that have English language learners; however, nearly 40 

years later in 2002 NCLB completely changed how these students were educated, tested, 

and accounted for.  Since the authorization of NCLB, there have been gradual changes or 

clarifications made to Title III to improve the law as well as scrambling among states to 

adhere to the rules yet maintain their own autonomy in how their education agency is run 

(Gándara & Baca, 2008).  This tinkering might include educator-friendly guidelines for 

staying in compliance with the requirements of the law, clarification of the policy aims, 

looking at state plans for implementations, and reconfiguring an accountability system 
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within Title III of NCLB.   

 When the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was reauthorized as No Child 

Left Behind, Title VII of ESEA (also referred to as the Bilingual Education Act) was 

changed to Title III of NCLB (National Association of Bilingual Education, 2009).  

Further, what was once a competitive grants system turned into an entitlement of funds 

based on the enrollment of ELL students.  At the initiation of Title III, there were no clear 

guidelines regarding how money was spent.  Since that time, the mandates of NCLB have 

developed as schools simultaneously adopt the policy and adapt their current practices. 

The policy burst and the gradual tinkering with Title III of NCLB is shown in the 

timeline below with the initiation of NCLB being the disequilibrium burst and the 

following events representing the gradual development and defining of the law.  

Evolution of Title III of NCLB adapted from (OELA, 2008) 

• 2002: NCLB becomes a law (Policy Burst) 

• 2003: The Department of Education releases a guide on Title III accountability 

• 2003-2004: States are required to begin reporting Annual Measurable 

Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) and hold districts accountable for AMAO 

performance 

• 2005: The Department of Education monitors the state’s implementation of Title 

III 

• 2007: Some states are held accountable for not meeting ELL AMAOs and the 

Department of Education requires that they restructure 

• 2008: The Department of Education issues a Notice of Final Interpretations 
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(Office of English Language Acquisition, 2008) outlining the Department’s 

interpretation of Title III 

• 2009-2010: States’ AMAO targets and definitions are required to be consistent 

with the Department’s notice of Final Interpretations  

Years after NCLB became a law, policy officials are still refining implementation. 

These periods of incremental change may lead to ambiguity and uncertainty among those 

trying to implement the policy (Weick, 1995).  The concept of punctuated equilibrium 

suggests that soon there will be another massive overhaul and the law will be renamed, 

reconfigured, and there will be a shift to comply with the new laws in states and local 

education agencies. 

Policy impacting states.  As mentioned in chapter one there were several policy 

evaluations released by the Department of Education to better account for and understand 

Title III implementation.  Ramsey and O'Day (2010) focused on how states were 

implementing the provisions in Title III of NCLB and summarized states’ actions 

including the benefits and the challenges of the program.  Boyle, Taylor, Hurlburt, and 

Soga (2010) collected data from external sources and other reports published by 

government agencies and focused on how states are being held accountable for the 

provisions they have implemented.  This policy brief details how only eleven states met 

their Title III goals, however certain districts within ‘fail’ states did meet their goals.  

Tanenbaum and Anderson (2010) provide a more in-depth look at how states are using 

Title III funds, and how implementation/accountability is working by using a more 

qualitative methodology for collecting their data.  Data for this were collected through 
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telephone interviews with state and district level officials in six states, along with archival 

data.  These authors found that although there are benefits of Title III accountability 

practices such as heightened awareness among schools, an emphasis on identifying and 

grouping students accordingly based on their English proficiency level and better 

professional and technical assistance for educators, there are also some negative aspects.  

These include finding staff that are qualified to teach ELL students, individual schools 

taking responsibility for their students, and lack of adequate funding. 

 Along with the policy briefs mentioned above, Cook, Linguanti, Chinen, and Jung 

(2012) provide insight into Title III accountability on the national level and provide 

qualitative data from a select group of states.  Their report focuses on accomplishing 

three key objectives:  describing the progress of implementing Title III across states, 

looking at the programs that states have in place to address the needs of their ELLs, and 

maintaining focus on the diversity of ELL students as a whole.  According to this report, 

the way ELL students are identified differs in every state, the assessment or evaluation of 

academic and English performance varies from state to state, and there are a variety of 

ways these youth are educated.  Further, these students’ accommodations are not 

consistent.  States reported that there is alignment between state standards and limited 

English proficiency standards; however, there is variation in the annual measurable 

achievement objectives (AMAO) that states are required to meet.  There is variability 

between states with respect to how students are identified and how they are serviced, and 

possibly there is variation among districts within one state.  

 The AMAO provision within NCLB not only sets goals for school districts 
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regarding these students, but it also allocates money to help the districts meet those goals.  

Though the AMAOs are similar to the expectations from Title I, states that do not meet 

them do not receive additional monetary support to help them reach their goals.  Instead, 

after two consecutive years of missing goals, they are put on an action plan for 

improvement.  “Only 10 states met their state-level AMAOs for the 2008–09 school year, 

but at the district-level, 55 percent of Title III districts nationwide reported meeting their 

AMAOs that year” (U.S Department of Education, 2012b, pg. 75); demonstrating the 

uniqueness of each district in their ESOL programs, and the variability among districts 

within states.  

 Policy impacting practice.  Policies, initiatives and implementations impact 

instruction and student learning eventually.  Although there is a long history of educating 

English language learners in the United States, there are still many questions regarding 

which instructional methods work best and how to accommodate the various languages, 

educational backgrounds, and cultures that exist within the ELL context.  Further, schools 

must account for the training and professional development of teachers for each of these 

types of pedagogical practices.  Some school districts report problems staffing teachers 

for ELL students that meet the highly qualified requirement of NCLB (Clewell, Cohen, & 

Murray, 2007).  Methods of educating ELL students are still a matter of debate in the 

education arena and there are a variety of methods being used at this time in Virginia.  

 According to the Office of English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, 

and Academic Achievement for Limited English Proficient Students (2012), Virginia 

schools use a variety of English-only language instruction educational programs such as 
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structured English immersion, sheltered English instruction, content-based ESL, and 

pullout ESL.  Virginia has also incorporated two-way immersion, transitional bilingual, 

dual language instruction, and developmental bilingual and heritage language instruction 

in some of its districts.  “This wide range of programs in turn results in widely varying 

levels of improvement in English proficiency and in academic achievement among the 

U.S. ELL population” (Cortez & Villarreal, 2009 p. 10).  There are many methods of 

educating these students yet the best way has yet to be determined.  There are many 

different types of programs across the state and even within single districts.  For example, 

bilingual education is a very popular method of language instruction because it harnesses 

the students’ strengths in their primary language and incorporates learning a new 

language while learning the necessary skills and content required by schools.  However, 

the problem with bilingual education programs is there are so many different languages 

present in schools that attempting to enforce a bilingual model such as Spanish-English 

instruction (Spanish being the dominant language present in many school districts) would 

lead other language minority students to be isolated further.  In Radcliff School District 

(the pseudonym for the school district in this study) for example, there are over one 

hundred languages present in the K-12 schools (Virginia Department of Education, 

2012a).  Attempting to educate all of these students in their native language would be 

impossible.  

 Due to the rapid increase of ELL students in the Radcliff area and in Virginia as a 

whole, it was necessary to hire more teachers who could work with these students to 

provide the education necessary to help them achieve their English proficiency and 
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mastery of content.  It is estimated the “high LEP (Limited English Proficient) schools 

face more difficulty filling teaching vacancies and are more likely to rely on unqualified 

and substitute teachers than schools with few or no LEP children” (Cosentino de Cohen 

& Clewell, 2007 p. 4).  Likewise, it may be that those who are hired are new to their 

profession and therefore inexperienced with meeting the demands of students who are 

underperforming their mainstream counterparts.  Deployment and development of human 

resources to meet the growing needs of ELLs has considerable financial implications for 

schools and school systems. 

Funding 

 It is important to know what happens to English language learner funding to see if 

money is impacting student achievement.  District and school leaders’ decisions matter 

when it comes to how funds are used, how resources are distributed across the district, 

and how they are used within schools.  

Federal policies currently place unprecedented demands on school district central 

offices to use a range of sources of “evidence,” “data”, and “research” to ground a 

host of decisions related to how central offices operate and how they work within 

schools. (Honig & Coburn, 2008, p. 580)   

How this contributes to or influences decision outcome is unknown.  Odden and Clune 

(1995) argue that poor resource distribution is a reason for low productivity in schools.  

Further, they advocate for greater equality in resources/funding across school districts, 

and for site-based management.  Learning about resource distribution at the local level 

will determine if there is equality in funding across the school district and how site-based 
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management plays into the decision processes at the school district in this study. 

 Odden and Achibald (2000) suggest leaders must recognize a need for change in a 

program or a service, determine what should be changed about that program or service, 

and then create a strategy to implement that change.  In looking at the implementation of 

supportive programs for immigrant students, Chu (2009) states that “school leaders need 

to consider the following to meet immigrant students’ needs: what approaches or 

programs should be included, what supporting services should be provided and what 

factors school leaders should consider in implementing a program” (p.69).  For example, 

leaders need to look at all aspects of available options to find out what meets the needs of 

the English language learners in their district and schools before they make decisions 

regarding funding. Moreover, they must communicate with each other to learn what the 

needs are in each school.  

Most education research regarding use of funding is focused on outcomes and 

productivity, not necessarily on the process of decision making itself (Hanushek, 1986; 

Hanushek & Lindseth, 2009; Marion & Flanigan, 2001; Odden & Archibald, 2000; 

Odden & Clune, 1995).  This study seeks to complement what has already been done in 

education research and evaluations by providing empirical evidence about what is 

happening at the district level as decisions are being made. 

Funding for ELLs.  In a study comparing two schools within the same school 

district in California with diverse learners, Jimenez-Castellanos and Rodriguez (2009) 

found that decisions regarding the budget and actions by the school leader had a direct 

influence on ELL student achievement.  The study sought to contribute to the discussion 
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regarding school finance and how the allocation of fiscal and personnel resources shape 

student performance.  The authors call for more research regarding policy 

implementation at the district level and how educational responsiveness could improve 

performance.  Using money for maximum impact on students helps accomplish that goal.  

 In a similar study, Jimenez-Castellanos (2010a) aimed to answer how educational 

resources were allocated among schools within a large district based on student 

demographics, if these resources were related to student achievement, and what role 

resource variation played in academic achievement among and between Title I and non-

Title I schools that do or do not meet their adequate yearly progress goals.  Positive 

correlations between funding and student achievement related to such things as higher 

teacher salary (thus more experienced teachers), higher attendance rates, newer schools, 

multi-purpose space, and fewer portable classrooms were found.  Schools that received 

federal funding were given more per-pupil funds than schools that did not receive federal 

funding, but those schools that received less money received more hidden funds such as 

donations and other resources from parent boosters.  This too indicates that how money is 

spent matters for students who typically underperform compared to their peers. 

 Han and Bridglall (2009) looked at the academic trajectories of ELL students in 

grades kindergarten through five and their relationship to resources.  The study found that 

ELL students started kindergarten with reading and math skills well below their English-

only speaking peers yet they were able to narrow the achievement gap by fifth grade to 

some extent based on the resources they received.  The data suggest that strong school 

leadership, parent involvement/participation, teacher effort (planning, collaboration, 
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curriculum development), and physical resources help boost student achievement.  

Because this study was conducted based on national data, it is hard to distinguish specific 

information such as what parental involvement looks like, or which resources were 

purchased for optimal effect.  

Conceptual Framework 

 The review of literature outlined above showcases both the importance and 

significance of funding for ELL students.  The conceptual framework provided a 

structure and acted as an organizational tool throughout data collection, coding, and 

reporting processes.  The conceptual framework guiding this research draws upon the 

theory of decision making in order to understand the process school district leaders go 

through while distributing federal money for ELL students, including how they make 

sense of Title III policy or understand the policy they are implementing.  

 Policy is written with the intention of it being implemented in a faithful manner, 

that is to say, policy is written with a goal in mind.  The No Child Left Behind Act was 

predicated on the Rational Actor Model (Allison & Zelikow, 1999), i.e., there are 

specified goals defined with accountabilities, and the assumption is that states and 

districts will make optimal choices on how to deploy resources to reach the pre-defined 

goals.  However, decision making within an organization is a complicated and convoluted 

process that sometimes involves singular actors and other times involves multiple 

stakeholders (March, 1994).  For the purpose of this study, I focus on decision making 

through the lens of rational systems because “rational theories of choice assume decision 

processes that are consequential and preference-based” (March, 1994 p. 2).  Decision 
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making theory such as the Rational Actor Model (Allison & Zelikow, 1999) provides a 

starting point from which to understand the flow of federal dollars for ELL students 

through the school district.  By examining the goals of the district and its schools, how 

leaders in charge of spending federal dollars for ELL students make their decisions, and 

what those decisions are, the process of decision making as it relates to Title III funding 

and school system’s use of money becomes clearer. 

Espoused Goals 

 When viewing a public school bureaucracy from the rational systems perspective,  

“[they] are collectivities oriented to the pursuit of relatively specific goals and exhibiting 

relatively highly formalized social structures” (Scott, 2003 p. 27). The school district in 

this study has goals defined in the superintendent’s strategic plan for education which 

includes vague goals for ELL students such as decreasing the number of ELL students 

who are identified as special needs students and increasing the number of ELL students 

participating in specialty and gifted programs (Radcliff School District, 2013a) however 

ELL academic or English language proficiency goals are not mentioned. The district has 

goals dictated by two higher government entities of the state and federal government that 

they must also address. “[The] ultimate goals of an organization are somewhat vague and 

imprecise…such general goals in themselves provide few clues for guiding behavior of 

participants” (Scott, 2003 p. 51). Although there are over-arching goals from the federal 

government as defined by Title III, the actual goals of the local education agency are less 

specific and it is assumed that they are working to accomplish the goals of Title III in 

addition to their own. 
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 The nine goals of Title III are defined in the NCLB legislation (No Child Left 

Behind Act, 2002) but become less explicit at the state and local level. The goals of Title 

III in the No Child Left Behind legislation are as follows  

1. Help students obtain English proficiency 

2. Help ELL students obtain academic achievement 

3. Provide high quality language instruction to educational programs 

4. Prepare ELL students to enter into English-only institutions 

5. Establish, Implement, and sustain ELL programs 

6. Promote parental outreach and community participation 

7. Streamline English learning and content learning 

8. To hold states accountable in the increase of English proficiency, and maintain 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)  

9. Provide states flexibility to implement language instruction educational programs 

based on research (adapted from the No Child Left Behind Act, 2002 p. 266). 

The goals of Title III and the means by which to accomplish them are open to 

interpretation and different people and governmental entities understand them in different 

ways. In the Rational Actor Model, the decision maker is trying to meet the pre-

determined goals in the way that is value-maximizing; that is to say, in the way that will 

be the most cost effective, have the highest return on investment, or accomplish the goal 

in an expedited timeframe.  

  The goals of Virginia’s Department of Education programs supported by Title III 

funds intend to solve or minimize the disparities between non-English speaking students 
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or immigrant students and their peers that arise because of the language barrier, yet they 

are not explicitly listed. States must report the number of students receiving ELL 

services, scores of English proficiency tests, accommodations students are eligible to 

receive, scores on state mandated standardized tests, and more. School districts report to 

the state, and the state reports to the U.S. Department of Education. The hope is that by 

helping students obtain English proficiency, students will be better prepared and 

equipped to have a successful experience in schools.  

 The policy goals outlined by the Virginia Department of Education as they relate to 

ELL students and Title III spending are not entirely clear, though they are in line with 

federal expectations (Virginia Department of Education, 2012b). Additionally, the state 

establishes annual measurable achievement objectives that each district must meet. These 

measure progress in learning English, attainment of English proficiency, and performance 

toward meeting annual measurable objectives in reading and mathematics (Wright, 

2013). The goals of the district related to ELL students and the use of Title III money are 

listed in a vision statement cited on the webpage (Radcliff School District, 2012) but not 

explicitly stated or connected to state AMAOs. 

Decision Making  

 The Rational Actor Model (Allison & Zelikow, 1999) has four core elements that 

guide decision making processes for leaders.  The first element is the goal of the 

individual (or in this case, the school district) and focuses on what is supposed to be 

accomplished through the decision.  The second element explores alternatives or the 

options the rational actor must choose in a particular situation to accomplish said goal.  
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Third, the consequence to each alternative is weighed so that the best possible result can 

be identified.  Finally, a decision is made based on the value maximizing option, meaning 

the option that will best accomplish the goal by spending the least money, resulting in 

expedited completion, meeting a political agenda, etc.  In theory, the RAM would be an 

ideal process for leaders because all possible alternatives are known and there are not 

necessarily limits on time or money.  In the RAM, ultimately, the best choice is made and 

the organization meets its goals. 

 Governmental organizations including school districts are faced with making 

decisions with limited information and tight schedules.  Below is a diagram reflecting the 

Rational Actor Model as it relates to ELL students and Title III funding.  Each level 

indicates the steps within the Rational Actor Model from looking at the goals, to 

considering alternatives to selecting a method of accomplishing those goals.  The arrows 

in the diagram indicate the process that actors go through when making these decisions.  



    

32	  
	  

 

Figure 1. Rational Actor Model as it applies to the Title III fund decisions. 
 
 
 
 Though this model may work in theory, March (1994) argues that it is not 

necessarily accurate in practice.  Individuals create a rationale for their decisions and try 

to support that rationale by claiming they acted in a rational manner.  “Rationality is the 

set of skills or aptitudes we use to see if we can get from here to there- to find courses of 

action that will lead to the accomplishments of our goals” (Simon, 1993 p. 393).  

Nevertheless, the RAM can be used as a lens for looking at the decisions of ESOL district 

leaders to examine the process of how they are faced with meeting goals, how they weigh 

their options and how they decide to spend money.  Additionally, it can provide a starting 

point for looking at imperfections with the model and what might happen when 
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something goes awry.  

 School district leaders are tasked with understanding, adhering to, and applying 

education policy by distributing funds and services throughout the school district.  They 

make decisions that they believe will accomplish the goals of the organization.  

“Although decision makers try to be rational, they are constrained by limited cognitive 

capabilities and incomplete information, and thus their actions may be less than 

completely rational in spite of their best intentions and efforts” (March, 1994 p. 9).  Title 

III assumes a rational choice process, i.e., money is given to states, who are expected to 

distribute it rationally; money is distributed to districts, who are expected to make value-

maximizing decisions to help students.  However, humans are fallible and as such they 

can only make decisions with the information that is available at that time.  

Bounded Rationality   

 March (1994) uses the concept of bounded or limited rationality to explain the 

decision making process and argues that there are many unknown elements which can 

make it difficult to select the best possible choice when making decisions.  Risk and 

uncertainty, incomplete information about alternatives, and complexity cause rationality 

to be bounded (Simon, 1972).  Other restrictions on rationality may be time, memory, and 

communication within the organization, leading to even more difficulty selecting the best 

possible means to achieve organizational goals.  “There are limits on our knowledge, … 

ability to compute, to work out the consequences of what we do know…there is a further 

problem because final values themselves are not subject to a rational calculus, they are 

simply posited” (Simon, 1993 p. 397).  The process of decision making is assumed to be 
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a rational process but because of bounded rationality the process is constrained. 

 The rational systems perspective (Scott, 2003) helps to explain the school system 

and the process of decision making itself by examining each part of the process of how 

decisions are made, as they are being made.  The participants, no matter how well 

informed, will always have some sort of constraint on their decision making ability such 

as incomplete knowledge, limitations of time, or simply following a routine.  The goals 

that the decision maker is trying to accomplish may be inconsistent or ambiguous so that 

he or she really is not sure of what it is the organization wants.  The means by which to 

accomplish these goals or the guidelines themselves may be unclear, and leaders are 

forced to negotiate the way in which they accomplish their goals.  As discussed above, 

sometimes not all the information is known to decision makers as they are tasked with 

problem solving.  Sometimes decision makers are limited in the information they have 

access to and therefore might have chosen differently had they had unlimited access to 

and ability to understand information.  

 Problem solving is also somewhat routinized within organizations and people act 

how they are expected to, rather than making decisions for themselves (March & Simon, 

1993).  Further, as in most organizations there are limitations on time, and leaders are 

sometimes forced to make a decision although they are not completely confident that it is 

the best alternative.  Bounded rationality “recognizes inescapable limitations of 

knowledge and computational ability of the agent” (Allison & Zelikow, 1999 p. 20).  In 

other words, decision making does not always happen as the Rational Actor Model 

portrays, and oftentimes there are factors that play into the process that act as an 
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impediment.  Sometimes decision makers do not or cannot consider all possible 

alternatives or consequences in selecting a certain alternative.  “Finding the optimal 

alternative is a radically different problem from finding a satisfactory alternative” (March 

& Simon, 1993 p. 161).  Decision makers must make a decision that meets the need at the 

time. “Instead of considering the ‘best possible’ action they search for an action that is 

‘good enough’” (March, 1994 p. 9).  

 The Rational Actor Model assumes that the decision outcome will have a maximum 

impact on an actor’s utility function in terms of accomplishing the goal.  However, often 

times the decision maker will simply choose the alternative that is ‘good enough’ or one 

that meets an immediate need although it may not be the best choice.  This process is 

called satisficing.  Satisficing involves “choosing an alternative that exceeds some 

criterion or target” (March, 1994, p. 18).  The decision maker will make the selection 

based on looking at alternatives until one is found that can accomplish the goal in mind 

but is not necessarily the best possible choice.  Below is the Rational Actor Model as it is 

influenced by the limitations of bounded rationality and satisficing.
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Figure 2. Rational Actor Model influenced by elements of bounded rationality and 
satisficing. 
 
 
 

Reconciling Ambiguity: Sensemaking  

 The Rational Actor Model (RAM) presents a systematic approach that allows 

organizations to operate in a value-maximizing way (Allison &Zelikow, 1999), that is 

that ESOL program leaders are making their decisions after careful consideration of 

outcomes and after carefully weighing means and ends based on abundant and 

decipherable information. According to the Rational Actor Model, the goals of the 

organization are known before options are considered, yet in Radcliff School District the 

goals are either unclear or change periodically. 
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 As noted earlier, theory also success that in practice, leaders are unable to be as 

rational as the RAM suggests due to complications that arise in the decision making 

process and because information flow is seldom perfect; put simply, it is atypical for 

decision makers to have all of the information they need in a timely fashion, and the 

quality of the information that is available varies.  Further, goals sometimes contradict or 

interfere with rational choices leaders try to make. How school leaders understand Title 

III policy and the steps that schools leaders go through to implement policy play a role in 

the decision making process.  The distribution of Title III funds throughout the school 

district must be understood by examining how these leaders make sense of the policy that 

dictates their practice and the decisions that follow. 

 School leaders must make sense of the policies regarding the allocation of funding 

as they make their decisions.  Further, school leaders must understand the rules, 

regulations, and organizational norms that guide their decision making processes and 

consider various influences that can affect the decision.  Examining leaders’ sensemaking 

is the first step in understanding the decision-making practices of school officials because 

it explains why leaders act a certain way.  “By nature, sensemaking is incremental, fluid, 

and recursive” (Datnow & Park, 2009 p. 351).  Policy is deciphered and described for 

laymen and sense is made from the legal jargon and broad descriptions created by 

politicians and lawmakers.  “Because sense-making occurs in a social context and is 

shaped by interactions at various levels and groups there can be different interpretations 

of the same message even within a single organization such as a school” (Datnow & 

Park, 2009 p. 351).  Although there is one Title III policy, there may be many 
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interpretations of that policy as the people who must enact it make sense of the 

ambiguities, inconsistencies and constraints created by other actors involved in the 

process.  

 ESOL program leaders must make sense of the Title III federal policy.  They must 

understand what is meant by the goals of this policy and also the guidelines for how 

federal money can be spent, they arrive at their own sense of the goals, procedures, and 

purposes of the act.  They make their allocation decisions based on their own 

sensemaking, presumably within policy guidelines and organizational goals.  Taking 

stock of leaders’ sensemaking during enactment is thus critical to understanding the 

implementation process and, ultimately, the effectiveness and utility of Title III itself. 

Ultimately when making sense of the policy and making sense of their decisions school 

district leaders have to justify those decisions to explain why they did what they did. 

Understanding Decision Choice: Logic of Appropriateness 

 There are differences among districts within the same state in how Title III money 

is spent; each school district has discretion over how they use their Title III funds. Recent 

evaluative reports released by the federal government regarding Title III funding and 

implementation (Boyle, Taylor, Hurlburt & Soga, 2010; Ramsey & O'Day, 2010; 

Tanenbaum & Anderson, 2010) found disparities across the states and districts with 

respect to how students were being identified and reported, how money was being spent, 

differing goals of the states and organizations, and the differing types of program services 

students are offered. These reports demonstrate that there are differences in how states 

and local education agencies are spending their money, but what it does not provide are 
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reasons why. States and districts are challenged in meeting the criteria for the English 

language learners and may even be confused with how to best meet the goals of the 

policy (Cook, Linguanti, Chinen, & Jung, 2012). This may be due to a number of factors 

such as the influx of ELLs in that state, the existing programs in place, and the necessity 

to be frugal with the limited funds available for this subgroup. Unclear expectations along 

with limited information shared with and among school leaders lead to non-value-

maximizing decisions. 

 In addition to following goals and procedures dictated by the federal or state 

governments, local decision makers may also be adhering to the norms of the 

organization . The rules and routines of the organization, the role of the individual or of 

the ELL program and the identity of the decision maker may play into evaluating 

decision criteria. March (1994) refers to the logic of appropriateness as a description of 

rational choice that focuses more on the identity of the decision maker and what the 

organization expects of that person rather than the logic of consequences, which focuses 

more on the effects of decisions. In other words, the decision maker does what is 

expected of him or her and not necessarily what will yield the best result.  

 Logic of appropriateness implies a decision is appropriate because it fits with the 

political nature, norms, or atmosphere of the school district.  When the participant or 

rational actor makes decisions to meet a goal, it is possible that he or she makes that 

decision to accomplish the task at hand based on established norms or routines and to 

meet a role expectation, rather than any rational weighing of decision alternatives.  

School leaders may be making decisions in order to satisfy requirements and get the job 
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done without thinking about how decisions could be modified to better meet the needs of 

the schools and students (Scott, 2003). The goals of the organization are ambiguous and 

conflicting so the decision maker is forced to satisfice to meet the goals. An example of 

satisficing and following logic of appropriateness comes from the ambiguity embedded in 

budget management. The budget for the school district is written almost sixth months 

prior to the start of the school year in which it will be used. School district leaders may 

not yet know the needs of the schools, the enrollment of students, or how much monetary 

support will be given from the county based on tax revenue. With the limited information 

they have, with deadlines looming, and uncertainties regarding how much money will be 

spent, decisions have to be made, and they are often made based on a logic of 

appropriateness rather than of a careful analysis of alternatives. 

Conclusion 

 The decision making process and how the Director of ESOL makes sense of 

education policy as it relates to distribution of federal funding and English language 

learner education is a critical factor within this study.  The conceptual framework of 

rational decision making described thus far can help us understand this process better.  

By recognizing the desire to make rational decisions and the reality of being limited in 

the ability to do so, we can look at the utopia of Rational Actor Model and the reality of 

bounded rationality, the process of sensemaking, and the impact of norms and routines on 

decision choice.  While the Rational Actor Model and established Title III policy, assume 

that the decision makers have all the information, time, and power to meet their goals, 

because of uncertainty, ambiguity, and limitations, district leaders are bounded in their 
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ability to do so.  An added complexity in the decision-making process is that school 

leaders are having to make sense of the policy that dictates what their goals are, and how 

they are supposed to meet them; the sensemaking process goes unaccounted for in 

expectations related to implementation of evaluations of the effectiveness of policy.  

The framework above depicts the elements related to Title III funds allocation 

through the lens of decision making.  The Rational Actor Model has elements that can be 

used to explain the decision making process, but challenges play into that process, 

creating confusion.  How school leaders understand federal and state policy regarding the 

education of English language learners influences the decision making process and the 

means, or methods, employed to meet the goals set forth by the organization or 

individual.  

In the chapters that follow, the decision making process used by school leaders in 

a school district in Virginia regarding the allocation of Title III funds is examined.  The 

decision making process is looked at and analyzed through the lens of the Rational Actor 

Model, augmented by the perspectives gained by applying the concepts of bounded 

rationality, sensemaking, and logic of appropriateness to better understand decision 

choices. 
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Chapter Three 
 

 

 This qualitative case study took place during the 2013-2014 academic year in the 

Radcliff School District.  The study includes interviews, review of archival data, and 

observations in order to answer the research questions.  The purpose of this section is to 

describe the research context and methods used to collect and analyze the data.  This 

study answers the following research questions:  

1. How do Radcliff School District central office leaders make sense of Title III 

policy? 

2. What factors contribute to the decision-making processes of Radcliff School 

District central office leaders regarding the allocation of funding for ELL 

students? 

3. How is Title III federal money allocated within Radcliff School District for 

English language learner education programs? 

a. What is Title III money spent on? 

Research Design 

I chose to use a descriptive case study design because the focus of the study was a 

specific issue within Radcliff School District that needed to be identified and explained 

(Merriam, 2001).  A descriptive case study allows for a descriptive and realistic analysis 

of the phenomena studied within a particular context.  “Looking for the critical case is 
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particularly important where resources may limit the evaluation to the study of only a 

single site…the site that would yield the most information and have the greatest impact 

on the development of knowledge” (Patton, 2002, p. 236).  A case study design is 

employed to gain an in-depth understanding of the situation and meaning for those 

involved.  Although the findings of the study are significant to Radcliff School District, 

they are also valuable for others to gain understanding of the phenomena so they can 

learn from the case and perhaps apply some principles to their practices and illuminate a 

particular issue (Creswell, 2008).  In a case study such as this, “the interest is in the 

process rather than outcomes, in context rather than a specific variable, in discovery 

rather than confirmation” (Merriam, 2001 p. 19).  The phenomena in question is the 

decision making processes that revolves around Title III funding in one school district.  

Qualitative methods such as interviewing participants, observing meetings, and reviewing 

archival documents are the best possible way of answering the research questions because 

they involve not just the results of decision making but an examination of the process 

itself. 

Understanding the meaning of events, situations, experiences, and actions of the 

participants; understanding the context of how participants act; identifying unanticipated 

phenomena and understanding the process by which events and actions take place; and 

developing an explanation are intellectual goals that help justify the purpose of using a 

qualitative method of research (Maxwell, 2005).  For this study, I drew from three 

different areas: participant interviews with a set of semi-structured interview questions, 

observation of the budget process and leadership meetings, and the examination of 
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documents regarding expenditures for ELL programs and materials.  Through the 

collection of qualitative data, I was able to learn about what is happening in this school 

district with respect to Title III spending and tell the story of resource allocation through 

the lens of an outsider.  

This is a case study of how school leaders make decisions about funding for 

English language learner education.  School leaders spend money in accordance with 

federal regulations and guidelines, yet how they make those decisions is unknown.  This 

study describes how a small number of school district leaders influence a large number of 

people through their decisions.  

Setting 

This case study takes place in Radcliff School District (RSD), the pseudonym 

given to a large suburban school district in Virginia.  The school district, the schools, and 

the participants in this study have all been given pseudonyms as a way of protecting their 

anonymity, though the demographic information is accurate.  This school district has over 

85,000 students, making it one of the largest school districts in the state (Virginia 

Department of Education, 2011).  According to the Virginia Department of Education 

(2011), during the 2013-2014 academic year, there were over 18,000 ELL students 

enrolled that make up approximately 21% of the school-age population.  This school 

district has seen a steady growth of ELL students that reflects the growth of ELL students 

in many school districts in Virginia.  

Radcliff School District has site-based management at their schools and in their 

central office, meaning that decisions are located within the department they impact. 
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Schools and departments are responsible for themselves in terms of budget decisions, 

staffing, resource allocation, though they do submit their plans to an associate 

superintendent to review, approve, and/or amend to ensure alignment and compliance 

with (Radcliff School District, 2013b). Site-based management is supposed to give more 

autonomy to school leaders to make decisions that will benefit specific populations.  

“Since a system of uniform centrally-determined allocations generally fails to satisfy the 

instructional needs of all students, a system which enables schools to receive resources 

according to their precise mix of student needs should provide more comparative 

advantages” (Radcliff School District, 2013b p. 8).  Although this may seem 

contradictory, in Radcliff School District budget decisions of federally supported 

programs are made at the central office level.  For example, decisions made regarding 

Title III funding are made within the ESOL department at the central office.  In this 

context, the term site-based extends to the individual departments at the central office 

level, as well as to the schools.  

Participants 

Participants in this study were selected based on purposive sampling, using the 

job title and role they hold in the school district (Creswell, 2008).  I selected participants 

who were in leadership positions at the central office level who work in or with the ESOL 

program office.  I also selected three principals from each level (elementary, middle, and 

high school) to interview at schools that have high proportions of ESOL students enrolled 

in their programs.  A high school ESOL department chair was interviewed formally using 

an interview protocol but was unable to provide detailed responses due to her limited 
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experience with Title III, while other department chairs (elementary and middle level) 

within the county were interviewed informally at observations and their ideas or 

comments were transcribed.  Using purposive sampling allowed me to develop an 

understanding of the topic by gaining useful information about the experiences of 

participants, who all work with high numbers of ELL students and should be informed of 

Title III policy and funding.  

Criterion sampling is a form of purposive sampling that is used to “review and 

study all cases that meet some predetermined criterion of importance” (Patton, 2002 p. 

238).  The criteria for those interviewed were job descriptions or roles that included 

making decisions about federal, state, and local funds.  Specifically, I interviewed nine 

participants who work at the school district central office or within schools.  These 

district-level and school-level administrators were selected to be interviewed because 

they met the criteria listed above and have information to share regarding how Title III 

money is used within the district.  Due to the limited number of people who are involved 

with the Title III funding process, I was unable to interview more participants.  Even so, 

not all participants interviewed were able to provide much information, thus the 

difference in length of interviews for each participant.  These participants told me about 

their responsibility and their input in the decision-making process.  Although the 

principals may not be able to spend the Title III money directly; nevertheless, it is 

important to know about their involvement in the decision-making process and to learn 

what they know about Title III impacting their schools.   
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During the interview process I asked if participants recommend that I speak to 

anyone else that may be able to answer my research questions.  This “snowball” or 

“chain” (Patton, 2002 p. 237) sampling could have provided valuable additions to my 

data that otherwise might have gone unnoticed; however, no additional interviewees or 

participants were suggested, probably because the number of central office leaders 

involved in the process is small to begin with.  According to Patton, “there are no rules 

for sample size in qualitative inquiry” (p. 244), and thus I selected the participants whom 

I thought were necessary to answer the research questions.  Because so few people are 

involved in the grant writing and decision making process, it was not necessary to 

interview more.  

District-level Administrators   

 The district level administrators interviewed in this study were the Associate 

Superintendent for Student Learning and Accountability, Director of ESOL, 

Administrative Coordinator, the ESOL Bookkeeper, and the Supervisor of English 

Learner Instruction.  These participants are district leaders who are responsible for 

communicating and coordinating with school principals to ensure that each school is 

meeting district goals and complying with federal and state policy regarding the 

education of these students.  These participants were selected because as school district 

leaders with varying titles, it was assumed that they all had valuable input and insight 

regarding the decision making process of Title III funding, as well as a deep 

understanding of the policy itself. 

School-level administrators 
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 School principals were selected for this study based on the enrollment of ELL 

students in their schools.  School principals may not have a say in how the money is 

distributed within the school district; however, their input provides valuable supporting 

evidence as to how Title III funds are used by the schools.  One principal per level 

(elementary, middle, and high school) was selected to participate in this study.  The 

school data profiles as of October, 2013 indicate that Oliver High School has an ELL 

population that accounts for 18.1% of the total student body, Starr Middle School has 

29.9% of their population classified as ELL students, and in Radford Elementary School, 

61.1% of the student population is made up of ELL students (Radcliff School District, 

2013c).  The high school and middle school selected have the highest percentage of 

ESOL students enrolled at their levels, and the elementary school has the third highest 

percentage of ESOL students enrolled compared to other schools within the school 

district.  These students come from all over the world and are at varying levels of 

language proficiency.  I thought it was important to include an elementary, middle, and 

high school in this study so that I could learn how the different school levels may manage 

or receive goods and services from Title III and how that impacts the students or the 

school site.  

ESOL Department Chairs 

 Department chairs often have the ability to make budgetary decisions with money 

provided by the principal for that department, purchase instructional supplies and 

materials for ELL students, and provide information to the principal and district officials 

regarding the needs of the department.  Although their budget comes predominately from 



    

49	  
	  

local and state dollars, they still have a voice and an opinion regarding how money is 

spent.  One department chair was interviewed privately using the interview protocol but 

was unable to provide much information, and responded to most questions in one word 

answers.  Other department chairs in this school district were observed at their leadership 

meetings throughout the school year and two were informally interviewed regarding Title 

III funding processes.  It is highly recommended that all department chairs attend these 

meetings, though attendance varied from meeting to meeting.  I sat in on these meetings 

and observed five district-wide ESOL department chair meetings throughout the school 

year.  By listening and observing the actions and discussion during these meetings, I 

learned whether department chairs are included in the decision making process regarding 

Title III funding and their understandings of Title III policy. 

Data Collection Methods 

 I collected a variety of data to learn about funding and the actual use of money 

designated for ELL students.  I collected and used data from the 2013-2014 academic 

year and also discussed several issues with participants that would impact funding during 

the 2014-2015 academic year.  I interviewed participants first and at those initial 

meetings I collected some archival data that participants were willing to share such as 

emails, forms, and budget documents.  I observed meetings as they were scheduled and 

based on my availability.  If there were follow-up questions for the participants after I 

looked over documents or observed the meetings, I either requested a second meeting, or 

asked for clarification via email.  This follow-up interaction was on an as-needed basis.   

Interviews   
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 The initial interviews lasted from just over 3 minutes to over an hour based on who 

the participant was and how detailed their responses were to the questions. The 

interviews took place throughout the 2013-2014 academic year.  All interviews were 

semi-structured in design to allow for the participant to expand on and explain in detail 

information regarding the funding process.  The length of the interviews varied 

significantly based on how informed the participant was on the topic.  Some participants 

were only able to give one word or short responses to questions because they had so little 

involvement in the decision making process or an unclear understanding of Title III in 

general (see Appendix B).  A structured interview is one that asks participants to answer 

questions from a list of options (Willis, 2007).  I used an interview protocol (see 

Appendixes C and D), with the ability to ask the participants follow-up questions if 

needed in order to ensure consistency in the interviews.  Probes and detailed follow-up 

questions were used to obtain specific information and get clarification from the 

participant (Glesne, 2006; Patton, 2002).   

 I interviewed the participants individually to maintain confidentiality and because 

those who currently have leadership positions within the school district such as central 

office employees, principals, and department chairs provided unique perspectives.  They 

helped me see the process through the lens of a participant and actor—someone who 

deals with decision making almost every day.  I was able to get a more accurate 

understanding of their individual perspectives whereas during group interviews the 

narrative might have been jeopardized by group dynamics and it may have been harder to 

gain honest opinions and experiences.  I conducted follow-up interviews or emails for 
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some of the participants if I needed clarification about what was discussed in our 

meetings, but these were on an as-needed basis and were less structured. 

 Kvale (2006) writes about the power dynamics in research interviews and the roles 

of the interviewee and interviewer.  I was the one asking the questions and directing the 

conversation; however, the participants still dominated the conversation by speaking 

freely and elaborating on each answer.  They had information that I sought and were 

therefore ‘gatekeepers’ of valuable data to which I needed access. Kvale outlines the 

‘rules’ for a research interview and reminds us that interviews need not be so one-sided.  

Although I was the one conducting the interview, the participants helped me by providing 

answers to my questions. 

 Interview questions.  Participants were asked a set of interview questions based on 

their position and their role (see Appendixes C and D).  Participants were given an 

informed consent sheet prior to the interview so they were aware of the research and what 

it entailed (see Appendix E).  I began each interview by asking the participants about 

their educational experience and their years of experience within that particular role.  

“Experience/behavior questions are generally the easiest ones for a respondent to answer 

and are good places to begin to get the interviewee talking comfortably” (Glesne, 2006 p. 

82).  I asked questions that relate specifically to the research questions but also that 

address the conceptual framework of rational decision making theories such as “how do 

you make sense of Title III policy?”, or “are you able to successfully meet the needs of 

ELL students with money from Title III?”.  I always concluded the interview by asking if 

there is anything more participants want to share or anything that they thought I should 
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have asked them.  This last technique was to persuade them to share personal opinions 

and to address anything they feel was left unquestioned.  The principal purpose of the 

interviews was to directly address the research questions from a variety of participants.  

The interviews were audio recorded and later transcribed.  The transcriptions were sent to 

the subjects to be approved for accuracy and to give the participants a chance to clarify 

statements or change text that they were uncomfortable with, also called member 

checking (Cresswell, 2008).  After the participants approved the transcriptions, the text 

was coded and analyzed.  

Observations   

 According to Creswell (2008), observations are the process of gathering 

information by observing people and places at a research site.  I observed a variety of 

meetings among the administrators at central office and between principals and 

department chairs.  In Radcliff School District principals meet regularly as a group and 

are often briefed about certain issues and policies within the district.  It is at some of 

these meetings that ESOL administrators at the district level and principals come face-to-

face to discuss issues pertinent to ELL education.  Two of these meetings were observed.  

Additionally, department chairs meet regularly with representatives from central office to 

discuss policy, operations protocol, and money.  Five of these meetings were observed.  It 

is at these meetings where new information is disseminated and certain decisions are 

discussed.  The ESOL leadership team that worked closely with me throughout the course 

of this study introduced me and explained to those participants at the meetings who I was, 

what I was doing and copies of the informed consent for observations were offered to 
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participants (see Appendix F). Observations “include the opportunity to record 

information as it occurs within a setting [or] to study actual behavior” (Creswell, 2008 p. 

221).  

 An observation protocol (Appendix G) was used with each observation to ensure 

that I was constantly looking for information that answers the research questions.  In this 

protocol, I included both descriptive and reflective (Creswell, 2008) field notes so I have 

a record of what I saw and what I thought.  The goal of observations is to see how 

participants communicate with each other and interact in their natural setting. 

“Observations of staff interaction and decision making processes also provide 

opportunities for evaluators to note things that do not happen” (Patton, 2006 p. 296).  In 

other words, I wanted to see if the discussion at meetings matched what participants said 

in the interviews as a way of triangulating data (Maxwell, 2009).  I focused on how the 

leadership team shared information and asked for input from the teachers.  Several 

discussions, questions, and comments by department chairs were noted and added 

valuable data to the research study.  

Documents 

 I examined the finance reports describing what was purchased and the various grant 

applications sent to the state requesting Title III funds.  Additionally, I reviewed emails 

sent to principals and department chairs regarding programs and materials purchased 

through Title III funds.  The reports accurately reflect the actions of participants.  “By 

using a combination of observations, interviewing, and document analysis, the 

fieldworker is able to use different data sources to validate and cross-check findings” 
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(Patton, 2006 p. 306).  I used the coding index (Appendix H) to help me analyze the 

documents, though the majority of documentary material I received were related to the 

budget and were straightforward.  According to Merriam (2001), using documents as data 

is not much different from interview or observational data.  The budget documents also 

provided some “quasi-statistics” (Maxwell, 2009) that shed light on money allocation 

across the school district in terms of which schools are getting what resources.  “Quasi-

statistics not only allow you to test and support claims that are inherently quantitative, but 

also enable you to assess the amount of evidence in your data that bears on a particular 

conclusion or threat, such as how many discrepant instances exist and from how many 

different sources they were obtained” (Maxwell, 2009 p. 245).  The documentation is key 

because it is the piece that ties the interviews and observations together by tracking how 

the money is spent and therefore strengthens the reliability of the study through 

triangulation.  The variety and richness of the data allowed me to triangulate what the 

participants say with what they do, and the end result.  Below is a table of the research 

questions; including what data will be needed to answer them, who will provide that data, 

and the method of collection that was employed.  

 Table one shows the data collected, the subject who provided the data, and data 

collection method that was used to answer each of the research questions.  This table 

helped me identify what needed to be done in order to answer the research questions.  

 
 
Table 1 
Research Questions and Proposed Data 
 

Research Questions Data Participant Collection Method 
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How do Radcliff School 
District central office 
leaders make sense of 
Title III policy? 

Interviews, 
observations, 
copy of guidelines, 
grant proposal 
 

Director of ESOL 
ESOL program 
leaders 

Interviews, 
Documents, 
Observations 

What factors contribute 
to the decision making 
processes of Radcliff 
School District central 
office leaders regarding 
the allocation of funding 
for ELL students? 
 

Interviews, 
observations, 
memos from the 
state and local 
education agency, 
strategic plan, 
performance goals 

Director of ESOL, 
Associate 
Superintendent for 
Student Learning 
and Accountability, 
Principals, 
Department chairs 

Interviews, 
Documents, 
Observations 

How is Title III federal 
money allocated within 
Radcliff School District 
for English language 
learner education 
programs? 
 

2013-2014 Budget 
information, 
interviews 

Director of ESOL Interviews, 
Documents,  

What is Title III money 
spent on? 

Expense invoices Director of ESOL 
Bookkeeper 

Interviews, 
Documents 

 
 
 
Triangulation  

 Triangulation is the process of using multiple data-collection methods to contribute 

to the validity or trustworthiness of the data (Glesne, 2006).  I wanted to see how the 

participants come to an agreement with each other in terms of how to use the money and 

if there is discussion about how the money was spent.  I observed meetings and staff 

gatherings in which the budget was discussed for the approaching fiscal year, such as 

meetings between the ESOL director and ESOL department chairs or principals.  

“[Triangulation] reduces the risk that your conclusions will reflect only the systematic 

biases or limitations of specific source or method, and allows you to gain a broader and 

more secure understanding of the issues you are investigating” (Maxwell, 2012 p. 106).  I 
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looked at the budget documents shared with me to determine if there was a connection to 

how participants described the grant writing and allocation process. “Each data source 

[contributes] to the researcher’s understanding of the whole phenomenon.  This 

convergence adds strength to the findings as the various strands of data are braided 

together to promote a greater understanding of the case” (Baxter & Jack, 2008 p. 554) 

 The variety of sources not only helped answer my research questions, but addressed 

the constructs from my conceptual framework.  The Rational Actor Model and its 

variations helped me to analyze observations of meetings among ESOL program leaders, 

principals, and other stakeholders and provided insight into what takes place during the 

decision making process.  Interviews with participants and questions that were geared 

toward their choices, decisions, and outcomes were of value for looking at how RAM is 

used and how the decision making process deviates from RAM.  Throughout the study I 

looked for ways in which the Rational Actor Model is limited or bounded and used the 

observations of what does not go according to plan; interview questions that ask 

participants to reflect on what happened and why; and documents that show the purchase 

of goods and memos from the state for revisions to grant proposals or clarifications in the 

proposed budget plan.  I observed how stakeholders understand Title III policy in the 

organization, specifically as school leaders such as principals and department chairs 

asked questions regarding Title III policy or funding and while the ESOL program 

leaders provided explanations.  I asked interview questions related to understanding of 

policy to gain insight into what school leaders know, do not know, and want to know 

about the policy.  
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Procedures 

Recruitment Methods and Project Timeline 

I requested permission from George Mason University’s Institutional Review 

Board and the Radcliff School District to conduct the research, by completing the 

appropriate paperwork and communicating with both parties (see Appendix I).  Once I 

received permission from both institutions, I contacted each of the participants via email 

to explain the purpose and intent of the study and asked if they were willing to participate 

(see Appendix J).  If they agreed, I started gathering data via interviews.  I collected data 

through the 2013-2014 academic year.  During the spring and summer is when most 

budget decisions are made, as the fiscal year for schools begins on the first of July.  This 

allowed me to see how leaders planned to spend the money, and what actually happened 

once the new fiscal year began.  I began writing my analysis after the collection of data 

was complete in the summer of 2014. 

Table two shows the data collection timeline for this research including obtaining 

permission from the research sites, contacting participants, interviewing those 

participants, and conducting follow-up meetings.  The research timeline took place over 

the course of one year. 
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Table 2 
Data Collection Timeline 
 

Dates Steps Process and data 
Summer 2013 Request permission from 

IRB and RSD (Radcliff 
School District) to conduct 
research 
 

Submit required forms, 
answer questions 

Summer 2013 Contact potential 
participants and schedule 
meetings for initial 
interviews 
 

Send introductory email, 
pursue with a phone call or 
visit if necessary 

Fall 2013 Conduct interviews and 
begin to gather archival 
data, attend meetings of 
ventral office personnel as 
needed 
 

Interview ESOL program 
leaders 

Academic Year 2013-2014 Attend department chair 
meetings (one per month) 
and continue interviews 
 

Interview principals and 
department chairs from 
selected schools 

May and June, 2014 Conduct follow-up 
interviews or send emails 
for verification 

Interview or email 
participants who can 
provide clarity to what was 
observed/read throughout 
the data collection process 

 
 
 

Analysis 

 The data were sorted into categories from the location and level and then coded 

using open and etic coding.  Open coding “relates to reading the data, and arranging it 

into categories that facilitate comparison between things in the same category and that aid 



    

59	  
	  

in the development of theoretical concepts” (Maxwell, 2005 p. 96).  Etic coding uses 

constructs established by the researcher that the participants also mention that are crucial 

to the framework of the study (Creswell, 2008), in this case the concept of decision-

making using the Rational Actor Model.  I used codes such as individual to show when 

one person makes an executive decision regarding funding, organizational to show that 

the organizational goals impacted the decision-making process.  If there was a situation in 

which participants were struggling to meet a deadline, the code would be time constraint 

which would fit into the broader theme of bounded rationality (see Appendix H for the 

coding index).  Interviews were coded using open and etic coding.  These codes helped 

me focus on data that are relevant to my research questions and provided some guidance 

when disaggregating the data.  This type of open coding is what Maxwell (2005) calls 

substantive.  “Substantive categories are primarily descriptive in a broad sense that 

includes description of participants’ concepts and beliefs” (Maxwell, 2005 p. 97).  As I 

read through the various interviews, I looked for what emerged within them and also 

across all of them as they related to my research questions and conceptual framework. 

Interview analysis  

The interviews from all participants were recorded and transcribed.  After the 

interviews were transcribed they were sent to the participant for final approval and to 

give the participant a chance to clarify or adjust anything he or she felt was inaccurate.  

Interviews were sorted based on the role of the participant.  For example, those 

participants who work at central office were grouped together for the preliminary unit of 

analysis and principals were grouped together for analysis.  Afterward, I looked at the 
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transcriptions to see if there were differences in codes/themes among those at the school 

level compared to those at the central office.  I familiarized myself with the transcripts by 

reading them several times while making memos regarding codes and themes that were 

found within the text.  After reading through the texts, I condensed the codes into 

categories that described or answered my research questions through the lens of my 

conceptual framework.  Then I compared the categories and looked for similarities and 

differences among the interviewees and their responses.  To report the findings I provide 

a narrative discussion of the codes, themes, and categories found within my data and how 

they relate to the research questions in Chapter four.  

Observation Analysis  

Field notes of the observations were taken while on site to make a record of 

behaviors or comments of those in the meetings, for example the expressions of the 

participants, the formality of the meeting, and body language of the participants as the 

meeting progressed.  These notes were analyzed using the same open and etic coding 

methods from the interview analysis.  This data enhanced the understanding of the 

phenomenon because it provided insight into the nonverbal and verbal communication 

that occurs between participants.  However, none of the meetings observed had Title III 

or anything related to budget decisions on the agenda.  Title III was only brought up 

once, when a teacher started to ask questions about it.  I looked for themes and codes that 

emerged as I read through the observation field notes and for similarities and differences 

between the interviews and the observations.  

Document Analysis  
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Documents were read and coded using the coding index for information relating 

to the research questions. After they were coded with the coding index, they were put into 

categories based on the type of document: budget documents, emails, and grant 

applications.  There were spreadsheets of budget breakdowns for immigrant youth and 

limited English proficient funds (i.e, the allocation of the Title III money broken into 

programs/services provided); the superintendent’s proposed and approved budget; two 

copies of the grant application: one initial and one final; and emails from the ESOL 

program office to principals offering programs/professional development/services with 

Title III funds.   

In addition, there was also email correspondence between myself and the 

participants in which they answered follow up questions.  The codes used for the 

interview analysis are also applied to the document analysis, but other information 

discerned from the documents is more straightforward such as the allocation of money.  

These documents helped me understand how the money is requested and how it is 

disseminated through the school system.  

Validity 

 A validity threat to this study is my personal bias because I am an ESOL teacher.  

This ties into my personal significance because as a vested member of a school 

community I want districts to be successful.  I avoided bias and subjectivity by adhering 

to the interview and observation protocols and reporting data as it related to my research 

questions, and by using member checks.  Member checks are when the participants check 

the accuracy of the transcriptions or provide clarifications to follow up questions.  “This 
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check involves taking the findings back to participants and asking them about the 

accuracy of the report” (Creswell, 2008 p.267).  I obtained access to school leaders and 

records from the district because of my job; however I did not interview participants from 

my school nor did I share who was or was not being interviewed for this study in order to 

maintain some level of discretion and confidentiality with the participants. 

Maxwell (1992) highlights multiple forms of validity that can be used to 

contribute to a qualitative study.  Descriptive validity, interpretive validity, and 

theoretical validity are used to show validity in a study but also assist with the 

understanding of the qualitative study.  “These three types of [validity] are the ones most 

directly involved in assessing a qualitative account as it pertains to the actual situation on 

which the account is based” (Maxwell, 2002 p. 292).  There is room for interpretation 

about what is going on and how it relates to the theories discussed above in the 

conceptual framework.  To me, validity means accurate, logical, and consistent.  If 

research is an accurate, logical, and consistent account of the phenomenon being studied 

then it is valid and should be considered high quality.  Validity is used to assess what is 

happening from the researcher’s perspective, what is happening from the participants’ 

perspective, and how these relate to the theory behind the study.  

 Cho and Trent (2006) write about validity as being transactional and 

transformational.  Transactional validity is the “interactive process between the 

researcher, and the collected data that is aimed at achieving a relatively higher level of 

accuracy and consensus by means of revisiting facts, feelings, experiences, and values or 

beliefs collected and interpreted” (p. 321).  By doing things such as member checking, 
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collecting rich data, or looking for findings that are inconsistent or discrepant (Cho & 

Trent, 2006; Maxwell, 2005; Patton, 2006), I checked the accuracy of the data as I 

collected them, and asked follow up questions of my participants if I was unclear about 

some of the statements or what I observed them doing or saying.  

Generalizability 

In qualitative research, generalizability can be seen as a form of validity but is not 

always necessary.  The need for generalizability depends on the study’s purpose and 

design. Generalizability is the ability to apply findings from one study to other similar 

situations; in this case it may be applicable to other districts that have seen similar 

increases in ELL population.  Maxwell (2005) differentiates between internal 

generalization and external generalization.  Internal generalization focuses on all 

elements within a single study; do they all relate to each other and are they all accounted 

for? “Internal generalizability refers to the generalizability of a conclusion within the 

setting or group studied, while external generalizability refers to its generalizability 

beyond that setting or group” (Maxwell, p. 115).  In terms of external generalizability, 

this study may relate to what is happening in other school districts regarding Title III 

funding and decision-making in general.  However, a limitation regarding the 

generalizability of this research site is the fact that the school district was investigated by 

the United States Department of Justice.  The findings from the investigation and the 

subsequent actions taken by the leadership of the school system are unique to this district 

and thus the findings of this study may not extend to other school districts that have seen 

similar growth, yet have not had a government entity telling them what to do. 
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There may be consequences from my research including implications for further 

research, a call to change/reform, or perhaps those involved will be more cognizant of 

their actions as they go through the fiscal process.  The school district in question may 

find the results of my study informative and other districts that have experienced growth 

similar to Radcliff School District may learn from this example.  

Reliability 

A researcher must be careful, consistent, and meticulous in monitoring or 

controlling the data collected.  Being able to report valid, quality data, the researcher 

must take great care to ensure the data collected are protected.  “The credibility of the 

qualitative methods, therefore, hinges to a great extent on the skill, competence, and the 

rigor of the person doing fieldwork as well as things going on in a person’s life that might 

prove a distraction” (Patton, 2005 p. 14).  It is of the utmost importance for the reliability 

of this study that I have a firm understanding of and organizational system for the data 

collected so that everything can be analyzed and reported in a systematic way.  “If a later 

investigator followed the same procedures as described by an earlier investigator and 

conducted the same case study all over again, the later investigator should arrive at the 

same findings and conclusions” (Yin, 2009 p. 45).  Through following my interview and 

observational protocol, operationalizing my data collection methods, analyzing the data 

using a coding index and recording each of the steps I took throughout the data collection 

timeframe, I ensure that this aspect of reliability was achieved.  
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Limitations 

This study is a case study so therefore the findings are limited to the research site.  

However, because this is a large, diverse school district that has seen a large influx in 

English language learners, other school districts may be able to learn from their example. 

Policy makers may be able to use this case study as an example of a correct or incorrect 

application of policy.  Limitations in interviews may include “possible distorted 

responses due to personal bias, anger, anxiety, politics, and simple lack of awareness 

since interviews can be greatly affected by the emotional state of the interviewee at the 

time of the interview” (Patton, 2006, p. 306).  Observations and documentation help 

make up for interviews that are lacking in clarity or specifics.  The use of various data 

sources and triangulation between sources helps to account for limitations that arise due 

to interview complications.  

Conclusion 

 This study was designed to add to existing research regarding the monetary 

resource allocation within a large, diverse school district involving key players from the 

school central office and various school sites as it relates to English language learners and 

federal funding for a fiscal year.  A case study was used to help answer the research 

questions.  Data collection procedures, analysis, and reporting methods were aligned so 

that a narrative of resource distribution, understanding of Title III policy, and how 

decisions are made within this particular setting could be reported as a detailed analysis. 
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Chapter Four 

 

 Below I provide evidence that demonstrates Radcliff School District is allocating 

Title III funding for ELL students in ways that are compliant with federal legislation but 

due to an unclear decision-making process and evolving interpretations of policy, 

expenditure processes may be inefficient.  The current methods of tracking the money 

and allocating funding to schools is not transparent, therefore it is difficult to say if all 

ELL students within the district are benefitting from the funding as it is intended.  Over 

the course of this study, I learned that many of the participants interviewed at the school 

level do not fully understand the implications or intent of Title III funds and are confused 

about how the money is spent; and, while those at central office understand the policy, 

they do not participate in the decision-making process.  

This section is organized by addressing the research questions through the lens of 

the conceptual framework explained in section two.  I begin with a brief description of 

Radcliff School District including a narrative on events that have taken place there in 

recent years that shape current spending practices and decision making processes.  

Themes that emerged through analysis of the interview, documentation, and observation 

data will be discussed.  Below I address the budget timeline and allocation of funding 

before describing how school leaders understand the policy and make their decisions.  
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Context: Radcliff School District 

Radcliff School District espouses to provide quality education for ESOL students 

and to make progress on the goals set by the state and federal government regarding 

annual measurable achievement objectives.  Through Title III funding, the school district 

is able to provide supplemental resources for these students to help them reach federal 

and state goals.  Decisions made regarding how Title III funds are spent within the school 

district come down to a handful of people who work in the central office of the school 

district.   

As described in chapters two and three, the ESOL department at the central office 

level operates within a long-standing tradition of decentralized management with the 

majority of the decision-making falling on the shoulders of the ESOL program director.  

In this site-based school system, principals at schools have the autonomy to make 

decisions impacting their schools in terms of staffing, budget allocation, discipline, etc., 

and the same goes for departments at the central office.  For example, within the ESOL 

department, the director has the same responsibility of managing her budget, providing 

professional development, or spearheading learning initiatives.  Money from local, state, 

and some federal entities is distributed to the schools and principals have discretion to 

make decisions on the use of these funds; however, money from Title III is allocated by 

the central office, i.e., principals do not get Title III funding to spend as they choose.  

This process will be explained later in this section.  The ESOL director is responsible for 

writing and coordinating the Title III grant, and other participants interviewed disclosed 

that she independently writes and submits the grant with little assistance from them. 
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Radcliff School District has undergone several state and federal audits as well as 

an investigation by the Department of Justice.  The state and federal audits are a regular 

occurrence for any school district and happen in pre-determined cycles.  Federal program 

monitoring happens for schools in Virginia every five years (Virginia Department of 

Education, 2014a).  The Department of Justice (DOJ) recently became involved in this 

school district.  The DOJ responded to a complaint filed by a parent of a student 

regarding the provision of ESOL instruction at one of the schools within the district.  

After the initial investigation into that case, a larger one was launched into the operations 

of the school district as a whole.  Through this investigation, the DOJ found several 

compliance issues regarding the provision of ESOL services that needed to be addressed 

including:  

Appropriate ESOL services to all ELs, qualified ESL/ELD and sheltered content 

teachers, qualified administrators of ESOL programs, appropriate procedures and 

services for EL SWDs [students with disabilities], adequate materials to 

implement ESOL services, meaningful communications with LEP parents, 

appropriate registration materials and opt-out procedures, nondiscriminatory 

student discipline, and effective monitoring and evaluation of the District’s EL 

programs (United States Department of Justice Office of Public Affairs, 2013, p 

5).  

These issues were addressed in a settlement agreement between Radcliff School District 

and the Department of Justice reached in August, 2013.  Federal and state audits and the 
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settlement agreement have impacted how Title III is spent in a number of ways, 

addressed in the narrative below. 

 I will provide answers to the research questions by describing resource allocation 

in Radcliff School District as a process and a product.  I begin by describing how Title III 

money is spent and distributed within the school district and how school leaders make 

sense of the policy they are implementing, and I then describe and analyze how ESOL 

program leaders make their decisions, and in closing, discuss implications for research 

and practice from these findings. 

Findings 

Title III Funding in Radcliff 

Title III funding differs from money that comes from the local jurisdiction 

because it is an allocation from the federal government based on student enrollment.  

Reimbursements are paid to each school district within that state based on the number of 

ESOL students enrolled.  The director of ESOL in Radcliff referred to the grant as an 

entitlement grant.  “If you have the bodies you are entitled to the money, you just have to 

show and prove…have evidence that you are using the money in a way that is allowable.”  

The amount of Title III funding on a per-student basis equates to approximately one 

hundred dollars per ELL student. 

On more than one occasion, the principals and school district leaders interviewed 

in this study spoke about the district budget being a major concern in their planning and 

implementation of the ESOL program, but they did not distinguish between local funding 

and Title III funding.  According to the bookkeeper interviewed, for the 2013-2014 
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school year the money spent on ESOL instructional programs from local and state 

funding was approximately $1,220,000 whereas the money coming from Title III of 

NCLB was approximately $1,702,110.  There are specific guidelines regarding how Title 

III money can be spent, specifically it is used to supplement instruction.  The bookkeeper 

explained that the majority of local funds used in the ESOL program offices were spent 

on administrative positions, while Title III money was spent on student learning.  The 

positions that were fully paid for with Title III money are for specialists who are 

supposed to assist schools with instruction, and the professional development 

coordinator: “the professional development coordinator… is 100% grant but [the 

director], myself, her executive secretary, all of the central registration personnel 

including two assessment specialists are all 100% locally funded”.  Other positions may 

be funded partially by local funds and partially by Title III funds.  The administrative 

coordinator of the ESOL program explained how Title III funds could be used in more 

detail: “it can’t be used to supplant things that are provided to all students so if you 

provide something to all students in the county, you can’t use Title III money to fund 

those same activities for ESOL students.”  The supervisor for EL instruction provided an 

example of supplanting: 

You can spend the money on anything that is above and beyond what is required 

by the law… for instance, IPADs in the classroom- it is not essential for 

instruction so you can provide IPADS; however if you’re getting IPADS with 

local funds for kids and not providing them for ELs that would be considered 
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supplanting because if you have the funds to provide them for other kids and not 

for ELs then that would be considered prejudice essentially. 

Negotiating the meaning of what is an allowable and non-allowable expense is integral in 

understanding the policy itself, but also in the funding and decision-making processes. 

Order of events.  To understand the decision-making process and how Title III 

money is used, it is important to know the step-by-step order of events in which the 

funding is obtained and spent because it is different from other funds that school districts 

receive.  The Title III funding process begins when school districts report to the state how 

many ESOL students are enrolled by September 30 of each school year (the numbers 

calculated are used for the budget allocation of the following academic year).  For the 

2013-2014 academic year, the enrollment numbers from September 30, 2012 were used 

to calculate the allocation.  The state collects the enrollment information and shares it 

with the federal government.  The state superintendent submits a memo that says they 

have awarded the allocations to each of the school divisions in Virginia for the amount of 

money they will receive based on the prior year’s enrollment.  According to the director, 

“The state-level superintendent puts out a memo that says she has awarded the allocations 

to each of the school divisions in Virginia for the amount of money they will receive 

based on those enrollment numbers.”   

School districts fill out an application describing how they are going to use that 

money, which is submitted via an online program called Omega prior to the memo being 

released in anticipation of funding.  In preparing the proposal, the district assumes that 

the allocation will remain the same or increase based on the increase in students; 
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however, adjustments are made as needed after the official memo is released.  The 

application acts as a grant proposal for the Title III funds and is submitted on July 1, 2013 

for the 2013-2014 school year.  Below is a timeline that shows the Title III budget cycle 

for the 2013-2014 academic year.  

• September 30, 2012: Enrollment of students is reported to the state 

• February- May 2013: Planning and writing the grant 

• July 1, 2013: Grant proposal is submitted to the state via online system called 

Omega 

• July 1, 2013: If approved the school district will have the 2013-2014 funds 

available on a reimbursement basis as of July 1 

• September 6, 2013: Superintendent of Virginia releases a memo with specific 

allocations for each school district 

• September- October, 2013: Changes are made to the grant as needed based on the 

amount designated to the school district 

• October 2013-July 2014: If needed, amendments are made and submitted to the 

state for approval 

The federal money that is applied for and used has a quick turnaround time.  The 

plan is created for how to spend the money before the school district knows how much 

money they will be allotted.  Once approved, the school district can start spending money 

on grant-funded programs and services and the state will reimburse them with the money 

they receive from the federal government. The process is very time consuming because 

often it takes several amendments to the grant proposal before it is approved by the state.  
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According to the application guidelines released by the state of Virginia, the criteria for 

application approval is as follows: 

• Funds must supplement the core programs and services and core language 

programs and services provided to ELLs as required under other local, state, and 

federal laws. 

• Funds must be used for programs that will increase the English language 

proficiency and academic achievement in core content classes of ELLs and 

immigrant students. 

• Funds must be used to provide sustained high-quality professional development. 

• Programs must be based on scientifically-based research. 

• Funds for parental outreach programs that assist families with the attainment of 

English language proficiency and assist their children with attaining academic 

achievement. 

• Administrative costs are limited to 2 percent or less of the LEP sub grant award. 

• LEP sub grants that fall below $10,000 require that school divisions must apply in 

consortium with one or more other school divisions to reach the $10,000 

threshold (Virginia Department of Education, 2014b p.3)  

The number of people involved in the grant writing process and the planning process are 

significantly fewer than the number involved in the budget decisions regarding local and 

state funds.  The ESOL program director is the one who writes and submits the grant 

though she does meet periodically with the Associate Superintendent of Student Learning 

and Accountability who explained:  
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I meet with the director and she keeps me apprised of the status of the grant as we 

move throughout the year.  We don’t check in on that once a week, but we check 

in with that periodically to ensure we’re on target or not on target.  

There are few meetings and work sessions regarding preparation of the Title III proposal 

and although approval of the grant is needed by the superintendent and several of his staff 

members prior to the final version being sent to the state, there are fewer steps in the 

decision-making and budgeting process than for the rest of the school system budget. 

Allocation of Title III funds.  The way Radcliff School District allocates Title III 

money is based on several factors.  Once the grant is approved, the director will let the 

principals or the department chairs know of opportunities to use professional 

development or materials that benefit students.  Principals or department chairs can 

request to be a part of an activity or use resources obtained through the grant and are later 

reimbursed for them.  The director does not need to be specific in the grant in terms of 

with who gets what money and why.  To the contrary, she lists the activity and why it is 

beneficial and then the schools have the option of participating or not participating.  She 

stated: 

You can be very specific in the schools that you target but you can also just name 

an activity that you’ll use it for and then you focus in on how is your activity 

assisting English learners without supplanting their requirements.   

The school principals and department chairs must contact the central office ESOL team 

to let them know if they want to partake in the activities and in what way, but not all 
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schools chose to participate and some schools may not be aware of grant-funded 

opportunities.  

The decisions made by the ESOL program director are not always final, because 

making changes to the grant is possible. “Revisions are changes that are necessary to the 

program application, or budget before approval can be granted…Amendments are 

changes that are made to the program application or budget after the approval of the 

application” (Virginia Department of Education, 2014b p. 3).  The director claims to 

make decisions to get the most use out of the money, i.e., to optimize.  “That is my grant 

management style, I like to be sure that there are certain funds available to all schools and 

there are funds available to support the needy schools.”  She controls the grant, but 

allows flexibility with money moving from one initiative to another based on the 

participation and interest of schools and principals.  

For example, if there is an opportunity or an initiative that she would like to start 

implementing she tells all the schools in the district about it and they can choose to 

participate. “My management style is, I am going to put out the invitation and see how 

many schools will take advantage of it and see how much money I can allocate toward 

that and what kind of price I can negotiate.”  The money that is not used for that 

particular initiative can then be allocated to other activities based on the response of the 

principals.  An example of this is funding that Radcliff School District received for the 

number of immigrant youth enrolled in the schools, a sub-grant of Title III.  The director 

started an initiative for immigrant youth tutoring after school and allocated approximately 

$45,145.00 for the salary and benefits of the tutors and the supplies. Fewer than 20% of 
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the schools opted to participate in the program.  Not all of the money was used so it was 

transferred into another immigrant youth category and principals had the option of 

participating in that activity instead.  Another example is that about 55% of the schools 

participate in a parental outreach program.  The bookkeeper gave another concrete 

example of this in how she is trying to track the money more closely:  

One of the things I am trying to do is look at the dollars by project versus as a 

whole.  You know we have certain allocations for each project that we have in the 

grant and to know where those dollars are being spent, how much money is being 

taken advantage of…when you send them out to [XX] schools, you have funding 

for [XX] schools but only ten are taking advantage of it…we are trying to figure 

out how to re-allocate those funds to a different project. 

Currently, Radcliff is going through an ongoing budget analysis in which they 

have refocused their attention and goals so they better align with the state 

recommendation of decision choices.  The state wants school districts to spend less on 

material items and instead focus on instruction and professional development.  The 

bookkeeper acknowledged without funding from Title III there is no way Radcliff could 

afford the professional development that Title III has allowed them to do.  In the grant 

award year 2012 (academic year 2013-2014) the award amount was $1,702,110.74.  This 

equates to about $91.73 per ELL level 1-6 student within the school district who is 

receiving services, who is being monitored, or who has opted out of receiving services. 

A breakdown of the amount allocated within each category of Title III is as 

follows as found in the grant application that was most recently amended in May 2014: 
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Table 3 
Title III Allocation within Radcliff School District 
 

Category Dollar Amount Allocation Percent of Grant 
1000 Personnel $962,770.53 56.5% 

 
2000 Benefits $228,281.73 13.4% 

 
3000 Purchased/Contractual 
Services 
 

$386,295.91 22.6% 

4000 Internal Sessions 
 

$0.00 0% 

5000 Travel or Other 
 

$30,000.00 1.7% 

6000 Materials/Supplies 
 

$94,762.57 5.5% 

7000 Payment to Joint  
Operations 
 

$0.00 0% 

8000 Capital Outlay 
 

$0.00 0% 

9000 Other $0.00 0% 
Note. Percent totals less than 100 due to rounding 
 
 
 
 Within each category of the Title III Grant application, the director needs to 

explain how the money will be spent and justifies the amount.  Within each section of the 

grant there is a justification for the amount spent and a breakdown of how much money is 

spent (See Appendix K).  The director is in charge of making the allocation decisions:  

I lead the process of looking at the strategic plan, what its initiatives are, looking 

at the schools of improvement that have been in accountability status...then I say 
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how does the English learner population factor into that, that helps to determine 

what activities are needed.  

Not only does she look at the data regarding school performance, but she also meets with 

other departments to see what they are doing, and how the ESOL office can help.  “I am 

gathering information from other [departments] and the superintendent’s staff and then I 

am the point person who is connecting with other offices and putting together what other 

action steps are.”  The director stated that she has not held formal meetings to brainstorm 

how Title III money can be used instead she does it individually.  

The bookkeeper acknowledged that when she started in her position in 2013 there 

was no method of tracking how much money was left in each category after schools 

would take advantage of certain programs.  Since she began, she created a spreadsheet 

that shows when money was spent and how much was left over after the end of each 

month.  

I have been working on it by breaking it down by project so that I’ll be able to say 

we have $5,000 left on this project what do you want to do with it, do you want to 

put it into schools resources, do you want to put that into professional 

development… 

This gives her and the director an idea of what is left over and what can be redistributed.  

They use this information to help move money from one category to another so that more 

schools can use programs or services based on need.  Although the funds are categorized 

in the Omega grant system, they can flow from one category to another if needed and the 

director only needs to submit an amendment to the grant for the state to approve.  The 
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bookkeeper explained, “as long as what you’re using the money for is within your grant 

application, for the most part it is within our discretion so long as there is a reasonable 

justification for it.”  The director’s goal is to submit one amendment per year due to the 

lengthy process but that amendment can have multiple changes.  She does not create new 

categories or programs but rather will transfer money based on the need or popularity of 

programs or services.   

For example, if not many teachers apply to attend a conference, they will take the 

leftover funding and move it into a category having to do with professional development.  

There is flexibility in funding within the parameters of the grant but only so much as 

what has already been approved.  The ability to keep the funds liquid could be considered 

beneficial since there is always money within any given category for schools to take 

advantage of selected programs and services; however, not all schools elect to participate.  

It is also true, though, that this method of allocating funds is devoid of any evaluation of 

program impact or progress toward specific objectives; it is based largely on demand 

rather than any measure of effectiveness.  From the perspective of the Rational Actor 

Model, the value being maximized is more attuned to school and teacher preferences than 

to any indicator of learning outcomes. 

Within each category, a description of what is actually purchased is provided.  For 

example under personnel, the salaries and benefits of over 20 people are supplemented in 

part by funding from Title III.  The professional development purchased by Title III 

funds includes courses taken at local universities, and consultant-based and webinar-

based professional development.  What is not tracked is how much money each school is 
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getting or how often a school participates in grant funded opportunities.  “We don’t have 

to actually write in the schools into the grant that will be supported.”  Although every 

school has the ability to participate in certain activities, or purchase certain Title III 

funded materials, not all schools do.  The director stated “I’d like to keep it open and I’d 

like to support schools in need so it really depends on the activity.”  Although there is 

flexibility with how funds are used, this means that not all ELL students are benefitting 

from Title III funds because certain schools and teachers may not be participating in the 

programs or services offered by the ESOL office.  

When asked about how much money went to each school and if there was a 

correlation between schools with high number of ELL students receiving the highest 

number of Title III funded programs, professional development, or instructional 

materials, the central office staff persons interviewed were not able to tell me, though 

they did say it might be possible to track based on the journal vouchers (JV’s) that 

schools submit to receive reimbursement.  When prompted to see if I could gain access to 

that information I was told it would take too long to gather and my request was denied.  

More to the point, the office in charge of these allocations does not track this information.  

Additionally, none of the principals interviewed could tell me how much Title III money 

(in the form of instructional materials, reimbursements, professional development etc.) 

reached their schools (much less how these resources impacted instruction), although 

they did have an understanding that Title III money impacts their schools.  

The middle school administrator stated professional development for their 

teachers was provided with Title III funds.  Additionally, she said there was a materials 
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inventory conducted at their school site where the teachers wrote down what they had and 

what they wanted and then the ESOL office provided materials through Title III: 

[They had to] fill out a form which they would have to put in a justification why 

they wanted this material and it went from that level to the administrative level 

and [then the] ESOL district office had to approve it.  So it was reviewed at 

several levels.   

The elementary school administrator did not know how much Title III money reached the 

school, but she did acknowledge benefiting from Title III funding:  

I mean, we get things but I am not exactly sure…I know at the school level if they 

ask for something, especially with the new agreement that we have, they get 

whatever they ask for…we’ve never been denied anything that we’ve asked for.  

The principals at the schools understand the policy enough to know that they benefit from 

Title III funding, and they acknowledge the ability to ask for things from the ESOL 

office, but they do not clearly understand the process or the restrictions associated with 

Title III funding.  Because the majority of decisions are made at the central office level 

by one person, there is uncertainty about Title III among the administrators interviewed.  

Understanding Title III in Radcliff 

The Rational Actor Model presumes a logic of action that suggests that decision 

makers have a clear and relatively unambiguous sense of the goals and expectations 

associated with a choice opportunity, and further, that they have the information they 

need to weigh choice alternatives in order to select an optimal path.  Evidence related to 

Title III decisions in this school district suggests that the goals themselves are less than 
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clear to decision makers at the outset of their choice opportunities; instead, they seem to 

engage in an ongoing process of interpretation as the decision-making process unfolds.  

The procedures themselves seem reasonably well understood, but the linkage between 

choices and outcomes related to goals is considerably murkier, particularly the 

connection between resource allocation choices and goals of quality instruction and 

learning. 

A challenge regarding Title III is that different people interpret the guidelines in 

different ways and over the lifetime of the NCLB law, new guidance and direction has 

become available.  School officials are affected by punctuated equilibrium (Baumgartner, 

Jones, & Mortensen, 2014; Kingdon, 2003) because as they learn the policy and try to 

implement it, there are gradual changes and clarifications made by their superiors at the 

state or federal level, which change what they are able to do with the money.  According 

to the program director, “if there is a request that comes in and I am unclear…we contact 

our region IV supervisor.”  There is a chance for school district leaders to make sense of 

the policy as they work their way through the grant writing process with the help of those 

in leadership positions at the state.  The interpretations of the policy cause disturbances in 

the equilibrium and those at the school district level have to make sense of the policy as it 

evolves.   

There are supports in place to assist school leaders with understanding Title III 

policy, including professional organizations such as the Virginia ESOL Supervisors 

Association (VESA) or at an annual grant coordinator academy each summer.  The 

director explained, “The states… all had an organization to help each other and they have 
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sort of like sub-committee groups that help the new persons and in July they have a brand 

new coordinator’s academy so they do have a system set up to help people understand.”  

Additionally they can appeal to the state with questions and concerns that they have while 

they are writing or editing their grant in order to make sense of what they are doing but 

interpretations of the policy from the state education agency or policy makers can change 

even within the grant award year.  

One participant noted that the state does provide one-on-one consultation while 

grant coordinators are filling out the application to provide assistance:  

[The support] was good because it walked me through some stuff I was thinking 

about purchasing and I realized I can’t justify that with the new restrictions so I 

am going to have to pull that piece out and it enabled me to re-work it a little bit.  

The coordinators of the grant, or in the case of Radcliff School District the director of 

ESOL, can request assistance from the state to help with the grant proposal.  The state 

leaders give direction for how district leaders should be writing the grant.  “They would 

tell us flat out, we are going to deny your first request because we are certain there is 

going to be something in there incorrect because this is so new.”  The one-on-one 

discussion with the leaders from the state helps grant coordinators understand the policy.  

“It gives us an opportunity to set up that one-on-one time to walk through how we can 

meet the needs of students without supplanting.”  The gradual changes in interpretation of 

the policy by the state and federal officials make it difficult for program leaders to fully 

make sense of policy.  
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Within Radcliff School District the responsibility of understanding and 

implementing the Title III grant rests on the shoulders of the ESOL program director.  

The director is responsible for filling out the grant, explaining the grant and spending 

processes to her superiors, or working with other departments and schools to coordinate 

how the grant money can be used.  Every participant interviewed identified the ESOL 

program director as being the one in charge of understanding, writing, and submitting the 

Title III grant.  Very few of the participants interviewed had a firm grasp on the Title III 

policy itself or how it can impact schools.  All three principals interviewed said that they 

had heard of Title III but they were not exactly sure what it was for.  The participants at 

the school district central office all knew what it was for, but acknowledged difficulty in 

making sense of it.   

Even the director expressed frustrations with understanding of Title III policy 

regarding her interpretation of the policy versus the interpretation of those at the state and 

federal level.  In the past, she had justified many of her decisions by what was written in 

a Title III handbook for educators, yet her interpretation was different from others.  For 

example, in reference to a decision choice related to expenditure of Title III monies, she 

said: “…the new interpretation of how the federal government has interpreted that 

language…they went back and said well schools are expected to provide core language 

instruction so that should not come from these dollars.” After receiving this 

interpretation, her grant proposal had to be revised to shift money from one funding 

category to an allowable one.  This creates a distortion in the decision process because 

the district’s primary grant writer has insufficient information to weigh choice 
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alternatives during grant writing, and the goal becomes compliance instead of optimizing 

learning outcomes.  Rather than having clear and unambiguous guidelines, she has to 

engage in a “testing” process regarding her decision choices.  She had relied on materials 

in a handbook for educators, but her interpretation differed from that of state officials. 

Guidance is available to assist school leaders in how they make sense of and 

understand the policy as they make decisions, but there is less flexibility in what the 

money can be used for because over time, the interpretation of the policy is becoming 

more specific.  The director was using a reference booklet that was published shortly 

after the inception of NCLB by the Office of English Language Acquisition, Language 

Enhancement and Academic Achievement for Limited English Proficient Students (2002) 

which essentially is a reprint of Title III of NCLB to justify her decision-making process 

and to make sense of the Title III policy.  After the federal audit of Virginia in 2008 and 

again in 2012, she realized that her interpretation of the grant differed from 

interpretations by the state and federal governments.  

An example of how interpretation or understanding of Title III policy impacted 

schools is evident in the implementation of Radcliff School District’s past summer school 

program for English language learners, funded in part by Title III.  This program was 

meant to promote English language development and to assist students in achieving 

academic success.  The program was even given an award for “significant contribution to 

education in Virginia” (Radcliff County, 2011) and allowed high school ELL students to 

take academic classes they could use toward graduation in order to increase their chances 

of graduating on time and catching up academically to their non–ELL peers.  Classes 
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such as government, algebra, English, and biology were offered to students in a 6 week 

period in an ELL–only environment and they were given the same rigorous curriculum, 

the same state mandated test, and students were held to the same expectations as those 

students who took these courses during the school year.  

The summer school program began in 2003 and continued until 2012 when Title 

III funding was cut.  Since that time, school officials have figured out a way to continue 

running the program using local funds or by transferring money from one location to 

another.  The funding was cut because after an audit by the federal government, the state 

of Virginia was told that they were at fault for allowing Radcliff to spend the Title III 

money because the school district was supplanting funds that were supposed to be 

coming from the local education agency in providing an education for all students.  

Although the school district does not provide summer school for all students, they do 

provide instruction in core-curriculum classes during the school year thus they are not 

allowed to use Title III money to pay for ESOL core curriculum during the summer 

months.  All of a sudden, a program that was meant to help students graduate in a timely 

manner was no longer funded.  School leaders had to scramble to find funds elsewhere so 

that the program could continue running in some capacity.  Additionally, they had to 

figure out how they were going to spend the money that had originally been allocated to 

that program in new ways in a short period of time.  At no time were the ultimate 

outcomes of the program in terms of student learning used as a criterion for decision-

making. 
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Although the goals of Radcliff School District and the goals of the NCLB are well 

aligned with respect to student learning, parental engagement, and well-qualified teachers 

(Radcliff School District, 2013a), policy makers and educators interpret the means by 

which those goals are accomplished differently.  This divergent interpretation puts a 

roadblock into place.  The gradual interpretations, clarifications, and required changes of 

Title III funding at the micro level make it difficult for the program to run smoothly.  One 

participant noted:  

We were being audited by the federal government and the federal government 

essentially said from what I understand, it wasn’t that [we] were doing it wrong 

before, it was that Virginia with a previous administration had had a more liberal 

interpretation of the grant and how the grant should be funding local education 

agencies and with the new administration coming in they viewed it much more 

strictly.  

When asked if the participant was referring to a new administration in Richmond (state 

government employees) or those in Washington, D.C. (federal government employees), 

she clarified by saying the federal officials.  “It was the federal administration, so with 

the new president and...Arne Duncan”.  When prompted about what she meant by this she 

explained: 

…with the VDOE, it is a five-year cycle so every school division is, well audited 

is not the correct term but they are checked up on every five years so...They 

probably got hit so they had had their year previous with Bush and then the five 

year hit with Obama.  
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The change in administration at the federal level led to a different interpretation of the 

NCLB legislation and the expectations from the Department of Education changed.  One 

participant noted, “Title III funds have changed drastically in the past year.  It used to be 

a more flexible interpretation of the grant in what was considered allowable expenses and 

they were always very clear that it was supplemental.”  Educators are impacted by 

limited information and the various interpretations of the law as time passes.  Although 

there was a new administration in 2008, it wasn’t until several years later that they were 

audited and things started to actually impact the school district.  The summer school 

example shows school leaders scrambling to do something in order to spend the money in 

an acceptable way:  

It got tricky last year with the stricter interpretation of the grant and so there was 

at one point in a meeting when we were like “ok, you told us everything we can’t 

spend money on, can you just tell us what we can spend money on?” and they 

were like “ok, you can spend money on this, and this, and this” and it was kind of 

hunting and finding things that would really help kids.  

Every time these clarifications are made, Radcliff regroups and starts spending their 

money in other ways that are suggested by the state level leaders. 

 In the descriptions of process presented above, procedural concerns and 

compliance with regulations tend to dominate the discussion, with a gradual tightening of 

policy resulting in fewer degrees of freedom for local actors.  From the rational actor 

perspective, throughout the resource allocation process criteria related to student learning, 

parental engagement, and highly qualified teachers are not applied and considered by 
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leaders.  Value maximizing, to the degree it exists at all, deals with maximizing results 

vis-à-vis procedural proxies for valued outcomes.  Organizational routines (Levitt & 

March, 1988; March, 1994) emerge that are repeated over time to lesson ambiguity and 

help decision makers make sense of various requirements.  The ultimate connection with 

espoused outcomes is inferred and supplanted by measures related to implementation; it 

is assumed that decisions lead to valued results. 

Understanding Title III at the school level.  All of the principals interviewed 

know about Title III but are unclear about how it can and does impact schools.  The 

principals want to know more and want to be included in more of the discussions and 

decisions regarding how money can be spent, and how it can help the schools.  They 

seem happy with the programs or materials that are being offered yet they want more 

autonomy to make decisions about the money that will impact their schools.  One 

administrator noted that a large amount of professional development was provided with 

Title III funds for the teachers at her school but she would like the funds to be spent on 

things such as technology or reducing class size.  “I think technology is the great 

equalizer …and dare I say?  Smaller class sizes.”  There are unclear expectations and 

understandings of where the money can be spent, and in what capacity.  

The high school administrator interviewed knows the law but is unclear how it is 

applied to the schools.  “I do know it is a federal program that provides resources to 

schools for specific populations…as far as the specific regulations, I am not totally 

familiar with it.”  An example of how the high school administrator and the ESOL 

director used Title III policy to their advantage is demonstrated with the summer 
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enrichment program.  The ESOL program director traded funding with the high school 

principal so that the program could continue.  Money from the school budget went to the 

summer school program and in return the Title III money was spent on instructional 

materials for ESOL students at his school:  

I was asked by the director of ESOL if I would be willing to support our ESOL 

students through a summer school scholarship and in exchange she would provide 

$15,000 in resources.  I sent $15,000 to central office, which they then used to 

create a summer school program for our students and they in turn bought me 

$15,000 in resources identified by our ESOL teachers.  

In this case, the director and the school administrator acted in what they believed was in 

the best interest of the students and used their own interpretations of the law and 

regulations on how the money could be used to exchange funds.  

None of the observed meetings between department chairs and the ESOL 

leadership team in the 2013-2014 academic year had Title III on the agenda and it was 

only once brought up in a discussion regarding the ordering of materials.  At one of the 

meetings, one teacher asked, “What is the process for ordering through the grant?” and 

the director replied, “We don’t have a process.”  The director explained to the teachers 

that money was allocated in late winter once she saw what was available and then figured 

out where she can spend the money.  There is little understanding of the grant with 

respect to what it can be used for and how it can help schools because so few people 

manage the grant funds and even they are negotiating the expectations and regulations 

with what it can be spent on.  This centralization of decision making leads to confusion 
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among other members of the community because teachers want to know how money 

meant for students can benefit their schools.  The teachers need resources and would like 

to use Title III money to get those resources. 

The teachers at the schools are confused because of the lack of information and 

the unclear process for using grant money or taking advantage of grant-funded 

opportunities.  The elementary school department chair said that she tried to order picture 

dictionaries with grant money but there was a snafu because the books could not be 

purchased with the grant money even though the teachers wanted it for their resource 

library.  Dictionaries cannot be paid for with Title III grant money and the teacher had 

not been told that, nor understood that while ordering.  The other teachers in the meeting 

were left confused and frustrated because although it had been explicitly asked, there was 

no real explanation of why or how they could use the Title III funds.  Principals and 

teachers know they get things from Title III but they are not exactly sure what or why and 

school district leaders know they have to spend the money in allowable ways, but due to 

the ever-changing interpretation of the law, it is hard to make sense of what is allowable. 

This is significant because the ESOL program leaders, the principals, and the teachers are 

all confused about what the money can be used for.  The elementary administrator said, 

“I don’t really feel like we have a good understanding of those funds and how they are 

being spent.  Where we get that money from, or who figures those numbers out.” The 

goals toward which they are working are unclear and there is no clear guideline for what 

money is spent on and how it is used in schools.  
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Decision Making  

In Radcliff School District, the ESOL program director makes the majority of the 

decisions and people rely on her to make the best decisions for the organization and for 

the students.  The director began working in the school district about three years ago 

amidst the start of the state and federal audits and the Department of Justice investigation. 

She has acted as a liaison for the school district to the state and to the district’s teachers.  

Every single participant interviewed referenced her as someone they go to for guidance 

and to ask questions regarding Title III funding.  If she does not know, she relies on the 

state ESOL office to answer questions for her and they in turn would ask federal officials 

for assistance.  She is also the only one involved in preparing the grant application for 

Title III funds.  There are avenues of support for grant coordinators in Virginia such as 

the Virginia ESOL Supervisors Association (VESA) and regional meetings in which 

directors can meet with each other and discuss what is going on in their school districts.  

Recently, the state has posted PowerPoint presentations and directions for applying for 

and amending their Title III grant proposals on their website (Virginia Department of 

Education, 2012b). 

The Rational Actor Model described in chapter two fails to fully describe the 

organizational processes of Radcliff School District.  Although there is an autonomous 

decision maker who has clearly defined goals, she does not have the ability to choose 

from alternative methods due to outside influences such as changes in interpretation of 

the policy, by the Virginia Department of Education, the Department of Education, and 

the Department of Justice.  The ultimate goals of the policy become supplanted by 
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procedural compliance.  Therefore this decision maker’s value maximizing choices that 

would be expected in the RAM are derailed.  This particular model does not fully 

represent the decision-making processes within the school district.  Goal-oriented 

decision making is hindered by outside influences and by ineffective procedural norms 

including limited information, routines and time restrictions which will be discussed 

below. 

Goals and outside influences.  At the broad level, the goals of the Radcliff 

School District ESOL Program do fall in line with the goals of Title III and NCLB.  The 

annual measurable achievement objectives of students making academic progress, 

obtaining English language proficiency, and making gains in reading and math scores all 

correlate with NCLB and Title III.  Only two people interviewed mentioned the word 

“goals” in their dialogue about Title III funding and decision making processes, showing 

that perhaps goals are not always considered when making decisions about how money is 

spent.  Further, the goals that were mentioned had nothing to do with the annual 

measurable achievement objectives and instead focused on doing what they were told by 

state or federal officials.  Hence, complying with the procedural requirements of the 

policy appears to be the operational goal considered by district decision makers. 

The bookkeeper explained that because of the audit several years ago, and 

because of the Department of Justice agreement, the goals of the district have been 

refocused so that they align more with state recommendations.  For example, the state 

would rather school districts spend money on professional development than instructional 

materials because if professional development goes directly to the teachers, it is definitely 
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reaching the students in some way, whereas instructional materials could be used by any 

student (not just ELLs), or teachers might not ever use those materials.  This 

demonstrates a breakdown of the Rational Actor Model, because choice has been 

constrained to a number of approved or preferred choices.  Instead of her choosing from a 

selection of alternatives on how to spend the money derived from a search among many 

alternatives, she is essentially told how to spend the money.  

The director spoke at length about the goals of the organization, the goals of each 

department within the organization and trying to align the monetary allocation to meet 

those goals.  She spoke of trying to maximize the impact the money can have on the 

school district by collaborating with these departments, which could be seen as a value-

maximizing aspect of the Rational Actor Model, at least in terms of efficiency criteria.  

The example she gave was about professional development: the goals of human 

resources, the office of professional learning, and the Title III grant allow money to be 

used toward high quality teachers so those three offices coordinate to offer more 

professional development for more teachers: 

The Title III grant application has always had a section on coordinating services, 

it has always asked how is the way you’re using the money for Title III working 

with the other Titles but in the last two years Virginia has made it very specific 

and they are expecting us to be pooling our money…towards activities that will 

benefit the whole school division.  

They were not coordinating services prior to the Virginia Department of Education telling 

them they should, but now they are: 
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They had this section in the application that said how are you coordinating 

services…now they are looking much more carefully that you are actually 

combining, pooling your funds so that each grant is not replicating the activities in 

another grant.  

Due to outside influences the decision making processes such as collaboration among 

departments and with other NCLB funded grants have been altered. 

The Department of Justice began an investigation in Radcliff School District 

regarding how the schools were running their ESOL programs in the 2012 academic year.  

Since the settlement agreement with the Department of Justice was reached in August 

2013, the funding focus has shifted to spending money on professional development, 

similar to the suggestion of the state.  Every single participant interviewed referenced the 

Department of Justice when talking about how or why money was spent a certain way 

although the DOJ and Title III are not interrelated.  

One participant expressed his sentiments in working with the DOJ:  “They have 

their belief system with how things should be happening and even though that is not law 

you have very little choice when making those decisions because your alternative is to be 

taken to court.”  The settlement agreement changes the focus of school leaders and limits 

their decision making discretion.  The participant mentioned above felt as though the 

district was forced to make decisions based on the DOJ agreement and not necessarily 

what was in the best interest of the students.  Through the settlement agreement 

(Department of Justice, 2013), the district specifically agreed to:  
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• Provide all ELL students with adequate English Language Development (ELD) 

and content instruction provided by teachers with appropriate 

qualifications/training 

•  Monitor the progress of ELL teachers and administrators toward obtaining 

required training, and ensure that administrators account for the use of appropriate 

ELD and sheltering techniques in teacher evaluations 

• Require principals or other designated administrators to receive training regarding 

their ELL program-related responsibilities 

• Modify the district’s registration and enrollment practices to ensure that students 

are able to access its programs regardless of race, national origin, or immigration 

status 

• Provide ELL students and LEP parents with meaningful access to discipline and 

special education forms, codes, notices, procedures, and meetings 

• Institute cultural responsiveness training for teachers to promote effective 

engagement with students from diverse cultural and linguistic backgrounds; and 

• Collect and review data to identify and address any student disparities and to 

evaluate the effectiveness of ELL programs (p. 1) 

These newly identified obligations place an unexpected burden on school district leaders 

because they limit choice in regard to how Title III money should be spent.  

The Rational Actor Model describes the decision maker as having a goal and 

choosing the best alternative to meet that goal, but when the goals change or are 

influenced by others there is a break down in the RAM model and the director is not able 
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to act in a way that makes the best use of her time or of the Title III money.  All 

alternatives are not fully considered because school district leaders are trying to follow 

the new protocol that may not allow them to spend the money in the optimal fashion.  In 

addition to restricted choice, school district leaders and principals encounter roadblocks 

in the decisions they make because of limited information, outdated expectations or 

routines, and time restrictions.  The concept of bounded rationality as it relates to the 

Rational Actor Model and the framework discussed in section two explain what is 

happening in Radcliff School District more accurately with regard to the decision-making 

process.  

Limited information.  Many of the participants interviewed both at the school level 

and in the central office expressed frustration regarding their own limited knowledge of 

Title III funding and the decision making process in general.  This limited information 

stems from the lack of communication between central office staff and school 

administrators regarding what Title III is, what it can be used for, and how it could 

benefit the schools.  Communication problems may stem from differing interpretation 

and implementation of the policy.  

School level.  All school level administrators and department chairs interviewed 

mentioned similar frustrations regarding the funding process.  One principal interviewed 

said, “I don’t really feel like we have a good understanding of those funds and how they 

are being spent; where we get that money from or who figures those numbers out.”  One 

department chair interviewed said, “I really don’t have a lot of knowledge about how it 
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[Title III funds] is allocated within the district…that information is never shared with us.” 

Another principal said:  

I don’t think the Title III money was advertised to the principals as very clear as 

this money is being used for this purpose…I wasn’t clear how much money it 

was, exactly where it goes, if it was available to us for an additional resource if 

we wanted to request something which would have been helpful to know five 

years ago. 

In addition to lack of information regarding the funding, some principals expressed 

frustration and lack of information regarding materials and resources that are purchased 

and given to them.  One administrator said:  

It is kind of haphazard on if you know about it. For something as large a resource 

as this was I thinking it would have been beneficial if the school had been made 

aware of how we could utilize the funding.  

The director selects programs and materials that could supplement instruction for English 

language learners but not all schools take advantage of these programs and therefore not 

all ELL students are benefiting.  Principals may not participate in the programs because 

they do not know about them or the information may be shared but they do not fully 

understand what they are supposed to do with it.  The bookkeeper explained the funding 

process the principals must follow to receive goods or services paid for by Title III: 

We send out a form saying if you are interested in buying [materials] for your 

school, these are your instructions.  You have X amount of dollars to spend, 

please submit your specific requests…the [administrative coordinator]…would 
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approve, sign, and review all of the materials orders.  She would then send them 

to me for my review just to make sure that the money factor was ok.  It would 

then go back to the school, they could then order the [materials]. 

After a proof of purchase plus all accompanying paperwork is sent back to the 

bookkeeper, schools get reimbursed for the money they spent on materials purchased 

with grant money.  If principals and those at the school level were more informed about 

the Title III process such as the timeframe for ordering, or the materials available they 

might take advantage of more opportunities.  

Further, it is worth noting that the centralized choice model is at odds with the 

decision-making culture of this site-based school system.  If school leaders and teachers 

had a say in the grant writing process, they could better communicate their needs with the 

director and they could plan to spend the money in ways that would have a greater impact 

on student learning based on the needs of the schools.  

Central office level. Much like the principals and department chairs who have 

frustrations with limited information being shared about what Title III is and how schools 

can benefit, the participants at central office have their own frustrations.  Many of the 

participants at the central office level said that they were not involved in the grant writing 

process at all and they had limited knowledge of details of the grant itself.  For people 

who are a resource for school level educators, this seems disconcerting because principals 

and ESOL teachers look to them for guidance.  Additionally, the director works with 

limited information from state officials while planning and writing the grant.  For 

example, she said one frustration was, “how you are going to use your money is always 
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due before you actually know how much money you have coming.”  While completing 

the grant, the director assumes she will get the same or a similar amount year after year.  

Oftentimes the central office administrators may need clarification from state officials 

regarding what can be written in the grant and they are unable to answer those questions 

in a clear manner.  One participant said that he had asked about a new regulation for the 

Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives and his contact at the state did not have an 

answer.  One central office official expressed another example of limited information:  

Sometimes we will call the state directly and work with the folks there to try to 

get interpretations.  Often times …you get answers like “well that is for the local 

jurisdiction to decide or figure out” so you sort of get grey nebulous answers from 

them…but that causes us to use our best judgment, our educated decision in that 

case.  

If state officials are unable to effectively answer questions regarding Title III or 

resource allocation, the school district ends up making their best guess as to what to do.  

Unclear goals and miscommunication interfere with a decision maker’s ability to make a 

rational choice, since participants are not able to make informed decisions and the whole 

concept of rationality becomes sub-optimal.  When participants try to consider 

alternatives and they are not given full information, the model falls apart because they are 

not able to make an informed decision.  The rationale becomes limited or bounded, by 

things such as shifting goals, time constraints, ineffective routines, and limited 

information.  Actors satisfice rather than optimize. 
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Routines.  I found that school-level officials were having a hard time changing 

routines that had been in place previous years.  Once the federal government and the state 

gave more explicit guidelines regarding their interpretation of how the money could be 

spent after the audit, a challenge for the school district was changing the grant to match 

the new guidelines and phasing out the use of money that was already committed to 

certain purchases or initiatives.  The director stated that a big challenge was working 

through how the grant was already committed and not interfering with the school 

district’s budget.  They were only allowed to spend money as it was committed to certain 

categories but they were not allowed to spend it on materials or programs that they had 

initially planned: “Everything that is written in the grant, how it is written has to be tied 

to the budget lines so you have to create codes and that was a big challenge.”  An 

example of this was more explicit guidance on the purchase of bilingual dictionaries.  

The school district is allowed to purchase bilingual dictionaries for use in a resource 

library within schools but not for use in a core classroom because “principals are 

expected to use some of their school allocation for local funds to pay for things that will 

enhance content area classes.”  Prior to this guidance, bilingual dictionary sets were 

purchased for use in the classrooms but now principals are expected to do this with 

money from their local budgets.  The routine has changed causing leaders to make 

decisions about how else to use the money, so that student learning can still be impacted. 

Time.  Time constraints play a huge role in the decision making processes and 

allocation of resources in Radcliff School District.  Central office staff members face the 

challenge of red tape regarding getting the grant approved, purchasing the resources, and 
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seeking reimbursement from the state in a timely manner.  Schools face a challenge of 

taking advantage of funding opportunities by required deadlines.  The middle school 

administrator interviewed said that she had just found out about an immigrant youth 

tutoring program and “just made the deadline;” though she was certain she would get it, 

she seemed stressed regarding the short timeline.  Another opportunity that reached 

schools with a quick turn-around deadline was reimbursement for the money spent at the 

school level for a parent liaison position.  For example, one principal received an email 

on March 12, 2014 regarding the opportunity to seek reimbursement though Title III, 

Immigrant Youth funds for money that had been spent on the parent liaison position.  In 

order to receive the funding, the principal or his designee needed to complete a six-step 

process by April 5 including some extensive anecdotal data collection for the ESOL 

office records.  Although three and a half weeks may seem like a long time to collect 

these materials, some principals may have chosen not to participate due to the fast 

deadline or the work involved.  

The director expressed great frustration with time constraints associated with Title 

III funding and the grant writing process in general.  There are multiple people at each 

level who need to approve the grant before it gets sent to the state and it can take months 

for it to reach a certain level and even then it may be denied and the process would have 

to start over again:  

The [grant writing] process might be improved by [decreasing] time and 

streamlining it so there would be less waiting period between approval and action. 

For approval of the grant and action steps to put the grant in place and then time 
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management in our own division processes for that expending money, JVing 

[writing Journal Vouchers for schools to seek reimbursement from the county], 

getting the money back in the account so [it can be spent again] is a long process 

too.  

In May of 2014 the final grant amendment process for the 2013-2014 Academic year was 

approved after months of waiting.  The money for the 2013-2014 school year was 

allocated, although the academic school year was nearing an end and the spending 

process had already begun.  There is overlap between grant allocation and academic 

years, however the process for revisions and amendments and the time it takes to seek 

approval from the state is too long. 

Summary of Results 

Because of the method and process of using grant funding, not all schools are 

taking advantage of grant-funded opportunities therefore students at those schools could 

potentially be left out.  Limitations on decision making such as time constraints, lack of 

communication, and unclear goals or expectations create challenges for school district 

leaders.  Currently, there is no way of telling how much money is going into each school, 

so it is not clear if the schools with the highest number of ELL students are receiving the 

highest amount of funds, or if schools with needs that match provided services are 

actually taking advantage of these.   

Currently, Radcliff School District is meeting their Annual Measurable 

Achievement Objectives.  Although AMAO data are not available online, the school 
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district is on track for meeting targets.  A representative from the school district provided 

the below information below: 

[Radcliff School District’s] K-12 English Learners have consistently surpassed 

the Virginia targets for AMAO 1 - Progress for more than three years based on 

performance in WIDA ACCESS for ELLS tests in more than five years.  In 

addition, [RSD] English learners consistently meet VA Targets for AMAO 2 - 

Proficiency, having surpassed the VA target in three of the most recent four years 

reported through 2013-14 

Schools in Radcliff School District did well on AMAO 3, which gauges the performance 

on reading and mathematics Standards of Learning tests.  For example, all of the high 

schools in the school district met the achievement objectives or maintained current 

progress for the end of year tests.  The majority of the middle and elementary schools met 

the achievement objectives for the reading and mathematics tests as well.  The fact that 

Radcliff School District is meeting their AMAOs on a consistent basis shows that ELL 

students are making progress toward obtaining English proficiency and academic 

achievement, thus meeting the objectives of Title III of NCLB.  However, ELL students 

are still lagging behind their white and mainstream counterparts in academic achievement 

tests and on-time graduation.  

Title III support may be beneficial for student learning but it is hard to know if all 

students are getting the money to which they are entitled.  Similarly, it is hard to know 

what impact use of these funds has, and because of the nature of the funding, the school 

district will continue to get federal funding for ELL students regardless of achievement 
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outcomes.  The participants at the school level interviewed would like to have more input 

in what programs and services are funded through Title III.  They would like the 

decision-making process to be more transparent and to be included in the process.  

School level employees do not have a clear understanding of what Title III is, and how it 

can benefit their students. 

Although the funding may be beneficial and can help RSD supplement instruction 

for ELL students, it is clear that the funding is not enough.  One participant summarized 

the situation within Radcliff School District:  

For a county like ours that has had relatively speaking this huge influx of ESOL, 

it is a significant struggle because research on best practices hasn’t caught up to 

what the right thing to do is, often times we’ll get mixed messages…I think you 

see huge demands being placed on our teachers, and administrators and anybody 

involved in ESOL because the funding has not caught up to the expectations that 

are to be produced working with ESOL students.  

Decision-making is an on-going process and the participants involved in this study are 

learning as they implement Title III policy.  The reality of the decision making process is 

it is not perfect and if anything it is messy, retrospective and needs improvement.  The 

Rational Actor Model is an ineffective tool in describing the decision-making process as 

it happens in Radcliff School District because participants are bounded in rationality and 

satisfice in order to put the policy into practice.  
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Chapter Five 

 

The purpose of this research was to examine decision-making processes as they 

relate to Title III policy and money allocation.  The research questions regarding how 

Title III policy is understood, how leaders make their decisions, and how Title III money 

is spent were answered by interviewing a variety of participants within one school 

district, reading through budget documents, and observing meetings in which decisions 

are made and information is shared.  

Understanding the allocation of resources within a school district and in certain 

schools is relevant to multiple stakeholders because money allocation influences 

principals, teachers, and students.  Looking at the decision making process and how 

leaders understand Title III policy within this school district may strengthen how they 

make their decisions.  It is important to school and district leaders themselves, as it 

provides valuable insight with regard to funding the ELL program and its impact on 

students.  In this chapter I summarize the findings of the study and discuss implications 

for practice and research.  I conclude the chapter with my final thoughts.  

Summary of Findings 

Professionals in Radcliff School District know little about the federal policy they 

are implementing.  All participants were familiar with the term Title III, but few were 

able to explain its intent or how it is implemented within the school district.  The 
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guidance provided by state officials changes periodically after a change in federal 

government employees who interpret that policy.  This follows the trend of punctuated 

equilibrium discussed in chapter two.  With the sudden policy burst and subsequent 

gradual changes, discussed in chapter two, allocating and spending the money is an 

ongoing process with new guidelines and clarifications being made all the time.  The 

current process of decision-making regarding Title III money does not follow the 

Rational Actor Model due to participants being bounded by previous routines, time 

restrictions, limited information, and other roadblocks.  The concept of bounded 

rationality applies to the school district and those who are in it due to the bureaucratic 

structure of the school system at the local and state level as well as outside influences 

such as the Department of Justice and the United States Department of Education.  

At the school level, principals and department chairs would like to know more 

about the Title III funding and spending process so that they can take advantage of the 

opportunities presented and also so they can add their input to the decision-making 

process.  One participant at the school level said he wished that the school district leaders 

would do a needs assessment before spending the money so that they could learn what 

the schools and students need before spending money on things they do not need or will 

not use.  The time frame for hearing about Title III opportunities and filing the 

appropriate paperwork is too short.  The schools would like to see the funding go more 

toward instructional supplies and supplemental materials; yet, with the guidance from the 

state and federal governments in addition to the settlement with the Department of 

Justice, the school district is required to focus the majority of their attention on 



    

108	  
	  

professional development with the hope that if the teachers are well prepared, more 

students will benefit. Because there is an almost equal and quite substantial local outlay 

of funds to support ELL learning, choices may be accommodated in the final analysis, but 

how these choices unfold and ho most influences them in similarly unclear 

Decision-making seems more guided by criteria related to compliance and 

efficiency than to the espoused goals of improving teaching and learning for ELL’s, 

particularly in relation to meeting the dictates of state and federal policy actors.  The 

ESOL program leaders appear to be following a logic of appropriateness in the decision 

making process, spending the money in a way that they think will be deemed acceptable 

while following the rules set by the state and federal entities.  The director is trying in 

earnest to spend the money in ways that will benefit the schools by looking at the 

strategic plan and trying to determine where the need is, however the critical element is 

that she is not consulting with the schools while making her decisions.  The time line 

mandated for decisions is deleterious to effective and efficient outcomes.  At the district 

level, choice is restricted to preferred or pre-ordained solutions informed to some degree 

by teacher or school demands as measured by their election to use services or materials 

included in the district’s grant.  There is no evidence that choice is informed by 

optimizing gains in student learning. 

Understanding Policy 

Radcliff School District central office leaders attempt to make sense of Title III 

policy while working through the grant writing process, the spending process, and the 

allocation of funds.  They learn about the policy as they go through the steps of grant 
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writing, receiving funds, spending the funds, and allocating them to the schools that 

participate in grant funded programs or initiatives.  They understand Title III as a policy 

but how to implement it is ambiguous, and they seem to be making sense of the policy as 

they act and as they receive on-going feedback from state officials.  They intend to follow 

the guidelines and recommendations of the state and federal government but on several 

occasions have been corrected during audits or investigations by federal agencies.  This 

leads to the decision choice being taken away and meeting the goals of the organization 

become less important than following the rules or guidelines of the policy and settlement 

agreement. 

Sensemaking concerning Title III policy is ongoing, and participants are 

constantly learning and adjusting based on the guidance they are given from others.  They 

make sense of the policy as they go through the motions of planning, placing the money, 

and initiating spending processes but because the interpretation is always changing, 

participants may not fully understand what it is they are doing.  

Decision Making Process  

Not many people are involved in the decision making process for Title III fund 

use.  According to participants, the director writes the grant and makes decisions on what 

is requested with grant funds based on her interpretation of the needs of the school 

district.  She does touch base with her superiors to keep them apprised of what she is 

doing; however, according to other participants interviewed she does not ask the opinions 

of teachers, principals, or others within the ESOL central office department while writing 
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the grant.  This is especially odd in a system that has a long tradition of site-based 

management. 

The Rational Actor Model embedded in the law and used here as a lens to look at 

decision making in RSD does not accurately describe the process that was observed.  

There is a presumption that decisions are made in a rational manner in which the goals of 

the organization are considered and the best method of reaching those goals is chosen.  

Yet, ESOL program leaders seem only to consider compliance of the Department of 

Justice and are satisficing in order to accomplish tasks.  Value maximizing decisions 

would directly impact student learning thus meeting the AMAO targets of ELL students 

reaching academic and English proficiency.  Although many of the prescribed allowable 

expenses may impact student learning, there has not been an assessment of effectiveness 

so their impact is not known.  In other words, rather than evaluating decisions based on 

goals, compliance is used as a primary criterion of effectiveness and efficiency.  The 

criteria used when making decisions are focused on compliance -- staying within the 

parameters of what is an allowable expense and being sure to only purchase goods or 

provide services that supplement current educational practices.  

Title III money may not be used to buy the same thing for ESOL students that 

non-Title III money is buying for mainstream students.  This in itself may create 

confusion for the director during the grant writing process due to the structure of site-

based management in Radcliff School District.  Principals in Radcliff are able to use their 

budgets in whichever way will benefit the school.  That means every single principal 

purchases different goods for their school so finding resources that have not already been 
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purchased by principals to supplement instruction may be difficult.  The fine line between 

supplementing versus supplanting is constantly a factor in the decision making process.  

It is unclear how or if the director communicates with principals to glean information 

related to these decisions.  This limited communication fits the parameters of bounded 

rationality from both the director and the school principals’ roles.  The principals’ 

decisions are bounded or constrained by the ESOL director naming programs and 

offering pre-selected, limited choices to the schools, and the ESOL director’s choices are 

bounded because of her lack of communication and collaboration with school principals 

to find out what they need and what they want.   

An unintentional consequence of the Department of Justice investigation is that 

the decision-making process shifts away from making value-maximizing decisions, that 

is to say, meeting the goals of the organization of student learning, and instead focuses on 

meeting the requirements set forth in the settlement agreement.  The director satisfices in 

order to comply with the suggestions from the settlement agreement and therefor is not 

making the most value maximizing decisions for the ELL students in the district.  

Allocation of Title III Funds 

The consequences of the decision-making in Radcliff School District is that some 

students and some schools are receiving programs or services paid for by Title III funds 

and not all schools take advantage of grant funded opportunities.  One consequence of the 

decision-making process is few people are involved and few people understand the 

intricacies of the Title III policy and implementation.  Principals and teachers know that 
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they get things from the grant, but they are not involved in the decision-making process 

and therefore do not know how to access grant-funded opportunities or goods.  

Unanticipated Findings 

Something that surprised me was the flexibility of funding once the grant was 

written and approved.  The fact that the director has the ability to move funds within 

categories based on the demand of the principals, schools, and students was surprising 

but convenient.  The fact that she is able to leave open certain opportunities for any 

school that wants to participate seems generous; however, given the findings related to 

school-level personnel awareness of and confusion about Title III funding, schools may 

not be actually aware of the opportunities that are available and the work required for 

them to take advantage of the grant opportunities may be prohibitive.  

Another thing that surprised me was the ability of the director to trade funds with 

principals in order to achieve program goals.  The fact that several schools received Title 

III money to fund materials such as smart boards and other supplemental classroom 

materials, in exchange for the schools’ local funds paying for the ESOL summer school 

seemed in sharp contrast with the general theme of worrying primarily about compliance 

as a criterion for decision making.  While such a process may be legitimate within the 

letter of the federal regulations, it may also be that the district is not following the spirit 

of the federal accountability rules, i.e., the expenditure of federal funds may be 

supplanting local expenditures.  Yet, this demonstrates the capacity of local leaders to 

deal with the constraints imposed on their decision making in order to allocate funds to 
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programs that are believed to be most consequential to student learning, begging the 

question whether such remedies might be available in other instances.  

Implications for Research and Practice 

Overall, this study suggests that the Rational Actor Model does not apply to 

decisions being made within this school district. School leaders are typically unable to 

consider choice alternatives because of time constraints, limited information, and pre-

existing routines and are bounded in their rational decisions. The focus of meeting the 

espoused goals of the organization is not as important a complying with state or federal 

requirements.  Additionally, the outcomes of those decisions are not evaluated so the 

effectiveness of how money is spent regarding student achievement is not considered. 

This finding is significant because achievement for all students is the purpose of the No 

Child Left Behind Act, and why Title III exists.  The main goal of the policy itself gets 

lost in the bureaucratic procedure and compliance. Although compliance to the state and 

federal government is necessary, one would expect the student achievement goals to be at 

least equally important.  

Title III funding is a necessary component of ESOL program management and 

implementation. In order for school districts to continue to operate, Title III money must 

continue or increase to meet the increasing demands and expectations of NCLB. If 

researchers want to continue looking at Title III and how funding is impacting students I 

would suggest several follow-up studies to this one.  

Implications for Research  
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This study provided information about how decisions are made related to Title III 

within one school district.  Though other studies discussed in chapter one looked at 

program implementation and accountability, they did not look at the processes that school 

leaders go through when making their decisions.  What I learned is that the ESOL 

program within the school district remains faithful to accountability and implementation 

but does not consider how their decisions impact student achievement.  

In the future, generalizability of these findings may be addressed through a 

comparative study that looks at how school districts within the state manage Title III 

money and how the process looks in those districts in order to establish similarities and 

differences and see if those practices impact student achievement.  It would be interesting 

to see if the Rational Actor Model describes the decision process in other districts.  It 

would also be beneficial to continue to examine the decision making processes of 

Radcliff School District in a longitudinal study to see if there were changes in how 

decisions are made over time, specifically after the Department of Justice settlement 

agreement expires.  This study suggests that there should be a study at the state level that 

looks at how state education leaders communicate the expectations and guidelines to the 

school districts and how the state evaluates the use of funding related to ELL education.  

Locally, demands and expectations required by the state and the DOJ settlement 

take their toll on the employees of the school district.  While so much money is being 

poured into professional development for teachers, I wonder what the ESOL teacher 

retention rate is in Radcliff School District and if it has changed due to the settlement 

agreement.  The additional professional development and time commitments that go 
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along with training may take their toll on employees who know that other districts to not 

require as much professional development. 

Implications for Policy  

School leaders in all districts need to maintain focus on what is important: student 

achievement. The goal of promoting student achievement should constantly be 

considered when making decisions. Policy makers and state legislators must be sensitive 

to the impact of complex and rapidly changing o ambiguous legislation and strive to 

create legislation and guidelines that are easy to interpret and implement. The grant 

writing and funding allocation process needs to be streamlined to make it more 

transparent and easier for those involved Additionally, the interpretation of the legislation 

should not change based on who holds political office at that time.  

Subsequent to finalizing this dissertation, a letter was released by the Department 

of Justice regarding ELL education (United States Department of Justice, 2015). 

Informally known as the Dear Colleague letter, this document has policy implications, 

though it is not policy. It shows that a federal agency is aware of the discrepancies 

between and within school districts related to the use and effectiveness of Title III 

funding. The letter highlights previous litigation and legislation about student civil rights 

and makes suggestions “to assist SEA’s [State Education Agencies], SD’s, [School 

Districts] and all public schools in meeting their legal obligations to ensure that EL 

students can participate meaningfully and equally in educational programs and services” 

(United States Department of Justice, 2015 p. 2). The guidance provided also suggests 

how school districts should spend their Title III allocation.  



    

116	  
	  

While potentially helpful, guidance such as this leaves open a significant question 

that poses a dilemma for policy makers, namely the degree of uniformity expected or 

allowed related to how federal funds are used at the local level. Identifying allowable 

expenditures, on the one hand, credentials certain research-based programs and practices. 

On the other hand, this also implies that there are specific uses of funding that can work 

to address any achievement gap existing in any school system eligible for Title III 

funding. Flexibility is inherently reduced at the local level, precisely constraining those 

most knowledgeable about and able to deal with the learning needs and circumstances of 

specific children. Balancing flexibility and accountability is an inherent issue in all 

education policy; how this balance is struck is a significant issue related to Title III. 

Implications for Practice 

This study demonstrates how important it is to communicate goals and plans 

between and among staff so they can be included in the decision making process or at 

least be made aware of what is going on so that they are informed about how money 

meant for students is being spent.  It would be sensible if the ESOL program director 

communicated better with schools and principals to align program and school goals and 

learn about the needs of the students at each school. There seems to be a contradiction 

within the county related to the ideals of site-based management as described in the 

district’s budget handbook with the practices that are occurring. The suggestion of a 

needs assessment by one of the participants is particularly insightful because it shows that 

the participants at the school level are not asked their opinion about Title III. School 

district leaders should communicate more effectively with the staff in the schools to 
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allow them more time, and more information about the programs and services available 

through Title III. Including others in the decision making process, to the extent possible, 

would be consistent with site-based practice and provide needed information for 

improving decision outcomes. This would also allow better coordination of federal 

money expenditures and local/state expenditures while being accountable for allowable 

expenses.    

At this time in Radcliff, money is tracked for the district as a whole, but the 

bookkeeper and the central office leaders were unable to identify what schools were 

receiving services, which were participating in certain activities or even the monetary 

amount that flows into each school. At the basic level, these data are needed to know if 

the schools with the higher number of ESOL students are receiving more Title III benefits 

than the schools with a lower number. Under the current system, not every school is 

benefiting from Title III funds, and the consequence of this is uncertain.  

Finally, while Title III money is spent on ESOL students in certain allowable 

ways, money that comes from local and state funds is given to schools and the ESOL 

program office. The bookkeeper mentioned that there were more Title III funds than local 

funds yet both amounts of money were significant (approximately $1.2 million of local 

and state funds and $1.7 million of Title III funds). How local and state funds are spent 

was not the focus of this research yet it may be beneficial for the ESOL program leaders 

to consider how that money is spent when making their decisions because there may be 

more freedom with those funds, as opposed to Title III funds. Additionally, a follow-up 
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study to differentiate the two pots of money and how they are distributed might be 

interesting for school leaders and policy makers alike. 

Final Thoughts 

Researching this school district and writing this dissertation was an eye-opening 

learning experience.  Not only in the art of conducting research but also learning about 

the inner workings of a large school district such as Radcliff.  This has taught me that 

communication and clear expectations are necessary for effective leadership and to better 

meet the goals of the organization.  Most participants interviewed are eager to be 

involved in the process and would probably have valuable input but have not yet been 

asked. 

I think it would be better to make sure that there is more equity across the school 

district with Title III money reaching the schools and the students that need it as opposed 

to the ones that simply take advantage of the opportunities. That being said, the programs 

that are in place may not be beneficial because there has not been a formal unit of 

analysis to see if or how they impact student learning. 
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Appendix A 
 
 
 
Timeline of Legislation or Litigation Impacting English Learners 

Event Implications 

Meyer v. Nebraska (1923) Ruling: it is acceptable to educate 

immigrant youth in their native language 

Civil Rights Act (1964) Title VI prohibited discrimination in 

government programs that receive federal 

funds 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

as Amended (1968) 

Had the first official bilingual education 

policy in the BEA (Title VII) *first piece of 

legislation that formally recognized the 

needs of ELLs 

Lau v. Nichols (1974) Ruling stated that providing equal access to 

education for those who do not speak 

English was not enough. 

Plyler v. Doe (1982) Ruling stated that all school age children 

were entitled to a free public education 

regardless of their immigration status 

NCLB 2002 Requires all students meet the same 
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academic rigor/standards. Title III part A of 

this bill is specifically for ELL students and 

provides funding to help school divisions 

accommodate these students.  
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Appendix B 
	  
	  
	  
Interview Log 
Date (oldest 
first) 

Type (observation, 
interview, etc.) 

Participant Site/Location Time (how 
long) 

10/03/13 Interview Associate 
Superintendent for 
Student Learning 
and 
Accountability 

Central Office 43:27 

10/10/13 Interview Director of ESOL Central Office 1:05:57 
10/28/13 Interview ESOL 

Administrative 
Coordinator 

Central Office 23:06 

11/06/13 Interview High School 
Administrator 

High School 15:52 

11/12/13 Interview Supervisor of EL 
Instruction 

Central Office 30:07 

11/13/13 Interview High School 
Department Chair 

High School 
Classroom 

3:30 

12/19/13 Interview Book Keeper Central Office 46:43 
01/28/14 Interview Middle School 

Administrator 
Middle 
School 

25:07 

02/21/14 Interview Director of ESOL Central Office 1:06:52 
03/12/14 Interview Elementary 

School 
Administrator 

Elementary 
School 

09:17 
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Appendix C 
 
	  
	  

Questions for Central Office Staff Members: Associate Superintendent for Student 

Learning and Accountability, ESOL Program Director, ESOL Administrative 

Coordinator, Director of Finance, and the ESOL Bookkeeper 

Background 

1. Please state your name and your job title. 

2. How long have you been in your position? 

3. Tell me a little bit about your educational background and interests 

Decision making and Sensemaking 

4. Title III of the No Child Left Behind Act is a grant program specifically for ESL and 

migratory students. How do you acquire these funds? 

• Are you the person who actually writes and submits the grant? Who is involved in 

this process? 

• Is there anyone who supervises your work on the grant proposal? 

• What are some of the challenges you face in writing this grant? 

• How much money are you guaranteed through Title III funds?  

5. What can Title III money be used for? 

• Can you provide some examples of services that are paid for through Title III 

funding? 

o How do you make sure all of the money that can be used, is used? 
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• Do you feel you are able to successfully meet the needs of ELL students with 

Title III funds? 

6. How is Title III money used in this school district? 

7. Understanding policy is sometimes difficult as different people interpret it in different 

ways. How do you make sense of the Title III policy?  

• What happens when there is a disagreement over the interpretation of the policy? 

• Is there a higher authority to whom you appeal when there is a disagreement? 

• What kind of support is available from the state in the form of understanding and 

implementing Title III policy? 

• Do you ever work with or consult colleagues in other school districts who have a 

similar responsibility? 

8. Can you tell me about the process of allocating funding meant for ESL students to 

schools? 

• What happens when you are notified that you have been approved for the funds? 

• How does the school district decide how to allocate resources? 

• Are resources allocated in dollar terms, or are schools given goods and services? 

9.  Who or what do you consult when making decisions regarding the purchasing of 

resources? 

10. Who do you speak with regarding what types of purchases you make? 

  -(if needed) The superintendent? The school principals? The ESOL teachers 

themselves? 
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11. Who or what contributes to the spending process and the distribution of 

goods/services? 

12. Do you have any discretion or flexibility with how Title III funds are used?  

13. Do you have to justify your decisions in any way? How so? 

14. How do you ensure that resources are being used properly across the school district? 

• What checks and balances are in place regarding the allocation of 

funding? 

15. How do you receive feedback from those that are directly impacted by Title III funds? 

16. Do you have ideas about how the whole process might be improved? 

Wrap-Up 

17. Is there anything that you would like to talk about that we have not discussed or any 

questions you think I should have asked? 

18. Is there anybody that you think would be helpful for me to speak to regarding Title III 

funding in this district? 

If needed probes for certain questions: 

- How do you know? 

- Why did that happen? 

- Why did you come to that decision? 

- What happened? 
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Appendix	  D	  
	  
	  
	  

Questions for Principals and ESOL Department Chairs 

1. How many ESOL students do you have in your school? 

2. How are Title III funds allocated within this school district? 

3. Do you know approximately how much money the school district is given for this 

grant? 

4. Has your school benefited from Title III funded programs, professional 

development, or instructional materials? 

5. If yes, in what way? If no, why not? 

6. Could you say approximately how much Title III money reaches this school? 

7. Could this school benefit from extra funds for ESOL instructional programs? 

8. How would you like to see Title III funds distributed? 

9. What is your understanding of Title III policy? Are you able to make sense of it? 

If no, who do you go to for guidance? 

If needed probes for certain questions: 

- How do you know? 

- Why did that happen? 

- Why did you come to that decision? 

- What happened? 
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Sensemaking and Decision-Making with Title III of NCLB 
INFORMED CONSENT 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 
My name is Megan Lynch and I am a doctoral student at George Mason University. I am 
requesting your participation in research as a part of my doctoral dissertation. This 
research is being conducted to understand the elements of sensemaking and decision 
making in the allocation of money from Title III funds of NCLB. Research procedures 
include observations of meetings in which the budget decisions for Title III money are 
discussed as well as reviewing documents related to the allocation of Title III funds. Due 
to your experience and role at the research site, you would be a valuable contributor of 
information as well. If you agree to participate, I will conduct an interview that will last 
between 45 minutes and an hour and ask questions related to Title III procedures, 
funding, allocation, and use of money within the school district. The interview will be 
recorded. Recordings will be discarded once they are transcribed and analyzed. Your 
name, the name of your school and the name of the district will not be used in published 
documents.  
RISKS 
There are no foreseeable risks for participating in this research, as names of individuals 
and the research site will remain anonymous.  
BENEFITS 
There are no benefits to you as a participant other than to further research in education 
leadership and policy. In addition, the benefits to the research site are to learn about their 
operating procedures and learn about how Title III funds are impacting student learning 
and schools. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
The data in this study will be confidential. Your name will not be included in the 
manuscripts of interviews or in other collected data; and you will have the opportunity to 
select a pseudonym or one will be selected for you. The schools and district will also be 
given pseudonyms. The data will be stored on a secure, password protected computer and 
any printed material will be kept in a locked location until it is disposed of. 
PARTICIPATION 
Your participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at any time and for 
any reason. If you decide not to participate or if you withdraw from the study, there is no 
penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. There are no costs to you 
or any other party.  
CONTACT 
Megan R. Lynch, an ESOL teacher in Prince William County Schools, is conducting this 
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research. Mrs. Lynch is a doctoral student at George Mason University and she is under 
the direction of Dr. David Brazer, Graduate School of Education at Stanford University. 
If you have questions about this study, you may contact me, Mrs. Lynch at 
mfell@gmu.edu or 703-915-1974 for questions or to report a research-related problem. 
You may also contact my dissertation advisor, Dr. David Brazer at 
dbrazer@stanford.edu. You may contact the George Mason University Office of 
Research Integrity & Assurance at 703-993-4121 if you have questions or comments 
regarding your rights as a participant in the research. 
 
This research has been reviewed according to George Mason University procedures 
governing your participation in this research. 
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Appendix F 
 
 
 

Sensemaking and Decision making with Title III of NCLB 
INFORMED CONSENT 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 
My name is Megan Lynch and I am a doctoral student at George Mason University. I am 
requesting your participation in research as a part of my doctoral dissertation. This 
research is being conducted to understand the elements of sensemaking and decision 
making in the allocation of money from Title III funds of NCLB. Research procedures 
include observations of meetings in which the budget decisions for Title III money are 
discussed as well as reviewing documents related to the allocation of Title III funds. I 
will be observing certain meetings for the majority of the 2013-2014 academic year and 
will collect data from them only as they relate to the topic of interest. The meetings will 
be recorded. Recordings will be discarded once they are transcribed and analyzed. Your 
names, the names of your schools, and the name of the district will not be used in any 
published documents. Observations are only to learn about information regarding how 
federal money for ELL students is used.  
RISKS 
There are no foreseeable risks for participating in this research, as names of individuals 
and the research site will remain anonymous.  
BENEFITS 
There are no benefits to you as a participant other than to further research in education 
leadership and policy. In addition, the benefits to the research site are to learn about their 
operating procedures and learn about how Title III funds are impacting student learning 
and schools. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
The data in this study will be confidential. Your name will not be included in the 
manuscripts of interviews or in other collected data. The schools and district will also be 
given pseudonyms. The data will be stored on a secure, password protected computer and 
any printed material will be kept in a locked location until it is disposed of. 
PARTICIPATION 
Your participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at any time and for 
any reason. If you decide not to participate or if you withdraw from the study, there is no 
penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. There are no costs to you 
or any other party.  
CONTACT 
Megan R. Lynch, an ESOL teacher in Prince William County Schools, is conducting this 
research. Mrs. Lynch is a doctoral student at George Mason University and she is under 
the direction of Dr. David Brazer, Graduate School of Education at Stanford University. 
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If you have questions about this study, you may contact me, Mrs. Lynch at 
mfell@gmu.edu or 703-915-1974 for questions or to report a research-related problem. 
You may also contact my dissertation advisor, Dr. David Brazer at 
dbrazer@stanford.edu. You may contact the George Mason University Office of 
Research Integrity & Assurance at 703-993-4121 if you have questions or comments 
regarding your rights as a participant in the research. 
 
This research has been reviewed according to George Mason University procedures 
governing your participation in this research. 
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Appendix G 
 
 
 

Observation Protocol       

Date of Observation: 

 

List of Participants: 

 

 

Title of Meeting: 

Reason for Meeting: 

Primary speaker: 

Primary message: 

 

 

Discussion: 

 

Decision: 

 

Result: 

Other:  
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Appendix H 
 
 
 
Coding Index  

Decision making (Rational Perspective): 
- Organization 
- Individual 

o Structure/ Role 
o Goals  

- Goals 
o Federal 
o State 
o Organizational (School District) 
o ELL Department 
o Individual 

- Alternatives 
- Consequences  
- Value Maximizing Alternative 

Bounded Rationality 
o Time Constraint 
o Limited Information 
o Routinization 
o Satisficing  

- Logic of Appropriateness 
- Logic of Consequences 

 
Sensemaking 
as a process 
as a product 

Understanding 
Interpretation 

 Implementation 
 Action 
 Reflection 
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Appendix I 
 
 
 

 



    

133	  
	  

 

 

 



    

134	  
	  

 



    

135	  
	  

 

 

 



    

136	  
	  

 

 

 



    

137	  
	  

 

 

 

	    



    

138	  
	  

 
 
 
 
 

Appendix J 
	  
	  
	  
Participant Contact Email: Introductory Email 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 

My name is Megan R. Lynch and I am a doctoral student at George Mason 
University and a teacher within this school district. I am requesting your participation in 
research as a part of my doctoral dissertation. This research is being conducted to 
understand the elements of sense making and decision making in the allocation of funds 
received from Title III funds of NCLB. My specific request is to interview you for 
approximately 45 minutes to learn more about Title III allocation and expenditures in this 
school division. Research procedures also include observations of meetings in which the 
budget decisions for Title III money are discussed as well as reviewing documents related 
to the allocation of Title III funds.  

If you agree to participate, I will ask questions related to Title III procedures, 
funding, allocation, and use of money within the school district. The interview will be 
recorded and later transcribed for the purpose of analysis and upon completion of the 
study the audio recording and the transcription will be destroyed. You will be given a 
pseudonym for the interview and there will be no specific references to you in any 
published material. The interview questions will only relate to your professional role and 
the procedures that take place within the school district. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I would be happy to answer any 
questions you may have about the study or myself and I look forward to hearing from 
you. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Appendix K   

 



    

140	  
	  



    

141	  
	  

 



    

142	  
	  

 



    

143	  
	  

 



    

144	  
	  

 



    

145	  
	  

 



    

146	  
	  

 



    

147	  
	  

 



    

148	  
	  

 



    

149	  
	  

 



    

150	  
	  

 



    

151	  
	  

 



    

152	  
	  

 



    

153	  
	  

 



    

154	  
	  

 



    

155	  
	  

 



    

156	  
	  

 



    

157	  
	  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



    

158	  
	  

 

References 
	  
	  
	  

Allison, G. & Zelikow, P. (1999). Essence of decision: Understanding the Cuban missile 
crisis. New York, New York: Longman. 

 
Antunez, B. & Casserly, M. (2004). Title III of NCLB: A status report from the great city 

schools. Council of the Great City Schools. Retrieved from 
http://www.nabe.org/Resources/Documents/NCLB%20page/TitleIIISurveyReport2
004--Final.pdf 

 
Baumgartner, F., Jones, B., & Mortensen, P. (2014). Punctuated equilibrium theory: 

Explaining stability and change in public policymaking. In P. Sabatier and M 
Weible (Eds.), Theories of the Policy Process (pp.59-103). Boulder, Colorado: 
Westview Press. 

 
Baxter, P., & Jack, S. (2008). Qualitative case study methodology: Study design and 

implementation for novice researchers. The Qualitative Report, 13(4), 544-559.  
 

Boyle, A., Taylor, J., Hurlburt, S., Soga, K. (2010). Title III accountability: Behind the 
numbers. ESEA Evaluation Brief: The English Language Acquisition, Language 
Enhancement, and Academic Achievement Act. Washington, D.C: U.S Department 
Of Education. 

 
Brown, B. (1992). The history of bilingual education in America. Retrieved from 

http://www.eric.ed.gov.mutex.gmu.edu/PDFS/ED350874.pdf 
 
Chambers, J. G., Lam, I., Mahitivanichcha, K., Esra, P., Shambaugh, L., Stullich, S 

(2009). State and local implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act. Volume 
VI--Targeting and Uses of Federal Education Funds. Washington, DC: US 
Department Of Education. 

 
Cho, J. & Trent, A. (2006). Validity in qualitative research revisited. Qualitative 

Research, 6(3), 319-340. doi:10.1177/1468794106065006 
 

Chu, S. Y. (2009). Implementation of supportive school programs for immigrant students 
in the United States. Preventing School Failure: Alternative Education for Children 
and Youth, 53(2), 67-72. doi: 10.3200/PSFL.53.2.67-72 

 



    

159	  
	  

Clewell, B., Cohen, C., & Murray, J. (2007). Promise or peril?: NCLB and the education 
of ELL students. The Urban Institute. Program for Evaluation and Equity Research, 
Washington DC.  Retrieved from http://www.urban.org 

 
Cohen-Vogel, L. & Mclendon, M. K. (2009). New approaches to understanding federal 

involvement in education. In G. Sykes, B. Schneider, & D. Plank (Eds.), Education 
in Policy Research (pp. 735-748). New York, New York: Routledge. 

 
Collier,V., Ovander, C., & Combs, M.C. (2006). Bilingual and ESL classrooms. New 

York, New York: McGraw Hill. 
 

Cook, G., Linguanti,R., Chinen M., & Jung, H. (2012). National evaluation of Title III 
implementation and supplemental report: Exploring approaches to setting English 
language proficiency performance criteria and monitoring English learner 
progress. American Institutes for Research. Retrieved from 
http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/opepd/ppss/index.html 

 
Cortez, A. & Villarreal, A. (2009). Education of English language learners in U.S. and 

Texas schools: Where we are, what we have learned, and where we need to go from 
here: A 2009 update. Intercultural Development Research Association. Retrieved 
from 
http://alex.state.al.us/ell/sites/alex.state.al.us.ell/ell_files/IDRA_ELL_Policy_Updat
e_2009.pdf 

 
Cosentino de Cohen, C., & Clewell, B.C. (2007). Putting English language learners on the 

educational map: The no child left behind act implemented. The Urban Institute. 
Washington, DC. Retrieved from 
http://www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/311468_ell.pdf 

 
Creswell, J.W. (2008). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating 

quantitative and qualitative research. (3rd ed.). Columbus, OH: Pearson. 
 
Darden, E. C. & Cavendish, E. (2011). Achieving resource equity within a single school 

district: Erasing the opportunity gap by examining school board decisions. 
Education and Urban Society, 44 (1), 61-82. doi:10.1177/0013124510380912 

 
David, J. (1995). The who, what and why of site-based management. Educational 

Leadership, 53(4), 4-9.  
 
Ferguson, R. F. (2007). Toward excellence with equity: An emerging vision for closing the 

achievement gap. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Educational Press 
 
Gándara, P. & Baca, G. (2008). NCLB and California’s English language learners: The 

perfect storm. Language Policy, 7, 201-216. doi:10.1007/s10993-008-9097-4 



    

160	  
	  

 
Gándara, P. & Contreras, F. (2009) The Latino education crisis: The consequences of 

failed social policies. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press. 
 
Gándara, P. & Gómez, M. (2009). Language policy in education. In G. Sykes, B. 

Schneider, & D. Plank (Eds.), Education in Policy Research (pp.581-595). New 
York, New York: Routledge. 

 
Gándara, P., Rumberger, R., Maxwell-Jolly, J. & Callahan, R. (2003). English learners in 

California schools: Unequal resources, unequal outcomes. Education Policy 
Analysis Archives, 11(36).  

 
Glesne, C. (2006). Becoming qualitative researchers: An introduction. (3rd ed.). New 

York, New York: Pearson. 
 
Gunderson, L. (2008). The state of the art of secondary ESL teaching and learning. 

Journal of Adolescent and Adult Literacy, 52(3) 184-188 doi:10.1598/JAAL.52.3.1 
 
Han, W., & Bridglall, B. L. (2009). Assessing school supports for ELL students using the 

ECLS-K. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 24(4), 445-462. 
doi:19.1016/j.ecresq.2009.08.003 

 
Hanushek, E. (1986). The economics of schooling: Production and efficiency in public 

schools. Journal of Economic Literature, 24(3), 1141-1177. 
 
Hanushek, E. & Lindseth, A. (2009). Schoolhouses, courthouses, and statehouses. 

Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press. 
 
Honig, M., & Coburn, C. (2008). Evidence-based decision making in school district 

central offices: Toward a policy and research agenda. Educational Policy, 22(4), 
578-608. doi:10.1177/0895904807307067 

 
Houck, E. A. (2010). Intradistrict resource allocation: Key findings and policy 

implications. Education and Urban Society, 43(3), 271-295. 
doi:10.1177/0013124510380234 

 
Jimenez-Castellanos, O. (2010a). Relationship between educational resources and school 

achievement: A mixed method intra-district analysis. Urban Review, 42(4), 351-
371. doi:10.1007/s11256-010-0166-6 

 
Jimenez-Castellanos, O. (2010b) School finance and English language learners: A 

legislative perspective. Association of Mexican American Educators Journal 4 (1,) 
12-21.  

 



    

161	  
	  

Jimenez-Castellanos, O. & Rodriguez, J. (2009). Intra-district resource reallocation for 
Latino English language learners: An exploratory multiple case study approach. 
Bilingual Research Journal, 32, 298-316. doi:10.1080/1523588090337288 

 
Jimenez-Castellanos, O. & Topper, A. (2012). The cost of providing an adequate 

education to English language learners: A review of literature. Review of 
Educational Research, 82(2), 179-232. doi:10.3102/0034654312449872 

 
Kingdon, J. W. (2003) Agendas, alternatives, and public policies (2nd ed.). New York: 

Harper Collins. 
 
Kvale, S. (2006). Dominance through interviews and dialogues. Qualitative Inquiry, 12 

(3), 480-500. doi:10.1177/1077800406286235 
 
Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563 (1974).  
 
Learning Point Associates, (2007). Understanding the no child left behind act of 2001: 

English proficiency. Retrieved from www.learningpt.org/pdfs/qkey5.pdf 
 
Levitt, B. & March, J.G. (1988) Organizational learning. Annual Review of Sociology, 14,  

319-340. 
 
March, J. G. (1994). A primer on decision making: How decisions happen. New York, 

New York: The Free Press 
 
March, J. G. & Simon, H. A. (1993). Organizations. Cambridge, England: Blackwell 
 
Marion, R., & Flanigan, J. (2001). Evolution and punctuation of theories of educational 

expenditure and student outcomes. Journal of Education Finance, 26(3), 329-258. 
 
Maxwell, J. A. (1992). Understanding and validity in qualitative research. Harvard 

Educational Review, 62(3), 279-300. doi: 10.17763/haer.62.3.8323320856251826 
 
Maxwell, J. A. (2005). Qualitative research design: An interactive approach. (2nd ed.). 

Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications. 
 
Maxwell, J. A. (2009). Designing a qualitative study. In L. Bickman & D. Rog (Eds.). The 

SAGE Handbook of Applied Social Research Methods. (2nd ed.). (pp. 214-253). 
Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications. 

 
Maxwell, J. A. (2012). A realist approach for qualitative research. Thousand Oaks, 

California: Sage Publications. 
 
Menken, K. (2010). NCLB and English language learners: Challenges and consequences. 



    

162	  
	  

Theory into Practice, 49, 121-128. doi:10.1080/00405841003626619 
 
Merriam, S. B. (2001). Qualitative research and case study applications in education. San 

Francisco, California: Jossey-Bass. 
 

Meyer v. Nebraska. 262 U.S. 390 (1923).  
 

National Association for Bilingual Education (2009). Legislation. Retrieved from 
http://www.nabe.org/legislation.html 

 
National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition. (2011). [Radcliff] County 

Public Schools. District Focus: Virginia, School Year 2009–10. Washington, DC. 
Retrieved from 
http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/files/uploads/T3SIS_LEA/va_[radcliff].pdf 

 
Nieto, D. (2009) A brief history of bilingual education in the United States. Perspectives 

on Urban Education, 6(1), 61-72. Retrieved from 
http://www.urbanedjournal.org/sites/urbanedjournal.org/files/pdf_archive/61-72--
Nieto.pdf 

 
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (2002). Public Law 107-110. Retrieved from 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ110/pdf/PLAW-107publ110.pdf 
 
Odden, A., & Archibald, S. (2000). The possibilities of resource allocation. Principal 

Leadership, 1(3), 26-32. 
 
Odden, A., & Clune, W. (1995). Improving educational productivity and school finance. 

Educational Researcher, 24(9), 6-10. doi: 10.3102/0013189X024009006 
  
Office of English Language Acquisition (2008). Title III of the elementary and secondary 

education act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the no child left behind act of 2001 
(NCLB). Federal Register, 73, (202). Retrieved from 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2008-10-17/pdf/E8-24702.pdf 

 
Office of English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic 

Achievement for Limited English Proficient Students. (2012) Biennial Report to 
Congress on the Implementation of the Title III State Formula Grant Program, 
School Years 2006–07 and 2007–08. Washington, D.C: US Department of 
Education. Retrieved from 
http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/files/uploads/3/Biennial_Report_0608.pdf 

 
Patton, M. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods. (3rd ed.). Thousand 

Oaks, California: Sage Publications. 
 



    

163	  
	  

[Radcliff School District] (2013a) Revised [Radcliff School District] strategic plan 2011-
2015. Retrieved from http://accountability.departments[rsd].edu 

 
[Radcliff School District] (2013b). Budget Manual. Retrieved from 

http://financialservices.departments.[rsd].edu/modules/groups/homepagefiles/cms/1
007128/File/Budget/BudgetManual/FY%2014%20Budget%20Manual_with%20co
ver_revised%20Final_110513.pdf 

 
 [Radcliff School District] (2013c). School data profiles. Retrieved from 

http://accountability.departments.[rsd].edu/modules/cms/pages.phtml?pageid=2075
20&sessionid=498512fed7b785587faba7a526cb8761&sessionid=498512fed7b785
587faba7a526cb8761 

 
[Radcliff School District] (2011). [Radcliff] County Public Schools ESOL Office 

recognized for excellence in summer scholars program. Retrieved from 
http://[rsd].schoolfusion.us/modules/news/announcements/announcement.phtml?aid
=1966583&share=[rsd]news 

 
Ramsey, A. & O'Day, J. (2010). Title III policy: State of the states. ESEA Evaluation 

Brief: The English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic 
Achievement Act. Washington, DC: U.S Department Of Education. 

 
Scott, R.W. (2003). Organizations: Rational, natural and open systems. Upper Saddle 

River, New Jersey: Prentice Hall. 
 
Simon, H. A. (1972). Theories of bounded rationality. In C.B. McGuire and R. Radner 

(Eds.), Decision and Organization (pp.161-176). Amsterdam, New York: North 
Holland Publishing. 

 
Simon, H. A. (1993). Decision making: Rational, nonrational, and irrational. Education 

Administration Quarterly, 29(3), 392-411. doi:10.1177/0013161X93029003009 
 
Stewner-Manzanaras, G. (1988). The bilingual education act: Twenty years later. The 

National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education Occasional Papers in Bilingual 
Education, 6, 1-10. Retrieved from 
http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/files/rcd/BE021037/Fall88_6.pdf 

 
Tanenbaum, C., Anderson, L. (2010). Title III Accountability and District Improvement 

Efforts: A Closer Look. ESEA Evaluation Brief: The English Language 
Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement Act. Washington, 
DC: US Department Of Education. 

 
Thomas, J. & Brady, K. (2005). Chapter 3: The elementary and secondary education act at 

40: Equity, accountability, and the evolving federal role in public education. Review 



    

164	  
	  

of Research in Education 2005, 29, 51-67.  doi:10.3102/0091732X029001051 
 
United States Census Bureau, 2010 Census. Retrieved from 

http://2010.census.gov/2010census/ 
 
United States Department of Education (2004). Part A: English language acquisition, 

language enhancement, and academic achievement act. Retrieved from 
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/pg40.html#sec3102 

 
United States Department of Education (2012). Funds for state formula-allocated and 

selected student aid programs. U.S. Department of Education Funding. Retrieved 
from http://www2.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/statetables/13stbystate.pdf 

 
United States Department of Justice Office of Public Affairs (2013).  Department of 

Justice reaches settlement with Virginia school district to ensure equal opportunities 
for English language learner students. Retrieved from 
http://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/2013/September/13-crt-997.html 

 
United States Department of Justice (2015). Dear colleague letter: English learner students 

and limited English proficient parents. Retrieved from 
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-el-201501.pdf 

 
Valencia, R. R. (2008). Chicano students and the courts: The Mexican-American legal 

struggle for educational equality. New York, New York: New York Press. 
 
Virginia Department of Education. (1999). English as a second language: Handbook for 

teachers and administrators. Retrieved from 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/instruction/esl/standards_resources/resources/handboo
k_teacher_admin.pdf 

 
Virginia Department of Education. (2011). Fall membership. Retrieved from 

http://bi.vita.virginia.gov/doe_bi/rdPage.aspx?rdReport=Main&subRptName=Fall
membership 

 
Virginia Department of Education. (2012a). Office of program administration and 

accountability. Limited English proficient population by language by division.  
Retrieved from 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/instruction/esl/data_reports/population_by_language_
division.pdf  

 
Virginia Department of Education (2012b).  Title III: Language instruction for limited 

English proficient and immigrant students. Retrieved from 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/federal_programs/esea/title3/index.shtml 

 



    

165	  
	  

Virginia Department of Education, (2013) Federal Graduation Indicator. Retrieved from 
https://p1pe.doe.virginia.gov/reportcard/report.do?division=All&schoolName=All 

 
Virginia Department of Education (2014a). Federal program monitoring five year cycle  

2012-2013 through 2016-2017. Retrieved from 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/federal_programs/esea/federal_monitoring/protocol/fi
ve-year_cycle.pdf  

 
Virginia Department of Education (2014b).  Title III, part A language instruction for 

limited English proficient and immigrant students: Individual application 
guidelines, instructions, assurances. Retrieved from 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/federal_programs/esea/applications/title3/title3_part-
a_app_guidelines.pdf 

 
Virginia Department of Education (2014c) [Radcliff School District]. Retrieved from 

https://p1pe.doe.virginia.gov/reportcard 
 
Weick, K. E. (1995). Sensemaking in organizations. Thousand Oaks, California: Sage 

Publications. 
 
Wiley, T. G. (2007). Accessing language rights in education: A brief history of the U.S. 

context. In O. Garcia and C. Baker (Eds). Bilingual Education: An introductory 
reader. New York: Multilingual Matters Ltd. 

 
Willis, J.W. (2007). Foundations of qualitative research: Interpretive and critical 

approaches. Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications. 
 
World Class Instructional Design and Assessment (2011). Retrieved from www.WIDA.us 
 
Wright, P. (2013). Superintendent’s memo #293-13. 2013-2014 title III annual measurable 

achievement objectives (AMAO) results, based on 2012-2013 assessments.  
Retrieved from 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/administrators/superintendents_memos/2013/293-
13.shtml 

 
Yin, R. K. (2009). Case study research: Design and methods (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, 

California: Sage Publications. 
  



    

166	  
	  

 
 
 
 

Biography 
 
 
 
Megan R. Lynch graduated from Indiana University in 2005 with a Bachelor of Science 
in Secondary Education.  She graduated from the University of Virginia in 2006 with a 
Masters of Education in Curriculum and Instruction.  She has taught English as a Second 
Language for nine years in Virginia.  Her interests include education leadership, ESL 
policy, at-risk youth, and student achievement.  
 


