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Presenting a set of recommendations based on v es conducted by

— Fiscal and performance data analysis using data LR

— District survey of current resource use and pra
— Case studies

— Literature reviews
* National research
e Current practices and adequacy studies i
* Previous Arkansas studies

— Stakeholder engagement
* Educator panels and online survey

— Additional quantitative and quali

For each recommendation, th

entifies the recommendation as
well as the related context a [ |

vidence



Context for Recomme

to determine
ed resources

stablish adequacy

* The study team recognizes it is the legisl
adequacy and that the state does not

* Further, the study team has not bee
levels

— As such, the recommendations do

targets, although several are fra

the research that has been com

* Recommendations were dey,

evidence across all the stu

specific consideration of

ecific resource
ources levels as related to

eas where the body of
rk identified the need for



Systems Reco dations



Recommend

The state should consid g a hybrid
approach to revi



Recommendation 1:

Hybrid Approac

ing “constant
system

d both constant
ies conducted by an

The state meets its Lake View obligati
study, review, and adjustment” to t
— Since the early 2000s, the state has

study and review through three a
outside firm and the adequacy

e matrix conducted by BLR
uacy Evaluation Act of 2004

* The two-year cycle of studying
allows the state to meet the C

stments made to the matrix
g parameters of the matrix

— Though there have been n
since implementation, t
have changed little ov



Recommendation 1:

Hybrid Approac

the current
|d conduct a
acy approaches

y six to 10 years
t not limited to):

* The study team recommends that in
two-year adequacy review cycle, th
larger-scale study utilizing at least

— Conduct this study at a regular int

— Focus on all aspects of funding, i
* Base resources

* Adjustments for student chara
income/economically disadv
education)

* Adjustments for district
differences)

as being low-
lish Learner (EL), or in special

uch as size or regional cost



Recommendation 1:

Hybrid Approac

e Possible approaches:

— The evidence-based approach can be use
adjustments for student characteristics

— The professional judgment and/or cos
utilized to examine all aspects of the
for both student and district charac

— The successful schools approach
cost amount

* The study team suggests tha
model, based on either the
judgement approach, be
been based on the abili

the base cost and

roaches could be
cost and adjustments

ed to examine the base

e near term, a resource
sed or professional

b as the history for review has
an explicit resource base



Recommendation 1:

Hybrid Approac

 The implementation of any adequacy ap ould be related

to specific outcome goals for students
— Various levels of student performance

cost function or successful schools a
to understand the difference in res

ined using either the
owing the Committees
r various outcome levels
I-mode review would
align resource allocation
ds identified in this study

* The study team believes a larg
benefit Arkansas by allowing
with performance gaps an
— Differences between stud
— Differences based upon



Recommendation 1:

Hybrid Approac

nt groups, such as
wer outcomes than

Performance gaps: the detailed data analysis sho
economically disadvantaged, ELs, and special ed
other students

— Controled for student and district characteristics, |
teacher experience, average class size, millage r
urbanized areas

race and ethnicity, average
ensity, and proximity to

~ StudentPopulaton ~ ProficiencyRate ~ Comparison Group ProficiencyRate ~ Gap
ELA
Economically Disadvantaged Students 34.6% 63.1% (Non-Economically Disadvantaged Students) 28.5%
EL Students 13.8% 47.1% (Non-EL Students) 33.3%
Special Education Students 7.2% 49.8% (Non-SPED students) 42.6%
Under-Represented Minority (URM) Students 33.0% 55.4% (White & Asian Students) 22.4%
Math
Economically Disadvantaged Students 38.2% 64.6% (Non-Economically Disadvantaged Students) 26.4%
EL Students 22.6% 49.6% (Non-EL Students) 27.0%
Special Education Students 12.2% 52.5% (Non-SPED students) 40.3%
Under-Represented Minority (URM) Students 32.3% 54.3% (White & Asian Students) 22.0%

y 4 “



Recommendation 1:

Hybrid Approac

agement and
uggle to provide
pS

ther sources to cover

* Performance gaps (continued): stake
BLR data analysis also indicate that
the resources needed for these st

— Districts reported needing to use
the costs of special education a

A) dollars are utilized to
and EL services (and to
dents), limiting the use of ESA
ged students

cover the costs of both speg;
address other areas that
resources for economic

11



 Differences due to district size: the curr

Recommendation 1:

Hybrid Approac

does not

some districts
fore better able to
ck this ability

rcing schools at the

ources to meet classroom
) or to provide a minimum

differentiate resources by district size,
being much more efficient than othe
leverage their funding, while small

— Smaller districts reported facing diffj
current matrix level, often having
staffing needs (to meet class siz
FTE level

— The differences in economie
is readily apparent when |
average class sizes

een larger and smaller districts
ge student-to-teacher ratios and

12



Recommendation 1:

Hybrid Approac

* Differences due to district size (conti

— Smaller districts have lower student-teacher
the matrix does not differentiate resource

* Note, these figures include all teachers in sc

rage class sizes, but
ricts based upon size

Differences in Student- Teacher Ratios and Class Size by District Size Quintile

20
18
16
14
12
10

11
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Average Student-Teacher Ratio Average Class Size

Size Q1 (Smallest) Size Q2 Size Q3 MWSize Q4 mSize Q5 (Largest)
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Recommendation 1:

Hybrid Approac

Differences due to district size (conti

— Smaller districts also have lower average cla
districts

* This is likely in part due to differences in tea
urban/suburban districts were similar in te

r salaries, as do rural

nd education, but rural and
rkforce

Size Q1 (smallest) $42,227
Size Q2 $43,792
Size Q3 S44,650
Size Q4 546,963
Size Q5 (largest) $51,395
Rural S44,992

Urban/Suburban $52,149




Recommendation 1:

Hybrid Approac

examine the
cial needs
costs faced by

* A multi-approach study would allow t
costs for all students with an emph
populations and identifying the di
districts due to district size and
— Could include developing a dist

higher levels of per-pupil fun
issues in smaller district set

* Not just for isolated settin

tment that provides
s the economies of scale

ller districts

15



Recommenda

Establish a system to monit

qguality is commensurate

incentive structure to inc number of highly
qgualified teachers ser, nts at high need

schools chools.

sure teacher
ols. Create an

16



Recommendation 2:
Addressing Teacher

* Access to qualified educators varies acro
districts with higher concentrations of
smaller districts

Additionally, an analysis of teacher
level indicates that teaching staff
income, and particularly more i
as defined by those that quali
through direct certification,
affluent schools

— This presents a clear issu

, including in
students and in

ata at the school
erving larger low-
student populations,
nchoor that are identified
ified than teachers at more

access to quality instruction

17



Recommendation 2:
Addressing Teacher

e of students
e percentage of
ified in the subject area

Differences in teacher quality by school need: as
directly certified for free and reduced-price lunc
teachers: 1) with a master's degree, and 2) wh
they teach both decrease

15t (lowest) 45% 98%
2nd 41% 98%
3rd 37% 98%
4th 39% 97%
5th 35% 98%
6th 37% 96%
7th 40% 97%
8th 38% 97%
9th 37% 93%

10t (highest) 32% 91%
18




Recommendation 2:
Addressing Teacher

» Differences in teacher quality by school size: teacher quality de

size decreased

15t (smallest) 28% 89%
2nd 29% 91%
3rd 34% 94%
4th 36% 97%
5th 33% 98%
6th 36% 98%
7th 38% 97%
8th 41% 97%
9th 40% 96%
10t (largest) 44% 98%

 There is a moderate negative correlation
percentage of economically disadvanta

* Methods that could be explored to a
teacher preparation pipeline

laries and school enrollment size and
ies include teacher incentives and improving the

19



Recommenda

Develop a legislative task
and address the out-o
inhibit performance

withi

vestigate
ctors that
d students

20



Recommendation 3:
Task Force

 Compared to schools with low concentr
disadvantaged students within the stat

concentrations of economically disad

— Smaller and more remote

— Graduate fewer students

— Have lower proficiency rates in En

— Serve significantly fewer white s

* The differences in students’

of student abilities but rath

needs and required suppo
generational poverty an

onomically

ith the highest
udents are:

levels are not indicative
ferences in instructional
external factors, such as

ues like racism and classism

21



Recommendation 3:
Task Force

d suggested

e to school with
t must be

an be addressed

y educational and likely
sources, the study team

ways educational
in the broader community

* Much of the feedback that the study
that economically disadvantaged st

a variety of physical and emotion
addressed before their educatio

— Given that many of these issue
represent a nexus of agencies
proposes that the legislatur

disparities are systematic
through a legislative tas



Recommendation 3:
Task Force

» Task force could be led by members of the Educa

include:

— Legislators on other relevant committees
— Teacher, administrative, and non-certified repr
— ADE staff

— Stakeholders from organizations involved i
students/families

* This task force should be guided by t
addressing the in- and out-of-schoo
student success, such as:

— Access of low-income students to
— Availability of mental health ser
— Access to internet and techno

— Availability of services offer
health care services

ees but also

-around services for

erature, with a focus on
n impact and/or inhibit

-school enrichment activities

e communities
ilies, e.g., referrals, adult education, and

23



Recommendatio

The state should adopt a Ca
definition that includes:
knowledge and skills, 2) ca
skills and dispositions,
preparation and pla
recommends that th
career readiness f
just one of se

Iness
demic

3) behavior
tsecondary
study team

h be focused on
nts, as\college is
ays to a career.

24



Recommendation 4:
Career Readiness D

Recommended Career Readiness definition:

diness — each student
reer regardless of
ry service, or an entry-level

Upon graduation, Arkansas students should demons
should leave high school ready to take the next ste
whether that is college (2- or 4-year), a technical
career position.

More specifically, an Arkansas student who i ill have:

— Gained core academic knowledge in ma ce, and English language arts to

allow them to successfully complete c t-year courses at a postsecondary
institution.

— Demonstrated capabilities such as
problem solving, and time mana

— Developed behavioral skills and
working effectively with other

— Developed financial literacy.

critical thinking, collaborative
information and technology skills.

as dependability, perseverance,
anaging stress.

25



e Recommended Career Readiness def

Recommendation 4:
Career Readiness D

ntinued):

All Arkansas students should be guided in career
making throughout their K-12 education to allo
chosen career path. This includes knowledge
education and training opportunities, identifj
development of a personalized postsecon
taken to enter a specific career field afte

ning, and decision-
ssfully navigate their

tries, and postsecondary

ual interests and abilities, and
e concrete steps that need to be

Further, students should have had o
enrollment; career and technical e
internships; and apprenticeships

rticipate in.advanced, concurrent
other career-focused courses;
hey are career ready.

26



Recommendation 4:
Career Readiness D

e Within the state’s Comprehensive Testing Ass
Program statute, college and career readine
manner and focused on students “success

first-year courses at a postsecondary instj
chosen career.”

— This existing definition has been incorp
recommended definition

An actionable definition like the o
academic knowledge, skills, and
in order to be college and care
research and policy recomme
the federally funded College

ountability

in a limited

ing credit-bearing,
embarking on a

anded on in the

at includes specific
ents.are expected to have
supported by national
organizations such as ACT and
adiness and Success Center

27



Recommendation 4:
Career Readiness D

* Adopting this (or a similar) definition
Arkansas among the other roughly
capabilities, behavior skills, and co
knowledge and skills in their defi

Educators and community me
stakeholder engagement str
included the above elemen
for the inclusion of “soft s
behavioral skills and dis

place
at include
areer preparation

participated in

rted a definition that

icularly strong support
e noted capabilities and

28



Resource Matri onents



r current
matrix resource levels i s where the
body of evidence istent.

30



Reconsidering Matrix Res

 The study team does not offer a specific
area of the matrix but instead has inclu
for the matrix areas with the most co
resource levels from various study s

— Rec.
— Rec.
— Rec.
— Rec.
— Rec.
— Rec.
— Rec.

Recommendation 5:
vels

dation for each
mendations
dence regarding

5a: K-3 Teacher Ratios

5b: Non-Core Teacher Percent
5c: Secretary

5d: Librarian/ Media Speci
5e: Assistant Principal
5f: Student Mental He
5g: Instructional Ma

hool

Safety/Security

31



e Recommendation 5a: The Committees

Recommendation 5:

Reconsidering Matrix Res vels

nsider the

current student-to-teacher funding ra ents in

kindergarten through third grade

— The study team’s examination of prev;j
national adequacy studies, stakehol
literature review findings all point
ratios for kindergarten through t
the Arkansas matrix

— The EB studies and other natj
15:1 ratio, while the study
between 13 and 17:1.

EB studies, other

nt feedback, and
ent-to-teacher funding

n currently provided for in

studies suggest funding at a
e review identifies ratios of

32



Recommendation 5:
Reconsidering Matrix Res

 Recommendation 5a (continued):

— Though this study’s data analysis did not
performance at lower class-size ratios,
considered:

* Class size information used for th
school level so the study team
average class size on school-|

* Differences in class size by
documented for analysis

 The literature review su
indicated, below 17:1,

vels

nce of improved
actors must be

to analyze the effects of
vS. class level effects

S or grade level were not

il class sizes reach the levels
t likely to be seen

33



Recommendation 5:
Reconsidering Matrix Res

* Recommendation 5b: The Committees
core staffing level for high schools

— The study team’s examination of previo
adequacy studies, and stakeholder en
non-core staff are likely needed for hj

— The most recent EB study and nati
percent more staff above core te

— Stakeholders expressed the nee
to provide for adequate planni
such as CTE and AP courses

— This ability to focus more o
allow the matrix to be we
readiness definition

vels

nsider the non-

for the state, other
ws evidence that more

entify the need for 33

number of non-core teachers
meet.course offering needs,

f career readiness courses would
the recommended career

34



Recommendation

Reconsidering Matrix Res

e Recommendation 5c: The Committees s
secretary staffing level provided in th
— The current funding of 1.0 secretary FT

feedback from the EB studies for the
stakeholder engagement

— The most recent EB studies and o
resources of at least 2.0 secretar

— Stakeholders identified that at
responsibilities of a school's

— Case study schools above
secretarial staff member

5:
vels

nsider the

ommendations and
equacy studies, and

studies all suggest

e needed to cover all the

nerally had at least two

35



Recommendation 5:

Reconsidering Matrix Res vels

nsider the
he matrix

FTE is below
es for the state, other
eedback

studies all suggest

e Recommendation 5d: The Committees
library/media specialist staffing level
— The current funding of .85 librarian/m

recommendations and feedback fro
adequacy studies, and stakeholder

— The most recent EB studies and

resources of at least 1.0 library
— This level of funding is also b s/accreditation

— Stakeholders identified th
a school of 500 students

evel is below what is required for
ccreditation system

36



Recommendatio

Reconsidering Matrix Res

e Recommendation 5e: The Committees
a separate line for assistant principal

— Current Arkansas accreditation require
enrollment exceeding 500 students s
principal and a half-time assistant
curriculum specialist.”

e Past matrix review studies have i
funded instructional facilitator F

* Currently, districts have 1.78 i
500 students (a total of 2.6
facilitators

n o:
vels

sider identifying
atrix

at “schools with an
least one full-time
uctional supervisor, or

ty of districts to utilize part of
istant principal

itators and 0.84 assistant principals per
atrix provides 2.5 FTE for instructional

37



 Recommendation 5e (continued):

Recommendation 5:

Reconsidering Matrix Res vels

— Other adequacy studies all had at lea
students, with variation by grade le
similar size also had at least one a

nt principal for 500
study schools of

ipal

d for an assistant

00 students

e resources for assistant
or line item for greater
ration of the resources

— Stakeholder feedback also sugg
principal (at least half-time) in

— The study team suggests se
principal from the instructi
transparency and to allo
provided separately

38



Recommendati

Reconsidering Matrix Res

e Recommendation 5f: The Committees s

resources for mental health and scho
matrix

— Two resource areas were most frequ
engagement as being missing from
and mental health resources

— School safety/security:
* No resources are currently identj

e Districts identified this as an a
ESA funds

» Stakeholders- and commu
over school safety/securi

on 5:
vels

ider adding
ROs to the

ed during stakeholder
re school safety/SROs

ecurity/SROs in the matrix
overed by other funding, including

articular- expressed growing concerns

39



Recommendation 5:

Reconsidering Matrix Res vels

e Recommendation 5f: The Committees s

resources for mental health and scho
matrix

— Student Mental Health resources

» Stakeholders felt that growing student
counselors and that specific student

 Districts and case study schools oft
specialized therapy that go beyo
— Can create barriers to access

* Providing additional mental h
guidance, including supportij

— Resources for both scho
also be funded separat

ider adding
ROs to the

d the expertise of guidance
sources need to be identified

e/community agencies to provide
elor’s expertise

ould allow counselors to focus on
reer readiness

ty and student mental health could
ical outside the matrix

40



Recommendation 5:

Reconsidering Matrix Res vels

* Recommendation 5g: The Committees nsider the

funding for instructional materials in

— The Committees have increased fundi
$197.40 per pupil, respectively.

* These figures still fall below the reco
studies and other adequacy studies,

* Districts currently spend $227 per

d FY23 to $192.60 and

g from all three Arkansas EB
mmend at least $250 per pupil

tional materials

be used to address

ments to allow for data-driven
thcoming needs, such as dyslexia
ss skills

— Instructional materials allocat
assessment needs, both for
Instruction, or to meet an
screeners or measuring

41



Funding Outsi Matrix



Recommend

The state should smooth i
through a weighted adj
foundation amoun
higher resourc
concen

ding formula
ed to the base
on providing

t at lower

43



Recommendation 6:

ESA Funding Appr

This recommendation is intended to address thr
approach to ESA funding: (1) funding cliffs, (2) t
lower concentration tiers, and (3) ESA fundin
rate than foundation funding

Funding cliffs: Arkansas’ current ESA fundi
three different funding tiers, which creat

— For example, a 1,000-student district wit
or reduced-price lunches (FRL) would c
the districts added just one percent m
$735,700 (1,000 x .70 x $1,051)

— A one percentage change in conce
total amount of funding for the 6

— These cliffs embed a high degr
districts to identify students c

e current
eeds of students at
creasing at a slower

ovides funding based on
ch tier threshold

ts students qualifying for free
362,940 (1,000 x .69 x $526). If
, funding would increase to

ely worth $372,760, more than the
first example

n funding and put undue pressure on
ff thresholds

44



 Students in lower concentration tiers: t

Recommendation 6:

ESA Funding Appr

lysis indicates
rcentage of
ool, is not a

that a school’s concentration of povert
economically disadvantaged students
statistically significant predictor of p

— In contrast, study findings indicated
an economically disadvantaged ba
statistically significant predictor o

 Compared to their wealthier peer
were more than seven percenta

and English.
— These findings suggest it is
economic status when an
focus on school-level po

ual student being from
fact a strong and
rformance.

ere.economically disadvantaged
y to achieve proficiency in math

0 examine individual student
performance,.as opposed to a

45



Recommendation 6:

ESA Funding Appr

* ESA funding vs. foundation funding o oundation
funding through the matrix has hist reased at a
higher rate than ESA funding

— As noted in Recommendation 1, f
of expenditures indicates that E
other student groups and pro
diluting the potential positiy,
disadvantaged students

districts and analysis
being used to support

S for all students, further
nding for economically



Recommendation 6:

ESA Funding Appr

 New ESA formula: the new ESA formula sho
similar level of resources for all eligible stud
student performance research findings
— The formula can then include a concentratj

provides additional resources for district
economically disadvantaged students

— The formula should be smooth, ensurj
— The new formula should use a weig

foundation amount (base)

* The creation of the adjustment ca
weight of the base

* This will allow the ESA funding

 The study team recommen
formula mechanism inste
ESA funding categorical

argeting a more
r align with the

adjustment that
est concentration of

are no cliffs in the system
t linked to the matrix

-pupil amount but then expressed as a

th the foundation amount

unds be distributed through this
funding through two streams: the
t match program

47



Recommenda

The Committees should
special education fundi
matrix and provide f
special educatj

emoving
e resources
d on actual
rved

48



Recommendation 7:
Special Education Fundin

* Special education is primarily funded
500 students included in the fundin

— This is considered a census-based f
districts have similar percentages

* However, special education
across LEAs in Arkansas

ach

e 2.9 FTE per

| and presumes that
ucation students and
cial education needs.

, and spending vary

49



Recommendation 7:

Special Education Fundin ach

~ Percentageof Special Education Students
Min 2.66% 4.76%

Max 26.56% 33.90%

Mean 12.92% 13.61%

Standard Deviation 3.16% 3.25%
~ Spendingper Special Education Student
Min $1,574 $1,364

Max $18,669 $15,441

Mean $5,032 54,899

Standard Deviation $1,762 S$1,513

n v






Summary of Recomme

Adopt a hybrid approach to reviewing adeq
Address discrepancies in teacher quality b

Develop a legislative task force to investj
school factors that inhibit performanc

Adopt the recommended Career Rea

Reconsider current matrix resourc
evidence is most consistent

Revise ESA funding formula to f
levels, smooth funding cliffs,
the foundation amount

Consider removing special
and provide funding bas

ols

ress the out-of-
d students

ion
areas where the body of

s at lower concentration
eighted adjustment tied to

ding from theresources matrix
ecial education students served
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