EXHIBIT B


MINUTES

JOINT ADEQUACY EVALUATION OVERSIGHT SUBCOMMITTEE
OF THE
HOUSE AND SENATE INTERIM COMMITTEES ON EDUCATION

Wednesday, April 23, 2008
9:00 A.M.
Room 171, State Capitol Building  
Little Rock, Arkansas
Senator Jimmy Jeffress, the Senate Co-Chair of the Joint Adequacy Evaluation Oversight Subcommittee of the House and Senate Interim Committees on Education, called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M.
MEMBERS OF THE JOINT ADEQUACY EVALUATION OVERSIGHT SUBCOMMITTEE IN ATTENDANCE:  Senator Jimmy Jeffress, Senate Co-Chair; Representative Bill Abernathy, House Co-Chair; Senator Jim Argue; Senator Shane Broadway; Senator Steve Bryles; Senator Kim Hendren; Representative Nancy Blount; Representative Toni Bradford; Representative Eddie Cheatham; Representative Curren Everett; and Representation Rick Saunders.
OTHER MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN ATTENDANCE: 
Senator Bill Pritchard; Representative David Cook; Representative Monty Davenport; Representative Billy Gaskill; Representative Nathan George; Representative Clark Hall; Representative Ray Kidd; Representative Bryan King; Representative Allen Maxwell; Representative Daryl Pace; Representative Mike Patterson; Representative Sandra Prater; Representative Beverly Pyle; Representative Johnnie Roebuck; Representative John P. Wells; Representative Jon Woods; and Representative David Wyatt.
Without objection, the Minutes of April 9 and 10, 2008,  meeting were approved as written.

Discussion of Issues Pertaining to Educational Leadership Pursuant to Interim Study Proposal 2007-112 
The Honorable David Cook, State Representative, District 80, was recognized.  Utilizing a PowerPoint presentation, Representative Cook discussed the historical and contextual factors concerning educational leadership that led him to file Interim Study Proposal 2007-112.  Among the topics covered by Representative Cook during his presentation were:

· Creation of and duties assigned to the Ad Hoc Committee on Education Leadership

· Importance of School Leaders in the education process
· How other states have addressed the leadership preparation issue

· Southern Regional Education Board (SREB)’s recommended leadership development strategies

· Current licensure requirements for school leaders in Arkansas

· Leadership degree programs at the state’s institutions of higher education

· Mentoring

· Professional development

· Results of Arkansas school superintendents’ survey regarding educational leadership

· Achievements and Gaps In Arkansas’s leadership preparation process as identified by SREB
Pursuant to the motion made by Representative Bill Abernathy and seconded by Senator Jim Argue, the Subcommittee voted to accept Representative Cook’s preliminary finding concerning educational 
leadership development.  In addition, Representative Cook was requested to prepare recommendations concerning educational leadership for inclusion in the final version of the upcoming adequacy report. Without objection, the motion was adopted.
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Senator Jeffress thanked Representative Cook for his presentation.

Discussion of Preliminary Results of the Arkansas Department of Information System's School D.A.T.A. Project

Ms. Claire Bailey, Director, Arkansas Department of Information Systems (DIS), was recognized.  Ms. Bailey introduced Ms. Nan Harrell, Program Manager, Arkansas Department of Information Systems.  Using a draft copy of an upcoming report, Ms. Bailey discussed the preliminary findings of School eDATA Project, which her department undertook at the direction of Governor Mike Beebe.  Using a variety of data collection techniques, DIS, working closely with the Arkansas Department of Education and the State Library, compiled information regarding various facets of information technology (IT) use by school and school districts.  Among the areas reviewed were systems architecture, hardware and software applications, system security, technical support, classroom applications of technology, and on-line student learning resources.  There was an extensive discussion by the Subcommittee of the validity and reliability of the information contained in the preliminary report.  Ms. Bailey advised the Subcommittee that DIS would review the data contained in the preliminary report of accuracy and reliability prior to issuing a final report.
Senator Jeffress thanked Ms. Bailey for her report.
Discussion of Expenditure Analysis of Arkansas's Public Education System

Mr. Paul Atkins, Senior Research Specialist, Bureau of Legislative Research, was recognized.  Mr. Atkins, utilizing a PowerPoint and a two (2) volume expenditure analysis prepared by the Bureau of Legislative Research, discussed the analysis’s major findings with the Subcommittee.  The expenditure analysis, using district-level financial, student statistical and student achievement data for the 2005, 2006, and 2007 school years, focused on the following:

· A comprehensive and comparative overview of revenues and expenditures for the 2005, 2006, and 2007 school years and identification of any significant changes,

· An analysis of the relationships among financial, student statistical and achievement data for the 2005, 2006, and 2007 school years,

· An Analysis of the relative equity of public school finances in Arkansas at the district level for the 2007, 2006, and 2005 school years.

The primary observations and conclusions contained in the expenditure analysis, which were the source of considerable discuss among members of the Subcommittee, are reproduced in their entirety below:

· DECLINING PERCENTAGE OF THE PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE BUDGET USED FOR INSTRUCTION
The percentage of the budget used for instruction has declined for each of the two years since the 2005 school year. Instructional percentages as calculated in this report were 60.45% for 2005, 59.74% for 2006, and 58.51% for 2007. It should be pointed out that these percentages represent a statewide average. Significant variations among districts are noted in Volume II. These variations may reflect (along with other considerations) differences in administrative costs, number of schools, maintenance and operations costs and transportation costs. Volume II of this report includes an analysis of expenditure percentages by 
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district, which reflects these variations. It is also important to note that the calculated instruction percentage is dependent upon the accuracy of the functional coding of expenditures by districts as reflected in the Arkansas Public School Computer Network (APSCN) data warehouse.
The number of school districts with an instructional expenditure percentage of 60% or more was 158 of 254 districts in 2005, 138 of 252 districts in 2006, and 94 of 245 districts in 2007. This is a significant statistic because the analysis presented on page 8 of this report generally shows a distinct correlation between instructional expenditure percentage and student achievement levels across percentile ranges for each of the three years analyzed. It should be pointed out that there has been an offsetting increase in pupil support and instructional support expenditures in each of the three years examined. Further analysis is needed to determine whether the combined instruction, pupil support, and instructional support levels can be correlated to achievement at the same level as the instructional percentage alone.

· ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS
Student achievement levels were compared across districts by calculating an average of the percent Proficient and Above for five Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment, and Accountability Program (ACTAAP) tests:  fourth grade literacy and math, eighth grade literacy and math, and eleventh grade literacy. A comparison of district scores for five quintile ranges for 2007, 2006, and 2005 is shown below for the Percent Proficient and Above. The makeup of the quintile groups changes from year to year.
	YEAR 
	QUINTILE

5 (HIGH)

AVG ACTAAP
	QUINTILE

4

AVG ACTAAP
	QUINTILE

3

AVG ACTAAP
	QUINTILE 

2

AVG ACTAAP
	QUINTILE

1 (LOW)

AVG ACTAAP

	2007
	70.86%
	63.99%
	58.42%
	52.71%
	39.26%

	2006
	69.16%
	61.97%
	57.25%
	50.93%
	36.15%

	2005
	61.55%
	53.92%
	48.09%
	42.37%
	28.70%


The data above shows increases for all quintile groups for each of the three years examined. The increase in average ACTAAP scores as calculated for this report is more significant from 2005 to 2006 than from 2006 to 2007. There is significant variation between the high and low percentiles for each year.

Changes in ACTAAP levels from 2005 to 2007 presented above and on page 9 of this report represent an average of the districts within each percentile range. The data presented on page 9 indicates a higher increase over this period of time for the districts in the highest percentile as compared with the lowest percentile.

· RELATIONSHIP OF STUDENT DEMOGRAPHICS AND ACTAAP LEVELS
Average values for white/non-white students and NSLA percent making up each percentile group are shown on pages 12 and 13 of this report for the 2007 school year. Additionally, averages are shown for Total K-12 Expenditures (less building construction/acquisition and debt service) Per Pupil, K-12 Instructional Expenditures Per Pupil and State Revenues (including the Uniform Rate of Tax, or URT) and Local Property Taxes In Excess of URT Per Pupil for each group. As a generalization, higher ACTAAP scores are associated with higher percentages of white students and lower percentages of 
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poverty students. Additionally, higher ACTAAP scores are generally associated with lower amounts for Total K-12 Expenditures (less building construction/acquisition and debt service) Per Pupil, K-12 Instructional Expenditures Per Pupil and State Revenues (including URT) and Local Property Taxes In Excess of URT Per Pupil. Data presented on page 10 for the 2006 and 2005 school years indicate similar relationships among student achievement levels, race, poverty level and expenditure levels.  Data on students with special needs has not been included in this report. Information provided by the Arkansas Department of Education indicates that 12.62% of the state's students have special needs. It was noted that some districts have higher percentages of students with special needs than other districts and this would be an additional consideration affecting student achievement levels.
REGIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
A regional summary of ACTAAP levels, student demographics and fiscal indicators is shown on page 16. The school districts in the Southeast and Pulaski County Regions have the highest levels of non-white students and poverty students. Consistent with the relationships previously described, the Southeast and Pulaski County Regions have the lowest levels of ACTAAP scores and the highest levels of expenditures and revenues per pupil. The highest levels of 2007 ACTAAP scores are in the Northwest, North Central, Central (excluding Pulaski County) and West Regions respectively. In the latter regions, lower poverty levels and higher percentages of white students are prevalent and lower expenditure and revenue levels are indicated. The Southwest and Northeast Regions fall between the higher and lower groups described and the student demographics and fiscal indicators are consistent with this placement. The five year enrollment change is also shown on page 16 with values ranging from a decrease of 10.55% in the Southeast to an increase of 18.41% in the Northwest. The five year enrollment change by district for the 2007 school year can be found in the 2007 Statistics in Volume II of this report.

· DISTRICT SIZE (BASED ON 3 QUARTER AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP)
Data values are shown on page 11 for the quintile groups of school districts selected from the perspective of average daily membership (ADM). Most districts are relatively small as Indicated by the upper limit of the first three quintile groups being only 1,237 students. The data shown for the five quintiles of district size does not indicate any significant differences between ACTAAP levels or the three fiscal indicators shown.

· EQUITY STATISTICS
The analysis of fiscal equity focuses on the relationship of district resources to the district assessed property values on a per pupil basis. The analysis includes the ratio of local property taxes and state revenues per pupil to the assessed property value per pupil, the coefficient of correlation and the wealth elasticity index. Statistics for fiscal equity purposes in this report include Pulaski County desegregation expenditures. The analysis indicated that the resources provided to school districts in Arkansas are not strongly correlated with property wealth. Categorical funding is a significant reason for the relatively low correlation (and higher level of fiscal equity). Categorical funds per pupil are shown on page 15 of this report.
Horizontal equity was analyzed and compared from three different perspectives:  Total K-12 Expenditures (less building construction/acquisition and debt service) Per Pupil, K-12 Instructional 
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Expenditures Per Pupil and State Revenues (including URT) and Local Property Taxes In Excess of URT Per Pupil. Horizontal equity statistics presented in the Analysis Section of this report for 2007 and 2006 indicate little change from the values calculated for the 2005 school year.
Fiscal equity and horizontal equity statistics are found on pages 17-19 of this report.

Senator Jeffress thanked Mr. Atkins for the report.

Senator Jeffress announced that the next meeting of the Adequacy Subcommittee is scheduled for Wednesday, May 7, 2008, at 9:00 a.m. in Room 171 of the State Capitol.  He also noted that the House and Senate Interim Committees on Education were scheduled to meet at 1:30 p.m. on Tuesday, May 6, 2008, in Room 171 of the State Capitol.
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 11:15 a.m.

