
Identification of Gaps

Raifu Durodoye Jr., PhD

Patrick McClellan

Lauren Outlaw

WestEd

Presentation to the Senate Committee on Education and the House Committee on 

Education, Little Rock, Arkansas September 8, 2020

Exhibit E



Roadmap

1. Key Findings

2. Methodology

3. Analysis Overview



Key Findings



Å Low -income students, LEP students, student with disabilities, and 
students of color have lower proficiency rates than their peers.

Å High need, or disadvantaged student populations, show the largest 
gaps.

Å Math and ELA growth rates decrease as schools serve larger high 
need student populations.

Å For the most part, growth decreases as schools serve more low-
income, limited English proficient, and special education students.

Å In 2018, higher need students were funded at higher rates, but all 
students are funded within $790 of each other.

Å Low-income, LEP, special education and underrepresented minority 
students reside in schools that are funded at higher per-pupil rates on 
average.

Identification of Gap Areas: Key Findings



Data & Methodology



Å Arkansas Department of Education  (ADE)

Å Proficiency level data

Å Student demographics

Å School expenditures

Å National Center for Educational Statistics

Å Locale and geography

Å Office of Education Policy at the University of Arkansas

Å School VAM measures

Å Region

Data Sources



Exploratory Analyses

ÅDescriptive analysis

ÅCorrelational analyses

ÅScatterplots

ÅCorrelation coefficients

Identification of Gap Areas: Methodology



Analysis Overview


