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Section 1: Introduction

The adequacy study is a key element in the continued constitutionality of the state's system of funding
public education. The study process began during the 2003 Regular Legislative Session when the
General Assembly enacted Act 94 of 2003 to create the Joint Committee on Educational Adequacy.
The joint committee's charge was to study the state's educational system and determine how it could
offer an adequate education to Arkansas public school students. In early 2004, the General Assembly
made that responsibility ongoing with Act 57 of the Second Extraordinary Session of 2003, which
requires the Education Committees to study the entire educational system and report their findings and
recommendations in September before every regular session.

In 2005, the General Assembly passed Act 723, which allowed the Education Committees to hire
consultants or other experts, as necessary, for the adequacy review (which was also allowed under Act
94). During the 2007 legislative session, the General Assembly passed Act 1204 of 2007, which refined
the Act 57 requirements. In the 2011 Regular Legislative Session, the General Assembly passed Act
725, which added one new area of study, changed the deadline for the final adequacy study report to
November 1 and required a draft of the report to be published two weeks before the report’s deadline.
Act 936 of 2017 changed the terminology used for certain study requirements and eliminated the
requirement that Academic Distress programs be reviewed. These changes were made in alignment
with Act 930 of 2017, which made the language changes and replaced the Academic Distress program
with a new state support program. The adequacy study acts are codified at A.C.A. § 10-3-2101 et seq.
(See Appendix A.)

THE STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

Act 57 of the Second Extraordinary Session of 2003 established eight broad areas the Education
Committees must review each biennium. These include examining "the entire spectrum of public
education" in Arkansas, reviewing the components of an adequate education and evaluating the costs
of an adequate education. Act 1204 of 2007 (as amended by later acts) specified that these broad
reviews should be accomplished by:

e Reviewing a report prepared by Arkansas Legislative Audit compiling all funding received by public
schools for each program;
Reviewing the academic standards developed by the Department of Education;
Reviewing the Arkansas Educational Support and Accountability Act;
Reviewing fiscal and facilities distress programs;
Reviewing the state's standing under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 as
reauthorized by the Every Student Succeeds Act;
¢ Reviewing the Arkansas Comprehensive School Improvement Plan process;
o Comparing the average teacher salary in Arkansas with surrounding states and Southern Regional

Education Board member states, including:

— Comparing teacher salaries as adjusted by a cost-of-living index or a comparative wage index;

— Reviewing the minimum teacher compensation salary schedule;
¢ Reviewing expenditures from:

— Isolated school funding;

— National school lunch state funding;

— Declining enrollment funding;

— Student growth funding;

— Special education funding;

Reviewing disparities in teacher salaries;

Completing an expenditure analysis and resource allocation review;

Using evidence-based research as the basis for recalibrating as necessary the state's system of

funding public education;
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¢ Adjusting for the inflation or deflation of any appropriate component of the system of funding public
education; and

e Reviewing legislation enacted or rules promulgated during the biennium covered by the study to
determine the impact of the legislation and rules on educational adequacy-related public school
costs.

Act 1204 of 2007 also established that the Education Committees would review any other program or
topic they identified for further study.

This report is presented to document the Education Committees' compliance with those statutory
mandates. For readability and coherence, this report is organized by topic, rather than by the order of
the law's requirements. For a guide linking specific statutory requirements to sections of this report, see
Appendix B. A list of the acronyms used in this report is provided on page v.

How THE 2018 STuDY WAS CONDUCTED

For the 2018 adequacy study, the Chairs of the House and Senate Education Committees,
Representative Bruce Cozart and Senator Jane English opted to include all members of both Education
Committees in the review. Committee members began meeting for the study in June 2017.

The House and Senate Education Committees met 13 times (through August meeting), and presenters
included representatives from the Bureau of Legislative Research (BLR), Arkansas Legislative Audit,
the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE). (A list of all presenters and contributors can be found in
Appendix C.) This report represents a summary of all testimony and reports presented to the Education
Committees for this adequacy study and provides the recommendations the Committees’ developed
based on that information.

As part of this study, BLR staff surveyed school district superintendents and charter school directors
and school principals using an online survey. The BLR also visited a randomly selected sample of 73
schools for on-site interviews with principals. The BLR also surveyed the teachers in those 73 schools
using an online survey. BLR staff used the data collected through these surveys and visits to prepare a
number of reports presented to the Education Committees.

The testimony and reports presented to the Education Committees drew from a wide variety of sources,
including data submitted by districts to ADE, reviews of policies in other states and data from national
and regional authorities, such as the National Education Association (NEA), the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) and the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB). The Education
Committees also solicited comment from Arkansas educational associations and other interested
organizations.

This report serves as Volume | of the 2018 final adequacy report. Volume Il of this report, contains
copies of all materials presented to the Education Committees for this adequacy review. Those
materials are available at the following link:
http://www.arkleqg.state.ar.us/education/K12/Pages/AdequacyReportDetails.aspx?catld=2018. Data
sources and research citations mentioned in this report can be found with the original materials
presented to the committees.

The Education Committees carefully considered all of the information presented and made a variety of
recommendations concerning educational funding. The recommendations are described in Section 16
of this report.
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Section 2: Educational Adequacy Overview

LEGAL LANDSCAPE

The Arkansas Constitution provides that the state "shall ever maintain a general, suitable and efficient
system of free public schools and shall adopt all suitable means to secure to the people the advantages
and opportunities of education." Ark. Const. art. 14, 8§ 1. The primary Arkansas Supreme Court
decisions interpreting this constitutional provision are Dupree v. Alma Sch. Dist. No. 30 of Crawford
County, 279 Ark. 340, 651 S.W.2d 90 (1983) and the Lake View decisions.* The Dupree court held that
the state's constitutional responsibility included providing "equal educational opportunity" to the state's
public school children.

The court further interpreted the state's constitutional obligations through 15 years of litigation in the
Lake View case.

HISTORICAL DEFICIENCIES LEADING TO LAKE VIEW

In Lake View, the Arkansas Supreme Court found that the state's public school funding system was
unconstitutional and identified the following reasons:

The failure to conduct an adequacy study or define adequacy;

"Abysmal" Arkansas educational rankings;

Low Benchmark scores;

The need for Arkansas student remediation in college;

Teacher salaries not comparable to surrounding states;

Disparities in teacher salaries within the state;

Recruitment and retention of quality teachers;

Special needs of poverty level students, including English-language learners;
Needs of school districts in low-income areas (for improved and advanced curriculum, quality
teachers, and adequate facilities, supplies, and equipment); and

10. Needs of school districts in high enrollment growth areas.

CoNorwWNE

STATE ACTIONS TO REMEDY THE CONSTITUTIONAL DEFICIENCIES

In May of 2007 the court found that the actions taken by the General Assembly had satisfied the
constitutional obligations of the state, including:

1. Act 57 of the Second Extraordinary Session of 2003 - the adequacy study;

2. Act 108 of the Second Extraordinary Session of 2003 - the "doomsday" provision that protects
funding in the Educational Adequacy Fund and other resources available to the Department of
Education Public School Fund Account of the Public School Fund;

3. Adoption of a comprehensive system of accounting and accountability to provide state oversight of
school district expenditures;

4. Establishment of the Immediate Repair Program for facilities, the Academic Facilities Partnership
Program, modification of the academic facilities wealth index, and other provisions assisting school
districts with academic facility needs;

5. Adoption of Amendment 74 to provide a 25 mill Uniform Rate of Tax and ensuring that school
districts receive the full amount of foundation funding if the actual school tax collection is less than
98%;

6. Categorical funding for alternative learning environments, English-language learners, and national
school lunch students;

7. Foundation funding;

! |_ake View School Dist. No. 25 v. Huckabee, 351 Ark. 31, 91 S.W.3d 472 (2002); Lake View School Dist. No. 25 v.
Huckabee, 355 Ark. 617, 142 S.W.3d 643 (2004); Lake View School Dist. No. 25 v. Huckabee, 358 Ark. 137, 189 S\W.3d 1
(2004); Lake View School Dist. No. 25 v. Huckabee, 362 Ark. 520, 210 S.W.3d 28 (2005); Lake View School Dist. No. 25 v.
Huckabee, 364 Ark. 398 (2005); and Lake View School Dist. No. 25 v. Huckabee, 370 Ark. 139, 257 S.W.3d 879 (2007)
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8. Growth or declining enrollment funding; and

9. Adoption of a minimum teacher salary schedule allowance of the use of national school lunch
categorical funding to supplement certain teacher salaries, and provision of incentives to attract and
retain teachers in high-priority districts.

The court held that:

(1) An adequate education must be provided to all school children on a substantially equal basis with
regard to curricula, facilities, and equipment, and
(2) Itis the state's responsibility to:
(a) define adequacy;
(b) assess, evaluate, and monitor the entire spectrum of public education to determine whether
equal educational opportunity is being substantially afforded to Arkansas's school children; and
(c) know how state revenues are spent and whether true equality in education is being achieved.

The court further noted that the General Assembly must exercise "constant vigilance" for
constitutionality, recognizing that continual assessment is vital under Act 57. The court stated that the
General Assembly has put into place the "framework for a much improved Arkansas public education
system," the funds to support it, and the "continuous financial and standards review" needed to ensure
future success.

MAINTAINING CONSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE
The court identified four essential components for continued constitutional compliance:

1. Act 57’s required biennial adequacy review;

2. Funding education first under Act 108;

3. The comprehensive system for accounting and accountability for providing state oversight of
school-district expenditures; and

4. The General Assembly's express showing that "constitutional compliance is an ongoing task
requiring constant study, review, and adjustment."”

In both Dupree and Lake View, the court held that the ultimate responsibility for maintaining
constitutionality rests with the state, even if local government fails to use state funding resources to
provide an adequate education. (Lake View, 351 Ark. at 79, 91 S.W.3d at 500, citing Dupree, 279 Ark.
at 349, 651 S.W.2d at 95). As a result, the General Assembly's efforts in recent years to define and
fund an adequate education have been driven largely by the Lake View decisions. In May 2007, the
Arkansas Supreme Court declared the Arkansas public school funding system constitutional.

This report is an important part of the state's efforts to maintain its focus on the condition of the public
education system and take appropriate actions to keep the system in constitutional compliance.

EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY DEFINITION

The Education Committees used the following working definition of "educational adequacy" to serve as
a basis for identifying the resources required for adequate funding:

1. The standards included in the state's curriculum frameworks, which define what all Arkansas
students are to be taught, including specific grade level curriculum and a mandatory thirty-eight (38)
Carnegie units defined by the Arkansas Standards of Accreditation to be taught at the high school
level, and opportunities for students to develop career-readiness skills;

2. The standards included in the state's testing system. The goal is to have all, or all but the most
severely disabled, students perform at or above proficiency on these tests; and

3. Sufficient funding to provide adequate resources as identified by the General Assembly.
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ARKANSAS PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING OVERVIEW

Arkansas schools receive many different types of funding. In 2016-17, school districts and open-
enrollment charter schools received about $5.7 billion in total revenue. The following chart illustrates
the variety of revenue sources districts and charter schools have.

2016-17

In Millions

$5,665.5 Foundation Funding $3,148.6

State ReStricted
$565.2 10%

Federal Revenues
$605.4
11%

State Foundation Aid
Foundation Funding

Other Funding Sources $3,148.6
$375.3 7% ,' 56%

|
|

URT
$1,112.7
35%

Other Unrestricted
$971.2
17% /

Misc. 98% Adjustment

$9.8 $17.6
0.6% 0.3%

¢ Foundation Funding primarily consists of property tax revenues (uniform rate of tax, or URT) and
the state aid portion of foundation funding. (The components of foundation funding are described in
Section 10 of this report.)

e Other Unrestricted Funds include state funding such as student growth, declining enrollment, and
isolated funding and local revenue sources in excess of URT. School districts have broad authority
to spend these funds for their educational needs without limitation.

e State Restricted Funds include state categorical funds, as well as funding for magnet school
programs, early childhood education, adult education, career education, special education,
academic facilities and other grants for specific programs.

e Federal Revenues include Title | funding, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Part
B funding, school lunch and breakfast grant funds and other federal grant funding.

e Other Funding Sources include the sale of bonds for construction activities, loans, insurance
compensation for loss of assets, other gains from disposals of assets and other miscellaneous
funding.

This adequacy study was conducted, in part, to determine whether the money provided by the state's
funding formula provides public school districts with the resources needed to offer all public school
students a substantially equal opportunity for an adequate education.
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Section 3: State Statistics Since Lake View

In the Arkansas Supreme Court’s 2002 order declaring the state’s school funding system
unconstitutional, the justices agreed with the lower court’s assessment that the “State has a remarkably
serious problem with student performance.” The lower court’s assessment, written by Pulaski County
Circuit Court Judge Collins Kilgore, based its conclusions on a range of educational and economic
statistics. The BLR has attempted to identify the likeliest sources of data that were cited in the 2001
Kilgore decision, then determine the state’s progress on those indicators based on the most recent
comparable data. Although statistics from 2001 and earlier are difficult to compare with current statistics
due to different calculation methods and changes in tests, this report provides information about the
progress made by Arkansas’s public schools in recent years, as measured by student test scores,
graduation rates and other education statistics.

While there has been improvement across most of these measures, there have also been some
declines. The ACT composite and English scores have dropped slightly since 2001, which may be due
to an increase in the number of students taking the test. Additionally, while Arkansas’s median
household income has increased by about $15,000 since 2001, its national ranking has remained the
same. While Arkansas students have made significant academic improvements in some areas, they
continue to score below the national average on some national assessments. However, since state
assessments have changed multiple times in the last several years, it is difficult to determine overall
increases and decreases in student achievement.

STATE ASSESSMENT SCORES

2001 KILGORE DECISION: “The first set of scores on the ACTAAP test showed that only 44% of
the fourth graders were proficient in reading and only 34% of the students were proficient in
math.”

NOW: The most recent set of scores on the ACT Aspire shows that 44% of 4™ graders were
“ready” or “exceeding” in reading (indicating proficiency with grade-level standards) in 2017,
and 53% were “ready” or “exceeding” in math.

Since the state assessment has changed multiple times in the last few years, results are not completely
comparable. Results from the Benchmark assessments from 2005 to 2014 show increases in math and
literacy among 4™ and 8" grade students. The Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College
and Careers (PARCC) assessment was administered in 2015 and shows less than 35% of 4™ and 8"
grade students scored proficient or advanced in math and literacy. In 2016, the ACT Aspire assessment
began to be administered. The 2018 ACT Aspire scores show a slight decrease in 4™ grade students
scoring ready or above in math and an increase in 4" graders scoring ready or above in reading There
were also increases in the percentages of 8" grade students scoring ready or above in both math and
reading.

% Proficient or Advanced (Ready or Exceeding) on State Assessments:
4th Grade Math & Literacy (Reading)

80% 82% ggo, 85% 83%

100%

745 8%

75% o B0% 82% 82
61% 82% Bk 54% 55% 539,

0 @ 6% 0% 7T %
() 50% oU% 599, ?&% <> <>

a1y 43%  44%

25% ©—Benchmark Lit ~ =—®@=Benchmark Math o
& PARCC ELA ©-PARCC Math 24%
©— ACT Reading =@=ACT Math

0% . .
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
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% Proficient or Advanced (Ready or Exceeding) on State Assessments:
8th Grade Math & Literacy (Reading)

76% 77% 80% 78%  77%
o— S o

100%

0 66%  gao 67%
75% 57% <>
a3

48% 49% S1%
50%

4y 8%

25% 33 ©—Benchmark Lit ~ —@=Benchmark Math 38%
° < PARCC ELA ©—PARCC Math O
©— ACT Reading —8—ACT Math 17%

0% . .
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Source: ADE
NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS SCORES

2001 KILGORE DECISION: “Arkansas’ fourth and eighth grade students do not rank at or above
the national average for proficiency in math, reading, science or writing as measured by the
Southern Regional Education Board’s State Analysis of the National Assessment of Education
Progress (NAEP) test scores.”

NOW: Arkansas’s 4™ and 8" grade students have made some progress on the NAEP
assessments since the 2001 Kilgore decision. However, Arkansas students still trail behind the
national average on each measure.

% Proficient or Above: 4th Grade Math

50

36 39 39 40 ae 40 40
40 ﬁ:‘fﬁ O
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34 36 32 33
20
10 | =E=-US —0—Arkansas|

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

% Proficient or Above: 8th Grade Math
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X
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% Proficient or Above: 4th Grade Reading
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2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
% Proficient or Above: 8th Grade Reading
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% Proficient or Above: 4th Grade Science
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Note: The NAEP science assessment was not given in 2017. The science framework changed in 2009.
% Proficient or Above: 8th Grade Science
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PAGE 8




DRAFT FINAL REPORT ON THE LEGISLATIVE HEARINGS FOR THE 2018 EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY STUDY AuGUST 21,2018

AVERAGE ACT COMPOSITE SCORES

2001 KILGORE DECISION: “Arkansas students scored several tenths below the national
average on the ACT from 1990 to 1999.”

NOW: Arkansas students continue to score below the national average on the ACT. However,
the percentage of students taking the ACT increased significantly and far surpassed the
national average.

Since 2001, the average composite ACT score for Arkansas (and the U.S.) has remained relatively flat.
The chart on the next page shows average ACT composite scores since 2001. In 2017, Arkansas’s
average composite score was 19.4, a drop from 20.1 in 2001. Arkansas now scores about a point and a
half below the national average in 2017. However, the percentage of students in Arkansas taking the
ACT increased from 38% in 2001 to 100% in 2017, far surpassing the national average of 60%, which
can be seen on the chart on the next page. This may be due to the ACT testing fee being waived for
Arkansas students in grades 9-12.

Average ACT Composite Scores

23 == Arkansas |
==-U.S.

22

21.0

211 212 211 211 210 21.1 211 209 210
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18
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Source: ACT Profile Reports — Arkansas, 2001-2017; ACT, Inc.
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Source: ACT, Inc.
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AVERAGE ACT SCORES IN ENGLISH

2001 KILGORE DECISION: “On the ACT test in English, Arkansas students exceed the national
average.”

NOW: The average ACT English score for Arkansas dropped from 20.4 in 2001 to 18.9 in 2017.
Arkansas students now score below the national average ACT score in English.

From 2002 to 2006, Arkansas students slightly outperformed the national average on the ACT test in
English. Arkansas students remained close to the national average until 2010 when it dropped about
one point over the course of two years. In 2012, the state began to close the gap with the national
average until 2017, when Arkansas’s average score dropped again. The decreases in the average ACT
English score may be due to more students taking the exam, as seen on the previous chart.

Average ACT English Scores
22

20.7 50 g 20.7 20.7 20.7 on o
(< S, Au.b LUV

21 1705 205 205 296705

20.3 20.4 20.3
20.2 201

20 204

19

—8-U.S. —&—Arkansas 18.9

18 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
29 oS o g9 o oo oSt oo i (0 o g e g9 e g oot

Source: ACT Profile Report — Arkansas, 2001-2017; ACT, Inc.
COLLEGE GOING RATES

2001 KILGORE DECISION: “For the period 1996 through 1998, the percentage of Arkansas high
school graduates attending college is approximately 53%.”

NOW: The college-going rate is calculated differently from the methodology used in the late
1990s, which makes comparisons difficult. However, the most recent data still show that about
half of Arkansas’s graduating students go on to postsecondary education.

The college-going rate cited in the Kilgore decision was calculated using a different methodology than
the one currently used. Beginning in the 2009-10 school year, the new methodology is a College-Going
Rate (CGR) calculation for Arkansas public high school graduates only and does not include graduates
from private schools.” According to the Arkansas Department of Higher Education’s (ADHE) 2017
Comprehensive Higher Education Annual Report, Arkansas’s CGR fell slightly from 52.9% in 2012 to
49.7% in 2016, despite an increase of about one percentage point in 2015.% In comparison, the
national CGR increased from 65.6% in 1998 to 69.8% in 2016. However, it has decreased to as low as
61.8% in 2001.

2 Arkansas Department of Higher Education. Comprehensive Arkansas Higher Education Annual Report. 2011. Retrieved
from: https://static.ark.org/eeuploads/adhe/6-CollegeGoingRate-ANNUAL_2.pdf

% Arkansas Department of Higher Education. Comprehensive Arkansas Higher Education Annual Report. 2017. Retrieved
from: https://www.adhe.edu/data-publications/comprehensive-report/2017-comprehensive-report
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College-Going Rates
80% - . .
68.1% 68.2% 66.2% 65.9% 68.4% 69.2% 69.8%
0% @ -7 =7 ¢ —¢ N
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60% -
509 | - g —— - B
Lo 52.4% 52.3% 52.9% 51.4% 50.1% 51.0% 49.7%
b -
30% =@—Arkansas =—U.S.
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Source: Digest of Education Statistics: 2017. National Center for Education Statistics, Recent high school completers and
their enroliment in 2-year and 4-year colleges, by sex: 1960 through 2016; ADHE, Comprehensive Arkansas Higher
Education Annual Reports, 2005-2017.

% OF ADULTS WHO GRADUATED FROM HIGH SCHOOL

2001 KILGORE DECISION: “Arkansas ranks lower than the national average for percentage of
adults ages 25 years and older who have graduated from high school.”

NOW: While Arkansas still ranks below the national average, it has increased the percentage of
adults who have graduated from high school and narrowed the gap.

In 2000, the U.S. Census Bureau found that Arkansas ranked 47" among the 50 states and the District
of Columbia in the percentage of adults aged 25 years and older who graduated from high school, at
75.3% (tied with Alabama), compared to the national average of 80.4.%" According to the latest data
from the U.S. Census Bureau from the American Community Survey (a different survey source from the
2000 Census data), Arkansas ranks 42 among the states and the District of Columbia at 86%,
compared to the national average of 87.5%.

% of Adults Who Graduated From High School
90% -

. 8 8 8 86.49% 86.6% 86.9%
8 6% 85.9%
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86% 84.3%
84% -
82% -
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Educational Attainment, 1-Year Estimates, S1501, Various
Years

* U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000, Educational Attainment. Retrieved from: https://www.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/c2kbr-
24 .pdf
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% OF ADULTS WITH A BACHELOR’S DEGREE OR HIGHER

2001 KILGORE DECISION: “Arkansas ranks 49th in the nation in percentage of the population
age 25 years or older with a bachelor’s degree or higher.”

NOW: Arkansas has increased its percentage of adults with at least a bachelor’s degree but
continues to rank 49th among the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

According to data from the 2000 Census, Arkansas ranked 50" among the states and the District of
Columbia in the percentage of the population age 25 years or over with a bachelor’s degree or higher in
2000, at 16.7%, compared to the national average of 24.4%.° In 2016, Arkansas ranked 49" on this
measure at 22.4%, compared to the national average of 31.3%.

% of Adults With a Bachelor's Degree
35% -+ o 31.3%
% 29.6% 30.1% 30.6%
309 |27.2% 27.0% 27.5% 27.7% 27.9% 28.2% 28.5% 29.1% °
22.4%
18.9% 15,205 19.3% 18.8% 18.9% 19.5% 20-3% °
20% -
15% -
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey: 1-Year Estimate, Various Years.

% OF ADULTS WITH GRADUATE DEGREES

2001 KILGORE DECISION: “Arkansas ties for last place in the nation in percentage of adults
with graduate degrees.”

NOW: The percentage of adults in Arkansas with a graduate degree increased from 6.8% in 2005
to 8.2% in 2016 and Arkansas is now in 46" place in the nation in the percentage of adults with
graduate degrees among the 50 states and the District of Columbia. However, it still trails the
national average.

According to data from the 2000 Census, Arkansas ranked 50" among the states and the District of
Columbia in the percentage of the population age 25 years or over with a graduate degree, at 5.7%,
compared to the national average of 8.9%.° In 2016, Arkansas ranked 46" on the measure at 8.2%
(tied with three other states), compared to national average at 11.9%.

% of Adults with a Graduate Degree
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey: 1 —Year Estimate, Various Years.

® U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000, Educational Attainment: 2000, https:/Avww.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/c2kbr-24.pdf
®U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000, Educational Attainment: 2000, https:/Avww.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/c2kbr-24.pdf
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MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME

2001 KILGORE DECISION: “Arkansas ranks 49" among the states for median household
income.”

NOW: Although the median household income has risen by nearly $15,000 since 2000, Arkansas
still ranks 49" among states and the District of Columbia on this measure.

According to data from the U.S. Census Bureau, Arkansas actually ranked 50" among the states and
the District of Columbia for median household incomes in 2000, at $29,697, compared to the national
average of $41,990.” In 2016, Arkansas still ranked 49™, at $44,334, compared to the national average
of $57,617.

Median Household Income
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey: 1-Year Estimate, Various Years.

TEACHER PAY

2001 KILGORE DECISION: “Arkansas generally ranks between 48" and 50" in teacher pay.”

NOW: Arkansas’s average annual teacher salary increased by about $15,000 since 2000, and its
ranking in average annual teacher salaries improved to 42" in 2017.

According to the 2000 Digest of Education Statistics, Arkansas ranked 43" in 2000, at $33,386, but the
state’s ranking improved to 32™ in 2006-07 and has moved up and down in the years since. In 2017,
Arkansas ranked 42" in average annual teacher salaries at $48,304, compared to the national average
of $59,660.

Teacher Salaries
$80,000
$58,353 $59,660
$40,000 -
$20,000 $33,386
50 $22,352 =B-U.S. =¢&—Arkansas
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Sources: Digest of Education Statistics, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Estimated average annual salary of
teachers in public elementary and secondary schools, by state: Selected years, 1969-70 through 2015-16; The NCES data for
2017 uses an estimated average calculated by the National Education Association. However, Rankings of the States 2017,
National Education Association (NEA), provides actual 2017 figures which are used in the chart above, April 2018, Table B-6
Average Salary of Teachers.

" U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplements. Table H-8. Median Household
Income by State: 1984 to 2016. Retrieved from https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-
poverty/historical-incom