
 
 
 
 Table of Contents   
Overview of the AEA ....................................................................................... 3 
Accountability of the AEA .............................................................................. 4 
Efficiency.......................................................................................................... 5 
How the AEAs are financed............................................................................ 6 
About Special Education ................................................................................ 7 
Educators’ Satisfaction Survey...................................................................... 8 
Improving Teaching in Math......................................................................... 11 
Improving Teaching in Reading ................................................................... 12 
Improving Teaching in Science.................................................................... 15 
Measures of Success .................................................................................... 16 
Agency Goals................................................................................................. 17 
Explanation of Student Achievement Tables.............................................. 18 
Student Achievement Tables 

Math – grade 4 ........................................................................................ 19 
Math – grade 8 ........................................................................................ 21 
Math – grade 11 ...................................................................................... 23 
Reading – grade 4 .................................................................................. 25 
Reading – grade 8 .................................................................................. 27 
Reading – grade 11 ................................................................................ 29 
Science – grade 8 ................................................................................... 31 
Science – grade 11 ................................................................................. 33 

Department of Education APR Checklist .................................................... 35 
 

 

 

 

 

 

This document is the 2003-2004 Annual Progress Report of Grant Wood AEA. 



Public & Private Schools Served by Grant Wood AEA 
Alburnett  
Anamosa  
Anamosa St. Patrick  
Belle Plaine  
Benton Community  
Cedar Rapids  
Cedar Rapids Metro Catholic  
Cedar Rapids Trinity  

Lutheran  

Center Point-Urbana  
Central City  
Central Lutheran  
Clear Creek-Amana  
College Community  
Deep River-Millersburg  
English Valleys  
Highland  
HLV  

Iowa City  
Iowa City Regina  
Iowa Braille  
Iowa Mennonite  
Iowa Valley  
Linn-Mar  
Lisbon  
Lone Tree  
Marion  

 Mid-Prairie  
Midland  
Monticello  
Mount Vernon  
North Cedar  
North-Linn  
Olin  
Solon  
Springville  

Summit School  
Tanager Place  
Tipton  
Vinton-Shellsburg  
Washington  
West Branch  
Williamsburg

 

 
Grant Wood Area Education 
Agency 
4401 Sixth St, SW 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa  52404-4466 
319-399-6700 
www.aea10.k12.ia.us 

Chief Administrator:  
  Ron Fielder 

Board Secretary: 
  Kim Martin 

Executive Directors: 
  Bonnie Boothroy 
  Cliff Ehlinger 
  Jeananne Hagen 

Business Manager: 
  Ron Bowers 

Communications 
Supervisor: 
  George Held 

 

 

Grant Wood Area Education Agency Board of Directors 

 
Board Member 

First 
Elected 

Term 
Ends 

 
Title 

 
Districts Served 

Dr. Lynne Cannon 1980 2004 President Iowa City 
James C. Green 1995 2004 Vice President Alburnett, Anamosa, Central City, Linn-Mar, North-Linn, 

Springville 
Randall W. Jordison 1994 2006 Board Member Iowa City 
Janet Martin 2002 2004 Board Member College Community, Lisbon, Midland, Monticello, Mount Vernon, 

North Cedar, Olin, Solon, Tipton, West Branch 
Sue Gates 2003 2006 Board Member Belle Plaine, Benton,  Center Point-Urbana, College Community, 

H-L-V, Iowa Valley, Vinton-Shellsburg 
Marlene L. Hill 2002 2005 Board Member Cedar Rapids 
Robert Schneider, Jr. 2002 2005 Board Member Clear Creek Amana, Deep River-Millersburg, English Valleys, 

Highland, Lone Tree, Mid-Prairie, Washington, Williamsburg 
Morris Greenfield 2000 2006 Board Member Cedar Rapids 
William H. Carmichael 1987 2005 Board Member Cedar Rapids, Marion 

Grant Wood Area Education Agency extends equal opportunities in its employment practices, educational programs and services and does not discriminate on the 
basis of color, gender, race, national origin, religion, creed, age, sexual orientation, marital status, disability or as otherwise prohibited by law.  For more information 
about this policy and supporting complaint procedure, please contact the Equity Coordinator at (319) 399-6803 or 1-800-332-8488 or TDD (319) 399-6766. 



Overview of the AEA 
When the Iowa legislature created Iowa’s AEA 

system, the vision behind the creation of the agencies was 
to provide a statewide system achieving two primary 
goals: 
• Efficiency 
• Equity 

The intended efficiency of the AEAs was to reduce 
costs to individual schools and school districts in the 
purchasing and sharing of resources.  This included 
filmstrips, films, books and professional development 
opportunities.   

The scope of AEA services has grown since 1974 
when that legislation was enacted.  AEAs now save 
money for local schools in a wide range of ways - 
discounts on cafeteria food, clay, paper, on-line 
subscription sites, software, computers and other 
technology.  They provide Internet access, handicap-
accessible school buses and a wide assortment of special 
equipment for individuals with disabilities.   

In the AEA’s role of providing equity for children 
with disabilities, the agency devotes approximately 75 
percent of its annual budget toward services to children 
with disabilities, their families and to the schools 
working with these children.  Our work includes 
consultation with teachers, parents and administrators as 
well as direct services such as occupational therapy, 
physical therapy, and speech and language therapy. 

The AEAs share responsibility with the local 
districts in assuring that all children who might be 
eligible for special education are adequately assessed and 
receive appropriate services. 

Nine Mandated Areas of Service 
The agency provides nine key areas of services 

required by the state of Iowa.  In this APR, readers will 
find information about many of these services: 

• Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment -Offering 
support and expertise on best practices in both content 
and skill areas for children birth to age 5 and K-12 
students. 

• Diverse Learning - Providing specialized services for 
children and students birth to age 21 with diverse 
learning needs, including students with disabilities. 

• Professional Development - Coordinating workshops, 
courses, materials, and providing ongoing consultation 
for area educators and support staff. 

• School-Community Planning - Providing support for 
school improvement processes and communication 
with families and communities. 

• Multicultural Gender-Fair - Providing services that 
assist schools and school districts to ensure supportive 
learning environments for all students. 

• Instructional Media - Providing instructional videos, 
books, and kits to support K-12 classroom instruction 
and teacher training, including printing, graphics, and 
Teacher Work Center services. 

• School Technology - Providing assistance with 
technology planning and integration, training, 
cooperative purchasing, networking, duplication, and 
distance learning. 

• School Management - Providing support and interim 
management of school administrative functions. 

• Leadership - Providing leadership services that assist 
with the recruitment, induction, retention, and 
professional development of educational leaders. 

As state budgets have tightened and staffing at the 
Iowa Department of Education has decreased, the DE has 
turned to the AEAs as the service provider in many state 
initiatives.  When the legislature passed the teacher 
quality bill, the DE turned to the AEAs to provide mentor 
training and evaluator approval training.  Schools 
identified in need of assistance due to the No Child Left 
Behind act now receive assistance from AEA teams 
statewide. 

 



The AEA Is Accountable 
The AEA is required to provide an annual accounting 

to the public and to local schools, showing its involvement 
in education and reviewing progress in that endeavor.  
This Annual Progress Report (APR) is sent to all 
accredited schools –both public and private, their teachers, 
superintendents and boards in Area 10.  It also is given to 
all Chambers of Commerce, public libraries and 
newspapers in the counties served by AEA 10, and is on 
display and available in the lobby at all agency facilities. 

In addition to the agency submitting a written annual 
APR to the Department of Education (DE), every five 
years, the DE conducts an accreditation review for each of 
the AEAs.  Grant Wood AEA received its most recent 
accreditation review in the summer of 2002.  The agency 
was fully accredited by the DE in that review. 

…to Teachers 
The AEA is always accountable to the districts and 

teachers it serves.  One way of measuring our success is 
how we impact teachers.  We constantly monitor teachers’ 
involvement in professional development at Grant Wood 
AEA.  Teachers attended 433 agency-offered classes last 
year.  About 90 percent of all teachers in Grant Wood 
AEA (4,736 participants) took at least one or more classes 
from the agency.  In fact, nearly two-thirds of those 
attending seminars at the AEA took more than one class.  
Agency professional development seminars drew a total 
attendance of 10,414. 

We also query teachers after they have taken 
professional development seminars at the AEA.  The table 
below itemizes response rates to two critical questions we 
ask teachers. 

…to Administrators 
Another measure of accountability is our continual 

face-to-face communications with school leaders.  Agency 
management meets monthly with superintendents in Area 
10 to discuss current issues, needs and concerns.  The 
administrative staff at the agency listens to this feedback 
and responds accordingly.  Members of the administration 
and the agency’s Regional Facilitators also meet regularly 
with school administrative cabinets and principals to 
identify district and building needs in each of the districts 
served. 

The No Child Left Behind act (NCLB) has 
significantly impacted school administrators.  The 
majority of services superintendents say they “must have” 
from the agency align with issues related to NCLB.  The 
table above summarizes these services.  Many of the 
districts’ leaders recognize the assistance and support the 
AEA provides in the area of special education; thus the 
high number of districts listing that service.   

However, once we move past the “expected” services 
of special education, the need to meet NCLB requirements 
looms over much of the work the AEA does with the 
districts.  Professional development, assistance in reading, 
math and science, consortiums (multi-district professional 
development initiatives put on by the AEA), use of data 
and the on-line student assessment system developed by 
Grant Wood AEA all have a direct impact on how well 
the districts can respond to the law’s demands. 

There will be no let-up in the agency’s efforts to 
respond to these needs. 

Responses of Teachers 2002-2003 

 

Will you 
incorporate the 
new knowledge 
and skills into 
practice? 

Implementation 
of the skills and 
knowledge 
presented will 
positively impact 
school 
improvement. 

Agree 609 559 

Strongly Agree 810 798 

Total Responses 1605 1595 

Percent Agree 88.4% 85.1% 

Number of Superintendents Identifying 
These Services as “Must Have” 

Special Education 25 
NCLB/ Reading/ Math/ Science 22 
Professional Development 20 
On-Line Student Assessment System 6 
Media 6 
Curriculum 6 
Technology 5 
Using Data 4 
Finance/Payroll 3 
CSIP Help 2 
Various Other Services 9 



 Efficiency “Drives” The AEA  

Thirty years ago when Charles Grassley introduced 
a bill into the Iowa legislature creating the AEAs, one of 
the key ideas of his initiative was to increase government 
efficiency.  It still governs our work today. 

The Iowa Educational Consortium (IEC) is a group 
buying initiative of the AEAs that has succeeded in 
saving school districts thousands of dollars annually on 
items such as food, clay, paper, janitorial supplies, 
software and computer equipment.  The IEC negotiated 
fees of a half million dollars to deliver on-line 
information resources that would have cost taxpayers 
over five million dollars if all schools in Iowa were to 
subscribe to these services. 

As we move into the 21st century, electronic 
communications and delivery of information has become 
a part of everyday life.  In response to this change, the 
IEC has begun providing schools on-line resources 
through its web site www.iowaaeaonline.org.  Teachers, 
students and parents now have on-line access to: 

Atomic Learning Library 
• An electronic help desk and training system for many of 

today’s most popular computer applications. 

Clipart.com School Edition 
• Over 2.5 million searchable clipart, photos, images, fonts 

and sounds that may be used in teacher-created instructional 
materials, newsletters, student assignments and more. 

EBSCO 
• The largest school subscription agency of print periodicals 

for elementary, middle and high school with full-text 
periodicals, newspapers and reference tools for students 

• 205 full-text newspapers and newswires (national and 
international) 

• 2,800+ age-appropriate periodicals (with lexile reading 
levels identified) for student research 

• 88,000+ biographies 
• 91,000+ photos, maps, and flags  

Associated Press Multimedia Archives 
• Over 750,000 photos from the 1840s on 
• Over 700,000 full-text articles from the Associated Press 
• Over 500,000 AP audio clips from as early as the 1920s 

World Book Online 
• Continuously updated, World Book Online is rated as the 

best encyclopedia in School Library Journal’s annual 
review of electronic encyclopedias (Nov. 2002) 

• Includes all the articles from the 22-volume print set plus 
over 18,000 additional new and historic online-only articles  

• Over a hundred simulated historic websites 

Building Local Capacity 
The AEA also gives schools faster access to the 

internet through its use of the ICN system.  If a district 
wants to lease a T1 phone line for fast access, it would 
spend $1,900 in initial costs and almost $9,500 annual.  If 
schools were to rent a T3 line (comparable in speed to 
what Grant Wood offers), they would spend over $13,000 
annually.   

When they participate in using the AEA’s system, 
their cost is FREE.  With 33 public school districts using 
the AEA’s connection, the $200 thousand the AEA pays 
is a third less than what it would cost for districts to all 
lease their own T1 lines. 

The AEA provided 108,697 videos to school 
districts last year.  Teachers can order materials up to 
midnight the day before a van delivery date.  Most 
schools receive van deliveries twice a week.  If districts 
rented these tapes for their schools at four dollars each, 
they would have spent over $400,000, and that doesn’t 
include transportation, which could not be managed with 
as punctual a schedule as currently offered. 

The distribution system the AEA uses costs a little 
over $100,000 annually.  When we made cost 
comparisons with UPS on delivery of tapes versus this 
service, agency costs were under a dollar compared to 
over seven dollars via a commercial delivery service.  In 
all, the “cost” of delivering and maintaining this video 
library is substantially below what it would cost districts 
to either rent from outside vendors or to buy and route on 
their own. 

In the DE’s 2003-04 customer satisfaction survey, 
approximately 85 percent of educators agreed or agreed 
strongly the timeliness of AEA10’s services met their 
needs or their district’s needs.  AEA10’s 3-year mean 
rating has been 3.19 (’01), 3.19 (’02) and 3.21 (’03). 

 

http://www.iowaaeaonline.org


 

Grant Wood AEA Makes Service a Top Priority 
Just like any other service business, our greatest 

“assets” walk out the door each night.  By far, the 
greatest investment the agency makes each year is in its 
people.  Approximately 73 percent of the agency’s 
budget goes to salaries and benefits and an additional 13 
percent of the budget is used to purchase services from 
consultants and educators who help provide essential 
training skills to teachers in the area.   

The AEA receives about a quarter of its money from 
federal sources – primarily funding related to IDEA.  
About 60 percent of the funding comes from flow-
through funds.  These are local property taxes collected 
by the local school districts.  These dollars appear in the 
overall income statements for the districts, but never 

really become part of the district’s budget.  These flow 
through funds go directly to the state, which then 
disburses the money to AEAs.   

Flow-through funding amounts to about six percent 
of the total per student costs of each district.  Last year, 
this AEA’s total per student allocation by the state was 
$238.21, which breaks down to $203.47 for special 
education services, $38.03 for media (library and 
technology) services, and $41.71 for professional 
development services. 

In addition to these revenue sources, the AEA sells a 
limited number of services to districts outside of AEA10.  
We also seek and obtain grant monies, and provide a 
number of services “at cost” to local districts. 

 

 

 

 

As Federal Dollars for Special Education Have 
Increased, The Iowa Legislature Has Reduced Its 

Financial Commitment to the AEAs
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Providing for Diverse Learners – Special Education 
AEAs meet diverse learning needs, ranging from support 
services for students with disabilities who require special 
education to technical assistance for gifted and talented 
programs.  The agency’s special education services 
comply with Iowa and federal rules for special education. 

Grant Wood Area Education Agency focuses 
extensively on early childhood intervention (ages zero to 
five).  That means we seek to help children with 
disabilities long before they are ready to enter the public 
school system.  By working with these children at an 
early age, we can sometimes help the child and their 
families to succeed in spite of their challenges.  Ideally, 
when these children are school-
aged, they will be able to 
participate and learn in school to 
the fullest extent possible.   

Iowa’s AEAs and schools work 
hard to meet the needs of all 
students by working to resolve a 
child’s educational challenges. If a 
learning challenge can’t be met in 
the general education setting, strong special education 
support is provided by AEAs to educators, families and 
children. The agency’s most direct student contact occurs 
with students who have disabilities.  This targeted 
assistance equalizes educational opportunities for 
children with special needs.  Here are just a few key facts 
about special education: 

• Nationally, regular classrooms are becoming more 
inclusive, resulting in students with special needs 
receiving less of their education in separate 
classrooms. The collaboration and shared 

responsibility of classroom inclusion results in higher 
achievement for both special education and general 
education students. Students in Area 10 identified as 
needing the least amount of help through special 
educational services attend general education 
classrooms about 70% of the school day. 

• In Area 10, out of approximately 68,000 students 
served (Source: 2002-03 BEDS data), 13.1% (or 8,959 
students) receive special education instructional 
services. (Source: IMS) 

• Through district and agency cooperative efforts, 
children between the ages of 
3 and 21 have Individual 
Education Plans (IEPs) and 
receive instruction and 
therapy to meet their needs. 
As of Dec. 1, 2003, 245 
children below age three had 
IFSPs (Individualized Fami-
ly Service Plans). 

• Individual Education Plans (IEPs) are written for 
special education students to define goals and the 
work students need to accomplish.  During 2002-
2003, results indicate: 78.7 percent of the goals were 
written for academic subjects and literacy, and 13.4 
percent focused on responsibility and independence.  
In their evaluations of these students, teachers 
indicated that 67 percent of the students are more 
independent in the goal area as a result of their special 
education assistance; however, 53.8 percent did not 
meet their IEP goal or performance did not improve. 

 

Currently, quite a few children between the ages of zero to five 
receive IEPs or IFSPs, but this percentage declines as students 
reach school age and then increases significantly in middle and 
upper elementary schools.  Ideally, we would like to increase at 
the K-3 grade levels.  By identifying children with learning 
 

needs the number of students identified and helped early, there’s a 
greater chance of helping them to develop learning strategies that 
might ultimately return them to the mainstream classroom, no 
longer requiring special education services. 

When I compare the beginning years of my 
teaching to the last years of my teaching, I 
think of the many students who did not get 
any help for learning problems because 
there wasn't anything available.   

 Kareen Strumpel, retired teacher

Current Pattern of Students Identified with IEPs 
in Grant Wood AEA, 2002 and 2003
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Impact of The AEA on Educational Practices in AEA 10 
Teachers statewide have once again given the 

AEA system as a whole high marks for meeting their 
professional needs.  The DE conducted a statewide poll 
inviting all teachers and administrators from every 
school district in Iowa to weigh in on their opinions 
about AEA services.  Nearly four thousand teachers 
participated.   

In AEA10, 407 teachers (about 8 percent of all 
teachers in the area) gave their opinions.  In reaction to 

the poll results, Ron Fielder commented, “Clearly, this poll 
gave a chance for every teacher in Iowa who might have a 
concern with the AEAs to give us failing marks.  The results, 
instead, indicate the AEAs are delivering a consistent, quality 
product across the state to all teachers. The sample size of 
3,916 survey respondents statewide is more than adequate to 
be a representative sampling from which to draw 
conclusions.”  
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The numbers in the above chart show teachers 

appreciate the work the AEAs perform in their behalf - 
not just in one or two AEAs, but in all of them.  The 
statewide average for teachers who responded either 
“agree strongly” or “agree” with the “met my needs” 
statement above, was 92.1 percent (shown by the dark 
line across the chart).  Teachers in Grant Wood AEA’s 
service area gave the agency a slightly higher score of 
92.9 percent. 

Teachers were asked if AEA services help to 
improve student achievement.  They were given the 

options of “Extensively, Moderately, Slightly and Not at All.”  
Teachers’ responses to this series of questions were not as 
high.   

Statewide, educators who said the AEA’s services 
improved their instruction or job-related practices, was a mean 
of 2.93 this year – up from a mean of 2.56 the year before. The 
mean of educators’ responses for Grant Wood AEA was 2.99 
(2003), 2.63 (2002) and 2.9 in 2001.  In this year’s survey, 
over three-fourths of educators in AEA10 indicated the agency 
“moderately” or “extensively” improved their instruction or 
job-related practice. 

DE Statewide Satisfaction Survey 
Percent of Teachers and Administrators who agree or strongly agree with the statement:   "Generally the AEA 
services that I have received or participated in met my professional needs."  N = 3,916 Survey Respondents  



 

Over three-fourths of teachers in AEA10 believe that the 
agency’s Media; Professional Development; and Curriculum, 
Instruction and Assessment impacted student achievement 
either moderately or extensively.  In regard to improving 
teachers’ instruction or job-related practices, four out of five 

said the agency’s Professional Development and 
Media either moderately or extensively affected their 
work. 

Across all standards, educators’ satisfaction with 
AEA10 have either equaled or exceeded the 
statewide average.  The chart below illustrates how 
Grant Wood compares to the state average in eight of 
the nine mandated areas of service.  (The ninth area, 
management services, was not included in the 
survey.)  Data shown represent the arithmetic mean 
of responses from the survey for the past three years, 
comparing Grant Wood AEA to statewide numbers.   

The DE used a four-point scale for each of the 
questions, with 4 being the highest level of 
satisfaction and 1 being least.  In every category 
below over a three-year period, the AEAs have 
consistently scored above 3 in satisfaction. 

 

Three-Year Comparison of Arithmetic Means - Educator Satisfaction Survey 
2001-2002 2002-03 2003-04 Survey Questions/Statements 

State AEA10 State AEA10 State AEA10
Generally the AEA services that I have received or 
participated in met my professional needs. 3.23 3.30 3.26 3.34 3.26 3.34 

The AEA is responsive to my school's learning needs. 3.16 3.16 3.18 3.30 3.21 3.28 

The AEA provides leadership to meet emerging educational 
needs. 3.10 3.15 3.11 3.19 3.18 3.23 

The AEA delivers current and timely services to meet my 
district or school's needs. 3.11 3.16 3.10 3.19 3.16 3.21 

The School-Community Planning services I receive from 
the AEA are of high quality. 3.12 3.15 3.02 3.14 3.14 3.21 

The Curriculum, Instructional, and Assessment services I 
received from the AEA are of high quality. 3.12 3.23 3.08 3.18 3.15 3.30 

The Professional Development services I receive from the 
AEA are of high quality. 3.23 3.25 3.15 3.30 3.19 3.30 

The Diverse Learning services I receive from the AEA are of 
high quality. 3.19 3.25 3.13 3.34 3.13 3.23 

The Media services I receive from the AEA are of high 
quality. 3.38 3.41 3.44 3.51 3.40 3.48 

The School Technology services I receive from the AEA are 
of high quality. 3.29 3.31 3.21 3.27 3.17 3.36 

Three-year comparison of customer satisfaction survey arithmetic means for statewide survey compared to 
results from teachers in Grant Wood AEA.  This year, the number of educators in AEA10.responding to these 
statements (depending on the applicability of the statement to their work) ranged from 154 to 407 

Source:  Statewide customer satisfaction surveys conducted by the Iowa Department of Education, 2001, 2002 and 2003. 
 

 

 

Percent of Teachers Indicating They Agree or 
Strongly Agree that the AEA “Met My Needs” for 

Each of the Mandated Areas of Service 

Mandated Service State
AEA 
10 

School Community Planning (SCP) 89.4 91.5 
Professional Development (PD) 89.6 92.1 
Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment (CIA) 89.7 92.8 
Diverse Learners (DL) 87.0 88.6 
Multicultural, Gender Fair (MCGF) 89.5 94.2 
Media (M) 96.4 97.7 
School Technology (ST) 93.5 95.1 
Leadership (L) 90.0 89.8 



 

Making a Difference in Classrooms 
Do the AEA’s make a difference to education in schools?  Teachers and administrators seem to think so.  Their 

satisfaction with the AEA system has been consistently high.  Regarding the extent of improving classroom instruction, 
the majority of teachers agree the AEA has improved their instructional and job-related practices.  This year, teachers 
who answered “extensively” or “moderately” ranged from 56.6 percent for Multicultural, Gender-fair up to 81.3 percent 
for Media Services.  (See table below showing the means for teachers’ ratings.)  

AEAs Help Improve Educators' Instructional Practices 
Three-year comparison of means of educators’ responses on a 4 point scale with 4 being 
high in response to the question, “To what extent did the services that support the... 
standard assist in improving instruction or job-related practices?” * 

State Average of AEAs AEA10 Standard 2001 2002 2003 2001 2002 2003 
SchoolCommunity Planning  2.95 2.61 2.88 2.90 2.75 2.89 
Professional Development 2.95 2.92 3.01 2.90 3.02 3.12 
Curriculum, Instruction & Assessment 2.95 2.63 2.93 2.90 2.69 2.99 
Diverse Learning  2.95 2.80 2.87 2.90 3.02 2.95 
Multicultural, Gender-fair 2.95 1.82 2.61 2.90 1.84 2.60 
Media  2.95 3.10 3.15 2.90 3.17 3.19 
School Technology  2.95 2.62 3.00 2.90 2.71 3.09 
Leadership  2.95 2.17 2.85 2.90 2.29 2.88 
Total number of surveys completed: Not Available 2753 285 Not Available 3916 407 

*The means reported for 2001 in these data were based on one survey question, rather than the individual standards . 

In the 2003-04 satisfaction survey, over 90 percent of educators either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, 
“the AEA services that I have received or participated in met my professional needs.”  The agency’s mean rating both 
last year and this year was 3.34, compared to the state average of 3.26.  Against the various standards for which the 
AEAs are accountable, educators were asked, "During the... school year, how often did you or the students you serve 
receive or participate in AEA services that support the... standard?"  (This question was asked for eight of the nine 
standards.  The ellipses represent the wording of the standard that appeared in each question.)  The results of this 
question are shown below. 

Educators and Students Frequently Use AEA Services  
Percent of educators who responded "Frequently" or "Regularly" to the question, 
"During the... school year, how often did you or the students you serve receive or 
participate in AEA services that support the... standard?" 

   Standard 
2002 
State 

2002 
AEA10 

2003 
State 

2003 
AEA10 

School Community Planning  35.8% 31.6% 58.9% 59.2% 
Professional Development 45.5% 49.0% 60.1% 53.3% 
Curriculum, Instruction, & Assessment 37.6% 39.8% 52.6% 48.4% 
Diverse Learner Services 53.7% 60.2% 47.7% 51.6% 
Multicultural, Gender-Fair Services 8.1% 8.6% 16.7% 13.1% 
Media Services 60.1% 62.5% 53.6% 27.5% 
School Technology Services 29.3% 35.6% 40.8% 43.2% 
Leadership Services 17.6% 20.4% 24.2% 22.3% 

 



 

 

Improving Teaching in Math 
Grant Wood AEA consultants provide assistance in 

designing curriculum, modeling instruction, and using 
technology for math instruction.  Problem solving and 
manipulatives are emphasized. 

The GWAEA Mathematics Curriculum Team is focusing 
on four important goals: 

1. Alignment of intended, delivered, and assessed 
curriculum. 

2. Teaching and learning of mathematics. 
3. Student achievement. 
4. Teacher leadership. 

As part of the agency’s efforts to continually assess 
the assistance we provide to local schools, our 
consultants survey teachers who participate in various 
math programs.  Participants in the Math Advocate Team 
were given a number of statements relative to two key 
questions and asked to rate them on a five-point scale 
with one being least and five most. 

Over a three-year period of time, the scores for these 
questions climbed from an average of 3.6 to 4.3 in 
response to the question, “How well did you feel the 
goals were accomplished?”  In that same timeframe, 
scores for the question “How well did you feel the team 
activities met your needs?” increased from 3.8 to 4.4.  
Similar results were experienced with a second group of 
teachers who started the program a year later. 

Twelve of the 17 districts participating in MAT used 
GWAEA mathematics curriculum consultants for 
assistance with in-depth, on-site services.  This included 
ongoing professional development with district teams to 
work on intended, delivered, and assessed curriculum.   

Asking the Right Questions 
The math consultants at the AEA recognize that 

effective mathematics teachers ask a variety of questions 
during their lessons.  MAT meetings involve the 
presentation of questioning strategies, such as; 
agree/disagree, reasonable/unreasonable, complete the 
partial solution, write a word problem, which one doesn’t 
belong and why, and tell what you know about….  
Teachers reported using these questioning techniques 
nearly seven thousand times in their classrooms during 
2002-03. 

Students Understanding Mathematics (SUM) 
Project(s) 

In 2002, the Students Understanding Mathematics 
(SUM) workshops focused on the teaching and learning 
of mathematics through an inquiry-based approach.  The 
course was designed to include mathematical thinking, 

strengthen teachers’ understanding of student conceptions 
about mathematics, and help teachers learn strategies for 
standards-based mathematics.   

Out of 117 teacher participants, 36 percent elected to 
attend five follow-along implementation sessions this 
year.  The focus of these sessions was on implementing 
teaching strategies in participant classrooms and 
analyzing student work, along with continuing the 
learning begun during the summer session.   

All of the teachers rated this activity as either equal to 
or of greater value than a course taken at a college or 
university.  In fact, 90 percent rated it as of greater value.  
All of them also agreed the course will make them a 
better teacher.  The reasons for their taking this course 
varied, with 63 percent saying “relicensure,” whereas 83 
percent said, “To meet a personal growth goal.”   Only 17 
percent said “Requested/required by administrator or 
district.” 



 

Improving Teaching in Reading 
The Grant Wood AEA Literacy Team provides two 

types of professional development support: 1) agency-
wide initiatives with technical assistance follow-up 
and 2) customized professional development at the 
district level. 

Agency-Wide Initiative 
The Grant Wood AEA Literacy Team created a 

series of seminars entitled “Literacy Learning Teams: 
K-6.”  The purpose of these seminars is to provide 
teachers with opportunities to learn and practice 
research-based practices for improving elementary 
students’ reading comprehension of informational text.  
The Literacy Team designed the workshops to include 
the attributes of quality professional development 
(Joyce and Showers): theory, demonstration, practice, 
and collaboration.  Seminar information was 
organized around the framework of the School-wide 
Action Research Matrix (Calhoun). 

 

 

When districts registered for these seminars, they 
were encouraged to register for all three seminars and 
to sign up as a literacy learning team.  The literacy 
learning teams consist of a central office 
administrator, approximately three teachers, the

principal, and one AEA building-specific team 
member (other than a Literacy Team member).  
Twenty-five participants from five districts 
participated in this seminar series. (One district had to 
withdraw before the end of the seminar series because 
of budget issues.) 

Workshop sessions involved the presentation of 
information, large and small group discussions, and 
collaboration time (with support from Literacy Team 
members).  Teams were also assigned homework 
between sessions to provide practice and to encourage 
implementation of the strategies. 

Baseline Data 
One of the five districts participating in the seminar 

series is receiving on-site technical assistance 
supporting their implementation of the instructional 
strategies. 

• By the end of the series, 100 percent of the 
participants indicated they had increased their 
knowledge about analyzing and interpreting 
implementation data and about using a research-based 
instructional strategy – the talk-aloud.  Also, two-
thirds of the participants indicated an increase in 
knowledge about the research-based professional 
development model. 

• The talk-aloud will enable 100 percent of the 
participants to improve instructional practices, and 
100 percent indicated that their confidence in using 
implementation data had increased.  Three out of four 
participants said their confidence had increased in 
using a research-based professional development 
model. 

• By the end of the series, over 75 percent of 
participants were meeting their goals for 
implementing the talk-aloud. 

Note:  This was the first full year of collecting 
quantitative data.  The evaluation form was provided 
by the Iowa Department of Education. Each evaluation 
form is modified to align with the agency’s seminar 
objectives.  This type of format and information will 
continue to be collected so that trend data can be 
examined. 



 

Customized Professional Development 
During the 2002-2003 school year, 10 districts (15 

schools) received customized professional 
development that aligned with the Iowa Professional 
Development Model.  (IPDM) Additional schools 
received support that was either more curriculum-
based, assessment-focused, or other professional 
learning experiences.  

In addition to the staff development in-services, 
each building also had a leadership team in place 
analyze and use implementation data and student 
achievement data to assist in organizing and planning 
professional development. These leadership teams 
were composed of representatives from all areas in 
the building and met on a regular basis.  In each 
case, the building principal was a member of 
this team and often, a central office 
administrator was a part of this team.   

Eight of the schools developed action plans 
to guide the work of the staff and of the 
leadership team. 

The data of these schools have been collapsed in 
order to more concisely examine the type of services 
the Literacy Team is providing.  The types of 
instructional methods and number of instructional 
methods studied varied among schools based on the 
needs of the school, the complexity of the instructional 
method, the implementation goals set by leadership 
teams in each building, and the number of staff 
development hours available for this work.   

Seven schools used evaluation forms to collect 
quantitative data.  Each evaluation form was modified 
to align with the objectives of the staff development.  
The format of the evaluation was the same as that used 
for agency-wide professional development seminars. 

• 92 percent of teachers indicated knowledge gains 
about the instructional methods. 

• 83 percent of the teachers indicated knowledge 
gains about peer coaching and collaboration. 

• 91 percent of the teachers indicated knowledge 
gains about the use of implementation data. 

• 92 percent of the teachers indicated that the 
instructional methods would impact their teaching. 

• 80 percent of the teachers indicated that peer 
coaching would impact their practices. 

• 85 percent of the teachers indicated that 
implementation data would impact their practices. 

• The one school focusing on diagnostic assessment 
data had 90 percent of teachers indicate that their 
knowledge about the use of diagnostic data to 
inform instruction was impacted.  Teachers who 
indicated their daily practices would be impacted – 
93 percent. 

 
 

 
 
 
Elementary Schools (12 schools) 
• The work at the elementary level focused on 

reading comprehension for the most part. The 
integrated language arts inquiry-oriented model 
mentioned below extended the focus to word 
knowledge and writing. 

• 83.3 percent of all teachers in the 12 elementary 
buildings were implementing the new instructional 
methods with consistency and integrity.  (They met 
their implementation goals.) 

• Eleven schools were practicing the instructional 
method with enough consistency to master the 
method.   

• Five schools implemented at least two new 
instructional strategies during the year.  

• Four schools implemented an integrated language 
arts inquiry-oriented model at least 



 

• four times a year (each instructional loop was 3-6 
weeks in length). 

 

Secondary Schools (3 schools) 
• The work at the secondary level focused on reading 

in the content areas (reading comprehension). 

• 77.6 percent of all teachers in the 3 secondary 
buildings were implementing the new instructional 

methods with consistency and integrity.  The 
implementation goals for two of the buildings were 
at least one new instructional method once a week 
in every course taught.  In the third building, the 
implementation goal was one new instructional 
method implemented once a week. 

• All three schools were practicing the instructional 
method with enough consistency to master the 
method. 

Impact on Student Achievement 
The literacy team does not require schools to 

submit student performance data; however, we do 
analyze the data with the schools.  One school shared 
their diagnostic data to demonstrate the impact of staff 
development on student achievement.  This is an 
elementary school with 100 percent implementation of 
three instructional strategies during the school year.   

The leadership team met once a month for half a 
day.  The group wrote an action plan and over 20 
hours of staff development were provided.  In 
addition, on-site technical assistance was provided on 
a semi-regular basis during second semester. 

The diagnostic assessment administered was the 
BRI.  During the 2002-2003 school year, the BRI was 
only administered to second and third grade students. 

The above chart represents the growth in student 
comprehension from second to third grade and from 
third to fourth grade with the exact same cohort of 
students.  The bars represent the percent of students 

who are at or above grade proficiency using the 
techniques taught by the Grant Wood AEA reading 
team.  The “BRI” is the Basic Reading Inventory, a 
standardized test for assessing reading development. 

A second district that has participated in this 

program has provided data to us based on their Iowa 
Tests of Basic Skills at the fourth grade.  The 
following results have been recorded: 
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Improving Teaching in Science 
The science team is focusing on two critical goals.   

One deals with curriculum improvement.   The second 
goal is to help districts establish and maintain exemplary 
learning environments in the area of science. 

Goal one:  Through participation in this collaborative 
process, a comprehensive science curriculum improve-
ment plan, including a district science assessment plan, 
will be developed. 

Improvement plans developed through a multi-year 
process include the following activities: 
• Data collection and analysis 
• Review of research on best practice 
• Identification of strengths and limitations 
• Development of an improvement plan to address 

limitations. 

Participation feedback on the program has been very 
strong.   In the second year of this program, participants 
increased their rating of agree or strongly agree by an 
average of 35 percent for all of questions.   Questions 
devoted to items such as  developing assessment literacy 
and providing strategies and direction for science 
improvement efforts at the district level received even 
higher responses in year two. 

Science Curriculum Collaborative: The table below 
shows the number of districts participating in the science 
curriculum collaborative.   Districts use Grant Wood 
AEA science curriculum consultants for assistance with 
in-depth, on-site support services, including on-going 
professional development with district teams to work on 
student achievement and assessment. 

Participation SCC #1 SCC #2 
2000-2001 12 Districts  
2001-2002 12 Districts 12 Districts 
2002-2003 11 Districts 10 Districts 

Curriculum and Materials Support: 
Goal Two:  To help districts establish and maintain 
exemplary learning environments in the area of science.   

Grant Wood AEA supports this goal by allocating 
resources and support to the Van Allen Science Teaching 
(VAST) Center, which addresses three important areas:  
• High quality research-based curriculum,  
• Materials support  
• Professional development for teachers using the 

curriculum 

Hands-on “KiDS (Kids Doing Science) Kits” have 
been available to area schools since the 1992-93 school 
year.  It started as a small pilot project and has grown 

rapidly since.  This project gives K-6 students the 
opportunity to learn scientific principles and understand 
the nature of scientific inquiry.  The project is growing in 
popularity with AEA 10 districts. 

Since our goal is to provide an exemplary science 
learning environment for all students in AEA10, it is 
important to track the number of teachers and students 
affected by the program.  The chart below reflects this.   

Most Recent Participation Information 

Year Districts Buildings 
Kits 

Circulated
2001-02 23 67 1432 
2002-03 26 71 1507 
2003-04 31 96 2900 

Year Teachers 
Science 
Classes Students 

2001-02 545 628 14,100 
2002-03 572 658 15,120 
2003-04 820 930 19,880 

Effective implementation of the science kits requires 
kit-specific training for teachers.  These professional 
development activities align with the Iowa Teaching 
Standards and model effective instructional strategies, as 
well as provide teachers some content background 
necessary to teach the units.  This implementation 
approach leads to improved student achievement. 

The agency collects user satisfaction information from 
all VAST Center users participating in professional 
development activities.   Grant Wood AEA science 
consultants, VAST Center staff and area teacher leaders 
use these data to plan future professional development 
activities which will better meet the needs of teachers in 
their efforts to increase student achievement in science. 

Teacher Leadership Development 
Standard Seven of the Iowa Teaching Standards, 

Engages in Professional Growth, is especially 
exemplified in the leadership development that is integral 
to the VAST Center.  Building capacity of our area 
teachers to collaborate with colleagues is essential to the 
VAST Center program.   Currently 54 teacher leaders 
serve as “kit specialists” who facilitate kit inservices.  
Thirty teacher leaders collaborated with VAST Center 
consultants and staff to provide one or more science kit 
workshops to 315 teachers during the 2002-03 year.  
These teachers are considered “kit specialists” and have 
links on our web page, so participants can ask questions 
once they are back in the classroom teaching the unit.   

 
 



 

Measures of Success and Preparation for Post-Secondary Success 
As part of its No Child Left Behind reporting, the state 

uses graduation rates as one measurement of educational 
success.  Graduation rates for students in this area are good 
compared to statewide. 

High School Graduation Rate  
Year State AEA10 Difference 
2000 88.7% 92.7% 4.0% 
2001 89.2% 92.5% 3.3% 
2002 89.4% 92.3% 2.9% 
Source:  http://www.iowaschoolprofiles.com/ 

One measure of success is what graduates do after they 
leave school.  Using the DE’s BEDS data, we see students in 
AEA 10 pursuing college at both public and private four-year 
colleges at a frequency rate of about 1.1 times more than all 
other students statewide.   

Students' Intent to Pursue College Educations

Year 
Total 
Grads 

Plan to 
Pursue 
College Percent of Class 

2002-03 4,284 3,517 82.10% 
2001-02 NA NA 84.10% 
2000-01 4,589 3,859 84.10% 
Source: Iowa Department of Education, Bureau of Planning, Research and 
Evaluation / Basic Educational Data Survey “BEDS,” Address and Graduate 
Intentions Files and LEA APRs.  

Another indicator of probable student success is the 
percent of students in the area who have completed a core 
program of studies, which would include four years of 
English/language arts, and three or more years each of 
mathematics, science and social studies.  A total of 2,434 
students in AEA 10, or 53.6 percent, completed a core 
program of studies.  (Source:  02-03 local school district 
APRs.)  Last year, 2,732 or 67.1 percent completed a core 
program of studies.   

School dis-
tricts in AEA 10 
reported this year 
that 1,287 stu-
dents or 73.8 
percent of their 
students demon-
strated a likeli-
hood of post-
secondary educa-
tional success 
based on test 
scores of 20 or 
more on their 
ACT or other 
measures used by 
each school.  
(Source:  2002-03 
local school 
district APRs.)  
Last year, the percentage was 75.9 percent; and the 
previous year it was 75 percent.  Two years ago, we 
reported 70.4 percent; however, because the APRs did not 
include the number of students, it was impossible to get a 
true reading on the actual percent. 

Staying in School – A Critical Measure 
A critical factor in life-long success for most people is 

attainment of a high school diploma.  As part of the 
agency’s Annual Progress Report, Grant Wood AEA 
tracks dropout data as reported by the local school 
districts in their Annual Progress Reports.  Due to a 
number of variances in the reports, the data is not entirely 
perfect, but gives a general indication of how districts are 
doing at keeping students in school until graduation. 

 
 
*Source: Iowa Department 
of Education, Bureau of 
Planning, Research, and 
Evaluation, Basic 
Educational Data Survey, 
1999-2000. 
Source:  2001-02 and 2002-
03 District Annual Progress 
Reports. Because of the 
many discrepancies in this 
data, however, we caution 
users not to make trend 
comparisons. 

DROPOUTS BY RACE 1999-2000* 2001-2002** 2002-2003** 
Percentage White 310 86.6% 221 78.6% 137 76.6% 
Percentage African American 34 9.5% 26 9.3% 28 15.7% 
Percentage Asian 2 0.6% 6 2.1% 0 0.0% 
Percentage Hispanic 10 2.8% 12 4.3% 5 2.8% 
Percentage Native American 2 0.6% 1 0.4% 1 0.6% 
DROPOUTS BY STUDENTS ON IEPS 
Students on IEPs NA 0.4% 51 18.1% 33 18.5% 
DROPOUTS BY GENDER 
Percentage Male 208 58.1% 161 57.3% 103 57.6% 
Percentage Female 150 41.9% 120 42.7% 76 42.5% 
TOTAL DROPOUTS GRADES 7-12 
Percentage of Students Dropping Out 358 1.3% 281 1.1% 179 0.6% 
TOTAL Students in Grades 7-12 27,370 100% 25,048 100% 28,901 100% 
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  Setting Goals; Working Toward Improvement 
 

Grant Wood AEA has two goals that we believe will 
be our focus for many years to come: 

• Increase the academic performance of all 
students. 

• Reduce the performance gap between low 
performers and other performers. 

The graph below illustrates that the AEA is making 
progress with some disaggregated groups; however, the 
agency has considerable work ahead with the lowest 
performing group, students on IEPs and some ethnic 
groups.  Over time, we anticipate we will see the 
narrowing of performance differences for all students in 
Area 10.   

In previous years, Cedar Rapids schools “didn’t report 
the test scores of some students, most of whom were in 
special-education programs.” (Cedar Rapids Gazette, 
March 21, 2004, section 1B). Since Cedar Rapids schools 
are the largest single source of student performance 
numbers in AEA 10, to some degree, this may account 
for the significant drop we have seen in overall test scores 
for special education students this year. 

As part of the agency’s efforts to review our progress 
toward these goals, four strategic planning sessions were 
held with all staff, and data such as the chart at right were 
shared with all staff.  This graph is representative of how 
students are performing at all grade levels in AEA 10, 
and regardless of the area reported - math, reading or 
science – the results are very similar.   

 

Generally, students in the AEA are testing above the 
state’s trajectory for student performance; and we’re 
seeing improvement by non-white and low socio-
economic status (low SES) students, but special 
education students continue to need extra help.  The 
percent proficient has dropped in the past two years for 
students who have IEPs. 

How We Know If We’re Making Progress  
 The agency is using the tables on the following pages 

as its primary means for measuring progress against its 
goals.  Graphs such as the example on this page have 
been used to build staff awareness of the work we have 
ahead of us.  We know that special education students are 
performing significantly below their peers.  At virtually 
every grade level for math, reading and science, we have 
seen a relatively similar pattern for special education 
students. 

 

 

 

 



 

Explanation of Student Performance Tables 
 

 

On the following pages, we have provided extensive 
tables showing Area 10 students’ test results (based on 
national norms) for mathematics and reading for students 
in grades four, eight and eleven, and in science for 
students in eighth and eleventh grade.  Data for how 
students in AEA 10 have done compared to the state 
average and to national norms are also included in these 
pages.  (See graphs on following pages for these 
comparisons.) 

The tables are split into three achievement levels, 
showing the percent scoring within each of the levels: 
low (1-40 percent), intermediate (41- 89 percent), and 
high (90-99 percent).  These are levels based on national 
norms established in the spring of 2000. 

Percent Proficient in Far Right Columns 
The column on the far right side of each of the tables 

is the total percent in the intermediate and high groups.  
The number in this column represents the percent of 
students who are considered proficient, according to 
Iowa’s standards.   

Note:  In all of the following test report tables, N is 
the number of students in the category listed.  Table 
entries are percents of students scoring in each portion of 
the achievement score scale.  Row sums may not equal 
100% due to rounding.  Data for groups of fewer than 10 
students are not displayed.  Missing and Multiple Races 
data are not reported for 2001-2002 because it is possible 

they were combined 
and all reported as 
Multiple Races in the 
data file sent to the 
A.E.A. by Iowa Testing 
Programs. 

Hawaiian / Pacific 
Islander, Multiple 
Races and Other were 
not options in the 2000-
2001 school year. 

The data for the 
2000-2001 school year 
are based on national 
norms established in 
the spring of 1992.  The 
data for the 2001-2002 
and 2002-2003 school 
years are based on 
national norms 
established in the 

spring of 2000.  The changes one can note in the data 
displayed in the following tables are partially due to the 
change in norms.  The amount of the changes in the data 
that might be the result of changes in norms are not the 
same amount across all grades and all subject areas. 

Biennium Scores 
Biennium scores for each grade level and subject 

matter are depicted in the graphs which appear in the 
following 16 pages.  Bienniums are averages of two years 
of test data.  The first year biennium (the white bar on the 
graphs), therefore, is the average of test scores for the 
school years of 1999-2000 and 2000-2001.  The second 
biennium reported (the gray bar on the graphs) takes the 
scores from 2000-2001 and averages them with 2001-
2002.   

The reason for the use of bienniums is to eliminate 
statistical “spikes” that might occur in a given year.  Test 
scores reported represent a new group of students each 
year, rather than a progression of scores achieved by the 
same set of students.   

Iowa Testing Service and the Iowa Department of 
Education both use bienniums for comparison and 
reporting purposes. 

 



 

Mathematics – Grade 4 
 

Fourth graders in AEA 10 achieved a level of 78 
percent proficient this year.  In 2001-02, the percent 
proficient was 75 percent and in the base year, it was 71 
percent. 

Males and females had approximately similar levels 
of proficiency this year with 79 percent of the males 
proficient and 78 percent of the females proficient. 

A gap exists at the fourth grade level between 
students who are eligible for free/reduced lunch (also 
known as low socio-economic status or low SES) and 
all other students at their grade level.   

The percent of low SES students who are proficient 
increased by a difference of ten percent compared to 
two years ago; however, there is still a 25 percent 
difference between students who are eligible and those 
who are not eligible. 

We note a marked difference in the percent 
proficient of students with IEPs this year compared to 
two years ago.  (Students with IEPs are students who 
have an Individual Education Plan and are receiving 
one or more special education services).  There is 
currently a 48 percent spread between students with 
IEPs and those with no IEPs. 

 

 

Student Progress Compared to State 
and National Norms  

In the past three bienniums, AEA 10 fourth grade 
student proficiency in mathematics increased an amount 
similar to the state.  Students in both groups improved 
by four percent from 2000-01 to 2002-03.  Student 
performance in AEA10 all three bienniums was two 
percent greater than the state percentage. 

 

 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-   

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient
2000-2001 5239 29 54 17 71 

2001-2002 5142 25 57 18 75 Total Group 

2002-2003 4988 22 53 25 78 

2000-2001 2570 29 56 15 71 

2001-2002 2547 27 58 15 73 Females 

2002-2003 2437 23 55 23 78 

2000-2001 2663 28 52 20 72 

2001-2002 2585 23 56 20 76 Males 

2002-2003 2508 21 51 28 79 

2000-2001 1073 51 44 5 49 

2001-2002 1054 47 47 6 53 
Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 2002-2003 1067 41 50 9 59 

2000-2001 2803 24 58 17 75 

2001-2002 4088 20 60 21 81 
Not Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 2002-2003 3921 17 54 30 84 

2000-2001 1545 43 47 11 58 

2001-2002 454 60 37 2 39 IEP 

2002-2003 467 66 30 4 34 

2000-2001 3694 23 57 20 77 

2001-2002 4688 22 59 19 78 No IEP 

2002-2003 4521 17 55 27 82 

Biennium Progress Recap - Percent Proficient
Grade 4 - All Students - ITBS Mathematics 
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By definition, at the national level, only ten 
percent of the students taking the normed Iowa Test 
of Basic Skills will score in the “High” range; yet 
overall, in AEA 10, 25 percent of the students 
scored in this category during 2002-03.  In 2001-02, 
18 percent of the students scored in the high range. 

Nationally, the “Low” category represents all 
students who score at or below the 40th percentile, 
and by definition, contains 40 percent of the 
students.  By comparison, only 22 percent of 
students in AEA 10 had “Low” scores.  In the three 
years of data being reported, this is a decrease of 
seven percent. 

The total percent of proficient males versus 
proficient females is very similar.  Both groups have 
made improvement in this category in the last three 
years. 

African American/Black students have improv-
ed nine percent in three years, moving from 42 
percent proficient to 51 percent proficient. 

Of all subgroups, Asian American students 
have the highest percent proficient.  The percent 
proficient in this group has increased compared to 
2000-01 and 2001-02. 

The percent of Latino/Hispanic students with 
proficient scores improved slightly in three years. 
This year it is 59 percent proficient; two years ago, 
it was 55 percent, and last year it was 58 percent. 

The percent of Native American students 
proficient increased in 2001-02, but fell to a three-
year low this year, with 65 percent proficient.  It 
should be noted that the number of students in this 
group each year is small (from 13-19). 

The percent of White students proficient has 
increased seven percent over the last three years 
with a three percent gain this year. 

Students learning English (ELL) improved by 
18 percent over last year and 13 percent versus two 
years ago.  The percent proficient; however, was 24 
percent lower than students who were neither ELL 
nor migrant. 

 

 

 

 

Grade 4 - Mathematics 

Group Year N Low 
Inter-    

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient
2000-2001 5239 29 54 17 71 
2001-2002 5142 25 57 18 75 Total Group 

2002-2003 4988 22 53 25 78 

2000-2001 235 58 39 3 42 
2001-2002 303 60 37 3 40 

African Am. / 
Black 

2002-2003 261 49 46 5 51 

2000-2001 98 27 44 30 74 
2001-2002 98 16 57 27 84 

Asian 
American 

2002-2003 124 10 47 43 90 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 
2001-2002 Insufficient Number 

Hawaiian 
Pacific Islander 

2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 106 44 45 10 55 
2001-2002 90 41 54 4 58 Latino/Hispanic 

2002-2003 112 42 46 13 59 

2000-2001 135 28 55 17 72 
2001-2002 Possibly combined with multiple races Missing 

2002-2003 106 23 50 27 77 

2000-2001 19 32 68 0 68 
2001-2002 13 15 62 23 85 

Native 
American 

2002-2003 17 35 59 6 65 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 
2001-2002 Insufficient Number Other 

2002-2003 12 42 50 8 58 

2000-2001 4295 27 55 18 73 
2001-2002 4455 23 58 19 77 White 

2002-2003 4306 20 54 26 80 

2000-2001 27 59 22 19 41 
2001-2002 31 65 36 0 36 ELL 

2002-2003 41 46 49 5 54 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 
2001-2002 Insufficient Number Migrant 

2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 5212 29 54 17 71 
2001-2002 5111 25 57 18 75 

Neither ELL 
nor Migrant 

2002-2003 4945 22 53 25 78 



 

Mathematics – Grade 8 
At the eighth-grade level, mathematics scores 

improved slightly from 2000-01 to 2002-03 – four 
percent for all students.  There is relatively little 
difference in the scores between all of the males and 
all of the females.  Due to lower scores last year, we 
note an eight percent gain for males over last year, 
and females show a five percent gain over last year. 

Students eligible for free/reduced cost meals, 
improved by ten percent during the last two years.   

The total percent who are proficient is higher 
among students who do not qualify for free or 
reduced cost lunch.  A gap of 25 percent still exists 
between students who do not qualify and those who 
do. 

At the eighth-grade level, students with 
Individual Education Plans improved by nine percent 
over the three-year testing timeframe, increasing 
from 27 percent to 36 percent, while students who 
have no IEP improved by only two percent from 84 
to 86 percent proficient.   

A sizeable gap exists between students with no 
IEPs and students with IEPs.  The percent proficient 
for students with no IEPs was 86 percent this year; 
whereas 36 percent of students with IEPs were 
proficient. 

 

 

Student Progress Compared to 
State and National Norms  

Compared to the base year, eighth-grade students 
in AEA 10 have not improved in the percent of 
students who are proficient in mathematics over the 
last three bienniums.  Students were at 78 percent 
proficient in the base year and are still at that level 
this year.  This is similar to the statewide data, which 
has been approximately flat at about 74 percent for 
the last three years.  However, student performance 
in Area 10 continues to be higher than both the state 
and national levels.  

 

 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-   

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient
2000-2001 4780 24 56 20 76 

2001-2002 4913 26 54 21 75 Total Group 

2002-2003 4938 20 60 20 80 

2000-2001 2318 24 59 17 76 

2001-2002 2348 25 57 18 75 Females 

2002-2003 2361 21 63 17 80 

2000-2001 2452 24 54 23 77 

2001-2002 2557 26 50 23 73 Males 

2002-2003 2522 20 57 24 81 

2000-2001 660 51 45 4 49 

2001-2002 805 55 39 6 45 
Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 2002-2003 821 41 50 9 59 

2000-2001 3700 20 58 23 81 

2001-2002 4108 20 57 24 81 
Not Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 2002-2003 4117 16 62 22 84 

2000-2001 593 73 26 1 27 

2001-2002 751 76 22 2 24 IEP 

2002-2003 599 64 34 2 36 

2000-2001 4187 17 61 23 84 

2001-2002 4162 17 59 24 83 No IEP 

2002-2003 4339 14 63 23 86 

Biennium Progress Recap - Percent Proficient
Grade 8 - All  - ITBS Mathematics
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In math at grade eight, the difference between 
the percent proficient African American/Black 
students this year versus 2001-02 is 14 percent and 
12 percent higher than two years ago.   

Asian American students continue to score the 
highest level of proficiency of any ethnic group.  In 
2001-02, the percent proficient was 83 percent; this 
year it is 85 percent  

There were less than ten students in AEA 10 
who were from Hawaii or Pacific Islands during the 
last three years.  Less than ten students were 
reported as “multiple races” in 2000-01 and 2001-
02; however, enough students fit this category to be 
listed this year.  This group performed slightly 
lower than the percent proficient for all students 
with 73 percent earning proficient, compared to “all 
students” at 80 percent. 

Latino/Hispanic students at the eighth-grade 
level have remained relatively flat in the percent 
who are proficient in math, increasing only one 
percent from 2000-01 to 2002-03.  In 2001-02, the 
percent proficient decreased by six percent from the 
base year. 

Native American students at the eighth-grade 
level made substantial increases, going from 30 
percent proficient to 73 percent proficient in two 
years – a difference of 43 percent.  The difference 
between last year and this year for this group is 27 
percent. 

Students identified as “Missing” had a slight 
decrease this year over 2000-01.  Students listed as 
“Other” improved by 16 percent over 2001-02. 

The difference in percent proficient for English 
Language Learners (ELL) and students who were 
neither ELL nor migrant, was 30 percent this year.  
In 2000-01, this difference was 24 percent.  In 
2001-02, the percent proficient among ELL students 
was 15 percent less than the base year.  This year’s 
score comes very close to matching the base year 
for this group of students. 

Grade 8 - Mathematics 

Group Year N Low 
Inter-    

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient
2000-2001 4780 24 56 20 76 
2001-2002 4913 26 54 21 75 Total Group 

2002-2003 4938 20 60 20 80 

2000-2001 176 63 32 5 37 
2001-2002 204 65 32 3 35 

African Am. / 
Black 

2002-2003 192 52 45 4 49 
2000-2001 70 17 53 30 83 
2001-2002 99 17 51 32 83 

Asian 
American 

2002-2003 94 15 51 34 85 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 
2001-2002 Insufficient Number 

Hawaiian 
Pacific Islander 

2002-2003 Insufficient Number 
2000-2001 74 43 50 7 57 
2001-2002 80 49 40 11 51 Latino/Hispanic 

2002-2003 100 42 48 10 58 
2000-2001 125 24 57 19 76 
2001-2002 Possibly combined with multiple races Missing 

2002-2003 86 27 53 20 73 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 
2001-2002 Insufficient Number Multiple Races 

2002-2003 74 30 54 16 70 
2000-2001 10 70 20 10 30 
2001-2002 11 55 46 0 46 

Native 
American 

2002-2003 22 27 73 0 73 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 
2001-2002 95 34 52 15 67 Other 

2002-2003 17 18 71 12 83 
2000-2001 3921 22 58 21 79 
2001-2002 4281 23 55 22 77 White 

2002-2003 4351 18 61 21 82 
2000-2001 25 48 44 8 52 
2001-2002 19 63 26 11 37 ELL 

2002-2003 36 50 33 17 50 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 
2001-2002 Insufficient Number Migrant 

2002-2003 Insufficient Number 
2000-2001 4754 24 56 20 76 
2001-2002 4893 26 54 21 75 Neither ELL 

nor Migrant 
2002-2003 4901 20 60 20 80 



 

Mathematics – Grade 11 
The percent of students who are proficient at the 

eleventh-grade level has remained relatively stable 
over the last three years – hovering around 84 
percent.  This is also true for both females and 
males, and there is little noticeable difference in 
overall proficiency between the sexes at this age 
level. 

The percent proficient eleventh-grade students 
who qualify for free/reduced meals was 19 points 
less than students who do not qualify for free and 
reduced meals.  The percent proficient students 
eligible for free/reduced in 2001-02 was 61 percent.  
This year it is 67 percent – within a percent of 
matching the percent proficient in 2000-2001. 

The percent of students with IEPs who are 
proficient in math was 41 percent this year.  In 2001-
02 it was 43 percent, and the year before that, it was 
47 percent.  Contrast this to students who were not 
on IEPs.  Their scores were 87 percent this year, 88 
percent in 2001-02, and 87 percent the previous 
year. 

 

 

 

 

 

Student Progress Compared to 
State and National Norms  

While eleventh-grade student math scores 
remained the same over the last three bienniums in 
AEA 10 (84 percent), the percent of proficient 
students across the state went from 81 percent in the 
base year biennium to 81 percent in 2001-02 and 83 
percent this year. 

The percent proficient of AEA 10 eleventh 
graders is 24 percent higher than the national norm. 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-   

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient
2000-2001 4181 16 55 29 84 

2001-2002 4477 16 54 29 83 Total Group 

2002-2003 4530 17 54 30 84 

2000-2001 2098 16 59 26 85 

2001-2002 2228 16 60 24 84 Females 

2002-2003 2273 18 59 24 83 

2000-2001 2068 17 51 32 83 

2001-2002 2243 16 49 35 84 Males 

2002-2003 2228 16 48 36 84 

2000-2001 339 33 49 17 66 

2001-2002 479 39 50 11 61 
Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 

2002-2003 534 34 54 13 67 

2000-2001 3447 14 55 31 86 

2001-2002 3998 14 55 32 87 
Not Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 

2002-2003 3996 15 54 32 86 

2000-2001 314 53 42 5 47 

2001-2002 404 57 38 5 43 IEP 

2002-2003 424 60 37 4 41 

2000-2001 3867 13 56 31 87 

2001-2002 4065 12 56 32 88 No IEP 

2002-2003 4106 13 55 32 87 

Biennium Progress Recap - Percent Proficient
Grade 11- All Students - ITEDs Mathematics
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At the eleventh-grade level, the number 
of African American/Black students who 
are proficient this year are very similar to 
two years ago.  However, the difference 
between the base year and year two was 14 
percent. 

The percent of Asian American students 
proficient is the highest of any 
disaggregated group in this cohort.  The 
difference between the percent proficient 
this year over last year is 43 percent.  
However, compared to 2000-01, the 
difference is only six percent. 

Too few students of Hawaiian or the 
Pacific Island descent were available to 
report.  Students who chose “Multiple 
Races” were also less than the measurable 
threshold for two of the last three years.  
This year, the percent proficient in this 
group was 65 percent.  Contrast this to the 
total group which is at 84 percent proficient. 

For two years, the percent of Latino/ 
Hispanic students proficient in math was 73 
percent.  This year, the difference between 
the percent proficient is eight percent less. 

Students categorized as “Missing” 
performed at the same proficiency as all 
students two years ago; however, this year, 
their proficiency was 77 percent.  No 
students were listed in this category in 
2001-02. 

The percent of Native American 
students who are proficient this year is 54 
percent; 2001-02 it was 61 percent.  An 
insufficient number of students were 
available in 2000-01 to measure.  These 
percentages are lower than the all students 
category. 

Proficiency of White students hovered 
at 84 percent all three years. 

The percent proficient ELL students in 
2001-02 was 46; this year it was 60.  By 
contrast, however, 84 percent of students 
who were neither ELL nor migrant were 
proficient.  There were too few students in 
the “Migrant” category to report. 

Mathematics - Grade 11 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-      

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient 
2000-2001 4181 16 55 29 84 

2001-2002 4477 16 54 29 83 
Total 
Group 

2002-2003 4530 17 54 30 84 

2000-2001 74 42 53 5 58 

2001-2002 84 56 37 7 44 
African 
Am./Black 

2002-2003 127 41 54 5 59 

2000-2001 68 10 43 47 90 

2001-2002 88 15 43   43 
Asian 
American 

2002-2003 87 5 44 52 96 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number 
Hawaiian / 
Pac 
Islander 

2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 40 28 48 25 73 

2001-2002 52 27 56 17 73 
Latino / 
Hispanic 

2002-2003 75 35 53 12 65 

2000-2001 141 17 55 29 84 

2001-2002 Possibly combined with multiple races Missing 

2002-2003 103 22 54 23 77 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number 
Multiple 
Races 

2002-2003 46 35 50 15 65 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 

2001-2002 13 39 46 15 61 
Native 
American 

2002-2003 11 46 36 18 54 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 

2001-2002 32 22 56 22 78 Other 

2002-2003 19 37 37 26 63 

2000-2001 3145 15 55 29 84 

2001-2002 4092 15 55 30 85 White 

2002-2003 4060 16 54 30 84 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 

2001-2002 24 54 38 8 46 ELL 

2002-2003 22 41 46 14 60 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number Migrant 

2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 4172 16 55 29 84 

2001-2002 4445 16 55 29 84 
Neither 
ELL nor 
Migrant 

2002-2003 4508 17 54 30 84 



 

Reading – Grade 4 
The difference in reading proficiency of all 

students at the fourth grade level is ten percentage 
points higher than the base year, moving from 69 
percent to 79 percent this year.  The difference over 
2001-02 is a two percent increase. 

The base year showed a 13 percent “difference” 
between the boys’ and girls’ level of proficiency.  
However, this has narrowed to a difference of three 
percent this year with the percent boys proficient at 
77 percent and girls at 80 percent. 

Among students eligible for free/reduced meals 
the percent proficient has increased over the three 
years.  Two years ago, the percent proficient was 49 
percent, in 2001-02 it was 60 percent, and this year it 
is 59 percent.  By contrast, the percent proficient of 
students who do not qualify for free/reduced was 84 
percent. 

The percent proficient of students with IEPs has 
decreased from 55 percent proficient level two years 
ago to 26 percent proficient this year.  In 2001-02, 
the percent proficient was 33.  Comparatively, there 
is a “gap” between this group and children who do 
not have IEPs – this year, the group of students with 
no IEP was 84 percent proficient. 

 

Student Progress Compared to 
State and National Norms 

Fourth graders in AEA 10 have improved at a 
greater pace than students across the state.  The 
percent proficient in AEA 10 has gone from 71 
percent with the base year biennium two years ago 
to 74 percent in 2001-02 and 78 percent this year.   

Statewide, the percent of proficient fourth 
graders was 68 percent in the base year biennium, 69 
percent in 2001-02 and 70 percent with this year’s 
biennium.  The national norm against which the 
students are all measured is 60 percent proficient. 

 

 

 

 

 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-   

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient
2000-2001 5266 31 53 16 69 

2001-2002 5145 23 58 19 77 Total Group 

2002-2003 5000 22 54 25 79 

2000-2001 2583 27 54 19 73 

2001-2002 2555 20 60 20 80 Females 

2002-2003 2445 20 55 25 80 

2000-2001 2677 34 52 14 66 

2001-2002 2580 26 57 17 74 Males 

2002-2003 2512 23 53 24 77 

2000-2001 1080 52 44 5 49 

2001-2002 1058 40 52 8 60 
Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 2002-2003 1076 41 49 10 59 

2000-2001 2817 26 56 18 74 

2001-2002 4087 19 60 22 82 
Not Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 2002-2003 3924 16 55 29 84 

2000-2001 1565 45 44 11 55 

2001-2002 453 67 31 2 33 IEP 

2002-2003 464 75 23 3 26 

2000-2001 3701 25 57 19 76 

2001-2002 4692 19 61 20 81 No IEP 

2002-2003 4536 16 57 27 84 

Biennium Progress Recap - Percent Proficient
Grade 4 - All Students - ITBS Reading 
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The percent proficient of African 
American/Black students in the fourth grade 
was 54 percent this year.  In 2001-02, it was 
52 percent, and 45 percent in the base year.  
This group is still behind the category of total 
group.  This year, 79 percent of total group 
tested proficient. 

The percent proficient in the Asian 
American category was 85 percent, compared 
to 79 percent for the total group.  In 2001-02, 
the percent of Asian American students who 
were proficient was 84; the year before that, it 
was 74 percent. 

Too few students of Hawaiian or the 
Pacific Island descent were available to 
report.  Students in the disaggregated category 
of “multiple races” and “other” were 
insufficient in numbers to be reported during 
the two previous years; however, this year, 
the percent of students in the “multiple races” 
achieving proficiency was 73.  The twelve 
students categorized as “other” topped all 
other students in proficiency.  The percent 
proficient for this group was 92. 

Latino/Hispanic students improved their 
overall performance during the last two years.  
This year, the percent proficient was 58; 
2001-02 it was 56 and two years ago, it was 
54.  By contrast, the percent proficient of total 
group this year was 79. 

Students categorized as “missing” 
remained close to the 2000-01 level.  The 
percent proficient in this group is lower than 
total group. 

The percent proficient of White students 
was 81 percent compared to 79 percent for all 
students.  The percent proficient for White 
students last year was 79, and two years ago it 
was 70. 

Scores for ELL students improved 
slightly over 2000-01.  This year, the percent 
proficient was 43; 2001-02, it was 25, but the 
base year, it was 41 percent.  The percent 
proficient of students who are neither ELL 
nor Migrant was 79 percent this year, 78 in 
2001-02 and 69 percent two years ago.. 

An insufficient number of migrant 
students were available to be measured in any 
of the past three years. 

Reading - Grade 4 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-      

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient 
2000-2001 5266 31 53 16 69 
2001-2002 5145 23 58 19 77 

Total 
Group 

2002-2003 5000 22 54 25 79 

2000-2001 237 54 41 4 45 
2001-2002 299 48 48 4 52 

African 
Am./Black 

2002-2003 262 46 49 5 54 

2000-2001 98 26 58 16 74 
2001-2002 98 16 56 28 84 

Asian 
American 

2002-2003 124 15 48 37 85 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number 
Hawaiian / 
Pac 
Islander 2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 107 46 45 9 54 

2001-2002 91 44 48 8 56 
Latino / 
Hispanic 

2002-2003 114 42 47 11 58 

2000-2001 123 25 57 17 74 

2001-2002 Possibly combined with multiple races Missing 

2002-2003 106 27 46 26 72 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 
2001-2002 Insufficient Number 

Multiple 
Races 

2002-2003 47 28 45 28 73 

2000-2001 19 37 47 16 63 
2001-2002 13 23 62 15 77 

Native 
American 

2002-2003 17 29 65 6 71 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 
2001-2002 Insufficient Number Other 

2002-2003 12 8 67 25 92 

2000-2001 4317 30 53 17 70 

2001-2002 4461 21 59 20 79 White 

2002-2003 4315 20 55 26 81 

2000-2001 27 59 37 4 41 
2001-2002 28 75 25 0 25 ELL 

2002-2003 41 56 42 1 43 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number Migrant 

2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 5239 31 53 16 69 
2001-2002 5117 23 59 19 78 

Neither 
ELL nor 
Migrant 2002-2003 4957 21 54 25 79 



 

Reading – Grade 8 
Students in the eighth grade have improved in 

reading proficiency in the past three years.  The 
percent proficient this year was 77, in 2001-02, it 
was 72, but the year before that, it was 74 percent.   

In the base year, both males and females had the 
same percent proficient – 74.  In 2001-02, the percent 
proficient for females was 77 and this year it was 80 
percent.  For males, the difference between the base 
year and year two was five percent less.  However, 
the difference between this year and last is six 
percent.  The percent proficient of the males this year 
was 75. 

The percent proficient of students eligible for 
free/reduced meals improved over the three years 
measured, going from 50 percent two years ago to 46 
percent in 2001-02 and 55 percent this year.  By 
contrast, however, students who do not qualify for 
free/reduced meals attained an 82 percent proficient 
level this year, 77 in 2001-02 and 79 percent two 
years ago. 

The percent proficient of students on IEPs has 
not improved during the three years of testing.  The 
percent proficient in 2000-01 was 31, in 2001-02 it 
was 24; this year, it is 28 percent.  The percent 
proficient among students who do not have an IEP 
was 84 percent this year and 81 percent in the two 
previous years.   

 

Student Progress Compared to 
State and National Norms 

Reading proficiency at the eighth-grade level has 
remained relatively constant for the last three testing 
bienniums in both Iowa and AEA 10.   

The percent proficient in AEA 10 has remained 
relatively stable at about 75 percent.  The percent 
proficient statewide has remained at 69 percent for all 
three bienniums. 

 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-   

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient
2000-2001 4791 26 56 18 74 

2001-2002 4920 28 54 18 72 Total Group 

2002-2003 4943 23 55 22 77 

2000-2001 2322 26 56 18 74 

2001-2002 2346 24 59 18 77 Females 

2002-2003 2360 21 56 24 80 

2000-2001 2459 26 55 19 74 

2001-2002 2566 32 51 18 69 Males 

2002-2003 2528 25 55 20 75 

2000-2001 663 50 44 6 50 

2001-2002 807 54 42 4 46 
Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 

2002-2003 820 44 48 7 55 

2000-2001 3709 22 58 21 79 

2001-2002 4113 23 57 20 77 
Not Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 

2002-2003 4123 19 57 25 82 

2000-2001 600 70 29 2 31 

2001-2002 757 76 23 1 24 IEP 

2002-2003 598 72 25 3 28 

2000-2001 4191 20 60 21 81 

2001-2002 4163 19 60 21 81 No IEP 

2002-2003 4345 16 60 24 84 

Biennium Progress Recap - Percent Proficient 
Grade 8 - All Students - ITBS Reading 
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The percent proficient among African 
American/Black students this year was 45 
percent.  The difference between this year and 
2001-02 for this group is seven percent.  By 
contrast, however, the percent proficient for 
the total group was 77 percent this year. 

The percent proficient among Asian 
American students in the eighth grade is 69 
percent this year, compared to 78 in 2001-02 
and 71 two years ago.   

Fewer than ten students were of Hawaiian 
or Pacific Island descent during the last three 
years; the number of individuals identified as 
“Multiple Races” were also too small to 
report in the first two years.  This year, the 
percent proficient in the Multiple Races 
Group was 65, compared to the total group 
which was 77 percent proficient. 

The Latino/Hispanic students improved 
in proficiency.  Two years ago, the percent 
proficient was 57; 2001-02 it was 59.  This 
year it is 61 percent.  This is still a lower level 
of proficiency, however, compared to the total 
student group. 

This year, Native American achieved a 64 
percent proficient.  In 2001-02, the percent 
proficient was 55, and two years ago, it was 
40 percent.  The trend is positive. 

Students in the “other” category have 
improved over 2001-02.  In 2001-02, the 
percent proficient was 58; this year it is 78.  
In 2000-01, this category was not offered as 
an option. 

The percent of White students who were 
proficient this year was two points higher 
than the total group category.  This year, this 
group’s proficiency rate was 79 percent.  In 
2001-02 it was 75; the year before it was 76. 

There is a performance gap between ELL 
students and students who are neither ELL 
nor migrant.  The percent of ELL students 
who were proficient this year was 43.  In 
2001-02 it was 25; the year before, it was 41.  
By contrast, students who are neither ELL nor 
migrant were 79 percent proficient this year, 
78 percent 2001-02 and 69 percent in the base 
year. 

There were not enough migrant students 
to report in any of the three years. 

Reading - Grade 8 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-      

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient 
2000-2001 4791 26 56 18 74 
2001-2002 4920 28 54 18 72 

Total 
Group 

2002-2003 4943 23 55 22 77 

2000-2001 176 61 34 5 39 
2001-2002 207 62 34 4 38 

African 
Am./Black 

2002-2003 192 55 40 5 45 

2000-2001 71 30 51 20 71 
2001-2002 100 22 58 20 78 

Asian 
American 

2002-2003 93 31 39 30 69 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number 
Hawaiian / 
Pac 
Islander 2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 74 43 50 7 57 

2001-2002 80 41 49 10 59 
Latino / 
Hispanic 

2002-2003 100 39 53 8 61 

2000-2001 128 24 59 17 76 

2001-2002 Possibly combined with multiple races Missing 

2002-2003 86 30 53 16 69 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 
2001-2002 Insufficient Number 

Multiple 
Races 

2002-2003 74 35 57 8 65 

2000-2001 10 60 40 0 40 
2001-2002 11 46 46 9 55 

Native 
American 

2002-2003 22 36 55 9 64 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 
2001-2002 95 42 45 13 58 Other 

2002-2003 18 22 61 17 78 

2000-2001 3931 24 57 19 76 

2001-2002 4284 26 56 19 75 White 

2002-2003 4356 21 56 23 79 

2000-2001 25 56 36 8 41 
2001-2002 19 63 37 0 25 ELL 

2002-2003 36 72 28 0 43 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number Migrant 

2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 4765 26 56 18 69 
2001-2002 4900 28 54 18 78 

Neither 
ELL nor 
Migrant 2002-2003 4906 23 56 22 79 



 

Reading – Grade 11 
No increase in reading proficiency occurred 

among eleventh graders in AEA10 during the last 
two years.  The percent proficient this year remains 
the same as 2001-02 - 81 percent.  Two years ago, it 
was 82 percent. 

Reading proficiency for females this year was 
the same percent as 2001-02 – 85 percent.  The 
percent proficient among males was 77 percent, the 
same as two years ago.  In 2001-02, males were at 78 
percent. 

Students eligible for free/reduced meals recorded 
a proficiency of 63 percent this year.  Two years ago, 
the percent proficient in this group was 64 percent.  
In 2001-02 it was 59 percent.   

Students in special education proficient this year 
was 34 percent.  In 2001-02, the percent proficient 
was 37 percent.  Two years ago, it was 39 percent.   

Students with no IEP attained a percent 
proficient level of 85 percent this year.  In 2001-02, 
it was 86 percent, and the year before that, it was 85 
percent – the same as this year. 

 

 

 

 

 

Student Progress Compared to State 
and National Norms  

The percent of eleventh-grade students proficient in 
reading has remained relatively level over the three 
bienniums of testing.  The percent proficient this biennium 
was 82 percent – the same as the previous biennium.  The 
percent proficient for the state this biennium was 77 
percent – also the same as the previous one.  

The percent proficient eleventh graders in reading in 
the first biennium was 81 percent for AEA 10 students and 
75 percent for students across the state. 

 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-   

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient
2000-2001 4021 18 58 24 82 

2001-2002 4480 19 58 23 81 Total Group 

2002-2003 4524 20 55 26 81 

2000-2001 2015 13 61 26 87 

2001-2002 2230 15 61 24 85 Females 

2002-2003 2267 15 57 28 85 

2000-2001 1992 24 55 22 77 

2001-2002 2244 22 56 22 78 Males 

2002-2003 2228 24 53 24 77 

2000-2001 328 36 53 11 64 

2001-2002 481 41 48 11 59 
Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 2002-2003 531 38 49 14 63 

2000-2001 3302 16 58 26 84 

2001-2002 3999 16 60 25 85 
Not Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 2002-2003 3993 17 55 27 82 

2000-2001 308 61 35 4 39 

2001-2002 406 63 35 2 37 IEP 

2002-2003 422 66 32 2 34 

2000-2001 3713 15 60 25 85 

2001-2002 4066 14 61 25 86 No IEP 

2002-2003 4102 15 57 28 85 

Biennium Progress Recap 
Grade 11 - All  - ITED Reading Comprehension
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The percent proficient students in the 
African American/Black group was 58 this 
year, compared to 56 in 2001-02 and 61 
percent two years ago.  There is a 
performance gap between this group and the 
total group.  This year, the percent proficient 
among the total group of eleventh-graders 
was 81 percent.   

Asian Americans equaled their 2000-01 
scores of 89 percent proficient.  In 2001-02, 
however, the percent proficient was 80 – a 
difference of 9 percent. 

Less than ten Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
students were tested in the past two years.   

The percent proficient of Latino/Hispanic 
students' at this age level has remained 
relatively constant for the past three years.  
This year, it was 63 percent, 2001-02, it was 
67 percent and two years ago it was 65 
percent.  Contrast this to all students which 
were 81 percent proficient this year. 

Among those students identified as 
“Missing” 72 percent were proficient this 
year.  No numbers were reported for this 
group in 2001-02.  Two years ago, the percent 
proficient was 80 percent.   

The percent proficient Native American 
students was 63 percent this year.  The 
difference between the percent proficient this 
year and last is eight percent.   

Within the group of students identifying 
their race as "Other," 73 percent were 
proficient.  Last year (the only other year of 
data we have reported for this group), the 
percent proficient was 69.   

The percent proficient of White students 
was the same as all students – 81 percent.  In 
2001-02 and the year before, the percent 
proficient for this age group was 83. 

Students who are learning English appear 
to have improved in proficiency.  In 2001-02, 
21 percent were proficient.  This year, 68 
percent were.  There appears to be a gap 
between this group and students who are 
neither ELL nor migrant.  The proficient level 
of students who were neither ELL nor 
migrant was 82 percent both 2001-02 and two 
years ago.  This year, the percent proficient 
was 81. 

Reading - Grade 11 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-      

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient 
2000-2001 4021 18 58 24 82 
2001-2002 4480 19 58 23 81 

Total 
Group 

2002-2003 4524 20 55 26 81 

2000-2001 71 39 52 9 61 
2001-2002 84 44 46 10 56 

African 
Am./Black 

2002-2003 123 42 48 10 58 

2000-2001 65 11 43 46 89 
2001-2002 87 20 56 24 80 

Asian 
American 

2002-2003 87 10 49 40 89 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number 
Hawaiian / 
Pac 
Islander 2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 40 35 50 15 65 

2001-2002 52 33 46 21 67 
Latino / 
Hispanic 

2002-2003 77 38 46 17 63 

2000-2001 166 21 60 20 80 

2001-2002 Possibly combined with multiple races Missing 

2002-2003 103 27 53 19 72 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 
2001-2002 Insufficient Number 

Multiple 
Races 

2002-2003 46 43 35 22 57 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 
2001-2002 14 29 71 0 71 

Native 
American 

2002-2003 11 36 36 27 63 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 
2001-2002 32 31 50 19 69 Other 

2002-2003 19 26 47 26 73 

2000-2001 3037 17 58 25 83 

2001-2002 4095 17 59 24 83 White 

2002-2003 4056 18 55 26 81 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 
2001-2002 24 79 21 0 21 ELL 

2002-2003 22 32 68 0 68 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number Migrant 

2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 4012 18 58 24 82 
2001-2002 4448 18 59 23 82 

Neither 
ELL nor 
Migrant 2002-2003 4502 20 55 26 81 



 

Science – Grade 8 
We see an improvement in eighth-graders’ 

proficiency in science, according to the latest test 
results.  In 2001-02, the percent proficient in this 
group was 78 percent.  This year, it is 86.  Two years 
ago, it was 72. 

This year, the percent of females reaching the 
proficient level (88 percent) was slightly higher than 
the percent of males who reached this (84 percent).  
The percentages of students who are proficient for 
both genders are higher than either of the previous 
two years. 

Students eligible for free/ reduced meals appear 
to have reduced the gap between their level of 
proficiency and all other students, but a gap still 
exists.  This year, eligible students achieved a 
percent proficient level of 70 percent.  Contrast this 
to the percent proficient among students who do not 
qualify for free/reduced – 89 percent.   

In 2001-02, the percent proficient for 
free/reduced was 56; the year before, it was 47 
percent.  The percent proficient for non-eligible 
students was 83 percent in 2001-02 and 76 percent 
the year before. 

Students on IEPs also appear to have narrowed 
the gap at the eighth-grade level.  The percent 
proficient for this group was 53 this year.  In 2001-
02, it was 39 and the year before that, it was 29.  The 
percent proficient students who have no IEP was 90 
this year, 85 in 2001-02 and 78 the previous year. 

Student Progress Compared to 
State and National Norms  

This is the first year that science tests were 
reported statewide; however, we have three 
bienniums of data for students in AEA 10.  In this 
year’s biennium, eighth-grade students proficient in 
science was 82 percent.  Last year’s biennium it was 
76 percent and the previous year it was 75.   

Students’ biennium proficiency statewide was at 
77 percent this year.   

Both area and state proficiencies are well above 
the 60 percent national norm. 

 

 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-   

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient
2000-2001 4757 28 58 14 72 

2001-2002 4892 22 59 19 78 Total Group 

2002-2003 4938 14 63 23 86 

2000-2001 2306 28 62 10 72 

2001-2002 2337 20 63 18 81 Females 

2002-2003 2357 12 69 19 88 

2000-2001 2437 28 55 17 72 

2001-2002 2547 24 55 21 76 Males 

2002-2003 2526 16 58 26 84 

2000-2001 628 53 42 5 47 

2001-2002 802 45 50 6 56 
Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 2002-2003 820 30 60 10 70 

2000-2001 3417 24 61 15 76 

2001-2002 4090 18 61 22 83 
Not Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 2002-2003 4118 11 64 25 89 

2000-2001 564 71 26 3 29 

2001-2002 750 62 36 3 39 IEP 

2002-2003 599 47 49 4 53 

2000-2001 4193 22 63 15 78 

2001-2002 4142 15 63 22 85 No IEP 

2002-2003 4339 10 65 25 90 

Biennium Progress Recap - Percent Proficient
Grade 8 - All Students - ITBS Science
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African American/Black eighth-graders 
are narrowing the gap between them and 
the total group.  The percent proficient this 
year was 58.  In 2001-02 it was 47 and the 
year before it was 40.  Contrast this to the 
total group’s proficiency this year of 86 
percent, 78 in 2001-02 and 72 in 2000-01. 

The percent proficient among Asian 
American students is the same as the total 
group – 86 percent.  The percent of students 
achieving a proficient level has increased 
each year in this group. 

Less than ten Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
students were available for reporting all 
three years.  Latino/Hispanic students 
appear to be making progress in narrowing 
the gap.  The difference between the 
percent proficient this year and 2001-02 for 
Latino/Hispanic is four percent.  The 
difference the year before was 17.  There is 
still work to be done to eliminate the gap. 

The percent of students in the “Missing” 
category who were proficient this year was 
80.  Two years ago, it was 72 percent.  
Children identified as “Multiple Races” were 
too few to report in previous years.  This 
year, the group reached 75 percent proficient.  
This is a lower percent than the percent 
proficient for all students. 

Native American students have made 
progress in narrowing the gap.  Sixty percent 
were proficient this year, compared to 45 
percent proficient in 2001-02 and 30 percent 
the year before.   

The percent proficient among students in 
the “Other” category was 94 this year; 2001-
02 it was 68 percent.  However, the number 
of students tested was quite a bit lower this 
year. 

The percent of White students who were 
proficient was two percent higher than the 
total group.  Total percent proficient for this 
group was 88. 

The percent proficient among ELL 
students was 53 percent this year, compared 
to 42 in 2001-02 and 46 the year before.  
This group lags behind the neither ELL nor 
migrant group.  That groups percent 
proficient this year was 86, 78 in 2001-02, 
and 72 percent the year before. 

Science - Grade 8 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-      

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient 
2000-2001 4757 28 58 14 72 
2001-2002 4892 22 59 19 78 

Total 
Group 

2002-2003 4938 14 63 23 86 

2000-2001 170 60 38 2 40 
2001-2002 205 53 42 5 47 

African 
Am./Black 

2002-2003 193 42 54 4 58 

2000-2001 68 31 59 10 69 
2001-2002 100 18 62 20 82 

Asian 
American 

2002-2003 94 14 63 23 86 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number 
Hawaiian / 
Pac 
Islander 2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 70 49 46 6 52 

2001-2002 81 31 58 11 69 
Latino / 
Hispanic 

2002-2003 97 27 65 8 73 

2000-2001 229 28 57 15 72 

2001-2002 Possibly combined with multiple races Missing 

2002-2003 86 20 60 20 80 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 
2001-2002 Insufficient Number 

Multiple 
Races 

2002-2003 74 26 64 11 75 

2000-2001 10 70 20 10 30 
2001-2002 11 55 36 9 45 

Native 
American 

2002-2003 22 41 55 5 60 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 
2001-2002 95 33 53 15 68 Other 

2002-2003 18 6 83 11 94 

2000-2001 3619 26 60 14 74 

2001-2002 4259 20 60 20 80 White 

2002-2003 4353 12 64 24 88 

2000-2001 24 54 33 13 46 
2001-2002 19 58 42 0 42 ELL 

2002-2003 36 47 53 0 53 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number Migrant 

2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 4732 28 58 14 72 
2001-2002 4872 22 59 19 78 

Neither 
ELL nor 
Migrant 2002-2003 4901 14 63 23 86 



 

Science – Grade 11 
The highest level of percent proficient in 

science for all students in the eleventh grade was 
attained in 2000-2001 at 86 percent proficient.  This 
year, it was 84; 2001-02, it was 82 percent proficient.  

Eighty-six percent of the female students were 
proficient this year compared to 81 percent of the 
males. 

The percent proficient among students who 
qualify for free/reduced meals is close to the same as 
two years ago.  This year it is 70 percent.    Two 
years ago it was 71 percent.  Among students who do 
not qualify for free/reduced meals 86 percent reached 
the proficient level this year.  In 2001-02 it was 84 
and the year before it was 87 percent. 

The gap between students who have IEPs and 
those who don’t has increased.  Students who do not 
have an IEP were at 88 percent proficient two years 
ago and again in 2001-02.  Students with IEPs had a 
percent proficient of 43 this year.  Two years ago, the 
percent proficient within this group was 53 percent. 

 

 

 

 

Student Progress Compared to 
State and National Norms  

Proficiency in science for eleventh graders in 
AEA10 is basically static.  Proficiency declined by 
one percent in this year’s biennium, compared to the 
previous two bienniums.  The percent proficient in 
the two previous bienniums was 85.   

Statewide, the percent proficient in AEA 10, 
was 79.  The percent proficient at both the AEA-wide 
and statewide levels are higher than the national 
norm of 60 percent. 

 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-   

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient
2000-2001 4179 15 50 36 86 

2001-2002 4467 19 54 28 82 Total Group 

2002-2003 4431 16 53 31 84 

2000-2001 2093 11 53 36 89 

2001-2002 2225 15 58 27 85 Females 

2002-2003 2225 13 59 27 86 

2000-2001 2071 19 46 36 82 

2001-2002 2236 22 49 29 78 Males 

2002-2003 2177 19 47 34 81 

2000-2001 338 28 49 22 71 

2001-2002 480 40 49 12 61 
Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 2002-2003 504 30 55 15 70 

2000-2001 3447 13 49 38 87 

2001-2002 3987 16 54 30 84 
Not Eligible for 
Free/Reduced 
Meals 2002-2003 3927 14 53 33 86 

2000-2001 315 47 43 10 53 

2001-2002 403 58 38 4 42 IEP 

2002-2003 401 57 40 3 43 

2000-2001 3864 12 50 38 88 

2001-2002 4056 15 55 30 85 No IEP 

2002-2003 4030 12 54 34 88 

Biennium Progress Recap - Percent Proficient
Grade 11 - All Students - ITEDs Science

85% 84%

60%

84% 79%

NA NA
0%

10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

AEA State Nation - Spring of
2000

1999-2001 2000-2002 2001-2003



 

The difference in percent proficient in 
science between two years ago and this year for 
African American/Black eleventh graders in 
AEA 10 is one percent.  The difference in 
percent proficient between this group and all 
students in this age group is 21 percent.  The 
gap has not narrowed. 

The percent proficient among Asian 
American students was 90 this year.  In 2001-
02 it was 82; the year before it was 82.  A 
higher percent of Asian American students 
are proficient compared to the total student 
group. 

We didn’t have enough Pacific Islander 
students to report in any of the years. 

In 2001-02, Latino/Hispanic students 
achieved a 73 percent proficient; this year it 
was the same.  Two years ago, it was 68.  
Compare this to the percent proficient of all 
students at 84 percent this year and 86 two 
years ago. 

The percent proficient students identified 
as “Missing” was 72 this year.  Two years 
ago, the only other year with data, the percent 
proficient was 81.  AEA10 had too few 
students in the Multiple Races group to 
measure during the first two years; this year, 
the percent proficient in this group was 63. 

We have two years of reportable data on 
Native American students.  This year, the 
percent proficient was 70; in 2001-02 it was 
77.  A gap appears to exist between this 
group’s proficiency and all students in their 
age group. 

The percent proficient among students 
categorized as “Other” decreased this year.  In 
2001-02, it was 79 percent proficient.  This 
year it is 73.  The gap is approximately 
similar to that of Native American students 
and all others in that age group. 

The percent proficient among White 
students this year was 85.  In 2001-02, 83 
percent were proficient, and in 2000-01, the 
percent proficient was 87.   

The difference in percent proficient this 
year over 2001-02 among students in the ELL 
group was 18 percent.  The percent proficient 
in this group lags behind students who are 
neither ELL nor migrant.  This year, 84 
percent of students who were neither ELL nor 
migrant were proficient. 

 

Science - Grade 11 

Group Year Number Low 
Inter-      

mediate High 

Total 
Percent 

Proficient 
2000-2001 4179 15 50 36 86 
2001-2002 4467 19 54 28 82 

Total 
Group 

2002-2003 4431 16 53 31 84 

2000-2001 73 38 48 14 62 
2001-2002 83 45 47 8 55 

African 
Am./Black 

2002-2003 123 37 56 7 63 

2000-2001 67 9 42 49 91 
2001-2002 88 18 47 35 82 

Asian 
American 

2002-2003 87 10 47 43 90 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number 
Hawaiian / 
Pac 
Islander 2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 40 33 40 28 68 

2001-2002 52 27 54 19 73 
Latino / 
Hispanic 

2002-2003 74 27 58 15 73 

2000-2001 160 19 51 30 81 

2001-2002 Possibly combined with multiple races Missing 

2002-2003 103 28 47 25 72 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 
2001-2002 Insufficient Number 

Multiple 
Races 

2002-2003 46 37 43 20 63 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 
2001-2002 13 23 62 15 77 

Native 
American 

2002-2003 10 30 40 30 70 

2000-2001 Not an Option in 2000-2001 
2001-2002 32 22 66 13 79 Other 

2002-2003 19 26 47 26 73 

2000-2001 3146 13 49 38 87 

2001-2002 4087 18 54 29 83 White 

2002-2003 3976 15 53 32 85 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 
2001-2002 24 58 42 0 42 ELL 

2002-2003 22 41 55 5 60 

2000-2001 Insufficient Number 

2001-2002 Insufficient Number Migrant 

2002-2003 Insufficient Number 

2000-2001 4170 15 50 36 86 
2001-2002 4435 18 54 28 82 

Neither 
ELL nor 
Migrant 2002-2003 4409 16 53 31 84 



 

 

General AEA Accreditation Requirements 
Item# Page Annual Progress Report 281-IAC 72.10(2)  
1 Page 4 

col. 1, 
paragraph 

1 & 2 

The Annual Progress Report is submitted in writing to schools and school districts in the 
AEA region. 281-IAC 72.10(2)  
• A description of how this requirement is met must appear in the APR. 
• The agency determines the medium for distribution (e.g., electronic, paper, CD-Rom). 
The APR must be distributed to accredited nonpublic schools (schools) and school districts. 

2 Page 4, 
col. 1, 

paragraph 
1 & 2 

The Annual Progress Report is submitted in writing to the Department.   
281-IAC 72.10(2) 
The agency determines the medium for distribution to its other stakeholders (e.g., electronic, paper, and CD-
Rom). 

3 Page 4, 
col. 1, 
paragraph 
1 & 2 

The Annual Progress Report is made available to the public.  281-IAC 72.10(2) 
• How the agency makes the APR available to the general public is an agency decision. 
The extent of distribution to the public is an agency decision that is based upon reasonableness and cost 
efficiency. 

4 Page 4, 
col. 1, 
paragraph 
1 & 2 

The Annual Progress Report is submitted annually.  281-IAC 72.10(2) 
The APR must be submitted annually to the Department, schools and school districts, and the public. 

Item 
# 

Page Progress Toward Agency-Wide Goals 281-IAC 72.10(2)(a) 

5 Pages 16-
33 

Goals on 
page 16 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline data for each agency-wide 
goal. 281-IAC 72.10(2)(a)(1) 
• The agency should include the agency-wide goals established last year and baseline data relating to those 

goals. 

6 Pages 16-
33 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide trend line (2000-01, 2001-02, & 2002-
03) data that demonstrates progress with each agency-wide goal as a result of services 
provided in each action plan. 281-IAC 72.10(2)(a)(1) 
• The agency should include trend line data that demonstrates progress toward agency-wide goals. 

Item 
# 

Page Indicator of Quality: Progress with Targeted Assistance 281-IAC 72.10(b)(1)  

7 Pages 4, 
11-15 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02, & 2002-03) information on the AEA addressing specific teacher, school, and school 
district needs evidenced in local school improvement plans. 281-IAC 72.10(b)(1)(1) 
• The APR must include needs assessment data from LEA comprehensive school improvement plans 

(CSIPs). 
• Whatever needs assessment data from LEA CSIPs the agency includes in the APR is a local decision. 

8 Pages 4, 
11-15 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02, and 2002-03) information on the AEA responding to specific student learning needs 
evidenced in local school improvement plans. 281-IAC 72.10(b)(1)(2) 
•  “Responding” assumes some sort of AEA action. Evidence of actions in the APR is an agency decision. 
 

Item 
# 

Page(s) 
# 

Indicator of Quality: Progress with Improved Student Learning 281-IAC 
72.10(b)(2) 

9 Pages 18-
23 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02, & 2002-03) data on student achievement in mathematics.  281-IAC 72.10(b)(2)(1) 
_____Percentage of 4, 8, & 11 grade students proficient in mathematics for 2000-01, 2001-02, & 2002-03. 
_____At least three achievement/performance levels for students in grades 4, 8  & 11 in mathematics. 
_____ Mathematics achievement data from grades 4, 8, and 11 compared with the state and the nation. 

10 Pages 24-
29 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02, & 2002-03) data on student achievement in reading.  281-IAC 72.10(b)(2)(2) 
_____Percentage of 4, 8, & 11 grade students proficient in reading for 2000-01, 2001-02, & 2002-03. 
_____At least three achievement/performance levels for students in grades 4, 8  & 11 in reading. 



 

_____ Reading achievement data from grades 4, 8, and 11 compared with the state and the nation. 

11 Pages 30-
33 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02, & 2002-03) data on student achievement in science. 281-IAC 72.10(b)(2)(3) 
_____Percentage of 8, & 11 grade students proficient in science for 2000-01, 2001-02, & 2002-03. 
_____At least three achievement/performance levels for students in grades 8 & 11 in science. 
_____Science achievement data from grades 8, and 11 compared with the nation. 
 

12 Pages 18-
23 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02, & 2002-03) data on student achievement gaps in mathematics. 281-IAC 72.10(b)(2)(4) 
_____Subgroup data by three achievement/performance levels for grades 4, 8 & 11 in mathematics for 2000-
01, 2001-02, & 2002-03. (i.e., gender, race, socioeconomic status, students with disabilities, ELL, and migrant 
status subgroups). If a particular subgroup does not appear in the APR, the agency should document that the 
total N for that subgroup is less than 10 students agency-wide. Reporting on students with low socioeconomic 
status and students with disabilities should follow LEA reporting requirements.  There will only be two years 
worth of data comparing students in these subgroups to student not in these subgroups. 

13 Pages 24-
29 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02, & 2002-03) data on student achievement gaps in reading. 281-IAC 72.10(b)(2)(5) 
_____Subgroup data by three achievement/performance levels for grades 4, 8 & 11 in reading for 2000-01, 
2001-02, & 2002-03. (i.e., gender, race, socioeconomic status, students with disabilities, ELL, and migrant 
status subgroups). If a particular subgroup does not appear in the APR, the agency should document that the 
total N for that subgroup is less than 10 students agency-wide. Reporting on students with low socioeconomic 
status and students with disabilities should follow LEA reporting requirements.  There will only be two years 
worth of data comparing students in these subgroups to student not in these subgroups. 

14 Pages 30-
33 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01 and 
2001-02) data on student achievement gaps in science. 281-IAC 72.10(b)(2)(6) 
_____Subgroup data by three achievement/performance levels for grades 8 & 11 in science for 2000-01, 2001-
02, & 2002-03. (i.e., gender, race, socioeconomic status, students with disabilities, ELL, and migrant status 
subgroups). If a particular subgroup does not appear in the APR, the agency should document that the total N 
for that subgroup is less than 10 students agency-wide. Reporting on students with low socioeconomic status 
and students with disabilities should follow LEA reporting requirements.  There will only be two years worth of 
data comparing students in these subgroups to student not in these subgroups.  

15 Page 16 The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02 & 2002-03) data on drop out rates. 281-IAC 72.10(b)(2)(7) 
Guidance: 
_____Number and percentage of students as drop-outs in grades 7-12 by gender, race, students with 
disabilities. 
• The agency should be able to compile these data from LEA Annual Progress Reports.  Please refer to the 

individual LEA APR Checklists for these data.  
16 Page 16 The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-

02, & 2002-03) data on preparing students for post-secondary success. 281-IAC 
72.10(b)(2)(8) 
_____Number and percentage of high school students achieving a score or status on a measure indicating 
probable post-secondary success. 
_____Number and percentage of high school seniors intending to pursue post-secondary education/training.  
• The agency should be able to compile both sets of these data from LEA Annual Progress Reports. Please 

refer to the individual LEA APR Checklists for these data. 
17 Page 16 The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-

02, 2002-03) data on students who complete a core program. 281-IAC 72.10(b)(2)(9) 
_____Number and percentage of high school graduates that completed a core program. 
• The agency should be able to compile these data from LEA Annual Progress Reports. Please refer to the 

individual LEA APR Checklists for these data. 
Item 
# 

Page # Indicator of Quality: Progress with Improved Teaching 281-IAC 72.10(b)(3) 

18 Pages  
8-10 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02, & 2002-03) data in improving teaching in mathematics.  281-72.10(b)(3)(1) 
• The district is encouraged to report data from the customer satisfaction survey by content area. 
• The agency is encouraged to provide other data to support improved teaching like implementation data 

and effectiveness data. 
19 Pages 8-

10 & 12-
The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02, & 2002-03) data in improving teaching in reading.  281-72.10(b)(3)(2) 



 

14 • The district is encouraged to report data from the customer satisfaction survey by content area. 
• The agency is encouraged to provide other data to support improved teaching like implementation data 

and effectiveness data. 
20 Pages 8-

10 & 15 
The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02, & 2002-03) data in improving teaching in science.  281-72.10(b)(3)(3) 
• The district is encouraged to report data from the customer satisfaction survey by content area. 
• The agency is encouraged to provide other data to support improved teaching like implementation data 

and effectiveness data. 
Item 
# 

Page(s) 
# 

Indicator of Quality: Progress with Resource Management 281-IAC 
72.10(b)(4) 

21 Page 5 The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02, & 2002-03) data on delivering cost-efficient services. 281-IAC 72.10(b)(4)(1)  
• The agency should address efficiency of services.  Specific information on efficiency is a local decision. 
• Examples of efficiency should be noted if possible. 

22 Page 5 The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02 & 2002-03) data on delivering timely services. 281-IAC 72.10(b)(4)(2) 
• The data the agency provides about delivering timely services is a local decision. 
• Examples of timely services should be included. 

Item 
# 

Page(s) 
# 

Indicator of Quality: Progress with Customer Satisfaction with Services 281-
IAC 72.10(b)(5)  
 

23 Pages 4, 
8- 10 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02 & 2002-03) data on levels of customer participation in AEA services.  281-IAC 
72.10(b)(5)(1) 
• The agency should include data from the Customer Satisfaction Survey on participation in AEA services. 
 

24 Pages 4,  
8 - 10 

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wide baseline and trend line (2000-01, 2001-
02, & 2002-03) data on levels of customer satisfaction with quality of AEA services.  281-
IAC 72.10(b)(5)(2) 
• The agency should include data from the Customer Satisfaction Survey on levels of satisfaction with 

services. 
 

 


