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Grant Wood AEA plays many key roles in the communities it 
serves. The following are just a few of the critical needs the AEA 
meets in schools across its seven-county service area:

•     Identification of children with disabilities and provision 
      of a wide variety of services to meet the needs of these 
      children

•     Professional skill-enhancements to educators, including 
      credit courses for licensure renewal

•     Consultation and curriculum-planning assistance 
      for schools

•     Staff with specialized skills that many schools could not 
      afford to have

•     Shared resources such as videos and DVDs, 
      educationally designed databases and search engines for 
      school libraries, and science kits for classroom 
      experiments

•     Economical group purchasing

•     Technology support
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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 teach-

ers 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 507 agency-offered classes last year.  About 64 per-
cent of all teachers in Grant Wood AEA (3,186 participants) 
took at least one or more classes from the agency.  A sizeable 
number (1,974) attended more than one agency seminar or 
class.  Agency professional development seminars drew a total 
attendance of 10,570.  In addition, the AEA conducts many 
professional development sessions on-site at schools, which 
are not included in these totals.

We were able to disaggregate data by teachers of math, 
reading and science from the last two years of Department of 
Education Customer Satisfaction Survey results.  (The survey 
taken three years ago did not offer an option for teachers to 
identify their specialties.)  The table below represents the 
number of educators in 2003 and in 2004 who identifi ed 
themselves as teachers of reading, math, and/or science and 
the percent of these educators who believe the services they 
receive from Grant Wood AEA improved their instruction or 
job-related practices in one or more of the eight standard areas 
which the AEA provides to schools.  (The survey conducted 
during the 2002-03 school year did not ask teachers to identify 
the subject areas they teach, so we cannot provide a three-year 
trend at this time.)

Source:  Iowa Department of Education Customer Satisfaction Surveys from 
2002, 2003 and 2004.

In the current Comprehensive School Improvement Plans 
(CSIPs) developed by each of the 33 districts served by Grant 
Wood AEA, the districts are now required to specifi y the Pro-
fessional Development Provider that will serve their district.  
Two-thirds of the districts (23) offi cially designated the AEA 

Overview of the AEA
Grant Wood Area Education Agency is one of 12 Iowa area 

education agencies (AEAs) established by the Legislature in 
1975 to provide equity in educational programs across the state.  
Iowa AEAs work as educational partners with local public 
and accredited nonpublic schools to help ensure that all of the 
state’s children will receive a quality education.

Grant Wood AEA provides services in nine key areas man-
dated by state code:
− Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment 
− Diverse Learning 
− Professional Development 
− School-Community Planning 
− Multicultural Gender-Fair
− Instructional Media 
− School Technology 
− School Management 
− Leadership

The AEA is Accountable
Grant Wood AEA provides support to 68,855 students and 

4,997 full-time, licensed staff in Area 10, which includes 
Benton, Cedar, Iowa, Johnson, Jones, Linn, and Washington 
counties in East Central Iowa.  (Source:  The Annual Condition 
of Education Report – 2004, Iowa Department of Education)

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 en-
deavor.  This Annual Progress 
Report (APR) is sent to the Iowa 
Department of Education, all 
accredited schools (both public 
and private), all Chambers of 
Commerce, public libraries, and newspapers in the counties 
served by AEA10, and is on display in the lobby at all three 
agency facilities.  Copies of the APR are also available in 
portable document format (PDF) on the Grant Wood AEA 
website (www.aea10.k12.ia.us), or by request by phoning the 
agency.  For more information, or to comment on this annual 
progress report, please feel free to contact the Grant Wood 
AEA Communications Offi ce, (319) 399-6714.

In addition to the agency submitting a written annual APR 
to the Department of Education (DE), every fi ve years, the DE 
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as their provider for reading, 10 identifi ed it for math and four 
identifi ed it as their provider for science.  The AEA certainly 
provides these services to all of the districts; however, this 
designation more formally identifi es the AEA’s key support 
role in the work of these school districts.  

Teachers consistently give the AEAs high marks for their 
assistance when it comes to being responsive to the schools’ 
student learning needs.  The table below represents three 
years of survey results showing the level of agreement with 
the statement, “The AEA is responsive to my school’s student 

learning needs.”

Source:  Iowa Department of Education Customer Satisfaction Surveys from 
2002, 2003 and 2004.

…to Administrators
Another measure of accountability is our continual 

face-to-face communications with school leaders.  The 
agency holds monthly meetings with superintendents in 
Area 10 to discuss current issues, needs and concerns.  
Agency personnel also meet regularly with school 
administrative cabinets and principals to identify district 
and building needs throughout the AEA.

During one-on-one sessions with superintendents, our staff 
has identifi ed services that superintendents, as a whole, report 
they “must have.”  The majority of these agency services align 
with issues related to NCLB – help with math, reading, science, 
and professional development opportunities for their staffs.  
They routinely acknowledge the need for the AEA’s assistance 
with children who require special education; and the districts 
frequently turn to the AEA for the agency’s expertise in putting 
together comprehensive school improvement plans (CSIPs).

The agency gathers and reviews school Annual Progress 
Reports and Department of Education feedback. Our staff as-
sist districts and schools in the preparation of CSIPs. Through 
this process, we know teacher, school, and district needs. We 
note defi ciencies and work with the schools to help improve 
on them. We also provide training and/or technical support in 
the areas of greatest needs.

Effi ciency “Drives” 
The AEA

One of the key reasons for the creation of the AEAs was 
government effi ciency.  That purpose still governs our work 
today.  The Iowa Educational Consortium (IEC), a non-profi t 
organization established and run by Iowa Area Education 
Agencies since 1999, is a group buying initiative that has 
succeeded in saving school districts thousands of dollars an-
nually on items such as food, clay, paper, janitorial supplies, 
software, and computer equipment.  

Last year, the IEC generated savings of approximately six 
million on purchases of over $28 million.  That’s a savings 
of 20.6 percent overall on the cooperatively purchased food 
and goods.  AEA 10 represents about 13 percent of the total 
statewide student population; as a result, we estimate the 
overall savings from this group buying at over three-quarters 
of a million dollars for schools in AEA 10.

The IEC is funded by small client-user fees, grants, and the 
general budget of Iowa’s AEAs.  Since overhead is low, only 
fi ve staff members maintain the IEC’s daily operations, and the 
savings are passed on to Iowa schools.  In addition to negotiating 
great prices, the IEC saves school staffs time by researching and 
providing the best products and excellent prices.  Currently, 303 
schools participate in at least one of the IEC programs.  

For more information on how your school can save money 
through the IEC, contact Jerry Cochrane at 1-800-798-9771, 
Ext. 6741 or email him at jcochrane@aea10.k12.ia.us.

As we advance in the 21st century, electronic commu-
nications 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 Iowa 
AEA Online at www.iowaaeaonline.org.  Teachers, students 
and parents now have on-line access to:

AccuWeather Premium Weather Service - provides cur-
rent weather information to enhance science curriculum for 
projects, research, and presentations.  In addition, weather 
information can assist school administrators with decisions 
made regarding student transportation.

Grant Wood AEA Is Responsive
to Schools' Needs

Percent of Educators Indicating Strongly Agree or
Agree with the statement, "The AEA is responsive
to my school’s student learning needs."

���� ������ ����� ������ �����

���� ���� ����� 1053 81.9%

���� ���� ����� 407 89.1%

���� ���� ����� 285 91.9%
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Atomic Learning Library - an electronic help desk and train-
ing system for computer applications, offers tutorials delivered 
over the Internet and designed for standard applications such as 
Microsoft Offi ce, and K-12 applications including Kidspiration, 
Kid Pix, Hyperstudio, and more from the 22-volume print set 
plus thousands of additional articles, pictures, maps, videos, 
animations, and links to other websites.

ClipArt.com School Edition - a collection of more than 2.6 
million searchable clip art, animations, photos, images, fonts 
and sounds that may be used in teacher-created instructional 
materials, newsletters, student assignments and more.

EBSCO - offers access to over 800 full-text periodicals, 240 
newspapers, more than 90,000 primary source documents, and 
thousands of photos and maps for elementary, middle, and high 
school students.  EBSCO offers teachers access to more than 
550 education journals.

Multimedia Archives - the database of the Associated Press 
Archives offers teachers and students access to AP full-text ar-
ticles, audio clips, charts, graphs, tables, maps, and photos from 
the 1840s to moments ago.  

unitedstreaming™ - a web-based digital video delivery 
system for use at home and at work from Discovery Education 
provides more than 2,300 full-length videos and 23,000 video 
clips searchable by key word, subject area and grade level.  AEAs 
are also cooperatively licensing additional content, which will 
be delivered with this system.

World Book Online - includes continuously updated ar-
ticles from the 22-volume print set plus thousands of additional 
articles, pictures, maps, videos, animations, and links to other 
websites.

How AEA Funding Works 
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 77 percent of the agency’s 
budget goes to salaries and benefi ts.  An additional 14 
percent of the budget goes to educational professionals 
who help provide essential training to teachers, 
administrators and parents. 

Funding for the AEA comes from property taxes 
and state aid.  The amount varies per AEA by formulas 
based on the number of students served by the AEA; 50 
percent of our dollars comes from this source.  Federal 
aid accounts for 35 percent of funding to the AEA.  The 
remainder comes from fees charged for various services.

Over the last four years, as Federal funding to special 
education has increased, the state legislature has 
incrementally decreased state funding to the AEAs.  As a 
result, Federal dollars have increased from a little under 
20 percent of the AEA’s budget in 1999 to where it’s 
now over a third of the funding at 35 percent. 

Providing for 
Diverse Learners – 
Special Education

AEAs meet diverse learning needs, ranging from support 
services for students with disabilities who require special edu-
cation 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 fi ve).  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 par-
ticipate 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 set-
ting, intensive supplemented support can be 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 inclu-
sive, resulting in students with special needs receiving 
less of their education in separate classrooms.  The col-
laboration and shared responsibility of classroom inclusion 
results in higher achievement for both special education 
and general education students.  

•     In  Area 10, out of approximately 68,200 students served (Source: 
2003-04 BEDS data), 13.1 percent (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, 2004, 298 children below age 
three had IFSPs (Individualized Family Service Plans).
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•    Individual Education Plans (IEPs) are written for special education students to defi ne goals and the work students need to 
accomplish.  During 2003-04, results indicate: 76 percent of the goals were written for academic subjects and literacy, and 
15 percent focused on responsibility and independence.  In their evaluations of these students, teachers indicated that 68 
percent of the students are more independent in the goal area as a result of their special education assistance; however, 51 
percent did not meet their IEP goal but their IEP performance results did improve.

Impact of the AEA on Schools 
and Educators

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.  This year’s statewide sample size of 8,668 educators is more than twice the number 
of respondents compared to last year’s survey total of 3,916.  This survey total is more than adequate to be a representative 
sampling from which to draw conclusions.

In Area 10, 1,311 teachers (about 25 percent of all teachers in the area) gave their opinions.  In reaction to the poll results, 
Grant Wood AEA Chief Admin-
istrator Ron Fielder commented, 
“Clearly, this poll gave a chance for 
every teacher in Iowa to participate.  
We are pleased with the high level of 
participation and the positive ratings 
teachers and administrators gave to 
each and every AEA statewide.”

Source for this chart and all of the satis-
faction tables in this section are from the 
customer satisfaction survey, conducted by 
the Department of Education during the 
fall of  2004.

The percent of teachers in Area 
10 who responded either “agree 
strongly” or “agree” with the state-
ment, “Generally the AEA services 
that I have received or participated 
in met my professional needs,” was 

AEA 10 Survey Evaluations - 3 Years Comparison
Percent Who Agree and Strongly Agree with Five Key Statements
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Generally the AEA
services that I have

received or participated
in met my professional

needs.

The AEA is responsive
to my school’s student

learning needs.

The AEA provides
leadership to meet

emerging educational
needs.

The AEA delivers current
and timely services to

meet my district or
school’s needs.

The AEA delivers cost-
efficient services to meet

my district or school's
needs.

2002 2003 2004

Last year, we reported that the agency’s
intent is to intervene earlier in the as-
sistance to students in grades K-3.  This 
year’s graph illustrates the agency’s 
progress in that effort.  The reason for this 
effort is that quite a few children between 
the ages of zero to fi ve receive IEPs or 
IFSPs, and then the percentage declines 
signifi cantly until the middle and upper 
elementary school years.  By identifying 
children with learning needs during the 
K-3 years, there’s a greater chance of 
helping them to develop learning strat-
egies that might ultimately return them 
to the mainstream classroom, no longer 
requiring special education services.
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87.9 percent last year and 94 percent two years ago.  This year, 
the percentage is a little higher than last year – 88.5 percent.  

In the DE’s 2003-04 customer satisfaction survey, approxi-
mately four out of fi ve educators in AEA 10 agreed or agreed 
strongly with the statement, “The AEA delivers current and 
timely services to meet my district or school’s needs.”  

This year, the DE added a fi fth question to the survey, asking 
educators if the “AEA delivers cost-effi cient services to meet my 
district or school’s needs.”  Nearly 75 percent of the teachers in 
AEA 10 agreed or strongly agreed with this statement.

Teachers were asked about a variety of service issues related 
to eight of the nine mandated AEA services.  The number of 
teachers (N) who usually respond to mandate-specifi c ques-
tions has always been signifi cantly smaller than the overall 
total number of respondents.  This year’s responses were no 
different.  At fi rst glance, looking at the percentages in the far 
right column, it would appear that fewer teachers indicated their 
use of the service.  However, due to the larger N of educators 
responding, the totals for this year’s study were 2.3 to 3.1 times 
larger than ever before.  

The following tables refl ect the percent of respondents who 
indicated they or their students received services from the AEA 
related to each of the standards.  The level of responses from 
teachers to these mandate-specifi c questions may be low due to 

confusion about the defi ned service or due to “survey fatigue.”  

Respondents were asked to indicate how often they or their 
students received or participated in AEA services related to 
one of the eight different standards.  The numbers for Grant 
Wood AEA are down a little in several areas.  We will monitor 
these numbers to determine if there is a trend.  In some cases, 
the services have been reduced so that other work (such as 
illustrated in the next two tables) could be increased. 

Teachers were asked if AEA services (for each of the eight 
standards) help to improve student achievement.  They were 
given the options of “Extensively, Moderately, Slightly and 

Frequency of Receiving AEA Service
The percent of educators who answered "frequently" or "regularly"
to the question, "During the 2003-4 school year, how often did you or
the students you serve receive or participate in AEA services that
support" each of the eight standards.

01-02 02-03
% +/-
Change 03-04

% +/-
Change

Total N of survey respondents ��� ��� ����

School Community Planning ����� ����� 24.4% ����� -7.7%

Professional Development ����� ����� 1.5% ����� -1.1%

Curriculum, Instruction and

Assessment
����� ����� 6.0% ����� -1.5%

Diverse Learners ����� ����� 10.4% ����� -10.0%

Multicultural, Gender Fair ���� ����� 5.6% ����� 0.1%

Media ����� ����� -14.4% ����� -2.5%

School Technology ����� ����� 5.3% ����� -8.4%

Leadership ����� ����� 0.8% ����� -5.1%

Extent AEA Helped Improve Student Achievement
Percent of educators who answered "extensively" or "moderately"
to the extent the AEA improved student achievement for the eight
different standards.

01-02 02-03
% +/-
Change 03-04

% +/-
Change

Total N of survey respondents ��� ��� ����

School Community Planning ����� ����� -2.6% ����� 11.4%

Professional Development ����� ����� -7.6% ����� 13.0%

Curriculum, Instruction and

Assessment
����� ����� -3.0% ����� 17.7%

Diverse Learners ����� ����� -25.7% ����� 20.6%

Multicultural, Gender Fair ����� ����� -5.5% ����� 33.7%

Media ����� ����� -21.2% ����� 19.6%

School Technology ����� ����� -6.3% ����� 26.0%

Leadership ����� ����� -17.0% ����� 40.0%

Extent AEA Helped Improve Instructional Practices

The percent of educators who answered "extensively" or
"moderately" to the extent the AEA improved instruction or job-
related practices in the eight different standards areas.

01-02 02-03
% +/-
Change 03-04

% +/-
Change

Total N of survey respondents ��� ��� ����

School Community Planning ����� ����� -3.8% ����� 12.3%

Professional Development ����� ����� -12.1% ����� 13.6%

Curriculum, Instruction and

Assessment
����� ����� -4.3% ����� 17.8%

Diverse Learners ����� ����� -26.5% ����� 20.5%

Multicultural, Gender Fair ����� ����� -6.5% ����� 34.7%

Media ����� ����� -20.7% ����� 19.8%

School Technology ����� ����� -10.1% ����� 27.5%

Leadership ����� ����� -20.7% ����� 40.0%

Not at All.”  The table below refl ects the percent of respondents 
who answered “extensively” or “moderately” to the question.  
As you can see, the percent of teachers who selected either of 
these two answers for AEA 10 were higher than last year in 
every category.  In some cases, they were up signifi cantly.

Note:  In most cases, the N for these subsections were smaller than 1311, 
because these services are not used by all teachers or administrators.

Another measure of success is the percent of educators who 
answered “extensively” or “moderately” to the question about 
the extent the AEA improved their instruction or job-related 
practices in the eight different standards areas.  Again, the 
number of responses were fewer for these questions than the 
overall survey, but the percent of educators who responded 
positively to this question increased anywhere from 12.3 
percent to 40 percent over last year’s levels.

Note:  In most cases, the N for these subsections were smaller than 1311, 
because these services are not used by all teachers or administrators.

The percent of teachers who indicated the AEA “extensive-
ly” or “moderately” improved their instruction or job-related 
practices in eight different standards areas averaged about 73.4 
percent.  This is a very important measurement of the AEA’s 
impact on education.  Research has shown that professional 
development of educators has a higher impact on increasing 
student achievement than do lowering pupil teacher ratios, 
increasing teacher salaries or even increasing a teacher’s ex-
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perience levels.  Source:  Greenwald, R., L.V.  
Hedges, & R.D.  Laine (1996).  The Effect 

of School Resources on Student Achieve-
ment, Review of Educational Research 

66(3), pp.361-396. 

Another question posed by 
the DE in prior years asked the 
respondents to indicate the level 

of quality the services were that 
they received from the AEA.  The 

table below refl ects the responses from 
the two previous years.  This year, that 

wording was dropped from the survey and 
replaced with the question, “How satisfi ed were you 

with the services that support [each of the eight standards]?”  
The table with those responses is below as well.

 

Improving Teaching 
in Mathematics

Grant Wood AEA consultants provide assistance in design-
ing 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 as-
sistance we provide to local schools, our consultants survey 
teachers who participate in various math programs.  Partici-
pants in the Math Advocate Team were given a number of 
statements relative to two key questions and asked to rate them 
on a fi ve-point scale with one being least and fi ve most.

Over a three-year period of time, the most recent cohort 
to participate in the program was asked, “How well did you 
feel the goals were accomplished?”  Their scores for these 
questions climbed from an average of 3.6 to 4.3 from year 
one to year three.

Five of the eight districts participating in MAT last year used 
GWAEA mathematics curriculum consultants for assistance 
with in-depth, on-site services.  This included ongoing profes-
sional development with district teams to work on intended, 
delivered, and assessed curriculum.  

Half of the local school districts that participated in the MAT 
teams have adopted math curriculum materials endorsed by the 
National Council of  Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM).  Out of 24 
districts reporting, 16 have adopted NCTM-endorsed textbooks.

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…”  Teach-
ers reported using these questioning techniques approximately 
2,200 times in their classrooms during the past school year.

Quality of Services Provided by the AEA

The percent of educators who answered "Strongly
Agree" or "Agree" to the question, "The services that
support the [standard] I receive from the AEA are of
high quality."

01-02 02-03
% +/-

Change

Total N of survey respondents ��� ���

School Community Planning ����� ����� -13.1%

Professional Development ����� ����� -16.0%

Curriculum, Instruction and
Assessment

����� ����� -21.9%

Diverse Learners ����� ����� -32.0%

Multicultural, Gender Fair ����� ����� -52.6%

Media ����� ����� -27.6%

School Technology ����� ����� -31.7%

Leadership ����� ����� -53.4%

Satisfaction with AEA
Services

The percent of educators who
answered "Very Satisfied" or
"Satisfied" to the question, "How
satisfied were you with the services
that support" each of the eight
standards?

03-04

Total N of survey respondents ����

School Community Planning �����

Professional Development �����

Curriculum, Instruction and

Assessment
�����

Diverse Learners �����

Multicultural, Gender Fair �����

Media �����

School Technology �����

Leadership �����

����� ���� �������� �� ���� ��� ���������

��� �� ����������� �����
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Improving Teaching 
in Reading

The Grant Wood AEA Literacy’s Team mission statement 
is as follows:

The Grant Wood AEA Literacy Team’s mission is to build 
a learning community around literacy and to increase student 
achievement for ALL students.  This requires a systematic focus 
(achieved through implementing the Iowa Professional Devel-
opment Model).  The Grant Wood AEA Literacy Team’s goal is 
to ensure every school has opportunities to engage in:

•    continuous study and assessment of the learner 
and the learning environment

•    professional development aimed at accelerating 
student achievement

•    a focus on instructional strategies with proven 
student effects

The AEA provides regular, on-site technical assistance in 
these three areas until student achievement data indicates the 
goal(s) has/have been reached.  This involves creating leader-
ship at multiple levels within every organization to support this 

structured school improvement effort.

The Grant Wood AEA Literacy Team 
used three primary strands of support 

to accomplish this goal.  The fi rst was 
to provide tailored on-site support 
to individual districts.  During the 
2003-04 school year, 12 districts 
were provided this type of support.  
This support ranged from working 

with lead learning teams to full staff 
development.  

The individual-district work was aligned 
with the Iowa Professional Development Model.  

The Literacy Consultants facilitated data analysis and goal 
setting, the selection of content and instructional methods, 
action planning, professional development (including theory, 
demonstration, practice, and collaboration), implementation 
and collaboration goals, and the on-going collection related 
to both the learner and the learning environment.  In addition, 
some form of program evaluation was completed at the end of 
the academic year.  This information was used by the LEA’s to 
make decisions about the 2004-2005 staff development focus.  
The Literacy Consultant either acted as the sole provider of 
staff development support, facilitating all of these pieces, or 
the primary provider, coordinating the various types of support 
around the literacy staff development effort.

The second type of support the GWAEA Literacy Team 
provided was participating in multiple-district consortia.  This 
involved 13 districts, K-12.  During the work, the Literacy 
Consultant’s primary role was to aid in identifying instructional 
methods and to provide quality staff development around these 
instructional methods.

The third strand of support took the form of a series of work-
shops.  The series, titled “Improving Reading Achievement 
through Structured School Improvement: A Capacity Plan,” 
was the fi rst of a minimum three-year series.  Five lead learn-
ing teams from fi ve districts participated.  The lead learning 
teams at a minimum consisted of a classroom teacher, a special 
education/Title I teacher, a building administrator, and an AEA 
consultant.  The teams ranged in size from 5-10 members.  In 
addition, a sixth district chose to send an administrative and 
an AEA support person to the workshops.

Participants attended eight all-day sessions held at Grant 
Wood AEA.  In addition, teams met at the LEA approximately 
every six weeks for follow-up sessions to support the transfer 
of learning from workshop to workplace, to continue learning, 
and to address district-specifi c issues.

The purpose of this workshop series is to build capacity at 
the LEA and AEA level around reading instructional meth-
ods and to improve the nonfi ction reading comprehension of 
elementary students.  In order to accomplish these goals, the 
workshop series was designed around the Iowa Professional 
Development Model.  While the format focused around the 
CSIP process, or the cycle portion of the model, the purposes 
and outcome goals also subsumed the Operating Principles of 
the model.  This is especially true of the idea of simultaneity.  
The Literacy team addressed and supported the development 
of the content, the context, and the process of quality structured 
school improvement.

Lead learning team members were expected to implement 
the strategies learned during professional development op-
portunities back in their classrooms, collaborate with other 
team members (plan and demonstrate), and collect and analyze 
both student achievement data and implementation data on 
an ongoing basis.  These data analyses were used to develop 
future professional development activities aimed at accelerat-
ing student achievement.  

During the 2003-04 year of implementation of the strate-
gies, lead learning team members were the only group within 
the school that were expected to engage in the implementation 
of the strategies and study its effects on student learning with 
the professional development provider.  During the 2004-2005 
school year, lead learning team members will be asked to de-
liver professional development activities to colleagues in their 
building as well as continue to be lead learners.
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Workshop sessions involved the presentation of informa-
tion, large group discussions, and team work time (with support 
from Literacy Team members).  Teams were also assigned 
homework in-between sessions to support implementation.  
Content included the following topics:

•    The Iowa Professional 
Development Model

•    Collaboration

•    A comprehensive reading program

•    Overview of comprehension instruction

•    The Read Aloud Strategy

•    Informal Reading Inventory data analysis

•    Using data to inform instruction

•    The Talk Aloud Strategy

•    Norm-referenced test data analysis

•    The Think Aloud Strategy

•    Action Planning

For each strategy, approximately 90 percent of participants 
implemented with frequency and fi delity.

Because this was not a staff-wide initiative during the 
2003-04 school year, a formal program evaluation was not 
performed.  During the 2004-2005 school year, student 
achievement data will be examined to determine if the desired 
impact is being made.

Improving Teaching 
in Science

The science team focuses on two critical goals: supporting 
district leadership teams (teachers and administrators) in the pro-
cess of curriculum improvement, and helping districts establish 
and maintain exemplary science learning environments.

Curriculum Improvement

Through participation in a collaborative process, AEA10 
has developed a comprehensive science curriculum improve-
ment plan, including district science assessment plans.  Im-
provement plans include:

•    Data collection and analysis

•    Review of research on best practice

•    Identifi cation of strengths and limitations

•    Development of an improvement plan to 
address limitations

From 2000 to 2004, the agency conducted a Science Cur-
riculum Collaborative, which impacted the quality of teaching 
in up to 12 different school districts.  As a result of Science 
Curriculum Collaborative participant feedback and district 
administrator requests, an Inquiry Institute has been offered 
as the next phase of the Science Curriculum Collaborative.   
The Inquiry Institute will be a two-to-four year collaborative 
learning opportunity focused on implementing inquiry in the 
classroom.

All of the districts in AEA  10 use Grant Wood AEA science 
curriculum consultants for assistance with in-depth, on-site 
support services, including on-going professional develop-
ment with district teams to work on student achievement and 
assessment.  

Helping Districts Establish and 
Maintain Exemplary Science Learning 
Environments 

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

The “KiDS (Kids Doing Science) Kits” project offers K-
6 students the opportunity to learn scientifi c principles and 
understand the nature of scientifi c inquiry.  

Effective implementation of the science kits requires kit-
specifi c teacher training.  Training aligns with the Iowa Teach-
ing Standards and models effective instructional strategies, as 
well as provides teachers the necessary content background 
to teach the units.  

Most Recent Participation Information
���� ������ ������������� �����������
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Teacher Leadership Development

Standard Seven of the Iowa Teaching Standards, Engages 
in Professional Growth, is exemplifi ed in the leadership de-
velopment that is critical to the VAST Center inservice model.  

The VAST Center program encourages collaboration 
among area teachers.  Currently, 60 teacher lead-

ers serve as “kit specialists” who are available 
as kit facilitators.  Thirty-seven teacher leaders 
collaborated with VAST Center consultants 
and staff to provide one or more science kit 
workshops to 370 teachers during the 2004-
05 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

The numbers on this page are all compiled from the An-
nual Progress Reports (APRs) fi led by local school districts.  
The AEA has 27 of the 33 districts’ APRs on fi le.  Because 
not all districts reported all numbers, the tables on this page 
must be viewed as approximations rather than statistical fact.  
However, since the majority of the data included is from the 
larger districts, the percentages would change very little if the 
other six districts’ numbers were added to these.

The US Department of Education requires school districts 
and states to report on graduation rates as one measure of the 
schools’ success.  Iowa’s schools do quite well in this category; 
schools in AEA 10 do even better.  This year, graduation rates in 
AEA 10 exceeded the state average by over seven percent. 

ACT tests have been used to predict students’ abilities to 
handle post-secondary studies.  Students who score 20 or 
higher on these tests can expect to have a higher probability 
of succeeding in college than those who score below 20.  The 
percent of students who scored 20 or higher this year was 
actually lower than last year; however, the actual number of 
students who scored 20 or higher was about 44 percent more 
students than last year, indicating a much higher number of 
students took the test.

 The number of graduates who intend to pursue college has 
increased compared to last year.  Although the number hasn’t 
increased nearly as much as the ACT test score numbers, still, 
17 out of 20 students (nearly 85 percent) plan to pursue some 
form of post-secondary studies.

Those students who take a core program of studies that 
include at least three years of math, science and social studies 
and four years of English or language arts also tend to do better 
in post high school work.  About two-thirds of all students in 
AEA 10 completed a core program of studies.  This total is up 
by 12 percent over last year

Staying in school is a critical part of the educational pro-
cess.  The AEAs work with many students who could easily 
become discouraged and give up on school.  Although we have 
seen a decrease in the number of students who drop out, two 
disturbing facts remain.  Students of color (African American, 
Hispanic and Asian) drop out at a higher rate than their white 
classmates; and students with learning disabilities (IEPs) drop 
out at a higher rate than students who have no IEP.  This con-
tinues to be part of our work in closing the gap.

Year State AEA10 Difference
2003 90.4% 97.9% 7.5%
2002 89.4% 92.3% 2.9%
2001 89.2% 92.5% 3.3%

High School Graduation Rate

Source:  Local School District 2003-04 APRs.

Year Number AEA10
2003-04 1856 63.4%
2002-03 1287 73.8%
2001-02 NA 75.9%

Percent of Students Tested by ACT Who 
Scored 20 or Higher - an Indicator of 
Potential Success in Post Secondary 

Studies

Source:  Local School District 2003-04 APRs.

Year Total Grads

Plan to 
Pursue
College

Percent of 
Class

2003-04 4023 3403 84.6%
2002-03 4284 3517 82.1%
2001-02 NA NA 84.1%

Percent of Students Intending to Pursue 
Post-Secondary Education

Source:  Local School District 2003-04 APRs.

Year Number AEA10 Change
2003-04 2599 66.1% 12.5%
2002-03 2434 53.6% -13.5%
2001-02 2732 67.1% NA

Percent of Students Completing a Core Program of Studies*

Source:  Local School District 2003-04 APRs.

������� ����������

�� ���� ��������� ��������� ���������

����� ��� ����� ��� ����� ��� �����

������� �������� �� ���� �� ����� �� �����

����� � ���� � ���� � ����

�������� �� ���� � ���� � ����

������ �������� � ���� � ���� � ����

�� �������� �� ����

�������� �� ���� �� ����� �� ����� �� �����

�� ������

���� ��� ����� ��� ����� �� �����

������ ��� ����� �� ����� �� �����

����� ��������

�������� ��� ���� ��� ���� ��� ����

����� �������� ������ ������ ������ ������ ������ ������

���� �������� ���� ������� ����� �������� �����



10 2005  Grant Wood AEA Annual Progress Report 2005  Grant Wood AEA Annual Progress Report 112005  Grant Wood AEA Annual Progress Report

Our Goals: Increase 
Performance and 
Close the Gaps

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 tables on the numerous pages that follow frequently 
illustrate the AEA is making progress with some disaggregated 
groups; however, the agency has considerable work ahead with 
the lowest performing groups:  students on IEPs and some 
ethnic groups.  Over time, we anticipate achieving improved 
profi ciency of all students and thus we will see the narrowing 
of gaps between all student groups in Area 10.  

As part of the agency’s efforts to achieve these goals, 
agency staff continue working to improve the performance 
of all students, especially those that are non-white, free and 
reduced lunch (low SES), and students on IEPs.  

Generally, students in the AEA are performing above the 
state’s trajectory for student performance; and we’re seeing 
improvement by non-white and low socio-economic status 
(low SES) students. Performance of Special Education students 
has not shown a pattern of improvement.

How We Know When We’re Making 
Progress 

The agency uses an extensive amount of data to measure 
progress against its goals.  The tables on the following pages 
show Area 10 students’ test results (based on national norms) in 
mathematics and reading for students in grades four, eight and 
eleven, and in science for students in grades eight and eleven.  
Data showing how students in AEA 10 compare to students 
across the state and to national norms are also included in these 
pages.  The data are based on national norms established in 
the spring of 2000.  

Students in Area 10 Compared 
to State and Nation

Per the guidelines from the Iowa Department of Educa-
tion, the AEA is required to compare the biennium test scores 
for students in Area 10 to the rest of the state and the nation.  
Bienniums are averages of two years of test data.  The reason 
for the use of bienniums is to eliminate statistical “spikes” that 
might occur in a given year.  Test scores reported represent a 
different grouping of students each year, rather than a progres-
sion of scores achieved by the same set of students.  

Students in the Grant Wood area have 
done well when compared to the 
state and nation, and this year is 
no exception.  The percent of 
students in Area 10 who were 
profi cient on the ITBS or ITED 
has been higher compared to 
students nationwide during 
the past three bienniums in all 
areas tested and reported – math 
and reading for fourth, eighth and 
eleventh grades and science for 
eighth and eleventh grades.  

Likewise, Area 10 had a higher percentage of 
students who were profi cient than the rest of the state.  This 
occurred at all three grade levels during all three biennium year 
groupings.  Test scores in Area 10 have remained relatively 
stable throughout the past three biennium periods with only 
slight gains or reductions in the percent profi cient for each age 
group and content area.

Note:  In all of the following test report tables, N is the 
number of students tested.  Table entries represent the percents 
of students scoring in each portion of the achievement score 
scale.  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 2001-02 because 
it is possible they were combined and all reported as Multiple 
Races in the data fi le sent to the AEA by Iowa Testing Pro-
grams.  Hawaiian/Pacifi c Islander, Multiple Races and Other 
were not options in the 2000-01 school year.  The number of 
students for whom ethnicity was “Missing” was not reported 
for the 2003-04 school year.  

Data sources for all the following tables and graphs come 
from the Condition of Education Report – Iowa Department 
of Education, and AEA 10 Iowa Tests of Basic Skills and Iowa 
Tests of Educational Development.
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The Big Picture
The following tables show the total percent of students who 

were not profi cient, profi cient, or above profi cient in each of 
the three reported grade levels and each of the subject matters.  
The tables also show the total percent profi cient and the percent 
change (plus or minus) from the previous year.  

These tables give us the “big picture.”  Overall, students 
in Area 10 perform above the national average of 60 percent 
profi cient; however, the challenge is in the details as we begin 
to look at the disaggregated data.  Smaller groups of students 
– those on Individual Education Plans (IEPs), those who come 
from low income families, those who are still learning Eng-
lish, and those students who are from minority groups – often 
have lower levels of profi ciency than the majority groups of 
their classmates.  We examine those various groups on the 
following pages.
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The biennium averages for the total percent profi cient has 
improved the last two years.  The percent profi cient of all 4th 
grade students in Area 10 was above both the state and nation.

From 2001-02 to 2003-04, the percentage of both males 
and females scoring in the profi cient range increased, then 
decreased.  A slight gap exists between females and males.

Between 2001-02 and 2003-04, the percent proficient 
among both students who qualify for Free and Reduced Lunch 
and those who do not increased last year, but the percent of 
Free and Reduced Lunch students decreased this year while 
students who do not qualify stayed the same.  A gap continues 
to exist between the two groups.

Between 2001-02 and 2003-04, the percentage of students 
with IEPs scoring in the profi cient range decreased.  The gap 
between students on IEPs and those not on IEPs widened by 
fi ve percent this year.

Between 2001-02 and 2003-04, the percent of Black/African 
American and Asian students in the profi cient range increased, 
but then went down this year.  A gap still exists between Black 
students and Latino/Hispanic students compared to white 
students and Asian students.  For white students, the percent 
scoring in the profi cient range increased during this timeframe.  
Native American students’ scores were inconsistent throughout 
this time period, exceeding all other groups in 2001-02, and 
falling below whites and Asians in the next two years.

English Language Learners (ELL) increased in profi ciency 
from 2001-02 and 2003-04.  The gap between ELL students 
and non-ELL students decreased.  

Percent of 4th Grade Students Profi cient on ITBS Math 
by Migrant 

Fewer than ten students from migrant families were tested; 
and thus are not reported.

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 2547 27 58 15 73

02-03 2437 23 55 23 78

03-04 2388 24 58 18 76

01-02 2585 23 56 20 76

02-03 2508 21 51 28 79

03-04 2484 22 54 24 78

Math Proficiency by Gender - Grade 4

Females

Males

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 303 60 37 3 40

02-03 261 49 46 5 51

03-04 315 58 40 2 42

01-02 98 16 57 27 84

02-03 124 10 47 43 90

03-04 108 17 50 33 83

01-02 0 0

02-03 4 0

03-04 3 0

01-02 90 41 54 4 58

02-03 112 42 46 13 59

03-04 143 41 48 11 59

01-02 0

02-03 106 23 50 27 77

03-04 0

01-02 0

02-03 47 28 53 19 72

03-04 26 19 54 27 81

01-02 13 15 62 23 85

02-03 17 35 59 6 65

03-04 16 31 63 6 69

01-02 8 0

02-03 12 42 50 8 58

03-04 10 20 70 10 80

01-02 4455 23 58 19 77

02-03 4306 20 54 26 80

03-04 4121 20 58 22 80

Math Proficiency by Ethnicity - Grade 4

Asian American

African Am./Black

Hawaiian/Pac 
Islander

Latino/Hispanic

Missing

Multiple Races

Native American

Other

White

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 454 60 37 2 39

02-03 467 66 30 4 34

03-04 574 63 34 4 38

01-02 4688 22 59 19 78

02-03 4521 17 55 27 82

03-04 4301 18 59 23 82

Non-IEP Students

Math Proficiency by IEP / Non-IEP - Grade 4

IEP Students

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 1054 47 47 6 53

02-03 1067 41 50 9 59

03-04 1181 45 47 9 56

01-02 4088 20 60 21 81

02-03 3921 17 54 30 84

03-04 3694 16 59 25 84

Students Who Do Not 
Qualify

Math Proficiency by Free/Reduced - Grade 4

Students Qualified to 
Receive Free or 
Reduced Lunches

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 31 65 36 0 36

02-03 41 46 49 5 54

03-04 58 45 47 9 56

01-02 5111 25 57 18 75

02-03 4945 22 53 25 78

03-04 4817 23 56 21 77

Neither ELL nor 
Migrant / Not ELL 

Math Proficiency by ELL / Non-ELL - Grade 4

ELL Students
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The percent profi cient for biennium 2001-03 improved by 
two percent over the previous biennium, and remained the 
same this year.  The percent profi cient of all 4th grade students 
in AEA10 was above both the state and nation.

Profi ciency in math increased for both males and females 
last year, but went back down this year.  There is virtually no 
gap between the two groups.

The percent profi cient among students with free/reduced 
lunch or those who do not qualify for free/reduced lunch 
increased by 14 points last year, but declined by six points 
this year.

The percent profi cient among students with IEPs increased 

by 12 points last year, but declined by eight points this year.  
The percent of students without IEPs who are profi cient has 
remained relatively stable during the last three reporting periods.  
A signifi cant gap continues to exist between the two groups.

Between 2001-02 and 2003-04, the percent profi cient among 
students in each ethnic group increased.  A signifi cant gap still 
exists between Blacks and Latinos and Asians.  Fewer Whites 
were profi cient than Asians; that gap widened this year.

Between 2001-02 and 2003-04, the percent proficient 

among ELL students improved signifi cantly, and this year ELL 
students scored two percent higher than non-ELL students.  

Percent of 8th Grade Students Profi cient on ITBS Math 
by Migrant 

Fewer than ten students from migrant families were tested; 
and thus are not reported.

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 19 63 26 11 37

02-03 36 50 33 17 50

03-04 27 22 59 19 78

01-02 4893 26 54 21 75

02-03 4901 20 60 20 80

03-04 5138 24 54 22 76

ELL Students

Neither ELL nor 
Migrant / Not ELL 

Math Proficiency by ELL / Non-ELL - Grade 8

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 204 65 32 3 35

02-03 192 52 45 4 49

03-04 250 62 34 4 38

01-02 99 17 51 32 83

02-03 94 15 51 34 85

03-04 92 14 45 41 86

01-02 1 0

02-03 2 0

03-04 1 0

01-02 80 49 40 11 51

02-03 100 42 48 10 58

03-04 102 41 46 13 59

01-02 0

02-03 86 27 53 20 73

03-04 0

01-02 0

02-03 74 30 54 16 70

03-04 32 13 66 22 88

01-02 11 55 46 0 46

02-03 22 27 73 0 73

03-04 17 47 35 18 53

01-02 95 34 52 15 67

02-03 17 18 71 12 83

03-04 6 0

01-02 4281 23 55 22 77

02-03 4351 18 61 21 82

03-04 4500 22 55 23 78

Other

White

Multiple Races

Native American

Latino/Hispanic

Missing

Asian American

Hawaiian/Pac 
Islander

African Am./Black

Math Proficiency by Ethnicity - Grade 8

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 751 76 22 2 24

02-03 599 64 34 2 36

03-04 801 72 27 1 28

01-02 4162 17 59 24 83

02-03 4339 14 63 23 86

03-04 4364 15 59 26 85

Non-IEP Students

Math Proficiency by IEP / Non-IEP - Grade 8

IEP Students

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 2348 25 57 18 75

02-03 2361 21 63 17 80

03-04 2537 24 57 19 76

01-02 2557 26 50 23 73

02-03 2522 20 57 24 81

03-04 2626 23 52 25 77

Males

Females

Math Proficiency by Gender - Grade 8

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 805 55 39 6 45

02-03 821 41 50 9 59

03-04 944 48 46 7 53

01-02 4108 20 57 24 81

02-03 4117 16 62 22 84

03-04 4221 18 56 26 82

Students Qualified to 
Receive Free or 
Reduced Lunches

Students Who Do Not 
Qualify

Math Proficiency by Free/Reduced - Grade 8
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The percent profi cient in the biennium 2002-04 declined 
by one percent after two consecutive bienniums at 84 percent.  
The percent profi cient of all 11th grade students in Area 10 
remains above both the state and nation.

There is no gender gap for the percent of 11th grade students 
profi cient in math on the ITED; however, the percent profi cient 
declined slightly for both groups compared to last year.

After the gap narrowed by seven percent last year, the 
percent profi cient among students with free/reduced lunch 
declined this year, reverting to essentially the same size gap 
as two years ago.

For the second year in a row, the percent profi cient among 
students with IEPs declined.  The gap has widened between 
this group and students who have no IEPs.

There were insuffi cient numbers of Native Americans/Alaskan 
Natives and Hawaiian/Pacifi c Islanders to report on the ITED 
this year.  Last year, a signifi cant gap existed between Blacks and 
whites and Latinos and whites. Those gaps widened this year.

After the percent proficient ELL students in-
creased by 14 percent last year, it declined a simi-
lar percent this year compared to non-ELL students.

Percent of 11th Grade Students Profi cient on ITED Math 
by Migrant 

There were too few students from Migrant families to 
report this year.

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 24 54 38 8 46

02-03 22 41 46 14 60

03-04 30 57 37 7 44

01-02 4445 16 55 29 84

02-03 4508 17 54 30 84

03-04 4614 19 54 28 82

ELL Students

Neither ELL nor 
Migrant / Not ELL 

Math Proficiency by ELL / Non-ELL - Grade 11

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 84 56 37 7 44

02-03 127 41 54 5 59

03-04 182 50 45 5 50

01-02 88 15 43 42 85

02-03 87 5 44 52 96

03-04 77 13 40 47 87

01-02 0 0

02-03 6 0

03-04 2 0

01-02 52 27 56 17 73

02-03 75 35 53 12 65

03-04 74 41 46 14 60

01-02 0

02-03 103 22 54 23 77

03-04 0

01-02 0

02-03 46 35 50 15 65

03-04 30 17 50 33 83

01-02 13 39 46 15 61

02-03 11 46 36 18 54

03-04 3 0

01-02 32 22 56 22 78

02-03 19 37 37 26 63

03-04 13 15 39 46 85

01-02 4092 15 55 30 85

02-03 4060 16 54 30 84

03-04 4220 17 54 29 83

Other

White

Multiple Races

Native American

Latino/Hispanic

Missing

Asian American

Hawaiian/Pac 
Islander

African Am./Black

Math Proficiency by Ethnicity - Grade 11

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 404 57 38 5 43

02-03 424 60 37 4 41

03-04 589 64 34 2 36

01-02 4065 12 56 32 88

02-03 4106 13 55 32 87

03-04 4055 12 56 32 88

Non-IEP Students

Math Proficiency by IEP / Non-IEP - Grade 11

IEP Students

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 2228 16 60 24 84

02-03 2273 18 59 24 83

03-04 2279 19 58 23 81

01-02 2243 16 49 35 84

02-03 2228 16 48 36 84

03-04 2357 19 49 32 81

Males

Females

Math Proficiency by Gender - Grade 11

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 479 39 50 11 61

02-03 534 34 54 13 67

03-04 672 40 51 9 60

01-02 3998 14 55 32 87

02-03 3996 15 54 32 86

03-04 3972 15 54 31 85

Students Qualified to 
Receive Free or 
Reduced Lunches

Students Who Do Not 
Qualify

Math Proficiency by Free/Reduced - Grade 11
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The percent profi cient increased during last year’s biennium 
and remained unchanged this year.  The percent profi cient of 
all 4th grade students in Area 10 was above both the state 
and nation.

The percent profi cient among 4th grade males trailed fe-
males by six percent two years ago.  That gap decreased by 
three percent last year, but widened to four percent this year.

A gap of about 25% continues to exist between students who 
qualify for free and reduced lunch and those who don’t.  The 
percent profi cient in both groups compared in this category 
declined slightly this year.

This is among the largest gaps in percent profi cient in Area 10 
– over 50 percent between those students on IEPs and those not 
on IEPs.  Last year, the gap between students on IEPs and those 
without IEPs widened by ten percent.  This year, it decreased 
by fi ve percent.

There were not enough Hawaiian/Pacifi c Islander students 
to report this year.  Native American/Alaskan Native students 
erased a ten point gap with whites and exceeded the percent 
profi cient of whites this year by nine percent.  The total percent 
profi cient among Hispanic and Black students remained stable 
while the total percent for whites and Asian students declined 
this year.  A signifi cant gap between whites and both Blacks 
and Latinos continues to exist.

ELL students made signifi cant gains in reducing the gap 
last year by 17 points; however, the gap widened back to 40 
points this year.

Percent of 4th Grade Students Profi cient on ITBS Reading 
by Migrant 

Fewer than ten students from migrant families were tested; 
and thus are not reported.

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 28 75 25 0 25

02-03 41 56 42 1 43

03-04 59 63 34 3 37

01-02 5117 23 59 19 78

02-03 4957 21 54 25 79

03-04 4825 23 57 20 77

Neither ELL nor 
Migrant / Not ELL 

Reading Proficiency by ELL / Non-ELL - Grade 4

ELL Students

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 299 48 48 4 52

02-03 262 46 49 5 54

03-04 317 49 47 4 51

01-02 98 16 56 28 84

02-03 124 15 48 37 85

03-04 109 25 49 27 76

01-02 0 0

02-03 4 0

03-04 3 0

01-02 91 44 48 8 56

02-03 114 42 47 11 58

03-04 143 41 50 8 58

01-02 0

02-03 106 27 46 26 72

03-04 0

01-02 0

02-03 47 28 45 28 73

03-04 26 15 65 19 84

01-02 13 23 62 15 77

02-03 17 29 65 6 71

03-04 16 13 69 19 88

01-02 8 0

02-03 12 8 67 25 92

03-04 10 0 80 20 100

01-02 4461 21 59 20 79

02-03 4315 20 55 26 81

03-04 4127 21 58 21 79

Reading Proficiency by Ethnicity - Grade 4

Asian American

African Am./Black

Hawaiian/Pac 
Islander

Latino/Hispanic

Missing

Multiple Races

Native American

White

Other

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 453 67 31 2 33

02-03 464 75 23 3 26

03-04 571 70 27 3 30

01-02 4692 19 61 20 81

02-03 4536 16 57 27 84

03-04 4313 18 61 22 83

Non-IEP Students

Reading Proficiency by IEP / Non-IEP - Grade 4

IEP Students

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 2555 20 60 20 80

02-03 2445 20 55 25 80

03-04 2397 21 57 21 78

01-02 2580 26 57 17 74

02-03 2512 23 53 24 77

03-04 2484 26 56 18 74

Reading Proficiency by Gender - Grade 4

Females

Males

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 1058 40 52 8 60

02-03 1076 41 49 10 59

03-04 1185 44 49 8 57

01-02 4087 19 60 22 82

02-03 3924 16 55 29 84

03-04 3699 17 59 24 83

Students Who Do Not 
Qualify

Reading Proficiency by Free/Reduced - Grade 4

Students Qualified to 
Receive Free or 
Reduced Lunches
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The biennium scores for 2002-04 were the same as the 
previous set.  However, the 2001-03 biennium scores were 
a two percent increase over the 2000-02 biennium.  Overall, 
the percent profi cient in AEA10 is higher than both the state 
and national averages.

The percent profi cient among 8th grade males was less 
than females by a gap of eight percent two years ago.  That 
gap has been cut in half in the last two years; although both 
groups’ totals dropped this year – four points for males and 
fi ve for females.

While some modest gains have been made by this group, 
the gap between students on Free/Reduced Lunch and those 
who do not qualify for Free/Reduced Lunch remains roughly 
the same.

For the students with IEPs, no change occurred in the gap 
between last year and this year.  The gap between students 
with IEPs and those without is large at 56 percent.

There were too few Hawaiian/Pacifi c Islanders or “Other” 
students to report this year.  The percent of students profi cient 
among Latinos and Blacks were relatively unchanged from 
last year.  The percent of Asian students who were profi cient 
increased by ten percent, equaling the total percent of whites 
who were profi cient last year.  The percent profi cient among 
White students declined three points this year.  The percent of 
Students Profi cient in the Multiple Races group reduced the 
gap this year by 16 points and were within one point of Asian 
students and two percent higher than whites.

The total profi cient gap between ELL students and non-ELL 
students increased by roughly 15 points last year, increasing 
from a 35 point gap to a 50 point gap; however, the gap this 
year decreased by 27 points, bringing the gap back to within 
23 points.  This category appears to have wide fl uctuations 
since many factors outside the realm of the schools’ or AEA’s 
control can impact it.

Percent of 8th Grade Students Profi cient on ITBS Reading 
by Migrant 

Fewer than ten students from migrant families were tested; 
and thus are not reported.

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 19 63 37 0 37

02-03 36 72 28 0 28

03-04 28 50 46 4 50

01-02 4900 28 54 18 72

02-03 4906 23 56 22 78

03-04 5143 27 55 18 73

ELL Students

Neither ELL nor 
Migrant / Not ELL 

Reading Proficiency by ELL / Non-ELL - Grade 8

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 207 62 34 4 38

02-03 192 55 40 5 45

03-04 249 59 36 6 42

01-02 100 22 58 20 78

02-03 93 31 39 30 69

03-04 91 21 53 26 79

01-02 1 0

02-03 2 0

03-04 1 0

01-02 80 41 49 10 59

02-03 100 39 53 8 61

03-04 103 39 44 18 62

01-02 0

02-03 86 30 53 16 69

03-04 0

01-02 0

02-03 74 35 57 8 65

03-04 32 22 56 22 78

01-02 11 46 46 9 55

02-03 22 36 55 9 64

03-04 18 39 44 17 61

01-02 95 42 45 13 58

02-03 18 22 61 17 78

03-04 6 0

01-02 4284 26 56 19 75

02-03 4356 21 56 23 79

03-04 4505 25 57 19 76

White

Other

Multiple Races

Native American

Latino/Hispanic

Missing

Asian American

Hawaiian/Pac 
Islander

African Am./Black

Reading Proficiency by Ethnicity - Grade 8

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 757 76 23 1 24

02-03 598 72 25 3 28

03-04 800 74 24 2 26

01-02 4163 19 60 21 81

02-03 4345 16 60 24 84

03-04 4371 18 61 21 82

Non-IEP Students

Reading Proficiency by IEP / Non-IEP - Grade 8

IEP Students

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 2346 24 59 18 77

02-03 2360 21 56 24 80

03-04 2541 25 58 17 75

01-02 2566 32 51 18 69

02-03 2528 25 55 20 75

03-04 2628 29 53 18 71

Males

Reading Proficiency by Gender - Grade 8

Females

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 807 54 42 4 46

02-03 820 44 48 7 55

03-04 940 50 44 6 50

01-02 4113 23 57 20 77

02-03 4123 19 57 25 82

03-04 4231 22 58 20 78

Students Qualified to 
Receive Free or 
Reduced Lunches

Students Who Do Not 
Qualify

Reading Proficiency by Free/Reduced - Grade 8
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The percent profi cient of students in the 11th grade has 
remained relatively unchanged over the last three years.  A 
higher percent of students in Area 10 are profi cient than the 
state or national average.

The percent of students profi cient in reading shows little 
change in the gap during the three reporting periods.

Between 01-02 and 03-04, the percent of students receiving 
Free/Reduced Lunch and those not receiving Free/Reduced 
Lunch students remained essentially unchanged.

The percent profi cient of students with IEPs increased 
slightly while the percent profi cient among students without 
an IEP remained unchanged during the three-year reporting 
period.

There were not enough Native American students to report 
this year.  The gap in the percent profi cient between Blacks 
and Whites narrowed by four points last year, but increased 
this year to 29 percent.  The gap between Whites and Latinos 
is narrower and remains relatively unchanged.  Last year, the 
percent profi cient among Asian students exceeded that of 
Whites; however, this year, the percent dropped below whites 
by four percent.  Scores for white students in this category 
have remained relatively unchanged.

The percent of ELL students who were profi cient increased 
during 02-03 before declining in 03-04, while those students 
not with ELL status remained unchanged during the three-year 
reporting period.

Percent of 11th Grade Students Profi cient on ITED Read-
ing by Migrant Status

Fewer than ten students from migrant families were tested; 
and thus are not reported.

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 24 79 21 0 21

02-03 22 32 68 0 68

03-04 30 63 33 1 34

01-02 4448 18 59 23 82

02-03 4502 20 55 26 81

03-04 4611 19 58 23 81

ELL Students

Neither ELL nor 
Migrant / Not ELL 

Reading Proficiency by ELL / Non-ELL - Grade 11

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 84 44 46 10 56

02-03 123 42 48 10 58

03-04 183 47 46 7 53

01-02 87 20 56 24 80

02-03 87 10 49 40 89

03-04 77 22 52 26 78

01-02 0 0

02-03 6 0

03-04 2 0

01-02 52 33 46 21 67

02-03 77 38 46 17 63

03-04 73 36 49 15 64

01-02 0

02-03 103 27 53 19 72

03-04 0

01-02 0

02-03 46 43 35 22 57

03-04 29 14 66 21 87

01-02 14 29 71 0 71

02-03 11 36 36 27 63

03-04 3 0

01-02 32 31 50 19 69

02-03 19 26 47 26 73

03-04 13 23 54 23 77

01-02 4095 17 59 24 83

02-03 4056 18 55 26 81

03-04 4218 18 58 24 82

White

Other

Multiple Races

Native American

Latino/Hispanic

Missing

Asian American

Hawaiian/Pac 
Islander

African Am./Black

Reading Proficiency by Ethnicity - Grade 11

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 406 63 35 2 37

02-03 422 66 32 2 34

03-04 588 59 38 2 40

01-02 4066 14 61 25 86

02-03 4102 15 57 28 85

03-04 4053 14 60 26 86

Non-IEP Students

Reading Proficiency by IEP / Non-IEP - Grade 11

IEP Students

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 2230 15 61 24 85

02-03 2267 15 57 28 85

03-04 2276 16 61 23 84

01-02 2244 22 56 22 78

02-03 2228 24 53 24 77

03-04 2357 22 55 23 78

Males

Reading Proficiency by Gender - Grade 11

Females

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 480 40 49 12 61

02-03 504 30 55 15 70

03-04 671 34 55 11 66

01-02 3987 16 54 30 84

02-03 3927 14 53 33 86

03-04 3973 15 54 31 85

Students Qualified to 
Receive Free or 
Reduced Lunches

Students Who Do Not 
Qualify

Science Proficiency by Free/Reduced - Grade 11
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The percent profi cient among 8th graders in 2001-03 in-
creased by seven points over 2000-02, and increased another 
percent between 2001-03 and 2002-04.  A higher percentage 
of students in Area 10 are profi cient in science than in either 
the state or nationally.

The percent profi cient increased for both males and females 
during the 02-03 reporting year, but both groups’ percentages 
declined by seven points during 03-04. The gap between fe-
males and males remains the same with females approximately 
four points more profi cient.

The gap between students receiving Free/Reduced Lunch 
and those not receiving Free/Reduced decreased during the 
02-03 and increased during the 03-04.

The percent of students with IEPs who were profi cient 
increased during 02-03 and decreased during 03-04, while 
the percent of profi cient students without IEPs went up and 
back down marginally.

The percent profi cient increased for most of the groups 
between 01-02 and 02-03, then declined slightly between the 
02-03 and 03-04 reporting periods.  Native Americans made 
considerable progress in narrowing the gap with a 26 point 
increase in the percent profi cient in the last two years.

The profi ciency gap between students with ELL status and 
those without ELL status decreased by 13 points during the 
last two reporting periods.

Percent of 8th Grade Students Profi cient on ITBS Science 
by Migrant Status

Fewer than ten students from migrant families were tested; 
and thus are not reported.

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 19 58 42 0 42

02-03 36 47 53 0 53

03-04 25 44 52 4 56

01-02 4872 22 59 19 78

02-03 4901 14 63 23 86

03-04 5136 21 60 19 79

ELL Students

Neither ELL nor 
Migrant / Not ELL 

Science Proficiency by ELL / Non-ELL - Grade 8

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 207 62 34 4 38

02-03 192 55 40 5 45

03-04 249 59 36 6 42

01-02 100 22 58 20 78

02-03 93 31 39 30 69

03-04 91 21 53 26 79

01-02 1 0

02-03 2 0

03-04 1 0

01-02 80 41 49 10 59

02-03 100 39 53 8 61

03-04 103 39 44 18 62

01-02 0

02-03 86 30 53 16 69

03-04 0

01-02 0

02-03 74 35 57 8 65

03-04 32 22 56 22 78

01-02 11 46 46 9 55

02-03 22 36 55 9 64

03-04 18 39 44 17 61

01-02 95 42 45 13 58

02-03 18 22 61 17 78

03-04 6 0

01-02 4284 26 56 19 75

02-03 4356 21 56 23 79

03-04 4505 25 57 19 76

White

Other

Multiple Races

Native American

Latino/Hispanic

Missing

Asian American

Hawaiian/Pac 
Islander

African Am./Black

Reading Proficiency by Ethnicity - Grade 8

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 750 62 36 3 39

02-03 599 47 49 4 53

03-04 799 61 36 3 39

01-02 4142 15 63 22 85

02-03 4339 10 65 25 90

03-04 4362 13 65 22 87

Non-IEP Students

Science Proficiency by IEP / Non-IEP - Grade 8

IEP Students

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 2337 20 63 18 81

02-03 2357 12 69 19 88

03-04 2534 19 64 17 81

01-02 2547 24 55 21 76

02-03 2526 16 58 26 84

03-04 2625 23 57 20 77

Males

Science Proficiency by Gender - Grade 8

Females

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 802 45 50 6 56

02-03 820 30 60 10 70

03-04 941 41 52 7 59

01-02 4090 18 61 22 83

02-03 4118 11 64 25 89

03-04 4220 16 62 22 84

Students Qualified to 
Receive Free or 
Reduced Lunches

Students Who Do Not 
Qualify

Science Proficiency by Free/Reduced - Grade 8
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The percent of White students who are profi cient in sci-
ence has remained relatively unchanged in the last three years; 
however, some much wider fl uctuations have occurred in other 
races.  Students in the “Multiple Races” category decreased 
the profi ciency gap by 24 points and were three points higher 
in profi ciency overall than Whites this year.  Blacks narrowed 
the gap last year by 8 points, but fell back to gap levels similar 
to those in 01-02.  Latino students remained the same for two 
years, then declined in profi ciency by 5 percent in 03-04.

Students designated as ELL status increased in profi ciency 
by 18 points last year and then declined nearly back to 01-02 
levels while the percent profi cient of students without ELL 
status remained essentially unchanged. 

There was a one point decline in the total percent profi cient 
between the 2000-02 and 2001-03 bienniums.  The total per-
cent remained the same in the 2002-04 biennium.

The gap between female and male students profi cient re-
mained relatively consistent during the three-year reporting 
period.

The percent of students with Free/Reduced Lunch who 
are profi cient in science declined slightly during the 03-04 
reporting period while students without Free/Reduced Lunch 
status remained essentially unchanged during the three-year 
reporting period.

The percent profi cient among students with IEPs and stu-
dents without IEPs increased slightly during the three-year 
reporting period. The gap remains unchanged.

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 24 58 42 0 42

02-03 22 41 55 5 60

03-04 30 57 37 7 44

01-02 4435 18 54 28 82

02-03 4409 16 53 31 84

03-04 4614 17 54 28 82

ELL Students

Neither ELL nor 
Migrant / Not ELL 

Science Proficiency by ELL / Non-ELL - Grade 11

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 83 45 47 8 55

02-03 123 37 56 7 63

03-04 179 45 48 7 55

01-02 88 18 47 35 82

02-03 87 10 47 43 90

03-04 77 17 44 39 83

01-02 0 0

02-03 6 0

03-04 2 0

01-02 52 27 54 19 73

02-03 74 27 58 15 73

03-04 74 32 55 12 67

01-02 0

02-03 103 28 47 25 72

03-04 0

01-02 0

02-03 46 37 43 20 63

03-04 30 13 50 37 87

01-02 13 23 62 15 77

02-03 10 30 40 30 70

03-04 3 0

01-02 32 22 66 13 79

02-03 19 26 47 26 73

03-04 13 31 39 31 70

01-02 4087 18 54 29 83

02-03 3976 15 53 32 85

03-04 4223 16 55 29 84

Multiple Races

Native American

Other

White

Asian American

Hawaiian/Pac 
Islander

Latino/Hispanic

Missing

African Am./Black

Science Proficiency by Ethnicity - Grade 11

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 403 58 38 4 42

02-03 401 57 40 3 43

03-04 588 52 45 3 48

01-02 4056 15 55 30 85

02-03 4030 12 54 34 88

03-04 4056 13 56 32 88

Non-IEP Students

Science Proficiency by IEP / Non-IEP - Grade 11

IEP Students

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 480 40 49 12 61

02-03 504 30 55 15 70

03-04 671 34 55 11 66

01-02 3987 16 54 30 84

02-03 3927 14 53 33 86

03-04 3973 15 54 31 85

Students Qualified to 
Receive Free or 
Reduced Lunches

Students Who Do Not 
Qualify

Science Proficiency by Free/Reduced - Grade 11

Year N Low Int. High Prof.

01-02 2225 15 58 27 85

02-03 2225 13 59 27 86

03-04 2279 15 58 27 85

01-02 2236 22 49 29 78

02-03 2177 19 47 34 81

03-04 2357 20 50 29 79

Males

Science Proficiency by Gender - Grade 11

Females
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Grant Wood AEA plays many key roles in the communities it 
serves. The following are just a few of the critical needs the AEA 
meets in schools across its seven-county service area:

•     Identification of children with disabilities and provision 
      of a wide variety of services to meet the needs of these 
      children

•     Professional skill-enhancements to educators, including 
      credit courses for licensure renewal

•     Consultation and curriculum-planning assistance 
      for schools

•     Staff with specialized skills that many schools could not 
      afford to have

•     Shared resources such as videos and DVDs, 
      educationally designed databases and search engines for 
      school libraries, and science kits for classroom 
      experiments

•     Economical group purchasing

•     Technology support

4401 Sixth Street SW

Cedar Rapids, IA 52404-4499

(319) 399-6700

Iowa WATS (800) 332-8488

FAX    (319) 399-6457

TDD    (319) 399-6766

Service to Schools:

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.

Grant Wood Area Education Agency

Our Goal is to ensure success for all learners
www.aea10.k12.ia.us


