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Message

On an annual basis, Loess Hills Area Education AgelB provides an Annual Progress Report to
local schools, the Department of Education, anthéogeneral public. This report will, at a minimum,

highlight the following:

1. Agency-wide performance goals.

2. Five-year trend line data per reading, mathessasind science for all schools in AEA 13.
3. Other agency-wide student achievement data asadalfropout rates and students pursuing post-

secondary education.

Since considerable information is provided withie Annual Progress Report, an executive summary
prefaces the report. Most notably, this reportldistaes that the 34,000 students in AEA 13 areivetp

a quality education.

A supplement to the Annual Progress Report, spadi§i tailored to the AEA services that are
provided to each district, will also be providedden separate cover. This report will highlight sfiec
AEA 13 services provided to districts such as sgeeiducation, learning resources, and school

improvement services.

The Agency welcomes the opportunity to inform allerested parties regarding services that are
provided to public and accredited non-public scha#rved by AEA 13. If you would like additional

information on this report, please call 1-800-4&04.

Thanks for your consideration.

Dr. James BlietzChief Administrator
Loess Hills Area Education Agency 13

Board of Directors

District 1: Kenneth Lee
Represents Clarinda, Essex, Farragut,
Shenandoah and South Page

District 2: Marilyn Fox
Represents Fremont-Mills, Glenwood,
Hamburg, Malvern, Nishna Valley and Sidney

District 3: Charles Watson
Represents Lewis Central, Treynor and
Underwood

District 4: Karen Thomsen
Represents Anita, Atlantic, Cumberland-
Massena, Griswold and Riverside

District 5: Randy Brown
Represents Council Bluffs

District 6: Nancy Coziahr
Represents Council Bluffs

District 7: Kenneth Petersen
Represents Council Bluffs

District 8: Marty Pennock

Represents Boyer Valley, Logan-Magnolia,
Missouri Valley, Tri-Center, West Harrison and
Woodbine

District 9: Richard Schenck
Represents A-H-S-T, Elk Horn-Kimballton,
Harlan, IKM and Walnut



AEA 13 Annual Progress Report
Executive Summary

The following is an executive summary regardingoinfation that is contained within the AEA 13
Annual Progress Report.

1

AEA 13 Agency-wide Goals

Agency-wide goals were developed after extensimesicleration of needs assessment data and
other pertinent information related to teaching &aining in the schools served by AEA 13. Key
needs assessment data that was utilized to forendtetse goals include: a) local school
comprehensive plans; b) local school annual pregregorts; c) joint service agreements between
local schools and the AEA that prioritize schoolpmavement services; and d) state student
achievement indicator data. The Agency-wide gfal2002-2007 are as follows:

Agency Goal #1 The Improvement of Reading Instruction — at aimum, this goal will
reflect an increase of the mediafi grade Total Reading score (national standard kcofhe
2002-03 national standard score from tffeGfade lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) showed
improvement from a score of 197.89 in 2001-02 t8.29 in 2002-03. The trend line iff 4
grade Reading scores is upward in AEA 13. Add#loinformation regarding agency
performance on this goal can be found in Appendix A

Agency Goal #2:The Improvement of Mathematics Instruction — atiaimum, this goal will
reflect an increase of the mediafl grade Total Mathematics score (national standeodes.
The 2002-03 national standard score from tfeGtade lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS)
showed improvement from a score of 195.73 in 20D160198.66 in 2002-03. The trend line
in 4" grade Mathematics scores is upward in AEA 13. i#aithl information regarding
agency performance on this goal can be found ineAdjx B.

Agency Goal #3:The Improvement of Science Instruction — at a minh, this goal will
reflect an increase of the mediafi grade Total Science score (national standard scohe
2002-03 national standard score from tHeGade lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) showed
improvement from a score of 255.52 in 2001-02 t6.28 in 2002-03. The trend line i"'8
grade Science scores is upward in AEA 13. Add#tiomformation regarding agency
performance on this goal can be found in Appendix C

Agency Goal #4:The Improvement of Safe and Supportive EnvironsiémtSchools for the
Success of All Children — at a minimum, this godl veflect an increase in positive climate as
measured by the lowa Youth Survey, dropout rates] ather appropriate assessments.
Information regarding agency performance on tha gan be found in Appendix D.

Detailed needs assessment information used to fatendgency-wide goals can be found in the

Loess Hills Area Education Agency 13 Five-Year Coelgnsive Improvement Plan. This plan can
be obtained by calling 1-800-432-5804.

Composite Reading Scores for All AEA 13 Schools

Information within this section is derived froncamprehensive review of six-year trend line data
as per the lowa Test of Basic Skills and the lowat™f Educational Development. The following



summary statements regarding reading scores repsegecomposite or average for all schools in
AEA 13:

Using the 2000 national norms, the AEA 13 mediarex from 2002-03 are at the following
percentiles:

o Fourth grade — 62 percentile.

o Eighth grade — S6percentile.

o Eleventh grade — 62percentile.
Trend lines for %, 8" and 11" grade are upward, most notably at theysade level.
Scores at the 8", and 11" grades are above the national average.
A higher percentage of girls are proficient in riegcthan boys at theé"48", and 11" grade.
Fourth and 1% grade trend lines over five years indicate théeaeiment gap between boys
and girls is decreasing.
In 4" 8" and 11 grades, there is a reading “gap” between studeligible for free and
reduced lunch and those not eligible. In all catiesre are fewer students from low socio-
economic status backgrounds achieving in the gesficdeading range.
In 4" 8" and 11 grades, there is a significant gap in readingea@ment between students
identified for special education and those not idiexl for special education. This gap is
widening at the % grade level.

Additional detailed information regarding reads@pres can be found in Appendix E.

Composite Math Scores for All AEA 13 Schools

Information within this section is derived from angprehensive review of five-year trend line data
as per the lowa Test of Basic Skills and the lowatTof Educational Development. The following
summary statements regarding math scores repreaecwsnposite or average for all schools in
AEA 13:

Using the 2000 national norms, the AEA 13 mediarex from 2002-03 are at the following
percentiles:

o Fourth grade — 84percentile.

o Eighth grade — 57percentile.

o Eleventh grade — 8%ercentile.
The 4" grade trend line is upward. Th8 grade trend line is downward, while theé"igrade
trend line is flat.
Scores at the"4 8", and 11" grades are above the national average.
In 4", 8" and 11 grades, there is very little difference betweem plercentage of boys and
girls proficient in math.
In 4" 8" and 1f' grades, there is a math “gap” between studenggbli for free and
reduced lunch and those not eligible. In all catieere are fewer students from low socio-
economic status backgrounds achieving in the gesfianath range. This year iff 4nd &'
grades, the achievement gap did not change. Afltfieggrade level, the achievement gap
decreased due to increased achievement by stuglagiltde for free and reduced lunch.
In 4" 8" and 1f' grades, there is a significant gap in math achiere between students
identified for special education and those not idiexl for special education. This gap is
widening at the % grade level.

Additional detailed information regarding math ssocan be found in Appendix F.



Composite Science Scores for All AEA 13 Schools

Information within this section is derived from ansprehensive review of five-year trend line data
as per the lowa Test of Basic Skills and the lowat™f Educational Development. The following
summary statements regarding science scores repgeseomposite or average for all schools in
AEA 13.

Using the 2000 national norms, the AEA 13 mediarex from 2002-03 are at the following
percentiles:

o Fourth grade — 84percentile.

o Eighth grade — 6%percentile.

o Eleventh grade — 70percentile.
Trend lines for &, 8", and 1Y grade are upward. Th& grade had the largest increase in the
median score from last year.
Scores at the™ 8", and 11 grades are above the national average, most gaalthe 11
grade level.
At the 8" grade level, trend lines for boys and girls arevaml with very little difference in
achievement between genders. At th& giade level, girls have had higher achievement;
however, the gap between boys and girls has desttengr the five-year period.
In 8" and 11" grades, there is a science “gap” between stuaigisle for free and reduced
lunch and those not eligible. In all cases, tteeefewer students from low socio-economic
backgrounds achieving in the proficient range.
In 8" and 11" grades, there is a significant gap in scienceeaement between students
identified for special education and those not iiiexl for special education.

Additional detailed information regarding sciencergs can be found in Appendix G.

School Climate Information

This annual progress report reflects the seconal plaint using the lowa Youth Survey. The recent
survey indicates an increase in the number of stisdeho feel safe and supported in their school
environments from the previous survey. The otlaa ghoints are not indicating a trend. With only
two points of data recorded, conclusions about ohpathe services cannot be made.

Additional detailed information regarding schodhwhte can be found in Appendix H and Appendix
0.

Drop Out Rates for All AEA 13 Schools

A three-year comparison review of dropout dataalbschools in AEA 13 indicates the following:
The AEA 13 total drop out rate for 2000-01 was ¥96In 2001-02, this decreased to 1.86%.
This year, the AEA 13 total drop out rate was 2.06Phe most current data available for the
State of lowa (2001-02) indicated a drop out rdité.62%.

Additional detailed information on drop out ratas be found in Appendix I.



Students Scoring 20+ on the ACT and Intent to Pursel Post-Secondary Education for All
AEA 13 Schools

A two-year comparison review of students scoring 2@ the ACT and those intending to pursue
post-secondary training indicates the following:

Based on available data, the percent of studeontingc20 or above on the ACT was 67% in
2000-01, 63% in 2001-02, and 65% in 2002-03. IRer $tate of lowa, 69.3% of students
scored 20 or better in 2002-03.

The total number of students pursuing post-secgnelducation was 80% in 2000-01, 80% in
2001-02, and 80% in 2002-03. For the State of |@®229% of students indicated an intent to
pursue post-secondary education in 2002-03.

Additional detailed information on Students Scor@y on the ACT and Students Pursuing Post-
Secondary Education for all AEA 13 schools candamél in Appendix J.

Students Completing a Core Academic Program of 8ties for All AEA 13 Schools

A comparison review of the 2001-02 and 2002-08dgating classes of all schools in AEA 13
indicates the following:

The state definition of a core academic progransists of four years of English and three or
more years each of mathematics, natural sciencksacial studies. Completion of a core
academic program is correlated with post-secondacgess. Historically, students in lowa
and across the nation who complete a core academgram score significantly higher on

the ACT. Available data for AEA 13 schools indicatthat an average of 53% of 2002
graduates completed a core program. For 2003, d4taduates completed a core program.
The AEA 13 average is somewhat below the stateageeiof 66% core completers as
reported in the 2003 State Condition of Educati@pdtt. However, it should be noted that
this state figure is reflective onbyf those students who took the ACT for collegeante.

Additional detailed information on core prograongletion can be found in Appendix K.

A Customer Satisfaction Survey for AEA 13

A state-wide AEA Customer Satisfaction Survey wasniaistered by the Department of Education
in the winter of 2004 regarding Area Education Agerservices. The results of this survey
including data for AEA 13 revealed the following:

Local school staff who completed the online suriegicated that nine out of ten agreed
and/or strongly agreed that services provided byAAEB were meeting their needs. This
information needs to be interpreted cautiously esianly 314 or approximately 10% of the
individuals who responded to the state-wide suwege from AEA 13. The state-wide return
rate to the survey was approximately 10%.

Additional detailed information on the state-wid&A Customer Satisfaction Survey can be found
in Appendices L and P.



10. Aggregated Agency-wide Baseline and Trend Line Datfrom Local School Comprehensive
Improvement Plans

A review of local school comprehensive improvetr@ans reveals the following:

a) Goals from school improvement plans are focumedhe development, implementation, and
assessment of successful math and reading programs.
b) All AEA 13 comprehensive school improvement glane approved.
c) Schools in AEA 13 share a common set of teachingd learning needs as reflected by the
following:
- Alignment of curriculum, instruction, and assesstwegarding reading, math, and science.
More inclusive of all children.
Instructional decision-making that is needs basetidata driven.
Staff development.
Leadership that supports systemic change.
Greater efficiencies in the delivery of services.

11. Specific Teacher, School, and School District Needgldressed by AEA 13

Baseline and trend line information on the AEA msing to specific teacher, school, and district
needs addressed by AEA 13 indicates, at a minintlenfollowing:

a) Addressing the diversity of student populatignihdividualizing instruction with a limited
amount of resources.
b) Implementing a results-based staff developmengnam that utilizes the latest research to
improve classroom instruction.
¢) Building capacity within communities to addresajor changes in lowa’s demographics.
d) Improving teacher capacity to deliver high quailistruction in reading and math.
e) Assisting districts with analysis of studentiagbment data and with planning for system-wide
assessment.
f) Data collected from AEA 13 sponsored courseseading, math, science, or climate (including
consortia), indicate the following:
Over 80% of respondents in reading, math, and ¢dncaurses, and over 60% in science
courses indicated that professional developmenpatged their building or district goals
significantly or very significantly.
Over 89% of participants in climate courses indidathat they were significantly or very
significantly prepared to implement new learning.
Over 74% of participants in reading and mathematimgrses indicated that they were
significantly or very significantly prepared to itement new learning.
Over 54% of participants in science courses inditdhat they were significantly or very
significantly prepared to implement new learning.
Over 70% of respondents in climate courses indicatieat student performance/
achievement was significantly or very significarittypacted in their classrooms.
Over 58% of respondents in reading and mathematesses indicated that student
performance/achievement was significantly or veigniicantly impacted in their
classrooms.



Over 36% of respondents in science courses indicatthat student
performance/achievement was significantly or veingnigicantly impacted in their
classrooms.

For a more detailed report on Professional Devetagiraurveys, please refer to Appendix M.

Specific Student Learning Needs Addressed by AEA 13

Baseline and trend line information on the AEApending to specific student learning needs
evidenced in local school improvement plans indisaait a minimum, the following:

AEA 13 is responding to specific student learnirgafs in local school improvement plans
by developing four major goals in the Five-Year Agg Comprehensive Improvement Plan.
These four goals address the improvement of re&timgce/math instruction and school
climate. A more specific listing of these goals t@nreferenced in #1 of this report (AEA 13
Agency-wide Goals) or in the AEA 13 Comprehensinpilovement Plan.

Joint Service Agreements have been developed viith'd to address identified needs. AEA
services focus on these areas and reports areagedesnnually regarding alignment of
services to needs.

The agency develops staff development programs thitte consortia that make up 16
districts. These programs are based on needs fiddnith the school improvement plans of
each district and through formal needs assessrremtsrking with representatives from each
consortium.

As a result of student learning needs identifieddhool improvement plans, 21 courses were
offered for graduate or staff development creditégading, 15 courses in math, 5 courses in
science, and 21 courses in climate.

State-wide AEA Restructuring and Reorganization Reprt Regarding Cost-Effectiveness

An AEA State-wide Restructuring and Reorganizatomdy that was conducted by the Department
of Education indicates the local schools perceivat tservices are provided to them in a cost
efficient manner. The agency facilitates severahsootiums in curriculum development,

assessment, and staff development that providehtorefficient utilization of agency resources.
AEA 13 also facilitates broad-based cooperativecipasing programs that save local schools
substantial funds annually.



Appendix A
Agency-wide Goal #1 — Reading

Agency-wide Goal #1: The Improvement of Reading Istruction. This goal will reflect an increase of
the median # grade total reading score (national standard ycore

Baseline Data from 2002 Comprehensive Plan

a) ITBS/ITED scores at thé"48", and 11" grade are above the national average; howe{eand
8" grade trend lines are declining.

b) ITBS/ITED scores, when compared to the Statéowf, more students at th& 4nd &' grade
levels are “not proficient” in reading comprehemsio

c) ITBS/ITED scores in the™4 8" and 11 grades, there is a reading “gap” between boysgins
In all cases, there is a larger percentage of gid§icient in reading.

d) ITBS/ITED scores in'% 8" and 11 grades, there is a reading “gap” between studsigible
for free and reduced lunch and those who are not.

e) Every Child Reads basic data (see AppendixAEA 13 Five-Year Comprehensive Plan).

f) Reading Recovery basic data (see Appendix EEA A3 Five-Year Comprehensive Plan).

g) Kindergarten Readiness Survey data (see AppeéndiAEA 13 Five-Year Comprehensive Plan).

Progress on Agency-wide Goal #1

Analysis of agency-wide ITBS data indicates that frercentage of"grade students scoring at a
proficient level increased from 68.9% in 2001-02Z/&7% in 2002-03. This also reflects an increase i
standard score from 195.97 in 2001-02 to 199.2002-03.

Evidence
AEA 13 has assigned every district the services of

Service Action Plan
Facilitate the | 1. Assist districts

implement- with alignment Reading Consultant.

tation of and implement- Seven AEA Instructional Services Consultants with
research tation of assigned reading responsibilities spent a full ezgh
based best curriculum week with 22 buildings identified as Schools In Neé
practice research-based Assistance, self-initiating, or Reading Excellence.
strategies for instruction and Consultants met with principals, leadership teaans,
the appropriate staff to implement components of school-wide action
improvement assessment. research aimed at improving reading comprehension.
of K-12 Reading Consultants assist targeted LEAs with data
reading collection and analysis to drive decisions regayditaff
education in development.

AEA 13. In 22 elementary buildings, five sources of dataewve

collected in an effort to monitor AEA technical
assistance support of the Every Child Reads lowa
Reading Initiative. Those data sources were:
0 Number of times leadership teams met:
Year one: met an average of 24 times.
Year two: met an average of 45 times.
o0 Staff development time:




Year one: average number of staff
development sessions was 22.
Year two: average number of staff
development sessions was 24.
0 Number of classrooms visited:
Year one: 25 (average).
Year two: 37 (average).
0 Number of classroom observations:
Year one: 14 (average).
Year two: 19 (average).
0 Number of classroom demonstrations:
Year one: 7 (average).
Year two: 9 (average).
Six AEA Instructional Services Consultants assigned
reading consultation responsibilities provided da-s
consultation services to 27 districts in addition t
districts engaged in the state-wide reading irvéat
Reading Consultants provided grant writing techinica
assistance to three of the four districts who djealifor
the Reading First grant.
Staff development opportunities were provided base
individual, small group, and consortium needs.
The instructional program of Reading Recovery was
supported by the teacher leader through continuing
contact classes in 12 districts.
Data is collected through the National Data Evatumat
Center (NDEC) and each district receives the rejoort
drive further decisions for implementation.
Teacher leader taught five Reading Recovery stgdat]
one district as ongoing professional development/
compliance with the Reading Recovery Council of
North America (RRCDN).
Teacher leader taught five Reading Recovery stgdar]
one district as ongoing professional development/
compliance with the Reading Recovery Council of
North America (RRCDN).
The media center circulated materials to LEAs and
increased availability of Every Child Reads matsria

There were 263 PWIM (Picture Word Induction Mode

posters checked out, 45 videotapes and trainirsy aetl
30 professional reading resources. The media cente
significantly increased the availability of quality
nonfiction to support teachers in the implementatd
Every Child Reads. From October, 2002, througleJy
30, 2003, 65,005 books were checked out by teache
across AEA 13. Of these, 41,739 or 63% were
nonfiction books.

A variety of professional development opportunities
utilizing technology correlated with reading were
provided to AEA 13 school districts and professiona

—

—
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)

s

development consortiums. Examples are: utilizatibn




online resources to support reading instructioe; afs
technology resources for assessment (logs, ete)pius
technology for communication among professionals;
electronic surveys for needs assessments; pil@ggiro
on using Palm Pilots for running records.

Over 80% of survey respondents participating imlirga
professional development courses indicated that
professional development supported their building o
district goals significantly or very significantly.

Over 74% of survey respondents participating iralirea
professional development courses indicated that the
were significantly or very significantly prepared t
implement new learning.

Over 76% of survey respondents participating irlirea
professional development courses indicated that the
will or are significantly or very significantly
implementing the new learning in their classrooms.
Over 58% of survey respondents participating irlireg
professional development courses indicated thaesiiu
performance/achievement was significantly or very
significantly impacted in their classrooms. A sigant
number of respondents left this question blanketHeu
analysis of data indicated that teachers takingseim
classes were most likely to leave this question
unanswered. This is probably due to lack of studen
contact during the summer months.

Of participants surveyed, slightly over 20% indézht
that their knowledge and skills were significanwery
significant prior to participating in reading pregonal
development. After taking a course, over 80% iatdid
that their knowledge and skills were significanwery
significant.

Status of Action Plan One: Levels of implementation data in the 22 buildirgggyaging in the Every
Child Reads state-wide reading initiative continteebe collected on a yearly basis. Data is ctdldon
strategy implementation, analysis of student pdmraand performance data, reports submitted
regarding attendance of the AEA consultants, andodc administration at ongoing professional
development.

During the 2002-03 school year, research-basedegtes in reading were presented through
professional development to two of the consortiwitiin AEA 13. To support implementation of
this work, there was on-site staff development fgledt to the administrator and teachers that
occurred between consortium staff development dalgs support the practice of
“workshop/workplace” professional development.

10



resources to
parents and
community to
increase early
childhood
reading
achievement.

Service Action Plan Evidence
Provide Build partnerships AEA staff provided Every Child Reads ages 3-5 staff
reading with parents and development to staff from the following LEA and

community to
support improved
reading
performance.

community programs: IKM, Shelby County Catholic,
Tri-Center, Atlantic Head Start, Shenandoah ChadeC
Center, and Clarinda Day Care Center. AEA staff
provided Every Child Reads ages 3-5 staff develayn,
during the summer of 2003 to staff from the follogi
LEAs and community programs: Council Bluffs First
United Methodist, Logan-Magnolia, Shelby County
Catholic, St John’s Lutheran Preschool, and Trit€en
AEA speech-language pathologists provided staff
development on language and early literacy
development to staff and parents at lowa Western
Community College child care center and Council
Bluffs Head Start.

The F.A.M.I.LL.Y. program uses the Parents as Teacl]
program during home visits. The program focuses o
literacy development, phonological awareness, repdi
to children, and print awareness.

The F.A.M.I.L.Y. program hired a bilingual Familyfe
Educator to work with Latino families in Pottawattia
County. The need for this position was based ahd)
number of non-English speaking families referreths
F.A.M.LLL.Y. program, and 2) the increase in the
Limited English Proficient students identified het
LEAs in Pottawattamie County.

o Fall, 2002 — 124 students.

o Fall, 2003 — 511 students.

AEA staff assisted eight Pottawattamie County stho
districts in seeking and securing financial support
order to provide high quality early childhood pragrs
to an estimated 300 unserved preschoolers.

o Data to support this funding request was
determined by 1) looking at community and
state priorities, 2) reviewing early childhood
research that supported early childhood
programs, 3) establishing and demonstrating
need for early childhood programs, and 4)
noting quality program components as outling
by the High Scope Foundation and the Natior
Association for the Education of Young

=}
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Children.

Status of Action Plan Two: The Agency will continue this as an action pldrnis will continue to be an

area of high need.
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Service

Action Plan

Evidence

Support and
model for
instructional
leaders
implement-
tation of
effective
reading
practices
within their
buildings.

3. Assist and provide
to administrators

and other
individuals in

leadership roles

the support to
sustain

implementation of
effective reading

practices.

AEA Instructional Services Consultants supported 22
elementary buildings representing 20 principals for
Every Child Reads.

Nine principals from identified Schools in Need of
Assistance and Every Child Reads schools wereeaffe
the opportunity to attend on-site monthly meetiagd
visits from the Department of Education core regdin
team in their support of school-wide action reskearc
through Every Child Reads.

The principals from the Schools in Need of Assis&an
as well as other principals from Council Bluffs wer
expected to attend weekly professional development
sessions on the reading strategies and school-wide
action research process provided by the AEA 13
consultants and implement the strategies learnéukin
classrooms.

All schools who engaged in the state-wide reading
initiative and the AEA state-wide reading team merslp
attended three leadership symposiums in Des Moine
offered during 2002-03.
Principals and AEA state-wide reading team members
attended a three-day lowa Reading Initiative Canfee
in Des Moines during August, 2003.

AEA 13 Reading Consultants used the lowa Technical
Adequacy Project process to establish technical
adequacy of the Reading Consensus Standards and
Benchmarks document. The product was availabdd to
AEA 13 districts.

AEA 13 Instructional Services Consultants worked in
28 districts to build administrative leadershighe
improvement of reading instruction. This work riésa
in 63 meetings or professional development
opportunities with building principals and 68 megs
or professional development opportunities spedlfica
supporting building leadership teams.

The AEA 13 Reading Team provided three days of
professional development to AEA special education
staff serving districts within AEA 13. The professal
development focused on "Understanding the
Dimensions of Reading and What Makes a
Comprehensive Reading Program”. Support was
provided by the reading team to assist participants
collecting student achievement and demographicidata
their assigned schools.

=

()
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Status of Action Plan Three: Multiple opportunities were provided to suppouilding principals and
leadership teams focused on improving reading &emment. This action plan will continue through
ongoing activities such as those identified aboWe.addition, plans to conduct a summer institue f

principals and building leadership teams has betew into the AEA Reading First Grant for the 200
04 academic year.
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Appendix B
Agency-wide Goal #2 — Mathematics

The Improvement of Mathematics Instruction. This goal will reflect an increase of the medidh 4
grade total mathematics score (national standamexc

Baseline Data from 2002 Comprehensive Plan
The following baseline data was gathered from ITBED achievement results from 2000-01.
a) Scores at the™ 8" and 11 grade are above the national average; howeVeand &' grade
trend lines are declining.
b) When compared to the state of lowa, more studenthea4” and & grade level are not
proficient in math total.
c) Scores in the 8" and 11 grades, there is very little difference betweenrttath proficiency
of boys and girls.
d) Scores in 4, 8" and 1" grades show a math “gap” between students elidinefree and
reduced lunch and those who are not.
e) The median % grade mathematics score (national standard séoreh\EA 13 in 2000-01 is
191.91.

Progress on Agency-Wide Goal #2

AEA 13 did make progress toward meeting this lterga goal. In 2000-01, the mediali grade
total mathematics standard score was 191.91 (2a81dard score points above the national average of
189). In 2001-02, the™grade mathematics standard score was 195.73 §tafidard score points above
the national average of 191). This was a chand&8%# standard score points. This year, the AEA 13
media standard score was 198.66 (7.66 points athmve@ational average of 191). This is a growth of
2.93 standard score points which is on target thighagency goal for math at th& grade level.

Action plan one was fulfilled and reported in @03 APR with the completion of a process to
identify schools in need of improvement in matheosat The process that was developed by AEA 13
aligned very closely with the lowa AccountabilityaR for No Child Left Behind. The identification
process proved to be extremely accurate in predjdtie schools (9 buildings out of 11) that areded
of improvement or are on the list of “self-idergidi’ schools.

Action plan two is in progress but, just as witbtin Plan one, the process has been aligned to the
lowa Support System for Schools in Need of ImprogetnThis process looks at schools as systems and
uses data to determine individual district/schoeéds. Again, the process identified by AEA 13 is
congruent with the lowa Support System in identifydistrict needs for mathematics.

Action plan three is in progress. In addition,vath the lowa Support System, the goal of this
action plan is to leverage improvement in mathersdtirough research-based strategies and to witize
action planning model for design, implementatiarg anonitoring.

Service Action Plan Evidence
Identification of 1. Create a process for using  Before safe harbor and confidence band
schools that need data from AEA districts to were applied, this process predicted that 11
focused math identify schools who have out of 13 buildings in AEA 13 would
assistance. a need for improvement in potentially be self-identified.
math instruction and
achievement.
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This process was modeled
after Title I, method four,
for the identification of
One School in need of
Assistance schools.

The process developed in
the State Accountability
plan is the method for
identifying schools in need
of improvement. This
process supercedes the
process developed by AE
13

P

Evaluation of Services:
Effectiveness of Service

The instrument/process was completed January, 20@3process now aligns to the lowa

Accountability Plan for No Child Left Behind.
Efficiency of Service N/A

Status of Action Plan One: This action plan has been completed.

Service Action Plan Evidence

Facilitate the 2. Create and support a AEA Mathematics Consultants have been
implementation of process using an individual  reviewing best practices in mathematics
research-based, district’'s system data to instruction from a variety of resources, to
best practice determine areas “in need include research from the lowa Content
strategies for the of” improvement in Network in an attempt to match best practiqg
improvement of K- mathematics focusing on: to district identified needs in curriculum,

12 math education curriculum, instruction, instruction, assessment, and resources.

in AEA 13 for assessment, and resources  Sidney Community Schools was chosen as

schools identified
in need of focused This process is modeled
math assistance. after Exploring Research
Based Practices in K-3
Mathematics Instruction
and Every Child Reads
and will be compiled with
the research-based
strategies (see Action Pla
Three).

-

AEA 13 recognizes and
supports the state design
for assisting schools in
need of improvement. The
process used to determing
individual district areas in
need of improvement in

17

pilot for the lowa Professional Developmen
Model. Sidney’s data indicated low
achievement in mathematics problem-solvir
K-12. A leadership team made up of four
mathematics teachers and two principals w
trained in the IPDM with a focus on
improving mathematics achievement in
problem-solving. Professional developmen

began in August of the 2003-04 school year

consistent with this model

a

K
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be based on the lowa
Support System for
Schools in Need of
Improvement.

mathematics has and will

Evaluation of Services:
Effectiveness of Service

The Sidney project has allowed us to test andedfie processes that most effectively meet

individual district needs.

Interventions and instructional services that Wdlimplemented for the problem-solving in
mathematics is driven by scientifically based restea

AEA 13 Schools in Need of Assistance for years ame two were removed from the list for th
2003-04 academic year due in part to a broad rahgeerventions facilitated by AEA 13
Mathematics Consultants and LEA staff in thoseridist

Efficiency of Service

Professional development in the area of mathematissimplemented through consortia and

other cooperative arrangements.

Status of Action Plan Two: This action plan is in progress and will continue.

Service Action Plan

Evidence

Facilitate the
implementation of
research-based,
best practice
strategies for the
improvement of K-
12 math education
in AEA 13.

3. Implement an action-

building’s identified

based research model fg
using researched-based
strategies to improve the

area(s) of need in math.

AEA 13 Mathematics Consultants used Ever
Student Counts to address identified needs (¢
LEAs in mathematics.

AEA Mathematics Consultants used the
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics
to address identified needs of LEAs in
mathematics.

AEA 13 Mathematics Consultants used DNG
(LtoJ) to address identified needs of LEAS in
mathematics.

AEA 13 Mathematics Consultants guided
LEAs through an intensive curriculum
alignment process (Cooperative Curriculum
Project) to address identified needs of LEAs
mathematics.

AEA 13 Mathematics Consultants used the
lowa Technical Adequacy Project process to

=5 <

in

establish technical adequacy of the Cooperative

Curriculum standards. The product was
available to all AEA 13 districts.
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Evaluation of Services:
Effectiveness of Service
All AEA 13 schools identified as needing improvernemre removed from the list.
Increase in % grade lowa Test of Basic Skills national standamores for AEA 13.
Efficiency of Service
Items identified in the evidence were implementedugh consortia and cooperative projects

Status of Action Plan Three: The Agency will continue this action plan by taning to search for
effective strategies to improve mathematics acherd.
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Appendix C
Agency-wide Goal #3 — Science

Agency-Wide Goal (#3): The Improvement of Scienckstruction. This goal will reflect an increase
of the median 8 grade total science score (national standard score

Baseline Data from 2002 Comprehensive Plan

a) AEA 13 Customer Satisfaction Survey resuldicated 75.3% of teachers in the state-wide
sample reported improved science instruction.

b) Analysis of agency-wide ITBS/ITED data from98397 through 2000-01 revealed a steady
decline in 4' grade national standard scores in science. Tmtline for § grade national
standards scores was also declining.

c) Analysis of agency-wide ITBS/ITED data from98997 through 2000-01 revealed a significant
gap between the achievement levels of studentsligiitle for free and reduced lunch.

d) During this period in '8 grade, 48-55% of students eligible for free anduced lunch were
proficient versus 73-77% of students who were Higitde were proficient. The trend line for
these students was on a slight decline over timie fieriod.

e) Analysis of agency-wide ITBS/ITED data from96997 through 2000-01 revealed a significant
gap between the achievement levels of studentsvmegespecial education services and students
in general education. The trend lines for all groare increasing.

During this period in 8 grade, 19-25% of students receiving special eéhraervices
were proficient verses 71-73% of students in gdreshacation were proficient.
During this period in 11 grade, 35-39% of students receiving special edtatervices
were proficient verses 80-85% of students in gdreshacation were proficient.

f) Analysis of agency-wide ITBS data indicateattthe percentage of"&rade students scoring in
the high performance level had gradually decre&sed 15.0% in 1996-97 to 10.4% in 2000-01.
Students who scored in this range were among tifesbt, and so this data suggests a decrease in
8" grade students who are highly skilled in demotisiascientific reasoning and content
knowledge skills that are measured by the lowa dEBasic Skills.

Progress on Agency-Wide Goal #3 -"8Grade National Scores

The goal established for AEA 13 reflects continiraprovement in 8 grade science skills as
reflected by the ITBS national standard score. ZB@2-03 national standard score f8rgdade science
showed improvement from a score of 255.52 in 2001e0260.19 in 2002-03. It was noticeable that
while grades 4, 8" and 11" standard scores were monitored, grade 8 (targetemlir action plan)
reflected the largest increase in science achiememigighth grade science achievement continudmeto
above national averages. Referencing national siotire 2002-03 '8 grade score fell at the 84
percentile, compared to the 2001-02@ade score that fell at the6ftercentile. The six-year trend of
8" grade science standard scores is upward.

In 2002-03, 2,500 ‘B grade students in AEA 13 participated in the IT&$ence assessment. The
percent of 8 graders scoring in the "proficient” range or abvecience increased from 74.1% in 2001-
02 to 77.7% in 2002-03. The percentage of changeience proficiency from 2001-02 to 2002-03 for
required subgroups are presented below
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Percent Proficient in 2001-02 Percent Proficient ir2002-03
Students with an IEP 30.5% 36.9%
Students without an IEP 81.1% 84.7%
Male Students 73% 75.9%
Female Students 75.3% 79.7%
Students with F/R Lunch 59.4% 65.1%
Student without F/R Lunch 79.3% 83%

An analysis of proficiency level indicates that@lilgrade subgroups showed an increase from 2001-02 to
2002-03. There is a significant "gap" in scienchi@vement between students identified for special
education and those not identified for special etion. The gap has remained fairly consistentesinc
1998. Trend lines for males and females are upwéttd very little difference in achievement between
genders. There is a science "gap" between studdigible for free or reduced lunch and those not
eligible. There are noticeably fewer students flomer socio-economic backgrounds achieving in the
proficient range. The gap has remained fairly tent since 1998. However, it is notable tha2002-

03, 65.1% of AEA 13 8graders eligible for free/reduced lunch scorethinproficient range for science,
which is higher than would be expected nationaillystudents overall. Nationally, about 60% of stuis
score in the proficient range on the ITBS scieraseasment.

Service Action Plan Evidence
Facilitate the 1. Partner with lowa State lowa State University Science Writing
implementation of University in providing | Heuristic Partnership
research-based, best ongoing professional AEA 13 Mathematics Consultants used Every
practice development. Student Counts to address identified needs of
strategies for the LEAs in mathematics. Completed 22 days
improvement of Science Writing Heuristic Professional
of K-12 science Development for the Student Excellence
education in through Educational Development of Staff
AEA 13. (SEEDS) Consortium (6 districts, 12

teachers) in 2002-03.

Completed three days of Science Writing

Heuristic Professional Development for the

Western lowa Staff Development Consortium

(WISC) (five districts, 15 teachers) in 2002;

03.

Of the participating teachers, nine taught at

the 8" grade level.

Approximately 10% of teachers involved in

the Science Writing Heuristic Professional

Development have completed their formal

project. Implementation is continuing.

Implementation data:

0 Issues regarding research validity and
reliability of teacher implementation of
the SWH are considered to support
results obtained from the study. Guba
and Lincoln (1981) argue that “It is
impossible to have internal validity
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lowa State University Modifying Science

without reliability, a demonstration of
internal validity amount to a
simultaneous demonstration of
reliability”. Long-term observations are
used to ensure internal validity in which
multiple or repeated observations over a
period of time were conducted per each
teacher. Because two independent
observers independently observe the
implementation, agreements between
them regarding the quality of the teachg
implementation are obtained.

D
=

Statistical results of student performange
show that low ability had greater
improvement from pretest to posttest in
comparison to other ability subgroups
(middle and high). If this trend continugs
to 2003-04, we may want to consider the
SWH as a potential staff development i
which teachers implement student-
oriented approach to lessen the gaps
between low socio-economic and non-
low socio-economic students and/or
special education.

=)

Activities Partnership

Completed three days of Professional
Development in the Modifying Science
Activities Partnership (three districts, 36
teachers).

Of the participating teachers, four taught at
the 8" grade level.

Results of teacher interviews: 36 teachers
interviewed by lowa State University.
Seventy-eight percent reported/described a
unit of instruction where topic preceded
activities which support inquiry method.
Fifteen percent of teachers use application|of
concept to assess. Three out of 36 teacher
reported modifying instruction through self
reporting.

Results of student surveys: Students were
surveyed on their perceptions of Laboratory
Instruction. The data, although individual
teachers’ practices were analyzed, was no
sufficient to determine AEA-wide
perceptions.

[72)
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Evaluation of Services:

Effectiveness of Service
The 2002-03 national standard score from thgi@de lowa Test of Basic Skills showed
improvement from a score of 255.52 in 2001-02 19.28 in 2002-03.

Efficiency of Service
Implemented through staff development opportunitigh collaborative groups of districts.
This included common dates for professional devalen.

Service Action Plan Evidence
Facilitate the 2. Building capacity for State Collaborative on Assessment and
implementation of effective science Student Standards Science Assessment
research-based, best  instruction. (SCASS)
practice strategies for Fifteen districts participated in the AEA-
the improvement of wide State Collaborative on Assessment
K-12 science and Student Standards Science for District-
education in AEA Wide Assessment in 2002-03. All
13. participating districts reported the results|in

their 2002-03 APR.
Teachers from those 15 districts and three
others participated in the State
Collaborative on Assessment and Student
Standards Scoring Institute.

There were approximately 1,300 student
papers scored for the State Collaborative on
Assessment and Student Standards Scignce
Assessments Project.

Fifty students completed elementary
module “Physical Adaptations”. Ninety-
four percent scored at or above proficiency
level. Two hundred eighty-four students
completed the middle school module
“Geologic Time”". Seventy-five percent
scored at or above proficiency level. Ong
hundred eighty-seven students complete
the high school module “cells”. 56.2%
scored at or above proficiency level.

A%

[oX

Northwest Evaluation Assessment (NWEA)
All participating districts are using the
computerized version. Scores are reported
by individual districts and AEA-wide
analysis is not available.

Other Services
Professional development was provided o
secondary science teachers in the Harrison
County Staff Development Consortium.
The content was around “Classroom
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Instruction That Works” and involved 5
districts and 15 teachers.

Professional development continued in 0
district around implementation of the
content from the National Academy for
Curriculum Leadership. Videoconferencir
technology was utilized to collaborate wit
national professional development
organizations.

Districts received support in science
including: data analysis, goal-setting,
reviewing standards and benchmarks,
alignment of curriculum, instruction, and
assessment, selection of a second scien
assessment, use of the IP (Internet
Protocol) video equipment, and modeling
instructional strategies in the classroom
with students.

Status of Action Plan:
Efforts on this action plan will continue with dtigmodifications (i.e., Customer Satisfaction Syrve
data is no longer available as it applies to s@gnc

Evaluation of Services:
Effectiveness of Service

There were five science courses supported by AEAutBg 2002-03. Of the 51 respondents

on the question if the professional developmenpetted district or building goals, 90.1%
indicated a degree of significance and 88.7% iridit#hat the new learning from the course
could be applied and will be implemented in thesstaom. An equal percentage indicated {
student performance/achievement had been impastadesult of the professional
development in the science content area (see Appéf)d
The 2002-03 national standard score from thg@de lowa Test of Basic Skills showed
improvement from a score of 255.52 in 2001-02 t0.28 in 2002-03.

Efficiency of Service
Implemented through consortia and other collabeeagroups of districts, including
collaborative scoring institute. Utilized ICN anther technological resources.

Summary Statement:

19

>0

hat

A body of evidence around implementation effortatowes to be collected. The implementation data

is providing a clearer picture of the impact oftiastional strategies on student achievement. riffo
will continue in the collection of data to evaluste effectiveness of professional development in
science.

Although 8" grade lowa Test of Basic Skills national standarores continued to increase in 2002-03

for the third consecutive year, it is too earlydtaw correlations regarding the impact of profassio

development on student achievement.
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Appendix D
Agency-wide Goal #4 —

Safe and Supportive Schools

(Formerly Nurturing Environments)

Agency-wide Goal #4: The Improvement of Safe andupportive Environments in Schools for the
Success of All Children —-at a minimum, this goal will reflect an improvemeitindicators in safe and
supportive school environments as assessed byotva Youth Survey, Drop out Rate, and other
appropriate measurements.

Baseline Data from 2002 Comprehensive Plan

Please refer to Appendix O — Climate Goal IndicatfrProgress.

Status of Goal: AEA 13 can point to two consecutive survey admraisbns of the lowa Youth Survey
data that show an increase in the percentage désts in AEA 13 reporting that they feel safe and
supported in their school environment. Three yeherea wide drop out data show no clear trend.

environments.

Service Action Plan Evidence
AEA 13 will | 1. Provide LEA staff with A new structure for services was initiated in tleary
assist schools knowledge and skills 2002-03. This structure is similar to past years i
in school to implement a unified that the funding was divided between LEA and
districts to system to support and AEA activities.
support and maintain a positive There were 11 funded districts, 26 buildings adyiv
maintain school environment. engaged in safe and supportive school efforts.
positive There were 5 districts and 7 buildings outsidehef
school funding structure, engaged in action research

activities and receiving services in the areasatd s
and supportive schools. A third group of 38
districts, 48 buildings, and 37 AEA personnel
engaged in large group staff development develg
and supported by Success4. A total of 11 district
17 buildings used climate surveys as a means of
data collection to monitor and/or revise their
affective goals.

Due to the restructuring of Success4 services, th
following 2002-03 data includes a comparison
among all 118 buildings in AEA 13. As of 2002-(
CSIP reporting, there were 24 districts and 75
buildings that have affective goals included inithg
district or building improvement plans. Success4
services have been provided to 20 districts with
affective goals.

Of the 12 2002-03 Success4 funded districts, 11

ped

[1*)

reported affective goals in their CSIP and complg
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action plans and action research reports.
Individual districts calculate graduation ratesueD
to the way that this information is calculated, the
information is not available to AEA 13 in
aggregated form.

The AEA 13 drop out rate is 2.06%.

Currently, AEA 13 does not have access to AEA
wide suspension and expulsion data. This data i
required to be reported in the Spring, 2004, BED
In the general area of school climate, the 2002
Youth Survey Data reflects improvement in nearl
all areas (see Appendix H).

Service Action Plan Evidence

AEA 13 will Provide LEA staff Workshops and classes offered and attended by
assist schools with knowledge and LEA staff include Options to Anger (15 districts),
in school skills that focus on Crisis Management in Schools (16 districts),
districts to strategies and Framework for Understanding Poverty (5 districts
support and accommodations that 3-in-1 drug prevention training (30 districts),
maintain support learning for al Emergency Response Planning Update (9 distric
positive students. TRIBES training and implementation (4 districts).
school Staff feedback for these offerings can be found ir

environments.

Appendix M and N.
Training provided via Success4:
o Foundations — school-wide discipline.
o0 Interventions and accommodations.
0 Action research.
o Envoy — non-verbal classroom
management.
Paraprofessional and paraeducator trainir
CHAMPS — classroom strategies.
0 Teacher encyclopedia — for the hard to
reach and teach.
o Kurzweil 3000 — digital text and study

o O

28
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Service

Action Plan

Evidence

AEA 13 will
assist schools
in school
districts to
support and
maintain
positive
school
environments.

Provide programs and
services to meet
specific needs of
individual schools and
communities and/or
individual students an
families to address
emerging, non-
academic school
environment issues.

)

Workshops and classes offered and attended by L
staff include Options to Anger (15 districts), @Gis
Management in Schools (16 districts), Framework
Understanding Poverty (5 districts), 3-in-1 drug
prevention training (30 districts), Emergency
Response Planning Update (9 districts), TRIBES
training and implementation (4 districts).

Staff feedback for these offerings can be found in
Appendix M and N.

Due to the restructuring efforts, this data set wil
change to 118 buildings as a total comparison AE
wide. Current reporting indicates 33 buildings

EA

for

engaged in school-wide discipline systems. Twenty-

six buildings are using the Foundations model ang
seven are using the Boys Town model.

AEA 13 provided crisis intervention in districts
following the deaths of students and adults corate
to the schools.

School-Based Interventionists provided the follogvi
student small group sessions in local schools:

ot

>

aggression replacement, student mentoring, positive

success, divorce support, young men, young worn
peer relations, extended day study, alternative to
suspension (tobacco program), social skills progta
organizational skills, bullying prevention, SADD,
Dare-to-Care, and student at-risk.
Reconnecting Youth: Pilot programs offered in
Council Bluffs at Abraham Lincoln High School

spring semester, 2003, and third trimester at Lewis

Central High School

0 Thirty-one students completed the classes
38 enrolled.

o Fifty-one percent of students completing th
class improved academics.

o Fifty-three percent of students completing
class improved attendance.

o Fifteen students completing both pre and

posttests prepared by Center for Substance
Abuse Prevention with the following results:

Seven percent increase in number of
students abstaining from tobacco use
within past 30 days.

Seven percent increase in number of
students abstaining from alcohol use
within past 30 days.

Six percent of students reduced the
number of occasions using marijuana
within the past 30 days.

en,

m

of

e

he

USC/NIDA Prevention Research Project: St. Albert
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and Lewis Central Middle Schools have received
training and continue to implement Media Buzz
prevention curriculum for all'6grade students
(Council Bluffs 8" grade students are control
group)(completed spring, 2003, including cohort
survey).

Prime for Life! is an eight-hour prevention eduoati
class required for youth under the age of 18 wieo @
cited for minor in possession, possession of drogs
possession of drug paraphernalia in Pottawattamig
County.

0 One hundred nine students served July 1,
2002, through June 30, 2003.

o Percentage rearrest (for any charge) of
students completing class.

0 Students complete a one-page posttest.

o Allitems on posttest indicate increased
clarity of values, increased knowledge of
consequences, and increased perceptions
risk.

0 Two highest ranked items on posttest (out
0-1 or 2): “As a result of this class: | know
my low risk guidelines” (1.83) and “I know
more about the harmful consequences of
using alcohol and other drugs” (1.73).

Youth Mentoring Programs: As of June 30, 2003,
youth mentoring programs in both Glenwood and

Atlantic severing partnership with Big Brothers Big
Sisters of Central lowa because of zero matches i

\r

\U

of

both districts.
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New Action Plan for 2004-05
Agency-wide Goal #4
Safe and Supportive Schools

(Formerly Nurturing Environments)

Agency-wide Goal #4: The Improvement of Safe andupportive Environments in Schools for the
Success of All Children —-at a minimum, this goal will reflect an improvemeitindicators in safe and
supportive school environments as assessed byotva Youth Survey, Drop out Rate, and other
appropriate measurements.

Baseline Data from 2002 Comprehensive Plan
Please refer to Appendix O -- Climate Goal Indicatnf Progress.

Service Action Plan Evidence
Upon requests by | 1. To provide consultation, Surveys that provide feedback on
an individual direct service, intervention(s) or individual service

building, teacher,
or parent, AEA 13
will provide
consultation/direct

the needs of
individual students

services to address

D

professional developmen
community linkages, data
collection, mentoring
services and crisis
response through any of
the following: School
Based Intervention,
Autism Team, Brain
Injury Team, CRISIS
Response, Behavioral
Consultation, Individual
Drug or Substance Abus
Training, Mentoring
Programs, etc.

t,
|

D

provider data.

building, teacher,
or parent, AEA 13
will provide
consultation/direct

the needs of

services to address

D

individual students

district or building which
may include instruction,
coaching, and follow-up,
as requested.

interventions.

Service Action Plan Evidence
Upon requests by To provide professional Professional Development Evaluations and
an individual development to the School Data Collection regarding
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Service Action Plan Evidence

Upon requests by | 3. To provide system School Data Collection regarding
an individual consultation to the district Interventions.

building, teacher, or building which will

or parent, AEA 13 include data collection

will provide and analysis of

consultation/direct implementation of

services to address  evidence based program
the needs of
individual students

i
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Appendix E
Reading Scores

A listing of tables found in this appendix include:

Table 1 — AEA 13 Grade 4 ITBS Reading Total Medsaores (National Standard Scores)
Table 2 - AEA 13 Grade 8 ITBS Reading Total Medsaores (National Standard Scores)
Table 3— AEA 13 Grade 11 ITED Reading Total Medscores (National Standard Scores)

Table 4 — ITBS & ITED Reading Comprehension Peiags of Students Scoring in the Proficient &
Not Proficient Ranges in AEA 13 & State of lowa iehium Averages 2001-2003

Table 5— Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scametie Proficient Level by Gender df Grade
Table 6 — Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scametie Proficient Level by Gender df &rade
Table 7— Trend Line Data for ITED Reading Scorethi Proficient Level by Gender at"lGrade

Table 8 — Tr(?]nd Line Data for ITBS Reading Scorethé Proficient Level by Socio-Economic Status
at 4" Grade

Table 9 — Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scornethe Proficient Level by Socio-Economic Status
at 8" Grade

Table 10 — Trend Line Data for ITED Reading Scanethe Proficient Level by Socio-Economic Status
at 11" Grade

Table 11 — Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scime&e Proficient Level by Disability Status &t 4
Grade

Table 12 — Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scimabe Proficient Level by Disability Status &t 8
Grade

Table 13 — Trend Line Data for ITED Reading Scanethe Proficient Level by Disability Status at™.1
Grade

Table 14 — Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scimeke Proficient Level by Race df Grade
Table 15 — Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scame&e Proficient Level by Race &f &rade
Table 16 — Trend Line Data for ITED Reading Scamethie Proficient Level by Race atlGrade
Table 17 — Loess Hills AEA 13 Reading ITBS Datarade 4 — Three Year Trend (2000-01 through

2002-03)

Table 18 — Loess Hills AEA 13 Reading ITBS Dat@rade 8 — Three Year Trend (2000-01 through
2002-03)

Table 19 — Loess Hills AEA 13 Reading ITED Datara@® 11 — Three Year Trend (2000-01 through
2002-03)
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National Standard Score

National Standard Score

Table 1

AEA 13 Grade 4 ITBS Reading Total Median Scores (N@nal Standard Scores)

205

203

201

199

197

195

193

191

189

187

185

199.27
9

/

/

/

192.45 192.04 191.94 92.29

P
E S EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEENE

National Student Norms (2000 norming) -
median score was 192

National Student Norms (1992 norming) - median score w as
190

1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01

Table 2

2001-02 2002-03 2003-04

AEA 13 Grade 8 ITBS Reading Total Median Scores (N@nal Standard Scores)

260

258

256

254

252

250

248

246

244

242

240

238

236

248.47

248.06 248.34

>

/
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Table 3

AEA 13 Grade 11 ITED Reading Total Median Scores (Btional Standard Scores)
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A summary of the reading information presented in Bbles 1, 2, and 3 are as follows:

Using the 2000 national norms, the AEA 13 mediaoress from 2002-03 are at the following
percentiles:

o Fourth grade — 62 percentile.
o Eighth grade — SBpercentile.
o Eleventh grade — 62percentile.

Trend lines for %, 8", and 11" grade are upward, most notably at tHegdade level.

Scores at the" 8", and 11 grades are above the national average.
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Table 4

ITBS & ITED Reading Comprehension Percentage of Stu  dents Scoring in the
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Biennium Averages 2001-2003

4th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade

AEA13

lowa lowa

National

National

50

40 -

4th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade

National National National

Not Proficient Proficient

Table 4 provides information related to the percerdage of students scoring in the proficient and not
proficient ranges for ITBS/ITED reading comprehenson in AEA 13, State of lowa, and the nation:

Fourth Grade
72.6% of students in AEA 13 are proficient in re@dicomprehension compared to 75.9% of
students in lowa and 60% of students in the nation.

27.4% of students in AEA 13 are not proficientéading comprehension compared to 24.11% of
students in lowa and 40% of students in the nation.

Eighth Grade
67.2% of students in AEA 13 are proficient in rew@dicomprehension compared to 69.3% of
students in lowa and 60% of students in the nation.

32.8% of students in AEA 13 are not proficient@ading comprehension compared to 30.7% of
students in lowa and 40% of students in the nation.

Eleventh Grade
78.4% of students in AEA 13 are proficient in re@dicomprehension compared to 77.0% of
students in lowa and 60% of students in the nation.

21.6% of students in AEA 13 are not proficient @ading comprehension compared to 23% of
students in lowa and 40%of students in the nation.
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Percent of Students in Proficient Level

Table 5

Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scores in the Prdtient Level

100
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by Gender at 4" Grade
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= \lale 59 57.1 60.1 69.4 69.3
=== Female 66.6 76 69.9 74 7.7
Table 6
Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scores in the Pratient Level
by Gender at 8" Grade
1992 Norms 2000 Norms
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= Female 70 70.9 66.5 69.7 69.8
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Table 7

Trend Line Data for ITED Reading Scores in the Proicient Level
by Gender at 11" Grade

1992 Norms 2000 Norms
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> _—
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L 60
e
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= 40
)
s
&5 30
2 20
c
3
° 10
o
0
1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
e |\lale 66.1 64.1 74.2 74.2 75.4
e=fll== Female 81.1 76.1 80.2 81.1 82.9

A summary of the gender achievement information foreading presented in Tables 5, 6, and 7 is as
follows:

A higher percentage of girls are proficient in riegdhan boys at theé"48", and 11" grade.

Fourth and 1% grade trend lines over five years indicate théeaement gap between boys and
girls is decreasing.
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Percent of Students in Proficient Level

Table 8

Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scores in the Prdatient Level
by Socio-Economic Status at Grade

1992 Norms 2000 Norms
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Table 9
Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scores in the Pratient Level
by Socio-Economic Status at'8 Grade
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Percent of Students in Proficient Level
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Table 10

Trend Line Data for ITED Reading Scores in the Proicient Level

by Socio-Economic Status at 11 Grade
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A summary of the socio-economic status achievememformation for reading presented in Tables
8, 9, and 10 is as follows:

In 4" 8" and 1 grades, there is a reading “gap” between studgigible for free and reduced
lunch and those not eligible. In all cases, theme fewer students from low socio-economic
status backgrounds achieving in the proficientirggadange.

Nationally, 60% of students are proficient in readi In AEA 13, 72% or more of students not

eligible for free and reduced lunch are proficiemtreading. This year, 52-64% of students
eligible for free and reduced lunch are proficienteading.
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Table 11

Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scores in the Pratient Level
by Disability Status at 4" Grade
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Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scores in the Pratient Level
by Disability Status at 8" Grade
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Table 13

Trend Line Data for ITED Reading Scores in the Prof icient Level
by Disability Status at 11 ™ Grade
1992 Norms 2000 Norms
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A summary of the disability status achievement infomation for reading presented in Tables 11, 12,
and 13 are as follows:

In 4" 8" and 1Y grades, there is a significant reading gap in irgpdchievement between
students identified for special education and thagadentified for special education.

Trend lines indicate the “gap” is widening at tiiegtade level.
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Table 14

Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scores in the Pratient Level by Race at 4th Grade*
*Note: 2000-01 data is based on 1992 norms; 2@DaHd 2002-03 data is based on updated 2000 norms

100
Interpretive Notes: Thenurrber of codedstudentsinsomesubgroupsisvery
small andsointer pretationislinited. Notealsothat in00-01, the Asiansubgr oupalso
90 i incor por ated Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander students. The nurber of students f or each
year indatasetis:
o) 78 8 Native American: 00-01-10students; 01-02- 11students; 02-03- 9 students
C|>.) 380 . Asian: 00-01: 19students; 00-02- 15 students; 02-03- 19 students
2 7 73.7 African American: 00-01-29students; 01-02-26students; 02-03- 14students 73.4 74.3
— Hispanic: 00-01-62students; 01-02- 56 students; 02-03- 75 students .
g 70 White: 00-01-2101students; 01-02- 2071 students; 02-03 - 2167 students
©
= 63.6 65.9
g 57.6 57.2 2
= 60 -
=
c 46.8
- 90 | |@2000-2001
>
L% 40 m 2001-2002
< -
3 30 00 2002-2003
L 30 I
y—
o
%
2 20+ —
-
c
8
5 10
o
0
Native American Asian African-American Hispanic White

Table 15

Trend Line Data for ITBS Reading Scores in the Prdtient Level by Race at 8 Grade*
*Note: 2000-01 data is based on the 1992 norms]-2@and 2002-03 data is based on updated 2000snorm
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Table 16

Trend Line Data for ITED Reading Scores in the Proicient Level by Race at 11 Grade*
*Note: 2001-02 data is based on 1992 norms; 2004r022002-03 data is based on updated 2000 norms

Interpretive Notes: Thenumber of coded students insome subgr oupsis very small andsointer pretationis
limited. Notealsothat in00-01, the Asian subgr oup alsoincor por ated Hawaiian/ Pacif ic Islander students. The
number of students for eachyear indatasetis:
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When Tables 14, 15, and 16 are compared, the follavg summary of race trends for reading data is
presented:

Based on available data, it appears that some rd#sideom ethnic minority subgroups are
achieving at lower levels in reading when compatedheir peers coded in the white race
category. Interpretation of race subgroups is &dhitbecause the sample size of minority
subgroups is very small (see interpretive noteya&bo
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Table 17

Loess Hills AEA 13 Reading ITBS Data — Grade 4 — Th ree Year Trend (2000-01 through 2002-03)

N

Reading
Number of Students Percentage of group or subgrqup at each proficied_eyel
Group/Subgroup Low Intermediate High

00-01| 01-02] 02-03 00-01| 01-02] 02-03 00-0L 01-02 02-p80-01| 01-02] 02-03
Total - All Fourth Graders 2589 | 2372 | 2396 | 35.1 | 284 | 26.4 | 53.7 | 575 | 55.1 | 111 | 14.2 | 186
Gender:
Male 1320 | 1170 1181 39.9 30.6 307 50.3 56.9 5.4 8 9. 125 16.9
Female 1264, 1197 1208 30.1 26/1 22.3 57.3 58.1 37.62.6 15.9 20.1
Racial/Ethnic:
Native American 10 11 9 70.0 36.4 N/A 30.0 63,7 N 0 0 N/A
Asian 19 15 19 57.9 40.0 26.3 36.8 46(7 57.9 53 .313 15.8
Black or African American 29 26 14 62.1 423 421937.9 53.8 42.9 0 3.8 14.3
Hispanic or Latino 62 56 75 53.7 60.¥ 40j0 38.7 735%. 52.0 8.1 3.6 8.0
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander * 3 0 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
White 2101 | 2071 2167 34.1 26.Y 257 54.3 58.5 55.01.6 14.9 19.3
Socioeconomic Status:
Not Coded for F/R Lunch 1596 164p 1520 26/6 227 .11 59.0 59.6 57.8 14.5 17.7 23.
Coded for F/R Lunch 839 730 87¢ 52,6 412 39.0 48.662.6 50.3 3.8 6.2 10.6
Disability Status:
Not Coded As Special Education 2246 2108 2477 2B.@1.7 18.9 58.6 62.4 60.( 12.6 15/9 2110
Coded As Special Education 343 26¢ 319 76.4 81.8 .9 714 21.9 17.8 22.6 1.7 0.4 2.5
ELL/Migrant:
Coded for ELL * 8 51 * N/A 43.1 * N/A 54.9 * N/A D.
Coded as Migrant * 1 1 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
Not Coded as ELL or Migrant * 2363 2344 * 28.3 26j0 * 57.5 55.0 * 14.2 18.9

*Interpretive Notes: During 2000-01, ELL/Migrant data was not presentee to lack of coding by districts.

Also, durin@0®-01, race

categories differed from 2001-02, when the revigsea Tests were first used. In 2000-01, Hawaiianific Islanders were grouped with Asian
students. lowa Testing does include categorieSotfer” and "multiple races;" however, this datanst reported by AEA 13 because
inconsistencies in coding make interpretation kit Note also that 2000-01 data is calculateddoasethe older (1992) norms while the two
most recent years of data are calculated basedgeametver (2000) norms. "N/A" is indicated for grewgith less than ten students coded.
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Table 18

Loess Hills AEA 13 Reading ITBS Data — Grade 8 — Tee Year Trend (2000-01 through 2002-03)

Reading
Number of Students Percentage of group or subgrqup at each proficied_eyel
Group/Subgroup Low Intermediate High

00-01| 01-02] 02-03 00-01| 01-02] 02-03 00-01L 01-02 02-p80-01| 01-02| 02-03
Total - All Eighth Graders 2461 | 2369 | 2496 | 343 | 321 | 336 | 542 | 56.0 | 543 | 115 | 119 | 12.2
Gender:
Male 1279 | 1217 1277 35.2 33.9 367 53,3 53.6 50.7 511 12.6 11.6
Female 1166| 1147 1212 336 30/3 30.2 54.9 5B.5 56.91.6 11.2 12.9
Racial/Ethnic:
Native American 16 11 20 43.8 54.5 40J0 56.3 455 0.06) O 0 0
Asian 17 10 14 41.2 30.0 14.3 412 70,0 57.1 17.6 0 28.6
Black or African American 18 21 15 50.0 52.4 66}7 50.0 42.5 26.7 0 4.8 6.7
Hispanic or Latino 42 44 59 66.1 68.2 52|5 23.8 327. 424 9.5 4.5 5.1
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander * 1 3 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
White 1914 | 2141 2197 34.0 30.4 325 54,4 56.9 55..1.5 12.7 12.5
Socioeconomic Status:
Not Coded for F/R Lunch 152( 1744 1757 276 26.4 .32f 59.1 59.5 58.1 13.2 14.0 14.6
Coded for F/R Lunch 643 625 74( 524 47.8 48.5 41.46.1 45.1 6.2 6.1 6.4
Disability Status:
Not Coded As Special Education 2119 2046 2139 26.24.2 24.6 59.9 62.0 61.2 13.2 13,8 14,2
Coded As Special Education 342 328 348 80.7 82.0 .2 g7 18.7 17.6 12.6 0.6 0.3 0.3
ELL/Migrant:
Coded for ELL * 4 15 * N/A 73.3 * N/A 26.7 * N/A 0
Coded as Migrant * 0 0 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
Not Coded as ELL or Migrant * 2365  248p * 32.0 33j0 * 56.0 54.4 * 12.0 12.2

*Interpretive Notes: During 2000-01, ELL/Migrant data was not presentie to lack of coding by districts. Also, durig§00-01, race
categories differed from 2001-02, when the revigsea Tests were first used. In 2000-01, Hawaiianific Islanders were grouped with Asian
students. lowa Testing does include categorieSotfer” and "multiple races;" however, this datanst reported by AEA 13 because
inconsistencies in coding make interpretation kit Note also that 2000-01 data is calculateddoasethe older (1992) norms while the two
most recent years of data are calculated basedgeametver (2000) norms. "N/A" is indicated for grewgith less than ten students coded.
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Table 19

Loess Hills AEA 13 Reading ITED Data — Grade 11 — T hree Year Trend (2000-01 through 2002-03)

Reading
Number of Students Percentage of group or subgrqup at each proficied_eyel
Group/Subgroup Low Intermediate High

00-01| 01-02] 02-03 00-01| 01-02] 02-03 00-0L 01-02 02-p80-01| 01-02] 02-03
Total - All Eleventh Graders 1982 | 2318 | 2217 | 228 | 22.2 | 21.0 | 624 | 59.6 | 625 | 14.8 | 18.2 | 16.5
Gender:
Male 1001 | 1119 1122 25.9 25.7 2416 60.7 56.0 6p.7 .5 13 18.2 12.7
Female 973 1197, 1090  19.y 18,9 17,2 64.0 63.0 G2.56.2 18.1 20.4
Racial/Ethnic:
Native American 12 13 6 50.0 46.2 N/A 50.0 30,8 NJA 0.0 23.1 N/A
Asian 14 12 15 7.1 50.0 6.7 71.4 25)0 86.7 21.4 02b. 6.7
Black or African American 18 12 7 16.7 417 N/ .§7| 50.0 N/A 5.6 8.3 N/A
Hispanic or Latino 29 26 28 44.§ 46.P 286 44.8 050. 64.3 10.3 3.8 7.1
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander * 4 1 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
White 1751 | 2149 2073 22.0 21.2 20,8 62.5 60.2 6p.15.5 18.6 17.1
Socioeconomic Status:
Not Coded for F/R Lunch 147( 1950  18(Q0 19,0 18.8 .61f 64.6 61.3 64.2 16.3 19.9 18.p
Coded for F/R Lunch 276 359 417 391 40,7 36.0 54.350.4 54.9 6.5 8.9 9.1
Disability Status:
Not Coded As Special Education 1837 2105 2(03 18.96.9 15.2 65.2 63.1 66.5 15.9 20/0 18,3
Coded As Special Education 145 213 214 72.4 76.1 .2 15 26.2 24.4 24.8 1.4 0.5 0.0
ELL/Migrant:
Coded for ELL * 6 19 * N/A 15.8 * N/A 78.9 * N/A 3.
Coded as Migrant * 0 0 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
Not Coded as ELL or Migrant * 2312 2198 * 22.0 211 * 59.7 62.3 * 18.3 16.6

*Interpretive Notes: During 2000-01, ELL/Migrant data was not presentie to lack of coding by districts. Also, durig§00-01, race
categories differed from 2001-02, when the revigsea Tests were first used. In 2000-01, Hawaiianific Islanders were grouped with Asian
students. lowa Testing does include categorieSotfer” and "multiple races;" however, this datanst reported by AEA 13 because
inconsistencies in coding make interpretation kit Note also that 2000-01 data is calculateddoasethe older (1992) norms while the two
most recent years of data are calculated basedgeametver (2000) norms. "N/A" is indicated for grewgith less than ten students coded.
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Appendix F
Mathematics Scores

A listing of tables found in this appendix include:

Table 20 — AEA 13 Grade 4 ITBS Mathematics Totaltfidut Computation) Median Scores (National
Standard Scores)

Table 21 — AEA 13 Grade 8 ITBS Mathematics Totaltfidut Computation) Median Scores (National
Standard Scores)

Table 22 — AEA 13 Grade 11 ITED Mathematics Tovdlthout Computation) Median Scores (National
Standard Scores)

Table 23 — ITBS & ITED Mathematics Total Percentag&tudents Scoring in the Proficient & Not
Proficient Ranges in AEA 13, State of lowa, andNlation — Biennium Averages 2001-2003

Table 24 — Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematicsi®san the Proficient Level by Gender at
4" Grade

Table 25 — 'rI:rend Line Data for ITBS Mathematicsi®san the Proficient Level by Gender at
8" Grade

Table 26 — Trend Line Data for ITED Mathematics i@sdn the Proficient Range by Gender at
11" Grade

Table 27 — Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematicsr®san the Proficient Level by Socio-Economic
Status at 4 Grade

Table 28 — Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematicsr&san the Proficient Level by Socio-Economic
Status at 8 Grade

Table 29 — Trend Line Data for ITED Mathematics i®@sdn the Proficient Level by Socio-Economic
Status at 11 Grade

Table 30 — 'II:rend Line Data for ITBS Mathematicst®sadn the Proficient Level by Disability Status at
4" Grade

Table 31 — 'Erend Line Data for ITBS Mathematicsr®san the Proficient Level by Disability Status at
8" Grade

Table 32 — Trend Line Data for ITED Mathematics 18sdn the Proficient Level by Disability Status at
11" Grade

Table 33 — Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematicsorgs in the Proficient Level by Race at Grade 4
Table 34 — Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematicsorgs in the Proficient Level by Race at Grade 8
Table 35— Trend Line Data for ITED Mathematicsoi®s in the Proficient Level by Race at Grade 11

Table 36 — Loess Hills AEA 13 Mathematics ITBS Dat@rade 4 — Three Year Trend (2000-01
through 2002-03)

Table 37 — Loess Hills AEA 13 Mathematics ITBS Dat@rade 8 — Three Year Trend (2000-01
through 2002-03)

Table 38 — Loess Hills AEA 13 Mathematics ITED Dat&rade 11 — Three Year Trend (2000-01
through 2002-03)
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National Standard Score
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Table 20

AEA 13 Grade 4 ITBS Mathematics Total (Wthout Computation)
Median Scores (National Standard Scores)
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Table 21

2001-02 2002-03 2002-04

AEA 13 Grade 8 ITBS Mathematics Total (Wthout Computation)
Median Scores (National Standard Scores)
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Table 22

AEA 13 Grade 11 ITED Mathematics Total (Without Com putation)
Median Scores (National Standard Scores)
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A summary of the math information presented in Tabks 20, 21, and 22 is as follows:

Using the 2000 national norms, the AEA 13 medianres from 2002-03 are at the following
percentiles:

o Fourth grade — 84percentile.

o Eighth grade — 57percentile.

o Eleventh grade — 8%ercentile.
The 4" grade trend line is upward.
The 8" grade trend line is downward.

The 11" grade trend line is flat.

Scores at the"4 8", and 11" grades are above the national average.
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Table 23

ITBS & ITED Mathematics Total Percentage of Student s Scoring in the Proficient
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Table 23 provides information related to the percetage of students scoring in the proficient and
not proficient ranges for ITBS/ITED mathematics in AEA 13, State of lowa, and the nation:

Fourth Grade

70.4% of students in AEA 13 are proficient in matimpared to 75.0% of students in lowa and
60% of students in the nation.

29.6% of students in AEA 13 are not proficient iatmcompared to 25.0% of students in lowa
and 40% of students in the nation.

Eighth Grade

68.8% of students in AEA 13 are proficient in matmpared to 71.6% of students in lowa and
60% of students in the nation.

31.2% of students in AEA 13 are not proficient iattmncompared to 28.4% of students in lowa
and 40% of students in the nation.

Eleventh Grade

77.9% of students in AEA 13 are proficient in matimpared to 79.2% of students in lowa and
60% of students in the nation.

22.1% of students in AEA 13 are not proficient iatmcompared to 20.8% of students in lowa
and 40% of students in the nation.
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Table 24

Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematics Scores in theProficient Level
by Gender at 4" Grade

1992 Norms 2000 Norms
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Table 25

Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematics Scores in theProficient Level
by Gender at 8" Grade

1992 Norms 2000 Norms

Percent of Students in Proficient Level

100

90 -
80 -
70 -
60 -

50 -

40
30
20

10

',-—**_.

1998-1999

1999-2000

2000-2001

2001-2002

2002-2003

e |\|ale

== Female

69
71.1

73
71.9

715
69.8

70
67.9

68.9
68.3




Table 26

Trend Line Data for ITED Mathematics Scores in the

Proficient Range
by Gender at 11 " Grade
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Percent of Students in Proficient Level
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78.9
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A summary of the gender achievement information fomath presented in Tables 24, 25, and 26 is
as follows:

In 4", 8" and 11 grades, there is very little difference betweemn plercentage of boys and girls
proficient in math.
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Percent of Students in Proficient Level

Table 27

Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematics Scores in the Proficient Level
by Socio-Economic Status at4 ™ Grade

1992 Norms 2000 Norms
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Table 28

Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematics Scores in the Proficient Level

by Socio-Economic Status at 8 " Grade
1992 Norms 2000 Norms
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Table 29

Trend Line Data for ITED Mathematics Scores in theProficient Level
by Socio-Economic Status at 11 Grade

1992 Norms 2000 Norms
100
90 -
_ 80 4 F—WA
[
o
z " \
c
)
i3] 60 - Vd
°
o
= 50
n
= 40 -
o
=
n 30
©
= 20
o
& 10

1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
=== Free & Reduced 70.2 66.4 62.3 59.2 65.9
=== N0t Free & Reduced 81.8 80.1 80.7 79.4 82.7

A summary of the socio-economic status achievemeinformation for math presented in Tables 27,
28, and 29 is as follows:

In 4", 8" and 11 grades, there is a math “gap” between studenggbkdifor free and reduced
lunch and those not eligible. In all cases, tham fewer students from low socio-economic
status backgrounds achieving in the proficient matige.

Nationally, 60% of students are proficient in malth.AEA 13, 75% or more of students not
eligible for free and reduced lunch are proficiBnmath. This year, 53-66% of students eligible
for free and reduced lunch iff 48", and 1Y are proficient in math.

This year in & and &' grades, the achievement gap in math did not chahigthe 11" grade

level, the achievement gap decreased due to iredesshievement by students eligible for free
and reduced lunch.

51



Percent of Students in Proficient Level

Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematics Scores in the

Table 30

by Disability Status at 4 ™ Grade

Proficient Level

1992 Norms 2000 Norms
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Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematics Scores in the
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Table 31

by Disability Status at 8 ™ Grade

1992 Norms

Proficient Level

2000 Norms
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Trend Line Data for ITED Mathematics Scores in the

Table 32

by Disability Status at 11 ™ Grade

Proficient Level

1992 Norms 2000 Norms
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A summary of the disability status achievement infomation for math presented in Tables 30, 31,
and 32 is as follows:

In 4" 8" and 1f' grades, there is a significant gap in math achiere between students
identified for special education and those not iified for special education.

Trend lines indicate the “gap” is widening at tffegtade level.

At the 11" grade level, 11% more students identified for &Edeeducation were proficient in

math than last year.
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Table 33

Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematics: Scores in tle Proficient Level by Race at Grade 4*
*Note: 2000-01 data is based on 1992 norms; 2004r@2002-03 data is based on updated 2000 norms

100 Interpretive Notes: The number of coded students in some subgr oups
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Table 34

Trend Line Data for ITBS Mathematics: Scores in tle Proficient Level by Race at Grade 8*
*Note: 2000-01 data is based on 1992 norms; 2004r022002-03 data is based on updated 2000 norms
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Table 35

Trend Line Data for ITED Mathematics: Scores in the Proficient Level by Race at Grade 11*
*Note: 2000-01 data is based on 1992 norms; 2004r022002-03 data is based on updated 2000 norms

100
93 4 Interpretive Notes: The number of coded students
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A summary of the race status achievement informatio for math presented in Tables 33, 34, and 35
is as follows:

Based on available data, it appears that some r#sideom ethnic minority subgroups are
achieving at lower levels in mathematics, when carag to their peers coded in the white race
category. Interpretation of race subgroups is téohibecause the sample size of minority
subgroups is very small (see interpretive notey@bo
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Loess Hills AEA 13 Mathematics ITBS Data — Grade 4

Table 36

— Three Year Trend (2000-01 through 2002-03)

Mathematics

Number of Students

Percentage of g

roup or subgroup at each proficierieyel

Group/Subgroup Low Intermediate High

00-01| 01-02| 02-03 00-01| 01-02| 02-03 00-00L 01-g2 02-080-01| 01-02| 02-03
Total - All Fourth Graders 2589 | 2366 | 2390 | 35.0 | 31.1 | 28.1 | 535 | 55.7 | 55.8 11.6 13.2 16.1
Gender:
Male 1321 | 1166 1179 35.1 30.4 293 51.2 55.1 5.2 .6 13 145 16.5
Female 1263 1195 1204 34.7 315 27.1 5%.8 56.5 37.B.5 12.0 15.8
Racial/Ethnic:
Native American 10 11 9 80.0 36.4 N/A 20.0 636 NfA O 0 N/A
Asian 19 15 20 52.6 26.7 15.0 421 600 8(0.0 53 .313 5.0
Black or African American 29 26 14 65.5 53.8 4219 34.5 42.3 57.1 0 3.8 0
Hispanic or Latino 62 59 74 56.5 71.2 54]1 339 127. 446 9.7 1.7 1.4
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander * 3 0 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
White 2101 | 2062| 2160 33.1 29.1 26,8 54,6 56.6 5p.6.2.2 14.2 16.7
Socioeconomic Status:
Not Coded for F/R Lunch 1596 1636 1571 275 25.0 .92p 57.9 59.3 58.4 14.6 15.7 20.
Coded for F/R Lunch 839 731 864 49,5 447 4Q.7 44.847.7 51.2 5.7 7.5 8.1
Disability Status:
Not Coded As Special Education 2240 2104 2073 28.25.2 21.5 58.2 60.1 60.2 12.9 147 18
Coded As Special Education 349 26Q 317 73.6 77.9 .3 11 23.2 21.0 26.8 3.2 1.1 1.9
ELL/Migrant:
Coded for ELL * 9 52 * N/A 55.8 * N/A 44.2 * N/A 0
Coded as Migrant * 1 1 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
Not Coded as ELL or Migrant * 2356 233[7 * 31.0 27|15 * 55.8 56.0 * 13.2 16.5

*Interpretive Notes: During 2000-01, ELL/Migrant data was not presentduk to lack of coding by districts. Also, duri@@00-01, race

categories differed from 2001-02, when the revigsea Tests were first used. In 2000-01, Hawaiianific Islanders were grouped with Asian
students. lowa Testing does include categorieSodfer" and "multiple races;" however, this datanist reported by AEA 13 because
inconsistencies in coding make interpretation kit Note also that 2000-01 data is calculateddoagethe older (1992) norms while the two

most recent years of data are calculated basedeametver (2000) norms. "N/A" is indicated for grewpith less than ten students coded

56



Table 37

Loess Hills AEA 13 Mathematics ITBS Data— Grade 8 — Three Year Trend (2000-01 through 2002-03)

Mathematics
Number of Students Percentage of group or subgrqup at each proficiedeyel
Group/Subgroup Low Intermediate High

00-01| 01-02| 02-03 00-01| 01-02] 02-03 00-OL 01-02 02-p80-01| 01-02] 02-03
Total - All Eighth Graders 2442 | 2349 | 2492 | 29.2 | 310 | 314 | 588 | 53.7 | 56.7 | 12.8 | 153 | 119
Gender:
Male 1271 | 1204| 1278 28.5 30.0 311 57,3 52.0 56.2 .2 14 18.0 13.7
Female 1154 1140 1206  30.2 32]1 318 60.4 56.7 58.9.4 12.2 9.9
Racial/Ethnic:
Native American 16 9 20 31.3 N/A 40.0 62.6 N/A 55/0 6.3 N/A 5.0
Asian 17 10 14 35.3 50.0 7.1 47.11 30{0 57.1 17.6 .020 35.7
Black or African American 17 21 16 58.8 66.7 625 35.3 28.6 25.0 5.9 4.8 12.%
Hispanic or Latino 41 43 58 61.0 58.1 56/9 31.7 237.41.4 7.3 4.7 1.7
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander * 1 3 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
White 1903 | 2126| 2191 28.1 29.2 302 59,4 55.0 5F.6.2.5 15.8 12.2
Socioeconomic Status:
Not Coded for F/R Lunch 1512 173D 1787 233 25.3 .82#1 62.6 57.2 60.6 14.2 17.5% 14.6
Coded for F/R Lunch 635 619 734 477 47,2 41.3 47.143.8 47.3 5.2 9.0 5.3
Disability Status:
Not Coded As Special Education 2111 2042 2131 20.23.1 22.4 65.2 59.4 63.7 13.9 175 138
Coded As Special Education 331 307 361 82.5 88.7 .5 84 175 16.0 15.2 0 0.3 0.3
ELL/Migrant:
Coded for ELL * 4 15 * N/A 66.7 * N/A 33.3 * N/A 0
Coded as Migrant * 0 0 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
Not Coded as ELL or Migrant * 2345 247 * 30.9 312 * 53.8 56.8 * 15.3 11.9

*Interpretive Notes: During 2000-01, ELL/Migrant data was not presentduke to lack of coding by districts. Also, durig§00-01, race
categories differed from 2001-02, when the revigsea Tests were first used. In 2000-01, Hawaiianific Islanders were grouped with Asian
students. lowa Testing does include categorieSodfer" and "multiple races;" however, this datanist reported by AEA 13 because
inconsistencies in coding make interpretation kit Note also that 2000-01 data is calculateddbasethe older (1992) norms while the two
most recent years of data are calculated baseeametver (2000) norms. "N/A" is indicated for grewgith less than ten students coded.
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Table 38

Loess Hills AEA 13 Mathematics ITED Data — Grade 11 — Three Year Trend (2000-01 through 2002-03)

Mathematics
Number of Students Percentage of group or subgrqup at each proficiedeyel
Group/Subgroup Low Intermediate High

00-01| 01-02| 02-03 00-01| 01-02] 02-03 00-OL 01-02 02-p80-01| 01-02] 02-03
Total - All Eleventh Graders 2186 | 2302 | 2214 | 22.1 | 23.7 | 206 | 59.1 | 57.3 | 59.5 | 18.8 | 19.0 | 20.0
Gender:
Male 1108 | 1108| 1119 23.3 23.5 190 560 52.0 56.6 .7 20 24.5 25.4
Female 1070, 1192 109¢ 21.1 23]8 22,0 62.1 6p.3 63.56.8 13.8 14.5
Racial/Ethnic:
Native American 14 13 6 35.7 46.2 N/A 57.1 462 NJA 7.1 7.7 N/A
Asian 17 12 15 17.6 41.7 6.7 52.9 50/0 64.7 294 3 8. 26.7
Black or African American 19 12 7 52.6 50.0 N/A  .86| 41.7 N/A 10.5 8.3 N/A
Hispanic or Latino 30 25 27 43.3 32.0 4414 56.7 056. 48.1 0 12.0 7.4
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander * 4 1 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
White 1925 | 2136/ 2070 21.2 22.7 198 59,3 57.8 5p.89.5 19.5 20.4
Socioeconomic Status:
Not Coded for F/R Lunch 1642 194p 1795 193 20.6 .41f 60.0 58.9 60.6 20.7 20.% 221
Coded for F/R Lunch 308 353 414 377 40,8 34.1 5P.918.4 54.9 9.4 10.8 11.G
Disability Status:
Not Coded As Special Education 2021 2094 1999 1B.98.1 15.4 60.9 61.0 62.7 20.2 20,9 219
Coded As Special Education 165 208 215 62.4 80.3 .8 68 37.0 19.7 29.3 0.6 0.0 1.9
ELL/Migrant:
Coded for ELL * 6 19 * N/A 26.3 * N/A 63.2 * N/A 16
Coded as Migrant * 0 0 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
Not Coded as ELL or Migrant * 2296 2196 * 23.6 20{5 * 57.3 59.5 * 19.1 20.0

*Interpretive Notes: During 2000-01, ELL/Migrant data was not presentduke to lack of coding by districts. Also, durig§00-01, race

categories differed from 2001-02, when the revigsea Tests were first used. In 2000-01, Hawaiianific Islanders were grouped with Asian
students. lowa Testing does include categorieSodfer" and "multiple races;" however, this datanist reported by AEA 13 because
inconsistencies in coding make interpretation kit Note also that 2000-01 data is calculateddbasethe older (1992) norms while the two
most recent years of data are calculated basethemawer (2000) norms. "N/A" is indicated for greupith less than ten students coded.
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Appendix G
Science Scores

A listing of tables found in this appendix include:

Table 39 —

Table 40 —

Table 41 —

Table 42 —

Table 43 —

Table 44 —

Table 45 —

Table 46 —

Table 47 —

Table 48 —

Table 49 —

Table 50 —

Table 51 —

Table 52 —

AEA 13 Grade 4 ITBS Science Median &s@National Standard Scores)
AEA 13 Grade 8 ITBS Science Median &¢National Standard Scores)
AEA 13 Grade 11 ITED Science Medianr€sgdNational Standard Scores)

ITBS & ITED Science Percentage of Sttgl&coring in the Proficient & Not Proficient
Ranges in AEA 13, State of lowa, & the Nation —rBieim Averages 2001-2003

Trend Line Data for ITBS Science Scareke Proficient Level by Gender fof &rade
Trend Line Data for ITED Science Scameke Proficient Level by Gender forl Grade

Trend Line Data for ITBS Science Scargke Proficient Level by Socio-Economic Status
for 8" Grade

Trend Line Data for ITED Science Sciamebe Proficient Level by Socio-Economic
Status for 11 Grade

Trend Line Data for ITBS Science Scareke Proficient Level by Disability Status &t 8
Grade

Trend Line Data for ITED Science Sciamebe Proficient Level by Disability Status at
11" Grade

Trend Line Data for ITBS Science: Ssanethe Proficient Level by Race at Grade 8
Trend Line Data for ITED Scienceor®s in the Proficient Level by Race at Grade 11

Loess Hills AEA 13 Science ITBS Datarade 8 — Three Year Trend (2000-01 through
2002-03)

Loess Hills AEA 13 Science ITED Dat@rade 11 — Three Year Trend (2000-01 through
2002-03)
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National Standard Score

National Standard Score

Table 39

AEA 13 Grade 4 ITBS Science Median Scores (Nation&tandard Scores)
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Table 40

AEA 13 Grade 8 ITBS Science Median Scores (Nation&tandard Scores)
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Table 41
AEA 13 Grade 11 ITED Science Median Scores (Natioh&tandard Scores)
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A summary of the science information presented in dbles 39, 40, and 41 is as follows:

Using the 2000 national norms, the AEA 13 mediaoress from 2002-03 are at the following
percentiles:

o Fourth grade — 84percentile.
o Eighth grade — 6%percentile.
o Eleventh grade — 70percentile.
Trend lines for %, 8", and 11" grade are upward.

Eighth grade had the largest increase in the mextiare from last year.

Scores at the™ 8", and 11 grades are above the national average, most gaiathe 11 grade
level.
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Table 42

ITBS & ITED Science Percentage of Students Scoring  in the Proficient & Not
Proficient Ranges in AEA 13, State of lowa, & the N ation
Biennium Averages 2001-2003

90

8th Grade 11th Grade

lowa AEA13 lowa
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National National
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20

10 +

Not Proficient Proficient

Table 42 provides information related to the percetage of students scoring in the proficient and
not proficient ranges for ITBS/ITED science in AEA13, State of lowa, and the nation:

Eighth Grade
* 76.0% of students in AEA 13 are proficient in scercompared to 77.3% of students in lowa and
60% of students in the nation.

* 24.0% of students in AEA 13 are not proficiemstience compared to 22.7% of students in lowa and
40% of students in the nation.

Eleventh Grade
e 79.7% of students in AEA 13 are proficient in sciercompared to 78.7% of students in lowa and
60% of students in the nation

* 20.3% of students in AEA 13 are not proficient @aiesce compared to 21.3% of students in lowa and
40% of students in the nation.
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Percent of Students in Proficient Level

Percent of Students in Proficient Level

Table 43

Trend Line Data for ITBS Science Scores in the Pradient Level
by Gender for 8" Grade
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Table 44

Trend Line Data for ITED Science Scores in the Prafient Level
by Gender at 11" Grade
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A summary of the gender achievement information forscience presented in Tables 43 and 44 is as
follows:

At the 8" grade level, trend lines for boys and girls arevaml with very little difference in
achievement between genders.

At the 11" grade level, girls have had higher achievemeniewer, the gap between boys and
girls has decreased over the five-year period.
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Table 45

Trend Line Data for ITBS Science Scores in the Prof icient Level
by Socio-Economic Status for 8 ™ Grade
1992 Norms 2000 Norms
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=t ree & Reduced 49.8 54.5 48.4 59.4 65.1
=== N0t Free & Reduced 72.5 76.9 72.5 79.3 83
Table 46
Trend Line Data for ITED Science Scores in the Prafient Level
by Socio-Economic Status for 11 Grade
1992 Norms 2000 Norms
100
90
80 _4 -
70
o &%-Va
50
40
30
20
10
0
1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
== ree & Reduced 66.8 59.8 69.3 64.3 69.4
=== Not Free & Reduced 76.5 74.4 84.2 81.5 83.3
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A summary of the socio-economic status achievemeintformation for science presented in Tables
45 and 46 is as follows:

In 8" and 11" grades, there is a science “gap” between studsigible for free and reduced
lunch and those not eligible. In all cases, thame fewer students from low socio-economic
status backgrounds achieving in the proficient eang

Nationally, 60% of students are proficient in scen In AEA 13, 83% or more of studemist

eligible for free and reduced lunch are proficigmtscience. This year, 65-69% of students
eligible for free and reduced lunch were proficienscience.
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Percent of Students in Proficient Level

Percent of Students in Proficient Level

Table 47

Trend Line Data for ITBS Science Scores in the Prof icient Level
by Disability Status at 8 ™ Grade
1992 Norms 2000 Norms
100
90
- ./—Jw.
70
60
50
40
30 /
20 (‘
10
0
1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
| EP 18.9 29 25.4 30.5 36.9
=== Not |EP 71.1 75.8 73.2 81.1 84.7
Table 48
Trend Line Data for ITED Science Scores in the Prafient Level
by Disability Status at 11" Grade
1992 Norms 2000 Norms
100
90
70 A
60
50
40 “V‘A
30 va
20 A
10
0
1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003
——EP 34.6 30.5 39.4 29 35
el N0t [EP 79.9 74.8 84.6 84 85.5
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A summary of the disability status achievement infomation for science presented in Tables 47 and
48 is as follows:

In 8" and 11" grades, there is a significant gap in science eaelent between students
identified for special education and those not iifiexd for special education.
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Trend Line Data for ITBS Science: Scores in the Pro

Table 49

ficient Level by Race at Grade 8*

*Note: 2000-01 data is based on 1992 norms; 2004r022002-03 data is based on updated 2000 norms

100 Interpretive Notes:  Thenumber of coded students insome subgr oupsis very
small andsointer pretationis limited. Isothat in00-01, the Asi ibgr oup also
100 incor por ated Hawaiiany Pacif ic Islander students. Thenumber of students f or each
year indatasetis:
Native American: 00-01-16students; 01-02- 10students; 02-03- 20 students
90 Asian: 00-01-17students; 00-02- 10students; 02-03- 14 students
_— African American: 00-01-18students; 01-02- 20 students; 02-03- 16 students
g 80 Hispanic: 00-01-42students; 01-02- 44students; 02-03- 58students 78.6
3 80 | White: 00-01-1907students; 01-02- 2121 students; 02-03- 2199 students .
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Trend Line Data for ITED Science: Scores in the Pro

Table 50

@ 2000-2001
m 2001-2002
0 2002-2003

ficient Level by Race at Grade 11*

*Note: 2000-01 data is based on 1992 norms; 2004r022002-03 data is based on updated 2000 norms

Inter pretive Notes: Thenumber of coded students insome subgr oups is very small and sointer pr etationis limited. Notealsothatin00-01, the

Asiansubgr oupalsoincor por ated Hawaiian/ Pacif ic Islander students. Thenumber of students f or eachyear indatasetis:

Native American: 00-01-14students; 01-02- 13 students; 02-03- | ess than 10- not r epor ted

Asian: 00-01-17students; 00-02- 12 students; 02-03- 15 students

African American: 00-01-19students; 01-02- 12 students; 02-03- |ess than 10- not r epor ted

100 941 Hispanic: 00-01-30students; 01-02- 26 students; 02-03- 27 students
: White: 00-01-1919students; 01-02- 2137 students; 02-03 - 2056 students
% ] 86.7
— _ 83.3
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— 80 73.
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o
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A summary of the race information for science presated in Tables 49 and 50 is as follows:

Based on available data, it appears that some r#sideom ethnic minority subgroups are
achieving at lower levels in science, when compawedheir peers coded in the white race
category. Interpretation of race subgroups is téchibecause the sample size of minority
subgroups is very small (see interpretive notevapho
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Table 51

Loess Hills AEA 13 Science ITBS Data — Grade 8 — Th ree Year Trend (2000-01 through 2002-03)

Science
Number of Students Percentage of group or subgrqup at each proficiedeyel
Group/Subgroup Low Intermediate High

00-01| 01-02| 02-03 00-01| 01-02] 02-03 00-OL 01-02 02-p80-01| 01-02] 02-03
Total - All Eighth Graders 2450 | 2345 | 2500 | 334 | 259 | 222 | 56.2 | 61.2 | 63.1 | 104 | 129 | 146
Gender:
Male 1278 | 1197| 1280 33.9 27.1 2411 5311 59.0 58.8 .1 13 14.0 17.1
Female 1155| 1143 1212 33.1 2417 20,3 59.6 68.5 67.7.4 11.8 12.0
Racial/Ethnic:
Native American 16 10 20 68.9 40.0 20/0 31.8 60.0 5.07] 0.0 0.0 5.0
Asian 17 10 14 47.1 40.0 0.0 35.3 60/0 85.7 176 0 0. 14.3
Black or African American 18 20 16 55.6 55.0 625 38.9 45.0 31.3 5.6 0.0 6.3
Hispanic or Latino 42 44 58 66.7 52.8 39(7 26.2 545. 60.3 7.1 2.3 0.0
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander * 1 3 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
White 1907 | 2121| 2199 32.9 24.8 214 57,4 62.3 6B.29.8 13.4 15.4
Socioeconomic Status:
Not Coded for F/R Lunch 1513 173p 1760  27\5 20.7 .91p 60.3 64.7 65.2 12.2 14.6 17.8
Coded for F/R Lunch 642 613 74( 51.6 40,6 34.9 43.51.4 58.1 5.1 8.0 7.0
Disability Status:
Not Coded As Special Education 2111 204 2139 26.89.0 15.3 61.3 66.2 67.6 11.9 149 171
Coded As Special Education 339 321 361 74.6 6D.5 .2 63 24.6 30.2 36.6 1.2 0.3 0.3
ELL/Migrant:
Coded for ELL * 4 15 * N/A 53.3 * N/A 46.7 * N/A 0.
Coded as Migrant * 0 0 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
Not Coded as ELL or Migrant * 2341  248p * 25.8 221 * 61.3 63.2 * 12.9 14.7

*Interpretive Notes: During 2000-01, ELL/Migrant data was not presentduk to lack of coding by districts. Also, duria@00-01, race
categories differed from 2001-02, when the revigsea Tests were first used. In 2000-01, Hawaiianific Islanders were grouped with Asian
students. lowa Testing does include categorieSodfer" and "multiple races;" however, this datanist reported by AEA 13 because
inconsistencies in coding make interpretation kit Note also that 2000-01 data is calculateddoagethe older (1992) norms while the two
most recent years of data are calculated basedeametver (2000) norms. "N/A" is indicated for grewgith less than ten students coded.
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Table 52

Loess Hills AEA 13 Science ITED Data — Grade 11 — T hree Year Trend (2000-01 through 2002-03 )

Science

Percentage of group or subgroup at each proficierieyel

Number of Students

Group/Subgroup Low Intermediate High

00-01| 01-02] 02-03 00-01| 01-02| 02-03 00-01 01-02 02-080-01| 01-02] 02-03
Total - All Eleventh Graders 2181 | 2304 | 2198 | 188 | 21.2 | 193 | 56.4 | 589 | 595 | 248 | 199 | 21.2
Gender:
Male 1105 | 1114 111Q 22.1 24.4 211 5311 55.3 56.0 .8 24 20.3 22.9
Female 1068, 1188 1083 15.4 18]1 17.4 59.7 6R.4 63.24.9 19.5 19.4
Racial/Ethnic:
Native American 14 13 6 35.7 46.2 N/A 57.1 385 NJA 7.1 15.4 N/A
Asian 17 12 15 5.9 66.7 13.3 52.9 8.8 66.7 41.2 02b.20.0
Black or African American 19 12 7 26.3 16.[7 N/A  .B3| 75.0 N/A 10.5 8.3 N/A
Hispanic or Latino 30 26 27 50.( 42.8 333 43.3 757. 55.6 6.7 0.0 11.1
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander * 4 1 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
White 1919 | 2137| 2054 17.7 20.1 185 56.4 59.2 5D.@5.9 20.7 21.8
Socioeconomic Status:
Not Coded for F/R Lunch 1637 1948 1780 15,8 185 .71p 56.3 60.2 60.0 27.9 21.3 23.
Coded for F/R Lunch 306 356 418 30.7 357 30.6 56.%1.7 57.4 12.4 12.6 12.(
Disability Status:
Not Coded As Special Education 2016 2090 1987 15.36.1 14.5 57.9 62.0 62.2 26.7 22,0 23
Coded As Special Education 165 214 211 60.6 71.0 .9 44 38.2 29.0 34.1 1.2 0.0 0.9
ELL/Migrant:
Coded for ELL * 6 19 * N/A 31.6 * N/A 57.9 * N/A 16
Coded as Migrant * 0 0 * N/A N/A * N/A N/A * N/A N/A
Not Coded as ELL or Migrant * 229§ 217P * 21.0 19{2 * 59.1 59.5 * 20.0 21.2

*Interpretive Notes: During 2000-01, ELL/Migrant data was not presentdue to lack of coding by districts. Also, duri@g§00-01, race

categories differed from 2001-02, when the revigeeh Tests were first used. In 2000-01, Hawaiianifc Islanders were grouped with Asian
students. lowa Testing does include categorieSotfer" and "multiple races;" however, this datanist reported by AEA 13 because
inconsistencies in coding make interpretation kit Note also that 2000-01 data is calculateddasethe older (1992) norms while the two

most recent years of data are calculated baseeametver (2000) norms. "N/A" is indicated for grewgith less than ten students coded.
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Appendix H
AEA 13

lowa Youth Survey Information

lowa Youth Survey Constructs

School Expectations/Boundaries Construct

Percent of Youth (Grades 6, 8, 11)

Responding “Agree/Strongly Agree”

1999 2002

AEA 13 State AEA 13 State
There are clear rules about what students can and 88 88 89 89
cannot do
The school Principal and Teachers consistently 81 81 84 83
enforce school rules
If I _gklp school, at least one of my parents wdogd 89 36 89 89
notified
Students caught drinking, smoking, or using an
illegal drug are not allowed to participate in any 91 89 92 91
extracurricular activity for some time period
My schpol lets a parent know if | have done 93 91 93 92
something wrong
Percentage for Entire Construct 88.4 82.2 89.2 88.8

Safe (Non-Violent) School Environment

Percent of Youth (Grades 6, 8, 11)

Construct Responding “None/1-2 Times”
1999 2002
AEA 13 State AEA 13 State

In the past 12 months, how often have you had
your things (clothing, books, bike, car) stolen or 96 96 96 97
deliberately damaged on school property?
In the past 12 months, how often have you been
threatened or injured by someone with a weapon 99 99 99 98
(gun, knife, or club) on school property?
Percentage for Entire Construct 97.5 97.5 97.5 97.5
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School Staff/Student Support Construct

Percent of Youth (Grades 6, 8, 11)

Responding “Agree/Strongly Agree”

1999 2002
AEA 13 State AEA 13 State
My teachers care about me 81 81 84 83
My teachers are available to talk to students one- 80 82 85 84
on-one
My teachers notlce'when | am doing a good job and 77 76 78 78
let me know about it
jl\gz school lets a parent know if | am doing a goqd 20 67 72 71
There is at Ie;ast one adult at school that | cgold 86 87 89 88
to for help with a problem
Students in my school treat each other with respect 50 53 53 55
Percentage for Entire Construct 74.0 74.3 76.8 76.5
Percent of Youth (Grades 6, 8, 11)
School Perceived to be Safe Construct Responding “Agree/Strongly Agree”
1999 2002
AEA 13 State AEA 13 State
| feel safe at school 82 81 84 84
Percentage for Entire Construct 82 81 84 84

Positive Student Norms Construct

or Don’'t Know”

Percent of Youth (Grades 6, 8, 11)

Responding “Very Wrong/Wrong/A Little Wrong

1999 2002
AEA 13 State AEA 13 State
How wrong would most of the students in your
school (not just your best friends) feel it would b 80 80 79 81
for you to drink beer, wine, or hard liquor?
How wrong would most of the students in your
school (not just your best friends) feel it woulel b 83 82 86 88

for you to smoke cigarettes?
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How wrong would most of the students in your
school (not just your best friends) feel it would b
for you to smoke marijuana?

90 91 90 91

How wrong would most of the students in your
school (not just your best friends) feel it woulel b
for you to start a physical fight with someone?

83 86 85 86

How wrong would most of the students in your
school (not just your best friends) feel it woulel b
for you to go to a party where kids under 21 wer
using alcohol?

74 76 80 79

L)

How wrong would most of the students in your
school (not just your best friends) feel it woulel b
for you to go to a party where kids were using
drugs?

87 89 89 90

Percentage for Entire Construct

82.8 84.0 84.8 85.8

Social Pressure to Use Substances Constru

Percent of Youth (Grades 6, 8, 11)

C'[Responding “Less Popular/A Lot Less Popular
Wouldn't Change My Popularity”

1999 2002

AEA 13 State AEA 13 State
Would you be more or less likely to be popular
(respected or cool) with the other students in your 90 89 92 91
school if you smoked cigarettes?
Would you be more or less likely to be popular
(respected or cool) with the other students in your 79 80 81 80
school if you drank alcoholic beverages?
Would you be more or less likely to be popular
(respected or cool) with the other students in your 91 91 92 90
school if you smoked marijuana?
Would you be more or less likely to be popular
(respected or cool) with the other students in your 94 94 95 94
school if you used any other illegal drug?
Percentage for Entire Construct 88.5 88.5 90.0 88.7
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Appendix |
Drop Out Rates

Table 53
2000-01 through 2002-03 Drop Out Rates for Schools
Served by AEA 13

Number and percent of students defined as dropingtsades 7-12 by gender, race, and disabilitusta

2000-01 2001-02 2002-03

AEA 28 DIk QU RERS Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Total Drop Outs 315 1.96% 288 1.86% 313 2.06%
Male 173 55% 178 62% 196 63%
Female 142 45% 110 38% 117 37%
Race
White 292 93% 275 95% 285 91%
Black 5 2% 2 7% 4 1%
Hispanic 14 4% 7 2% 19 6%
Am. Indian/Alaskan Native 2 .6% 2 1% 5 2%
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 3% 1 3% 0 0%
Disability Status
Students with IEPs 54 17% 93 32% 98 31%
Students without IEPs 261 83% 195 68% 215 69%

Note: This information is based on available diatan LEA Annual Progress Reports. Percentages

indicate what percent a specific subgroup compa$eise total number of drop-outs for that year.
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Appendix J

Table 54
Trend Line Data for Students Scoring 20+ on the ACT
Pursue Post-Secondary Training

and Intent to

Number and percent of high school students achieaiscore or status on a measure indicating
probable post-secondary success.

Number and percentage of high school seniors imgndio pursue post-secondary
education/training.
AEA 13 Post-Secondary 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03
Success Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Students Scoring 20+ on dat_a not 67% 820 63% 817 65%
ACT available
Students Intending t'o.Pursue datr_:l not 80% 1668 80% 1825 80%
Post-Secondary Training available
Appendix K
Table 55
Trend Line Data for Students Completing CORE Requir ements in

Local Schools

Number and percentage of high school graduatestimapleted a core program.

2000-01 2001-02 2002-03
AEA 13 Core Program Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Students Completing Core data not 25- 0 0
Program available| 100% 1086 53% 1248 54%
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Appendix L

AEA State-wide
Customer Satisfaction Survey

A listing of tables found in this appendix include:

Table 56 —  General Agency-wide Services: “Gemgthe AEA Services that | have received
participated in met my professional needs”

Table 57 — Comparison of Mean Scores: “Genera@nig-wide Services: Generally the AEA
Services that | have received or participated ih mmg professional needs”

Table 58 —  General Agency-wide Services: “The AEResponsive to my school’s student learning
needs”
Table 59 — Comparison of Mean Scores: “Genera@nig-wide Services: The AEA is responsive to

my school’s student learning needs”

Table 60 —  General Agency-wide Services: “The Aitdvides leadership to meet emerging
educational needs”

Table 61 — Comparison of Mean Scores: “Generantg-wide Services: The AEA provides
leadership to meet emerging educational needs”

Table 62 —  General Agency-wide Services: “ThedAtelivers current and timely services to meet my
district or school’'s needs”

Table 63—  Comparison of Mean Scores: “Generankg-wide Services: The AEA delivers current
and timely services to meet my district or schookgds”
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A state-wide AEA Customer Service Satisfaction 8yrwas administered by the Department of
Education during the winter of 2004 to assess ffextiveness of services provided by the state-wide

system of AEAs as well as individual AEASaution should be utilized interpreting the state-wide and
individual scores for AEA 13 due to low return ate

Table 56

General Agency-wide Services
Statement: Generally the AEA services that | haveeceived or participated in
met my professional needs.

2003-04
AEA 13 State-wide
Agree/Strongly Agree 94.8% 92.1%
Disagree 3.1% 5.7%
Strongly Disagree 2.1% 2.2%

Total Sample Size: 289

Table 57

General Agency-wide Services
Statement: Generally the AEA services that | haveeceived or participated in
met my professional needs.

Comparison of Mean Scores from
2002-03 to 2003-04

State-wide 2002-03| State-wide 2003-Ck AEA 13 2002-0 AEA 13 2003-04
3.26 3.26 | 3.33 3.37
Table 58

General Agency-wide Services
Statement: The AEA is responsive to my school’s sient learning needs.

2003-04
AEA 13 State-wide
Agree/Strongly 92.7% 90.2
Agree
Disagree 4.5% 7.3%
Strongly Disagree 2.8% 2.6%

Total Sample Size: 289
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Table 59

General Agency-wide Services
Statement: The AEA is responsive to my school’s atent learning needs.

Comparison of Mean Scores from
2002-03 to 2003-04

State-wide 2002-03] State-wide 2003-Cf ~ AEA 13 2002-0]  AEA 13 2003-04
3.18 3.21 | 3.32 3.37
Table 60

General Agency-wide Services

Statement: The AEA provides leadership to meet emeigg educational needs.

2003-04
AEA 13 State-wide
Agree/Strongly 91.0% 88.0%
Agree
Disagree 7.3% 9.3%
Strongly Disagree 1.7% 2.7%

Total Sample Size: 289

Table 61

General Agency-wide Services
Statement: The AEA provides leadership to meet emging educational needs.

Comparison of Mean Scores from
2002-03 to 2003-04

State-wide 2002-03

State-wide 2003-Ck

AEA 13 2002-0

3.11%

3.

18% |

3.27%

3.32%
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Table 62

General Agency-wide Services
Statement: The AEA delivers current and timely serices to
meet my district or school’s needs.

2003-04
AEA 13 State-wide
Agree/Strongly 90.3% 85.5%
Agree
Disagree 8.3% 11.2%
Strongly Disagree 1.4% 3.3%

Total Sample Size: 289

Table 63

General Agency-wide Services
Statement: The AEA delivers current and timely serices to
meet my district or school’s needs.

Comparison of Mean Scores from
2002-03 to 2003-04

State-wide 2002-03

State-wide 2003-Ck

AEA 13 2002-0

AEA 13 2003-04

3.10%

3.16% |

3.30%

3.33%
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The following information was summarized from AEA wurse evaluations completed by class

Data from 2002-2003 Course Offerings

Appendix M
AEA 13 Staff Development Surveys:

participants. AEA 13 uses a standardized evaluatiofor all course offerings.

To what extent has the professional development spprted your
building or district goals?

Course Number Number of Very N Somewhat N
. of L Significant L Insignificant
Subject C Respondents| Significant Significant
ourses

Reading 21 676 47.8% 41.1% 10.4% 0.7%
Mathematics 15 157 35.7% 44.6% 16.6% 3.2%

Science 5 51 7.8% 52.9% 29.4% 9.8%

Climate 21 252 41.3% 49.6% 8.3% 0.8%

Summary:

Over 80% of respondents in reading, math, and téimaurses, and over 60% in science courses
indicated that professional development suppotted building or district goals significantly or

very significantly

To what degree are you prepared t@pply this new learningn your classroom?

Course Nun;ber Number of Very Sianifi Somewhat Insianif
Subject ° Respondents| Significant Ignificant Significant nsignificant
Courses
Reading 21 676 23.8% 52.8% 20.9% 2.5%
Mathematics 15 157 23.6% 51.0% 20.4% 5.1%
Science 5 53 13.2% 41.5% 34.0% 11.3%
Climate 21 248 35.1% 54.0% 10.9% 0%

Summary:

Over 89% of participants in climate courses indidathat they were significantly or very

significantly prepared to implement new learning.

Over 74% of participants in reading and mathematosirses indicated that they were

significantly or very significantly prepared to itement new learning.

Over 54% of participants in science courses inditathat they were significantly or very

significantly prepared to implement new learning.
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To what extent will/are youimplementing this new learningn your classroom?

Course Number of | Number of Very Significant Somewhat Insignificant
Subject Courses | Respondents Significant Significant
Reading 21 670 26.7% 49.3% 22.2% 2.8%
Mathematics 15 157 22.3% 44.6% 27.4% 5.7%
Science 5 53 9.4% 41.5% 37.7% 11.3%
Climate 21 240 33.8% 51.3% 13.3% 1.7%
Summary:

Over 84% of respondents in climate courses indicdteey will/are significantly or very
significantly implementing the new learning in thelassrooms.
Over 76% of respondents in reading courses indicdkey will/are significantly or very
significantly implementing the new learning in thelassrooms.

Over 66% of respondents in mathematics coursesdtetl they will/are significantly or very

significantly implementing the new learning in theliassrooms.
Over 50% of respondents in science courses indictéttey will/are significantly or very
significantly implementing the new learning in thelassrooms.

To what extent wasstudent performance/achievement impacted
as a result of this professional development?

Course Number of | Number of Very Significant Somewhat Insignificant

Subject Courses | Respondents Significant Significant

Reading 21 640 14.1% 44.4% 35.0% 6.6%
Mathematics 15 117 12.8% 47.9% 31.6% 7.7%

Science 5 44 6.8% 29.5% 52.3% 11.4%

Climate 21 149 21.5% 49.0% 23.5% 6.0%

Summary:

A significant number of respondents left this gimstlank, particularly in mathematics (27%
left blank) and climate (42% left blank) coursésfurther analysis of data indicated that teachers
taking summer classes were the most likely to lg¢higequestion unanswered. This is probably
due to the lack of student contact during the summunths.

Over 70% of respondents in climate courses indicHtat student performance/achievement was
significantly or very significantly impacted in tinelassrooms.

Over 58% of respondents in reading and mathematiogrses indicated that student
performance/achievement was significantly or végyigicantly impacted in their classrooms.
Over 36% of respondents in science courses indidate student performance/achievement was
significantly or very significantly impacted in tinelassrooms.
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Percentage Responding Significant and Very Significant

AEA 13 Course Evaluations — 2002-2003:
Teachers Reporting Significant and Very Significant
Knowledge Before and After Courses
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Appendix N

AEA 13 Staff Development Surveys:
Data from 2002-03 Course Offerings Under the
Diverse Learners Category

The following information was summarized from 17 AEourse evaluations completed by 212 class
participants.

Percent of Respondents
uestion from Surve
0 d Very Significant
Significant

To_w_hat extgnt _has the professional developmeriatgd your 38.4% 45 8%
building or district goals?
To what degree are you prepared to apply this mewning in your 31.4% 57 1%
classroom?
To what extent will/are you implementing this neaatning in your 29 504 53.1%
classroom?
To what extent was student performance/achieveimedcted 11.9% 62 5%
as a result of this professional development?
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Achievement Indicators

Appendix O

Climate Goal Indicators of Progress

Percent of 8th Grade Students Proficient on lowa T& of Basic Skills
Subject 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03
AEA 13 State AEA 13 State AEA 13 State
Reading 65.7 69.3 67.9 69.4 66.5 69.3
Math 71.6 73.6 69.0 73.1 68.6 71.6

Youth Survey Indicators

Percent of Youth (Grades 6, 8, 11)
Commitment to School/Learning Construct Responding “Agree/Strongly Agree”
1999 2002
AEA 13 State AEA 13 State
| care about my school 80 77 81 80
| try to do my best in school 91 91 92 91
| plan to finish high school 98 97 98 96
| do the homework that is assigned 92 92 93 92
Percentage for Entire Construct 90.3 89.3 91.0 89.8
School Data Indicators
Information Sources: 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03
Condition of Education
Report & BEDS document AEA 13 | State AEA 13 State AEA 13 State
Percentage of students grades not
7-12 who dropped out of 1.96 1.85 1.86 1.62 2.06 i1abl
school available

Students’ School Attendance

Target date for thta ¢s 2005

Percent of students who are
suspended/expelled from

school

Target date for this data is 2005
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Appendix P

Trend Line Data from Customer
Satisfaction Survey

A state-wide AEA Customer Service Satisfaction 8yrthas been administered by the Department of
Education for the past three years to assess fibetigéness of services provided by the state-widdem
of AEAs as well as individual AEAsCaution should be utilized interpreting the state-wide and

individual scores for AEA 13 due to low return ate

"To what extent did the services you received andpplied assist inimproving instructionor

job-related practices?"

Percent responding extensively or moderately

Survey from Survey from Survey from

AEA Standard Area 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04
School-Community Planning 53.3% 66.3% 77.5%
Professional Development 63.1% 70.0% 80.0%
Curriculum, Instruction & 5579 67 3% 29.2%
Assessment
Diverse Learner 52.5% 71.1% 72.9%
Multicultural, gender-fair 12.3% 18.5% 55.9%
Media 71.3% 81.3% 78.7%
School Technology 49.2% 63.2% 73.4%
Leadership 34.4% 51.2% 75.0%

"The AEA delivers current and timely services to met my district or school's needs."”

School Year Survey Administered

Percentage of AEA 13 Respondents:
Agree or Strongly Agree

2001-02 85.2%
2002-03 92.0%
2003-04 90.3%
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"How often did you or the students you serve recessor participate in services from the
AEA?”

Percentage Responding "Regularly or Frequently/vaidé/"

AEA Standard Area Survey from 2002-03 Survey from 203-04
School-Community Planning 45.1% 68.5%
Professional Development 53.1% 71.6%
Curriculum, Instruction & 41.6% 63.0%
Assessment
Diverse Learner 52.2% 54.0%
Multicultural, gender-fair 3.6% 20.4%
Media 64.6% 59.8%
School Technology 34.5% 47.1%
Leadership 22.2% 30.1%

"The services | receive from the AEA are of high gality”

Percentage Responding Strongly Agree or Agree

Survey from Survey from Survey from

AEA Standard Area 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04
School-Community Planning 51.6% 79.8% 92.8%
Professional Development 65.6% 83.3% 87.2%
Curriculum, Instruction & 59 8% 92 4% 91.7%
Assessment
Diverse Learner 54.9% 89.3% 87.2%
Multicultural, gender-fair 23.0% 77.8% 86.8%
Media 73.0% 96.7% 95.2%
School Technology 52.5% 88.9% 93.3%
Leadership 34.4% 89.4% 94.4%
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Appendix Q

AEA Accreditation
Annual Progress Report Checklist

A listing of AEA Accreditation Annual Progress RepGhecklist includes the following:

a
b.
c.
d
e
f.

Indicators of Quality

Indicators of Quality:
Indicators of Quality:
Indicators of Quality:
Indicators of Quality:
Indicators of Quality:

Progress with Targefessistance

Progress with Improv@tident Learning
Progress with Improveeaching

Progress with Resouvtamagement
Progress with Custoratisfaction Services
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Directions:
Write the page(s) on which documentation appears in the APR in the column labeled Page(s) #.
Multiple page numbers may appear in a single box.

General AEA Accreditation Requirements

Item | Page(s) | Annual Progress Report 281-IAC 72.10(2)
# #
1 The Annual Progress Report is submitted in writmgchools and school districts in
the AEA region. 281-IAC 72.10(2)
Guidance:
A description of how this requirement is met myspear in the APR.
The agency determines the medium for distributeg.( electronic, paper, CD-Rom).
The APR must be distributed to accredited nonpudiwols (schools) and school districts.
2 The Annual Progress Report is submitted in writmghe Department.
281-1AC 72.10(2)
Guidance:
The agency determines the medium for distributoitst other stakeholders (e.g., electronic, paper,
and CD-Rom).
3 The Annual Progress Report is made available tgtidic. 281-1AC 72.10(2)
Guidance:
How the agency makes the APR available to the gépeblic is an agency decision.
The extent of distribution to the public is an agedecision that is based upon reasonableness an
cost efficiency.
4 The Annual Progress Report is submitted annu@BA1-1AC 72.10(2)
Guidance:
The APR must be submitted annually to the Departpsehools and school districts, and the publig.
Item Page(s) | Progress Toward Agency-Wide Goals 281-IAC 72.10(2)(a)
# #
5 The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelimgsdata for each agency-widd
goal. 281-IAC 72.10(2)(a)(1)
Guidance:
The agency should include the agency-wide goasbbshed last year and baseline data relating to
those goals.
6 The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widaltli@ae (2000-01, 2001-02, &

2002-03) data that demonstrates progress with @gehcy-wide goal as a result of
services provided in each action plan. 281-IAC @R)(a)(1)

Guidance:
The agency should include trend line data that cestnates progress toward agency-wide goals.
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Item
#

Page(s)
#

Indicator of Quality: Progress with Targeted Assist ance 281-I1AC
72.10(b)(1)

Highly recommended data sources:
AEA customer satisfaction survey questions
Comprehensive School Improvement Plans — aggretgatibLEA needs and goals.
Aggregated feedback from the Department on LEA CSIP and APR deficiencies.

nghly recommended data to be reported:
Number and percent of respondents within the AEfheagree or strongly agree category in the A
customer survey
Frequent or important needs summarized from LEARCS1d APR information.
Frequent or important needs from Department aggrega  tion of CSIP and APR feedback.

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wideli&sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03) information on the AEA addregsspecific teacher, school, and
school district needs evidenced in local schoolrowpment plans. 281-IAC
72.10(b)(1)(1)

Guidance:

The APR must include needs assessment data fromcbBE#rehensive school improvement plans
(CSIPs).

Whatever needs assessment data from LEA CSIPg#mewincludes in the APR is a local decision.

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelio@sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, and 2002-03) information on the AEA regpog to specific student learning

needs evidenced in local school improvement pl28%-1AC 72.10(b)(1)(2)
Guidance:

“Responding” assumes some sort of AEA action. Bwigeof 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)

Highly Recommended Data Sources:
ITBS/ITED
School and School District APRs
ACT

Required Data to Collect:
The following reading, mathematics, and science data are required by state or federal law
pursuant to 281-IAC 12.8(3)(a)(1-3):
at least three achievement/performance levels by group and subgroup (gender, race,
socioeconomic status, students with disabilities, migrant, and ELL)
number and percentage of all fourth, eighth, and eleventh grade students (by group and
subgroup) achieving proficient or higher status Note: 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.
A minimum of three years of trend line (2000-01, 2001-02, & 2002-03) data by group and
subgroup
Achievement data from grades 4, 8, and 11 compared with the state in reading and
mathematics, and with the nation in reading, mathematics, and science (only grades 8
and 11 in science)
The number and percentage of students considered as dropouts for grades 7 to 12 by
gender, race, students with disabilities, and other subgroups as required by state or federal
law pursuant to 281-IAC 12.8(3)(a)(4). Dropouts means the number and percent of students

in grades 7 through 12 served by all schools and school districts within the AEA who do not
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attend school or withdraw from school for a reason other than death or transfer to another
approved school or school district, or has been expelled with no option of return.

The number and percentage of high school seniors who intend to pursue post-secondary
education/training pursuant to 281-IAC 12.8(3)(a)(5).

The number and percentage of high school students achieving a score or status on a
measure indicating probable post-secondary success. This measure should be the measure
used by the majority of students in the school, school district, or attendance center who plan
to attend a post-secondary institution pursuant to 281-1AC 12.8(3)(a)(6).

The number and percentage of high school graduates who complete a core program of four
years of English- language arts and three or more years each of mathematics, science, and
social studies pursuant to 281-IAC 12.8(3)(a)(7).

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelim&sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03) data on student achievementdthematics. 281-IAC
72.10(b)(2)(1)
Guidance:
Percentage of 4, 8, & 11 grade students peafilm mathematics for 2000-01, 2001-02, & 2002-0
At least three achievement/performance Ideelstudents in grades 4, 8 & 11 in mathematics.
Mathematics achievement data from gradesahd@11 compared with the state and the nation.

10

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelin&@sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03) data on student achievemergading. 281-IAC 72.10(b)(2)(2)
Guidance:

Percentage of 4, 8, & 11 grade students peafiin reading for 2000-01, 2001-02, & 2002-03.

At least three achievement/performance Idweelstudents in grades 4, 8 & 11 in reading.

Reading achievement data from grades 4 d31 Arompared with the state and the nation.

11

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelimgsand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03) data on student achievemestience. 281-1AC 72.10(b)(2)(3)

Guidance:
Percentage of 8, & 11 grade students profiaiescience for 2000-01, 2001-02, & 2002-03.
At least three achievement/performance Idoelstudents in grades 8 & 11 in science.
Science achievement data from grades 8, andriftared with the nation.

12

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelim&sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03) data on student achievemens gamathematics. 281-1AC
72.10(b)(2)(4)

Guidance:

Subgroup data by three achievement/perfornmiamets for grades 4, 8 & 11 in mathematics for
2000-01, 2001-02, & 2002-03. (i.e., gender, raoeiceconomic status, students with disabilities|. Fand
migrant status subgroup$fa particular subgroup does not appear in the ARR agency should
document that the total N for that subgroup is kess 10 students agency-wide. Reporting on stedent
with low socioeconomic status and students witahdigies should follow LEA reporting requirements.
There will only be two years worth of data compgrstudents in these subgroups to student not sethe
subgroups.
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13

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelimgsand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03) data on student achievemend gapeading. 281-IAC
72.10(b)(2)(5)

Guidance:

Subgroup data by three achievement/performlamets for grades 4, 8 & 11 in reading for 2000-0
2001-02, & 2002-03. (i.e., gender, race, socioenvoatatus, students with disabilities, ELL, andyraint
status subgroupsly.a particular subgroup does not appear in the ABR agency should document that
the total N for that subgroup is less than 10 stisl@gency-wide. Reporting on students with low
socioeconomic status and students with disabilghesuld follow LEA reporting requirements. Theié w
only be two years worth of data comparing studentiese subgroups to student not in these subgroup

=

14

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelin&sand trend line (2000-01 and

2001-02) data on student achievement gaps in sei@8d-IAC 72.10(b)(2)(6)
Guidance:

Subgroup data by three achievement/performlarets for grades 8 & 11 in science for 2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03. (i.e., gender, race, socioenvoatatus, students with disabilities, ELL, andyraint
status subgroupsly.a particular subgroup does not appear in the ABR agency should document that
the total N for that subgroup is less than 10 shisl@gency-wide. Reporting on students with low
socioeconomic status and students with disabilghesuld follow LEA reporting requirements. Theié w
only be two years worth of data comparing studentiese subgroups to student not in these subgroup

15

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelim&sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02 & 2002-03) data on drop out rates. 281-FRCLO(b)(2)(7)
Guidance:
Number and percentage of students as drogrogtades 7-12 by gender, race, students with
disabilities.
The agency should be able to compile these data ff6A Annual Progress Reports. Please refer {o
the individual LEA APR Checklists for these data.

16

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelim&sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03) data on preparing studentpést-secondary success. 281-IAC
72.10(b)(2)(8)
Guidance:
Number and percentage of high school stu@ehigving a score or status on a measure indicating
probable post-secondary success.
Number and percentage of high school senmiteading to pursue post-secondary education/trginin
The agency should be able to compile both setsesfet data from LEA Annual Progress Reports.
Please refer to the individual LEA APR Checklisisthese data.

17

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelin@sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, 2002-03) data on students who completeeprogram. 281-IAC
72.10(b)(2)(9)
Guidance:

Number and percentage of high school gradtizésompleted a core program.

The agency should be able to compile these data ffl6A Annual Progress Reports. Please refer tp
the individual LEA APR Checklists for these data.

Item

Page(s)

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

Highly recommended data sources:
AEA customer survey questions: Extent to which hess indicate that participation in AEA services
enabled them to improve instruction or job-relgteaktices.

Professional development surveys or follow-up &ining (AEA initiatives) or other AEA data.

Highly recommended data to be reported:
Number and percentage agree or strongly agreegisgated by teaching area.
The manner in which data are reported for the psiémal development follow up will depend on the
additional data source selected.
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Highly recommended data sources:
Participation: AEA customer survey questions.

18 The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wideli&sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03) data in improving teaching iathematics. 281-72.10(b)(3)(1)
Guidance:
The district is encouraged to report data fromdimtomer satisfaction survey by content area.
The agency is encouraged to provide other datagpast improved teaching like implementation data
and effectiveness data.
19 The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelioesand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03) data in improving teachingeading. 281-72.10(b)(3)(2)
Guidance:
The district is encouraged to report data fromdimtomer satisfaction survey by content area.
The agency is encouraged to provide other datagpast improved teaching like implementation data
and effectiveness data.
20 The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wideliesand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03) data in improving teachingéreace. 281-72.10(b)(3)(3)
Guidance:
The district is encouraged to report data fromciitomer satisfaction survey by content area.
The agency is encouraged to provide other datagpast improved teaching like implementation data
and effectiveness data.
ltem Page(s) | Indicator of Quality: Progress with Resource Management 281-IAC 72.10(b)(4)
# # Highly recommended data sources:
AEA cost efficiency survey. (See AEA Reorganizat®mdy recommendations.)
AEA customer satisfaction survey.
Highly recommended data to be reported:
Evidence from AEA cost efficiency survey. (See AEA Reorganization Study
recommendations.)
Number and percentage of respondents indicating agreement or strong agreement in the
customer satisfaction survey.
21 The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelio@sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03) data on delivering cost-effitiservices. 281-1AC 72.10(b)(4)(1
Guidance:
The agency should address efficiency of servi@secific information on efficiency is a local
decision.
Examples of efficiency should be noted if possible.
22 The Annual Progress Report includes agency-wideli&sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02 & 2002-03) data on delivering timely seegc281-IAC 72.10(b)(4)(2)
Guidance:
The data the agency provides about delivering tirsetvices is a local decision.
Examples of timely services should be included.
ltem | Page(s) | Indicator of Quality: Progress with Customer Satisfaction with Services 281-1AC
# # 72.10(b)(5)
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Satisfaction with quality: AEA customer survey questions.

Highly recommended data to be reported:

Number and percentage of respondents indicating agr ee or strongly agree on the
above items.

23

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelim&sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02 & 2002-03) data on levels of customer pigdition in AEA services. 281-
IAC 72.10(b)(5)(1)

Guidance:

The agency should include data from the CustomisfSetion Survey on participation in AEA
services.

24

The Annual Progress Report includes agency-widelin@sand trend line (2000-01,
2001-02, & 2002-03) data on levels of customersattion with quality of AEA

services. 281-1AC 72.10(b)(5)(2)
Guidance:

The agency should include data from the Customesf8etion Survey on levels of satisfaction with
services.
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