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State of Arizona

Department of Education

Tom Horne

Superintendent of

Public Instruction  

June 7, 2007

Dear Tribal leaders, community members, and educators,

 
The Office of Indian Education is pleased to release the initial Annual Indian Education Report published in accordance with A.R.S. 15-244, the Arizona Indian Education Act. The Indian Education Act went into effect in July 2006 and is intended to increase communication and stimulate meaningful dialogue on the state of education for the 60,000 plus American Indian students enrolled in the state public school system. 

The Annual report tells the story of our students by focusing on specific areas of student achievement for American Indian students and the schools they attend. This has been an exciting undertaking as American Indian students come from a wide array of schools and diverse tribal communities. The Annual report will show the areas that need improvement, and more importantly will show that there are some achievements everyone in our community can celebrate.

This year the report focuses on statewide data from participating districts meeting the criteria as Indian Education Act LEAs.  Next year we can look forward to an expanded edition of the Annual Report as school districts will be contributing additional information and narratives which will be included in subsequent editions. The Office of Indian Education is currently in the process of setting up the system to include this additional information. 

In closing, I am so pleased that this year there is more information available about American Indian students in Arizona than was ever available before. The staff of the Office of Indian Education is honored to be working on behalf of the Native American students and their communities throughout the state. We look forward to your continued participation in the implementation of the Arizona Indian Education Act. 

Respectfully,

 [image: image2.emf]
Debora Norris

Director, Office of Indian Education


     

Indian Education Annual Report: Methodology and Results

Background and Sample


In accordance with the Indian Education Act (IEA), data regarding school performance was collected and analyzed for school districts that contain or boundary tribal lands. Sixty-One LEAs in Arizona were included in this analysis. These districts will hereafter be referred to as  IEA LEAs. Table 1 lists the IEA LEAs. All student performance measures that are presented in this report are from students that were enrolled in the IEA LEAs in Table 1. The school performance measures that were analyzed include: (a) student achievement on statewide assessments; (b) AYP performance; (c) AZLEARNS performance; (d) dropout rate; (e) graduation rate; (f) attendance rate; and (g) school safety.

Table 1

IEA LEAs Analyzed in the Report

	District Name

	St Johns Unified School District

	Window Rock Unified School District

	Round Valley Unified District

	Sanders Unified School District

	Ganado Unified School District

	Chinle Unified School District

	Red Mesa Unified School District

	McNary Elem. School District

	Flagstaff Unified School District

	Williams Unified District

	Grand Canyon Unified School District

	Grand Canyon Unified School District

	Fredonia-Moccasin Unified School District

	Page Unified School District

	Tuba City Unified School District

	Globe Unified School District

	San Carlos Unified School District

	Hayden-Winkleman Unified District

	Safford Unified District

	Pima Unified District

	Solomon Elementary District

	Klondyke Elementary District

	Morenci Unified District

	Eagle Elementary District

	Maricopa County Regional School District

	Mesa Unified School District

	Gila Bend Unified School District

	Scottsdale Unified School District

	Chandler Unified District

	Dysart Unified School District

	Fountain Hills Unified School District

	Peach Springs Unified District

	Hackberry School District

	Valentine Elementary School District

	Rainbow Accommodation School

	Winslow Unified School District

	Joseph City Unified School District

	Holbrook Unified School District

	Pinon Unified School District

	Show Low Unified District

	Whiteriver Unified School District

	Cedar Unified School District 

	Kayenta Unified School District

	Tucson Unified School District

	Marana Unified District

	Sunnyside Unified District

	Ajo Unified District

	Sahuarita Unified District

	Indian Oasis-Baboquivari Unified School District

	Vail School District

	San Fernando Elementary District

	Altar Valley Elementary District

	Ray Unified District

	Maricopa Unified School District

	Coolidge Unified School District

	Casa Grande Elementary District

	Sacaton Elementary District

	Stanfield Elementary District

	Casa Grande Union High School District

	Parker Unified School District

	Ft. Thomas Unified School District


Student Achievement

Arizona Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) 

The AIMS is a criterion-referenced test that assesses student mastery of the Arizona State standards in reading, math, and writing in grades 3 through 8 and 10.  The test is a combination of multiple choice items, reading passages, and writing prompts. This test gauges if a student has exceeded (E), has met (M), is approaching (A), or falls far below (FFB) the Arizona standards. Students pass this assessment if they have met or exceeded the standards. Although the test encompasses all of the standards in the various subject areas, different concepts and performance objectives are tested on different forms of the assessment.
Percentage of Students Passing

For this analysis we measured trends in student performance from academic year 2003-2004 through academic year 2005-2006. Because the test was still in development during these years the writing subsection of the test was changed drastically. As a result, we were only able to compare math and reading scores. Additionally, Arizona did not start testing grades 3 through 8 until the 2004-2005 year. Before that time, only grades 3, 5, 8, and 10 were tested.  Subsequently, we only have two years of data for grades 4, 6, and 7. 


Figure 1 shows the percentage of all students that passed the math portion and the reading portion of the AIMS in 2004, 2005, and 2006. Note that 2004 only includes grades 3, 5, 8, and 10 while 2005 and 2006 include grades 3 through 8 and 10. 

Figure 1

Percentage of All Students in IEA LEAs Passing the AIMS Math and AIMS Reading in 2004, 2005, and 2006
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As Figure 1 shows, scores in both math and reading increased greatly from 2004 to 2005. Increases have continued from 2005 to 2006, however they have slowed. The IEA LEAs are located in 11 different counties within Arizona. Figure 2 breaks apart the percentage of students passing the math portion of the AIMS by county. Additionally, Figure 3 breaks apart the percentage of students passing by county for the reading portion.

Figure 2

Percentage of Students in IEA LEAs Passing AIMS Math by County in 2004, 2005, and 2006
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Figure 3

Percentage of Students in IEA LEAs Passing AIMS Reading by County in 2004, 2005, and 2006
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Both figures show that all counties showed large increases in math and reading from 2004 to 2005 and small increases from 2005 to 2006. However, Maricopa county and Greenlee county consistently have the highest percentage of students passing both math and reading. 


Figures 4 and 5 show the percentage of students passing the AIMS by grade for math and reading. Note that 2004 is missing grades 4, 6, and 7. 

Figure 4

Percent of Students in IEA LEAs Passing AIMS Math by Grade in 2004, 2005, and 2006
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Figure 5

Percent of Students in IEA LEAs Passing AIMS Reading by Grade in 2004, 2005, and 2006
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Although the 
percentage of students passing the AIMS in each grade does not vary greatly, some interesting patterns emerge. In math, 6th and 8th grade students passed the test at consistently lower rates than the other grades. Conversely, 3rd and 4th grade students passed at consistently higher rates than the other grades. In reading, while all grades have a strong passing rate, the 10th grade students have a higher passing rate than all other grades.

Our final examination of passing rates was by ethnicity. Figures 6, 7, 8, and 9 show passing rates for the last three years by ethnicity for both math and reading. 

Figure 6

Percent of Students in IEA LEAs Passing AIMS Math by Ethnicity in 2004, 2005, and 2006
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Figure 7
Percent of Students in IEA LEAs Passing AIMS Math by Ethnicity in 2004, 2005, and 2006
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Figure 8

Percent of Students in IEA LEAs Passing AIMS Reading by Ethnicity in 2004, 2005, and 2006
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Figure 9

Percent of Students in IEA LEAs Passing AIMS Reading by Ethnicity in 2004, 2005, and 2006
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Although the Native American students have the lowest rates of passage among all ethnicities, their rate of improvement is equivalent to all other ethnicities. Therefore, Native American students are not falling any further behind.

Percentage of Students Improving

In addition to examining the IEA LEAs rates of passing, we also examined the percentage of students that showed improvement from one scoring category to another scoring category. For example, if a student moved from FFB to A or from A to M or from FFB to M or any of the other multiple possibilities then the student was counted as improving. Improvement was analyzed by subject from 2004 to 2005 as well as 2005 to 2006. There is also a measure of improvement from 2004 to 2006. This measure counts the improvement of students that were in the 3rd, 5th, and 8th grade in 2004. Those students in the 8th grade in 2004 did not test in 2005 because 9th grade students do not take the AIMS. Therefore, their next test year was 2006 when they were in the 10th grade. Figure 9 shows the percentage of all students in the IEA LEAs that showed improvement in math and reading.
Figure 9

Percentage of Students in IEA LEAs that Improved at Least One Level on AIMS Math or AIMS Reading from 2004 to 2005, 2005 to 2006, and 2004 to 2006
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Although the percentage of students that improved from 2005 to 2006 is smaller than the percentage that improved from 2004 to 2005, the number of students passing the test in 2005 and 2006 were more similar than the number of students passing in 2004 and 2005. Therefore, there was more room for improvement from 2004 to 2005 than from 2005 to 2006 because in 2005 many students were performing well on the test.


As we did for student rates of passing the AIMS, we have broken down our analysis of improvement by county, grade, and ethnicity. Figures 10 and 11 show the percentage of students that improved on the AIMS by county for math and reading respectively.

Figure 10 

Percentage of Students in IEA LEAs that Improved at Least One Level on AIMS Math by County from 2004 to 2005, 2005 to 2006, and 2004 to 2006
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Figure 11 

Percentage of Students in IEA LEAs that Improved at Least One Level on AIMS Reading by County from 2004 to 2005, 2005 to 2006, and 2004 to 2006
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The county figures show the same trend as the overall figure. The percentage of improving students is lower from 2005 to 2006 due to less room for improvement. The county figures also show that Apache and Mohave counties consistently have high percentages of improving students. These counties showed consistently lower rates of passing students. However, the above figures show that their students are making progress at a faster rate than other counties.


Figures 12 and 13 display the percentage of students that improved by grade for math and reading respectively. Again, there are limitations to grade because grades 4, 6, and 7 did not test in 2004. Also, grade 10 students do not have the ability to show improvement because 10 grade is the last testing installment. Some students test beyond the 10th grade because they may have failed the test or they may be trying for a higher score to qualify for college scholarships. However, those students were not included since the entire group of students that is testing past the 10th grade is testing for improvement. Additionally, 8th grade students can only show improvement from 2004 to 2006 because they did not have a testing opportunity in 2005. Students are indicated in a grade by the first year of the improvement measure. Therefore, students showing improvement in the 3rd grade from 2004 to 2005 showed improvement from their 3rd grade score in 2004 to their 4th grade score in 2005. 

Figure 12

Percentage of Students in IEA LEAs that Improved at Least One Level on AIMS Math by Grade from 2004 to 2005, 2005 to 2006, and 2004 to 2006
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Figure 13

Percentage of Students in IEA LEAs that Improved at Least One Level on AIMS Reading by Grade from 2004 to 2005, 2005 to 2006, and 2004 to 2006
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Third grade students show large amounts of improvement. However, this is to be expected as it is their first time taking the test. Eight grade students also show large percentages of students improving over the two year span from 2004 to 2006.


Figures 14 and 15 show the percentage of students that improved on AIMS math and reading according to their ethnicity. Ethnicity is self-reported by the student during test taking.

Figure 14

Percentage of Students in IEA LEAs that Improved at Least One Level on AIMS Math by Ethnicity from 2004 to 2005, 2005 to 2006, and 2004 to 2006
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Figure 15

Percentage of Students in IEA LEAs that Improved at Least One Level on AIMS Reading by Ethnicity from 2004 to 2005, 2005 to 2006, and 2004 to 2006
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Although Native American students showed lower rates of passage than the other minorities, Figures 14 and 15 show that Native American students have the highest percentage of students improving on the AIMS. 

Adequate Yearly Progress


Schools are required to demonstrate Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in accordance with the No Child Left Behind Act. To demonstrate AYP, schools must test 95% of their enrolled students, a set percentage of students must meet the test objectives, and K-8 schools must have a 90% attendance rate while 9-12 schools must have a 71% graduation rate. The percentage of students that is required to meet the test objective is dependent on the grade, subject, and academic year. Figure 16 shows the percentage of the IEA LEAs that made AYP for the past three years.

Figure 16

Percentage of IEA LEAs the Made AYP in 2004, 2005, and 2006
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Although a drop in the percentage of IEA LEAs making AYP can be observed from 2005 to 2006, that drop may not be due to a decline in performance. In 2006 some new business rules were applied to the AYP process. Previously LEAs had been permitted to appeal the department of education to remove English Language Learner (ELL) students from the AYP calculation. However, in 2006 that appeal processes was ended and all ELL students were included in the calculation. Additionally, previous to 2006 if a student was tested with a non-standard accommodation their score would not count for the test objective measure, but they would count in the 95% tested calculation. However, in 2006 the rules were changed such that students tested with nonstandard accommodation could not be included as tested in the 95% tested calculation. Both of these factors combined resulted in many LEAs across Arizona not making AYP.


Figure 17 shows the percentage of IEA LEAs that made AYP for two years and for three years. One column shows the percentage of IEA LEAs that made AYP for two consecutive years in 2004 and 2005. Another column shows the percentage of IEA LEAs that made AYP for two consecutive years in 2005 and 2006. A third column shows the percentage of IEA LEAs that 
made AYP two out of the three years examined, whether those years were consecutive or not. Finally, the fourth column shows the percentage of IEA LEAs that made AYP all three years.

Figure 17

Percentage of IEA LEAs that Made AYP in Multiple Years
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In addition to examining the percentage of IEA LEAs that made AYP, we also examined the factors contributing to IEA LEAs not making AYP. AYP consists of three parts: (a) 95% of students tested; (b) test objectives; and (c) either attendance rate or graduation rate. Figure 18 shows the percentage of IEA LEAs that failed to meet each one of these parts of AYP. For 2004, the data is not split for attendance rate and graduation rate. Those two indicators were lumped together under additional indicator. In 2005 and 2006, these attendance rate and graduation rate were analyzed separately.

Figure 18

Percentage of IEA LEAs Failing to Meet Each Category within AYP in 2004, 2005, and 2006
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The figure shows that the largest hurdle to achieving AYP for IEA LEAs is students achieving the test objectives. Additionally, the figure shows a large increase in the percentage of IEA LEAs failing to meet the 95% tested category in 2006. This increase is likely do to the new rule implemented in 2006 prohibiting students that tested with non-standard accommodations from being counted in the 95% tested calculation. As for the additional indicator, attendance rate and graduation rate, the figure shows that graduation rate is a much larger hindrance to AYP than is attendance rate.

AZ LEARNS


In addition to the federal accountability system, LEAs are also evaluated based on the state accountability system called AZ LEARNS. AZ LEARNS, takes into account both the current achievement of schools and improvement they have shown since the previous year. AZ LEARNS is only evaluated at the school level. Therefore, we examined all of the schools within each of the IEA LEAs. Schools are placed in one of five categories based on their achievement and improvement. From lowest to highest those categories are as follows: (a) failing to meet academic standards; (b) underperforming; (c) performing; (d) highly performing; and (e) excelling. Schools that are performing, highly performing, or excelling are meeting the state academic standards. Figure 19 shows the percentage of schools that were in either the performing, highly performing, or excelling categories for the last three years.

Figure 19

Percentage of IEA Schools Meeting State Academic Standards in 2004, 2005, and 2006
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As the figure shows, most IEA schools met the state academic standards in all three years. Additionally, we measured the percentage of IEA schools that showed improvement from one category to the next. We measured improvement from 2004 to 2005 and from 2005 to 2006. We also measured improvement over all three years, from 2004 to 2005 to 2006. Figure 20 shows the results of this analysis.

Figure 20

Percentage of IEA Schools that Improved at Least One Category on AZ LEARNS from 2004 to 2005, 2005 to 2006, or 2004 to 2005 to 2006
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Although the figure shows only about ¼ of the schools improving from year to year, it is important to keep in mind the percentage of schools meeting the standards. With 93% to 95% of IEA schools meeting the standard, there aren’t many IEA schools that need to show improvement.


Our last examination of AZ LEARNS was by category. We were interested in determining what percentage of IEA schools fell into each of the five categories for 2004, 2005, 2006. Figures 21-23 show these percentages.

Figure 21

Percentage of IEA Schools in Each of the Five AZ LEARNS Categories for 2004
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Figure 22

Percentage of IEA Schools in Each of the Five AZ LEARNS Categories for 2005
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Figure 23

Percentage of IEA Schools in Each of the Five AZ LEARNS Categories for 2006
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The excelling category grew every year, starting at 10% in 2004 and ending at 19% in 2006. The lowest category, failing to meet academic standards, held steady over the three years at a measly 1%. Although the percentage of schools in the performing and highly performing categories show decreases, these decreases are due to IEA schools moving to a higher category rather than a lower category. 

Graduation and Dropout Rate


This section will analyze the graduation rates and dropout rates for the IEA LEAs. We have two years of data for both graduation and dropout. The graduation rate lags one year behind, therefore only 2004 and 2005 are available. For dropout rate, we analyzed the 2005 and 2006 data. Graduation rate and dropout rate are calculated at the school level and are calculated as a percentage. Since it is not statistically appropriate to take the mean of a percentage, we examined the percentage of IEA schools that showed improvement in their graduation and dropout rate. Those percentages are shown in Figure 24.

Figure 24

Percentage of IEA Schools that Improved Their Graduation Rate from 2004 to 2005 or Dropout Rate from 2005 to 2006
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Additionally, many IEA schools were over the 71% graduation rate that is required for AYP. Figure 23 shows the percentage of IEA schools that met or exceed a 71% graduation rate for 2004 and 2005.

Figure 25

Percentage of IEA Schools that Met or Exceeded the 71 % Graduation Rate in 2004 or 2005
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Attendance Rate


Attendance rate is reported as a percentage. It is calculated by dividing the average daily attendance by the average daily enrollment for each school. Again, because the data is a percentage, the calculation of a mean is not appropriate. Therefore, we analyzed the percentage of IEA schools that had an attendance rate of 90% or greater in 2004, 2005, and 2006. An attendance rate of 90% is what is required for AYP. Figure 26 shows these percentages.

Figure 26

Percentage of IEA Schools with a 90% Attendance Rate or Better in 2004, 2005, or 2006
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Furthermore, we examined the percentage of IEA schools that showed improvement. As the above figure shows, not many schools need to show improvement on attendance, however, we did observe gains. See Figure 27 for the percentages.

Figure 27

Percentage of IEA Schools Showing Improvement on Attendance Rates from 2004 to 2005, 2005 to 2006, or 2004 to 2005 to 2006
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School Safety


We collected information on school safety from the Arizona state questionnaire for the safe and drug free schools report. School safety data is collected and compiled annually. The most recent data that has been fully collected is from the 2005-2006 school year. We analyzed data from 2004 to 2006 to determine trends in school safety in IEA schools. Figure 28 shows the percentage of IEA schools that report having one or more programs that are intended to prevent or reduce violence.

Figure 28

Percentage of IEA Schools with a Program to Prevent or Reduce Violence in 2004, 2005, or 2006
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The figure shows that the percentage of IEA schools with a program to prevent or reduce violence is steadily increasing. The above percentages reflect IEA schools that report having one or more programs. The following figures, 29-32, show the percentage of IEA schools that report having distinct kinds of programs to prevent or reduce violence. Four separate figures were used to show percentages by program type because of the numerous programs. The programs are grouped together at random.

Figure 29

Percentage of IEA Schools with Programs Intended to Prevent or Reduce Violence by Type of Program in 2004, 2005, or 2006
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Figure 30

Percentage of IEA Schools with Programs Intended to Prevent or Reduce Violence by Type of Program in 2004, 2005, or 2006
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Figure 31

Percentage of IEA Schools with Programs Intended to Prevent or Reduce Violence by Type of Program in 2004, 2005, or 2006
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Figure 32

Percentage of IEA Schools with Programs Intended to Prevent or Reduce Violence by Type of Program in 2004, 2005, or 2006
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Each type of program shows some increase in the percentage of IEA schools offering services or shows the percentage of IEA schools holding steady. Among the least used programs are: (a) before school programs; (b) alternative education; (c) dropout prevention; (d) domestic violence prevention training; (e) HIV prevention; (f) suicide prevention; (g) service learning; and (h) school based health clinics. Among the most used programs are: (a) counseling; (b) drug prevention; (c) health education; (d) identification of problem behaviors; and (e) parent education.


We also examined the percentage of IEA schools that reported having a formal process in place to obtain parent input on several issues and to notify parents of school policy. The first figure, Figure 33, shows the percentage of schools that report obtaining parent input on six different issues of school safety. Figure 34 shows the percentage of IEA schools that report using various methods to inform parents of school policy.

Figure 33

Percentage of IEA Schools with a Formal Process to Obtain Parent Input on Various Issues in 2004, 2005, or 2006
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Figure 34

Percentage of IEA Schools Employing Various Methods to Notify Parents of School Policies in 2004, 2005, or 2006
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The percentage of schools that report obtaining parent input has remained fairly constant. Additionally, there doesn’t seem to be a lot of variation between the various issues. Rates of notification of school policy have shown increases. Notification by school website has shown a particularly large increase over the last three years.


Our next examination was of the rate of criminal incidents in the IEA LEAs. The incidents are reported as the mean number of incidents per 100 students. Most of the incident categories recorded less than one incident per 100 students. For example a category may show .5 incidents per 100 students. This number is the same as 1 incident per 200 students.

Table 2 shows incidents per 100 students.

Table 2

Mean Number of Incidents per 100 Students by Type of Incident for IEA LEAs
	Incident Type
	2004 Mean
	2004 

SD
	2005 Mean
	2005

SD
	2006 Mean
	2006 

SD

	Use of a firearm or destructive device
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	Possession of a firearm or destructive device
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.05
	.01
	.02

	Use of a weapon other than a firearm
	.08
	.30
	.02
	.04
	.01
	.04

	Possession of a weapon other than firearm
	.39
	.48
	.30
	.44
	.29
	.32

	Distribution of illegal drugs
	.14
	.24
	.12
	.21
	.14
	.26

	Possession of illegal drugs
	1.24
	1.41
	1.28
	2.64
	1.46
	2.00

	Possession or use of alcohol
	.34
	.48
	.32
	.58
	.47
	.52

	Possession or use of tobacco
	.46
	.53
	.45
	.45
	.47
	.52

	Rape or sexual assault
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.02
	.01
	.03

	Hate crime
	.02
	.06
	.03
	.14
	.02
	.09

	Bullying or harassment
	3.23
	3.61
	3.78
	4.69
	4.75
	10.91

	Motor vehicle theft
	.00
	.01
	.03
	.13
	.00
	.01

	Fight with a weapon
	.07
	.29
	.05
	.19
	.04
	.16

	Fight without a weapon
	4.50
	4.42
	4.83
	5.33
	4.34
	4.29

	Threat with a weapon
	.05
	.13
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Threat without a weapon
	1.60
	2.29
	1.35
	1.84
	1.83
	3.81

	Robbery with a weapon
	.00
	.03
	.02
	.17
	.00
	.00

	Robbery without a weapon
	.06
	.17
	.03
	.11
	.01
	.05

	Theft or larceny
	.72
	.63
	.65
	.82
	.53
	.58

	Sexual harassment
	.43
	.50
	.35
	.43
	.33
	.39

	Vandalism or criminal damage
	1.17
	1.20
	.94
	.98
	1.09
	2.09

	All incidents
	14.47
	11.06
	14.62
	11.16
	15.85
	16.29



The most common types of incidents are: (a) bullying and harassment; (b) fights without a weapon; (c) drug possession; (d) threats without a weapon; and (e) vandalism. Incidents of these offenses are increasing, especially fights and bullying. IEA LEAs also report the type of discipline that they employ for each type of incident. Table 3 shows the mean number of incidents per 1 unit of discipline for each offense type and discipline category. The discipline categories are: (a) expulsion for more than 1 year; (b) transfer to a specialized school; (c) Out of school suspension lasting at least 10 days and up to 1 year; and (d) other discipline actions determined by the school. A lower number represents a higher frequency of use of the discipline type. For example, if out of school suspension has a 1 for the offense of use of a firearm, that indicates that every incident of firearm use was responded to with out of school suspension. A mean of 292 under expulsion for the offense of bullying indicates that only one person for every 292 that commit the offense of bullying are expelled.

Table 3

Mean Number of Incidents per 1 Unit of Discipline for 2006 for IEA LEAs
	Incident Type
	Mean

Expulsion for 1 year or more
	SD
	Mean Transfer to specialized school
	SD
	Mean

 Out of School Suspension

10 days-1 year
	SD
	Mean Other actions
	SD

	Use of a firearm or destructive device
	0
	0
	1.00
	0
	1.00
	0
	0
	0

	Possession of a firearm or destructive device
	1.61
	1.68
	0
	0
	1.42
	.52
	2.83
	3.62

	Use of a weapon other than a firearm
	.50
	.71
	1.44
	.51
	1.62
	1.29
	1.16
	.69

	Possession of a weapon other than firearm
	19.50
	17.88
	41.39
	45.53
	7.08
	15.51
	1.78
	1.10

	Distribution of illegal drugs
	3.45
	3.62
	11.48
	15.96
	2.71
	3.36
	2.20
	1.53

	Possession of illegal drugs
	38.37
	102.36
	45.53
	63.83
	9.41
	19.13
	5.21
	10.60

	Possession or use of alcohol
	18.50
	23.13
	21.83
	24.27
	5.32
	8.96
	2.86
	5.42

	Possession or use of tobacco
	78.00
	0
	0
	0
	23.15
	26.18
	1.31
	1.36

	Rape or sexual assault
	1.44
	.51
	7.00
	0
	2.00
	1.41
	1.457
	1.28

	Hate crime
	0
	0
	6.00
	0
	1.00
	0
	1.31
	.75

	Bullying or harassment
	0
	0
	118.37
	76.74
	61.54
	70.08
	1.28
	1.59

	Motor vehicle theft
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2.33
	2.31

	Fight with a weapon
	2.00
	1.41
	6.00
	0
	9.70
	13.81
	1.41
	2.38

	Fight without a weapon
	135.61
	136.65
	142.02
	151.28
	62.14
	97.92
	1.39
	1.13

	Threat with a weapon
	3.00
	0
	0
	0
	2.64
	3.481
	1.05
	.81

	Threat without a weapon
	38.25
	23.24
	51.13
	62.47
	17.42
	20.12
	1.32
	1.12

	Robbery with a weapon
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1.00
	0

	Robbery without a weapon
	0
	0
	1.00
	0
	0
	0
	1.29
	.76

	Theft or larceny
	4.00
	0
	91.50
	137.84
	21.70
	36.97
	1.30
	.83

	Sexual harassment
	2.33
	.94
	83.00
	87.430
	18.48
	15.60
	1.16
	.57

	Vandalism or criminal damage
	56.75
	52.44
	144.25
	166.88
	14.09
	11.76
	1.36
	.83

	All incidents
	176.05
	188.80
	289.14
	334.24
	42.94
	71.98
	1.40
	1.08



Fighting and bullying, which were two of the most common offenses, are most disciplined by the other category. In fact, the other category is most often used for all of the common offenses. When schools report other, that could indicate a number of different discipline actions. Therefore, discipline for offenses may vary widely across IEA LEAs. 

Conclusion


The IEA LEAs have shown strong gains in the percentage of students passing both AIMS math and AIMS reading. Native American students in particular have show increases in the percentage of students improving on the AIMS. Attendance rates at the IEA schools show strong and consistent success.


The areas that should be the focus of improvement are increasing the percentage of students that meet the test objectives for AYP purposes. Graduation rates also need to be improved across IEA LEAs. Finally, although schools report having programs in place to address safety issues, offenses in the schools seem to be on the rise. Alternative methods for addressing these offenses should be explored.

IEA Schools District Links

Window Rock USD 
   
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41542007.pdf
Round Valley USD 
   
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41552007.pdf
Sanders USD                

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41562007.pdf
Ganado USD              
    
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41572007.pdf
Chinle USD                 

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41582007.pdf

Red Mesa USD          

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41592007.pdf

McNary Elem. Dist.    

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41632007.pdf
Flagstaff USD             

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41922007.pdf
Williams USD       
       
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41932007.pdf
Grand Canyon USD 
    
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41942007.pdf
Fredonia USD         
     
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41952007.pdf
Page USD               
     
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41962007.pdf
Tuba City USD      
      
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/41972007.pdf
Globe USD            
      
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42082007.pdf
San Carlos USD         

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42102007.pdf
Hayden-Winkelman    

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42122007.pdf
Safford USD               

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42182007.pdf
Pima USD                   

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42202007.pdf
Solomon                
      
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42222007.pdf
Morenci USD              

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42302007.pdf           
Maricopa County RSD

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42342007.pdf
Mesa USD                  

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42352007.pdf
Gila Bend USD           

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42382007.pdf
Scottsdale USD    
       
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42402007.pdf
Chandler USD      
       
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42422007.pdf
Dysart USD          
       
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42432007.pdf
Fountain Hills USD     

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42472007.pdf
Peach Springs USD 
   
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/43692007.pdf
Hackberry SD          
    
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/43712007.pdf
Valentine Elem D       

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/43802007.pdf
Rainbow Accod Sch   

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/ReportCards/76542007.pdf
Winslow USD
          
  
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/43872007.pdf
Joseph City USD        

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/43882007.pdf
Holbrook USD          

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/43892007.pdf
Pinon USD                 

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/43902007.pdf
Show Low USD         

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/43932007.pdf
Whiteriver USD         

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/43942007.pdf
Cedar USD                

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/43952007.pdf
Kayenta USD            
 
http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/43962007.pdf
Tucson USD              

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44032007.pdf
Marana USD             

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44042007.pdf
Sunnyside USD        

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44072007.pdf
Ajo USD


http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44092007.pdf
Sahuarita USD 


http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44112007.pdf
Indian Oasis/Babo 

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44122007.pdf
Vail USD


http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44132007.pdf
San Fernando ED

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44142007.pdf
Altar Valley SD 


http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44182007.pdf
Ray USD


http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44382007.pdf
Maricopa USD 


http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42342007.pdf
Coolidge


http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44422007.pdf
Casa Grande 


http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44462007.pdf
Sacaton Elem 


http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44492007.pdf
Stanfield Elem 


http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44512007.pdf
Casa Grande USD 

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44462007.pdf
Parker USD 


http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/45102007.pdf
Ft. Thomas USD 

http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/42212007.pdf
Prescott USD


 http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/DistrictReportCards/44662007.pdf
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