Notes from the Grant Wood AEA Design Team Meeting Held Monday, September 17, 2007.
9:30 – 12:30: The “Solutions” Team (the team charged with creating design(s) that satisfy the stakeholder’s collective desired specifications)
11:30 – 2:30: The “Problem Formulator” Team (the team charged with mapping the interacting set of problems we face as an Agency)
Table of Contents


2Parking Lot


3Synopsis of Current Place in the Process


3Project L.O.F.T. – Today and Beyond. . . September 17, 2007


4Why Two Teams and Why the Overlap on the 17th?


6Meeting Notes and Results from the Solutions Team


6Reflecting on our Summer Work


71st Iteration of Themes


7On-Going Stakeholder Specifications


8Assignments and Tasks


8Our Environment and Context: A March Through History


91967 to 1973


91974 to 1978 “The Enlightened”


101979 to 1985 “The Death of Disco”


111986 to 1994 “Double Decaders”


121996 to 2006 “The Newbies”


13Group Reflections


14Meeting Notes and Results from the Problem Formulators Team


14Pulling Together the March Through History: From. . .To


15Reflecting on our Summer Work


16Systems Analysis: Iteration #1


16Emerging “Mess”


17System Analysis Questions and Responses


17Function: What is the impact of (state/AEA’s/GWAEA) in the environment?


17What services does it provide? How viable are they?


17Who benefits and how?


17What are the major cost drivers in the system?


18How are the services paid for?


18What are the system’s performance indicators?


19Structure: Major actors, roles, organization and influence


19State of Iowa and the AEA System


19Processes: How products/services are produced, delivered, and continually improved




Parking Lot
The following questions were generated by team members throughout the day and responses will be formulated and posted to the Project L.O.F.T. web pages as soon as possible.
· Have we raised staff expectations to too high a level?

· Do we need a second take from staff – asking for more global input?

· How do we open the redesign process completely when we are regulated by Iowa Code to perform certain functions and often within a defined process or standard developed by the Feds or the DE?

· How does all of this link to student learning?

· How does an organization deal with self-interest as a challenge to changing structures and processes?
· Will we, in our redesign, impact the actual work of people in school buildings?

· How does our area-wide student achievement data inform our design?

· Will we actually operationalize the “new system” – who is in charge?

· Consistency of team involvement during a busy time of year – is everyone at the same level of understanding?

· How will the changes be communicated/accomplished when this work is finished?

· We have approached this very “open-endedly” in designing our future. Much of the work we do may be non-negotiable in terms of why we are here in the first place. At what point do we say – there are some areas we really can’t touch?

· Could the major flaws be more taken for granted and less visible in this process than the narrower, detailed concerns?

· Do the requirements of an AEA impact our thinking and the design process? If so, how?

· I have read through the many ideas/contributions by all stakeholders and wonder how this will be handled/used to inform the process and end design?

Synopsis of Current Place in the Process

Project L.O.F.T. – Today and Beyond. . . September 17, 2007

Where we have been. . .

· We spent a 1 ½ days with Jamshid learning the basics of the theory and a bit about the methodology behind social system design. This process is significantly different than traditional strategic planning or continuous improvement in that the process doesn’t seek to predict and prepare for an uncertain future nor does it assume that we are locked into the current organizational assumptions and can only improve on what we have. Rather, it seeks to create a desired future that would dissolve today’s current set of interacting problems.

· The summer was spent meeting in small groups working through Susan’s Study guide to:

· Have the opportunity to discuss the methodology

· To begin discussing and mapping the set of interacting problems we face – particularly in the broader context that Grant Wood is a part.

Today. . . 
· Our task is to conduct a 1st iteration of both the design specifications and the mess formulation.

· With the exception of 1 hour overlap – the two teams (Solutions and Problem Formulators) will now move to much more specific work in preparation of coming back together in October.

· Today’s focus will be on taking a first look at the current set of design specifications for the solutions team and the formulators will study the context within which Grant Wood operates – what are the interacting set of issues we face in our environment.

Keys to Remember:

· This is only a first iteration – we cannot and will not be able to uncover everything today. Our job today is to gain a little deeper insight – not to create a finished product.

· When we examine context and problems we must discipline ourselves to stay focused on the containing environment within which Grant Wood operates. Our natural desire is to focus inward – that is what October will be devoted to. We must first have a clear picture of what we face as we look outward before we look inward. Our containing system is defined as the state of Iowa and its educational system.

October 22, 23, & 24, 2007

22nd: Problem Formulators meet from 8:00 to 12:00 and the solutions team meets from 12:30 to 4:30 to conduct another iteration of work with Susan Leddick.

23rd: Problem Formulators meet from 8:00 to 12:00 and the solutions team meets from 12:30 to 4:30 to share their current work with Jamshid and to conduct another iteration of work with Susan Leddick and Jamshid Gharajedaghi. 

24th: Full Design Team meets from 8:00 to 12:00 with Susan and Jamshid to share the work of both teams and to conduct another iteration of the design.

December 11, 2007

The full Design Team meets from 8:30 to 4:00 with Susan to conduct another iteration of the design and to arrive at a final proposal complete with recommendations for a first approximation. If a satisfactory result is achieved, the complete plan will be shared with all our stakeholders and the work of approximating the design will commence.

Other Important Notes and Reminders:

As a Design Team member, it is important that you find opportunities to share this work and what we are discovering with your colleagues – through regional, discipline, or team meetings and opportunities. 

Letting people see our “Mess formulation” over the next few months will be key. Remember what Jamshid says the purpose is for creating and sharing the “interacting set of problems we face.” The mess formulation: (2nd Edition, pg. 132).

· Provides a perspective that sets the relevant host of problems in the proper context;

· Develops a shared understanding of why the system behaves the way it does and generates a shared understanding about the nature of the current reality among the major actors;

· Minimizes the resistance to change and maximizes the courage to act by making the real enemy explicitly visible and believable; and

· Identifies the areas of greatest leverage, vulnerability, and/or possible seeds of the system’s destruction.

Why Two Teams and Why the Overlap on the 17th?

Some confusion still exists among the team regarding the way in which the team is sub-divided. In this methodology, it is important to separate the work of formulation of the problem from the work of designing a solution. At the end of our May meeting, Susan used the Forest and Trees activity to divide the group into a “Solutions” and a “Problem Formulators” team. While both teams went through the study guide and played with mapping the mess of the current context, each team entered the September 17th meeting with a distinct role.


The Solutions team spent time getting acquainted with the current set of design specifications that have been gathered and processed a way to identify and gather input from stakeholder groups we have not yet contacted. They will continue their work in October by delving more deeply into the specifications and creating potential designs that would realize the shared specifications of the Agency.


There was an hour-long transition that allowed the two teams to get another look at the general context of the Agency through the “March Through History” activity that sought to show what has changed and what has remained the same in our work context and environment.

The Problem Formulators team spent time conducting an iteration of the system functions, structures and processes that are at work in our context. They will continue this work in October, ultimately creating a “map of the mess” and a story telling about it.

On October 24th the Solutions team will present potential design(s) to the full team and the Formulators will check the design to ensure that it would help dissolve the key problems facing us. From there, the two teams again become one, iterating the design up to and through December 11th when, with some planning, we should be ready to present a design and a recommendation for a first approximation to the Agency.

Meeting Notes and Results from the Solutions Team
Reflecting on our Summer Work
Some key learning identified by the Solutions team as a result of their work together in small groups over the summer:  (Editorial comments by the facilitators/consultants are so noted and italicized)
· The complexity of the process vs. the time constraints we face is an on-going question/concern – can we do this in the allotted time?
· This is a very proactive approach.

· This is a “bottom-up” approach.

· The realization that the interrelatedness of the system is complex from our mapping experiences.

· A broadened vision of the system and not just “our piece” of it.

· Strong staff involvement great – connected with concerns about did we raise their expectations too high?

· Some of the specifications appeared too detailed. (Editorial comment: yes, but this is okay. Our job is to extrapolate this collective set of details into a deeper sense of what they’re asking for. Colorful walls and Kool-Aid water fountain specs might tell us “Exciting and fun work environment”)
· The guide led us in a variety of directions and different insights? (Editorial comment: Yes! The guide was designed purposefully to allow everyone an avenue into the discussion from a vantage point that they wanted to pursue in their own learning and understanding).
· The process facilitated people to think “larger.”

· We are dealing with everything from our work environment – the larger system – to items like, more microwaves!

· This process and work is being taken seriously, sincerely, and passionately.

· Ideas for “what they’d have” were deeper the longer people had to think about them and as they had individual conversations.

· Themes about issues/problems viewed as long-term were obvious as we mapped.

1st Iteration of Themes

The Solutions team took time to scan through the 2200+ gathered design specifications in an attempt to get an early sense of what people were asking for. The team was asked to generate some “first-pass” themes that seemed to emerge. The following is the list that was shared out in a round-robin sharing activity:

· Personal Practicality.– e.g. mileage, child care, wellness, cell phones
· Physical Needs/Work Environment. E.g. Value Recognition System. (cell phones, printing, workspace arrangement, amenities)

· Access to Resources. Efficiency/Mobility

· Professional Development (connected, expertise, job-embedded, collaborative, IPDM, etc.)

· Communication at Various Levels. (teams, LEA’s. employee-employee, relationships)

· Accessibility to Information. (DB, ease of input –forms,etc.)

· Equity (practical, responsibilities, resources, time, etc.)

· Flexibility (time, schedules, work groups, local decisions for coordination/working

· Research Component

· GW Visibility in Area (marketing, promotion, recruitment, PR, etc.)

· (Lots of visionary ideas in specs.)

· Personnel – workers spread to thin, assignments/responsibilities, flatten – work load, what Agency provides/does.

· Specialist – honor expertise/respect.

· Early childhood/Early Access.

· Procedures

In October when the Solutions Team meets they will work with the design specifications again, classified as “functional,” “structural,” or “procedural” specifications.

On-Going Stakeholder Specifications

The team identified the potential list of stakeholders yet to be contacted as:

· LEA personnel –teachers and administrators

· Parents

· Students

· Community resource providers

· School Boards (including our own)

· Higher Ed

· Legislators

· Department of Education

· Corporations/Employers

· AEA System

· Daycares/preschools.

While all are important stakeholders in the system, the team identified the critical stakeholders who we need to hear from at this point. Those stakeholders are identified above in bold. The Solutions team agreed to gather specifications from these various groups as they had opportunities to interact with them in relatively informal sessions. The streamlined process for gathering the stakeholder specifications is below – a more detailed process was emailed to Solutions team members and posted on the L.O.F.T. website.

· Simply start a conversation and record what you hear.

· ?: If you could start with a blank sheet of paper and recreate Grant Wood AEA, what would you create?

· What would it create or produce for you?

· How would you envision people and resources being organized?

· How might work get done?

· Send handwritten or typed comments in bullet form to Nancy Lochner via van mail to the 6th street facility or via email at nlochner@gwaea.org
· Specs due no later than Friday, October 12th.
Assignments and Tasks

The Solutions team was asked to re-read pages 5-7 in Susan’s summer guide as well as pages 152 – 184 in order to learn as much as possible about Jamshid’s “platforms” for organizing social systems.
Our Environment and Context: A March Through History

Both the Solutions team and the Problem Formulators engaged in a process this summer to learn more about the context within which Grant Wood operates. In order for the Solutions team to come to some closure regarding this work and to ensure that both teams had a common understanding of the changing context the teams went through the “March Through History” work. 

The group was asked to write down the year in which they entered the education profession and then to line up from earliest year to most recent year. The groups were then divided up and asked the following three questions:
1. What were the major issues/trends in education when you entered the workforce?

2. How were people and work organized?

3. What were the major events going on in the US and the world at that time?

Their findings and observations are documented below:

1967 to 1973

· There was no system of AEA’s at this time – affiliations called “Joint Counties” did some of the work of the current AEA’s. 

· This was “late Beatles/Chicago” era in music. 

· Vietnam and Civil Rights was at the forefront – 2 major assassinations during this time.

· Concerns about the environment became more prevalent – first Earth Day was during this time period.

· Mini-skirts were in. Women were not allowed to wear slacks in the workplace – schools much more formal places in terms of dress for both sexes.

· Piaget’s method was widely talked about/utilized.

· The birth of gifted education as well as 94-142 (IDEA) during this time. A component of Johnson’s “Great Society” reforms.

· Open classrooms were the rage.

· The Middle School Concept began to emerge during this time period.

· Organizational management was male dominated and very top-down and mechanical in nature. Principals, Superintendents, teachers, were rarely questioned by their subordinates. Parents usually sided with the school/teacher in issues involving their children.

· Ditto machines (remember the smelly purple-inked, wet copies!) became wide-spread in schools and organizations.

· Teachers were isolated, left to their own to teach, learn, and improve.

· PD, if any, tended to come from continuing education from either the professional organizations and/or universities.

· The era of sex, drugs, and rock-n-roll was alive!

· Watergate.

· Schools had high enrollments as the baby-boomers were rolling through the schools – many new buildings and thriving small towns during this time.

1974 to 1978 “The Enlightened”
Major Issues:
· 94-142 was being implemented and changing the landscape of education, especially of special needs children, in significant ways.

· Environmental education was a trend.

· Perceptions about special needs children was being challenged and changed – finding these kids and classifying them was the work.

· This was the birth of the Individual Educational Plan (IEP).

· Requirements for AEA professionals was moving from bachelors to more and more master’s degrees.

· Professionals began getting certifications in very specific labels and disability designations.

· We counted behaviors and used tangible reward systems like M&M’s.

Organized:

· AEA’s were formed by state code from the county system during this time period.
· Open classrooms.

· Many special education students were in self-contained schools, as well as just classrooms. The “short bus” would take special needs students to their designated attendance centers.

· Transitions K-1 to adjust to needs.

· The focus was on determining a specific disability and applying a label to help explain the special need.

Major Events:
· From Nixon to Ford to Carter during this time.

· The fallout from Watergate was being realized – suspicions about government and governmental agencies grew during this period.

· The “latchkey Generation X’ers were just beginning to enter school.

· Vietnam ends and the country attempt to begin to heal.

· Gas rationing and OPEC embargoes slow the nation.

· Unleaded gas becomes the norm – the push is for more fuel-efficient cars.

· Draft ends.

· Beatles break up

· Inflation grows significantly during this period – high interest rates – mortgages and bank loans in the high teens for interest rates.

· Disco arrives – Saturday Night Fever, the BeeGees, and the incomparable Neil Sedaka!

· Leisure suits and white patent leather shoes define what’s cool.

· Drug use carries over from the 60’s, perhaps becoming more pronounced.

1979 to 1985 “The Death of Disco”
Issues and Trends Education:
· A Nation at Risk is published in 1983 decrying the poor state of school performance and that we are getting caught by foreign countries.
· Lots of teachers lose jobs as the boomers leave and only ½ the number of Gen X’ers fill their shoes.

· Disney produces no movies or cartoons for kids during this era – or the entire Generation X era.

· Schools largely out-of-sight, out-of-mind.

· 94-142 continues to change and mature – schools, teachers, and classes still segregated between “regular” and “special” education.

· Student attitude problems grow.

· Separate curricula for regular and special education.

· RSDS is introduced (Renewed Services Delivery System)

· The AEA system continues to mature and take shape.

· Post Vietnam – X’ers much more cynical and distrustful of schools/teachers.

· Drug and alcohol use in schools.

· Tracking of students is popular.

· Mastery learning is a component of the education conversation and approach.

· Collective bargaining grows during this period.

· The move to get special needs kids out of state institutions begins – e.g. Braille School enrollment drops as schools start serving kids closer to home.

How organized:

· Schools and AEA’s highly departmentalized. Special ed and regular ed divided fiscally and physically.

· Centralized decision making.

· AEA organized by specialists – SSW, Psych, SEC, SLP, etc. 

· Lots of districts and schools in spite of shrinking enrollments – towns trying to hang on during the farm crisis.

· Elem/JHS/HS.

· Teachers generally respected for their work.

Culture/Events:

· Saturday Night Live
· Farm Crisis begins to wipe out families, communities, and begins next wave of school consolidation to follow.

· POW’s in ‘Nam

· Inflation and Recession

· Reagan-era

· John Lennon killed.

· Gas prices skyrocket - $1.25/gallon at this time.

· “Japan, Inc.” began to exert its influence, putting pressure on American industry and beginning to close factories.

· Rubics cube the rage.

· Princess Di gets married.

· Big Hair and Mullets rule the high school hallways!

· Michael Jackson’s one-gloved moon-walking is the rage.

· AIDS comes to the forefront as a national issue.

· Cassette tapes and the Sony Walkman

· CB Radios.

1986 to 1994 “Double Decaders”

Major Issues/Trends in Education:

· RSDS (Renewed Services Delivery System)

· Team teaching and progress monitoring more prevalent

· Madeline Hunter lesson plans and evaluations systems

· Early childhood outreach grows – to preschools

· Child Find

· IQ testing

· Pullout services dominate

· Human relations courses required.

· Outcome Based education is born and dies during this time.

· Schools develop “mission statements”

· The movement towards standards and benchmarks gains speed and popularity

· Whole language vs. phonics debate.

How people are organized:

· Discipline supervisors

· The shift to regions occurs at GW

· HS districts and K-8 districts increase

· Special education cooperatives

· Teacher licensure changes

· General ed/media/special education largely siloed.

· Schools trying decentralization such as site-based management and building leadership team.

· DAP

Major Events:

· The Dan Gable/Hayden Fry era at Iowa

· Dirty Dancing, Cocktail, Top Gun, Purple Rain

· Prince, Madonna, Twisted Sister, Def Leppard

· Challenger explosion

· Berlin Wall falls

· Reagan to Bush to Clinton

· Governor Branstad era in Iowa

· Nation at Risk still talked about – leads to discussion about outcomes and standards.

· Gulf War

· CD’s introduced

· Big Hair and Mullets

· Internet is popularized when Netscape and AOL come onto the scene.

· Bag phones

· Voice mail

1996 to 2006 “The Newbies”
Educational Trends:

· NCLB dominates the educational landscape

· Demand for accountability and student learning results for all kids

· Web-based everything!

· Standards movement in place.

· Solution Focused Process, IDM, Research Based methodology

· More emphasis on early identification

· Student enrollment decline –especially small/rural schools.

· Iowa Professional Development Model to standardize PD

· Shift from one-child-at-a-time to early ID and systematic instructional and educational improvement.

Organization of People:

· Regions and RA’s

· Building teams/building reps – from 1 child to building needs and instruction for all students

· Data driven/data collection

· Curriculum consultants

· VAST Center

Major Events:

· New millennium – concern for great computer crash in 2000

· 9/11 and 2nd Gulf War

· Columbine and other violent school incidents

· Globalization – World is Flat – Fear we are falling behind – increased focus on education as problem or solution

· Preschool legislation

· Reality TV, instant fame

· Moral decay of public figures – Craig, Clinton, Gonzales, etal.

· Technology and gadgets explode – music, iPod, videostreaming, u-tube, iphones, Xbox, etc.

· IDEA revised into NCLB

· AEA funding cuts and restorations – threat to dismantle AEA’s – up and down swings year-to-year

· Empowerment zones

· Gas prices and concern for energy conservation and environment.

Group Reflections

The group noted that while a great many changes have occurred over time both in the culture and the work in education, the structures – how schools and the AEA are organized – has remained largely static. The movement from equity of access to equity of results became clear as did the shift from identifying kids and individuals to working on improving the system for all kids. The key learning point: the context of our work and what is expected of us have changed significantly since the development of the AEA system and has grown increasingly complex and that predicting what might come next doesn’t seem to make a lot of sense.

The joint meeting of the Solutions and Formulators was concluded and the Solutions team was adjourned.
Meeting Notes and Results from the Problem Formulators Team
Pulling Together the March Through History: From. . .To

The Problem Formulators took another step in clarifying the current context within which Grant Wood operates by moving to a “From . . . To” activity which asked the team to answer the following:

“The Iowa AEA system and Grant Wood AEA are moving “from”……“to”……..”
	Moving From:
	Moving To:

	Individuals
	Groups

	Individual AEA processes
	Statewide Systems

	Local control
	State/Federal Control

	Fragmentation/Fragmented Understanding
	Cohesiveness/Understanding System

	Accountability for details
	Accountability for results

	More students and money
	Fewer students and money

	“One-Shot” Professional Develepment
	Sustained, long-term, collaborative Professional Development

	Independent AEA’s
	Interdependent, cohesive AEA system

	Wide array of services – whatever schools want
	“Cafeteria” style – choose/select services – usually RB or aligned

	15 AEA’s
	10ish and shrinking AEA’s

	Mandatory programs
	Innovative programs

	“Divided” agency efforts
	“Unified” agency efforts

	Administrative decisions
	Participative/stakeholder decisions

	Selective PD – one-shot (come out and do…)
	Data-focused PD – on-going, collaborative with implementation expectations/data

	Veteran workforce
	Less Veteran Workforce

	Pure “silos” (curriculum, ed services, sped, media/tech)
	Blended service/delivery teams.

	Specialists
	Generalists

	“kid-by-kid” one at a time and “teacher-by-teacher” approach
	Groups of students, teachers, etc.

	Working in isolation
	More responsive to community linkages and partnerships

	Anything for everyone –based on LEA expectations
	Effective integration of work for targeted groups.

	Search and find ways to help. (CST, advocacy)
	Analyze and plan (data and equity)

	Experts/consultative. Interdisciplinary (medical all levels)
	Integrated approach – transdisciplinary (medical at fed level)


Reflecting on our Summer Work

Some key learning identified by the Problem Formulators team as a result of their work together in small groups over the summer:  (Editorial comments by the facilitators/consultants are so noted and italicized)

· We bring our bias’ to the table from our own context – roles, length of time at Agency, focus of work, etc.) (Editorial: this is why mess formulation is such a critical but often overlooked step in the process. It is only through everyone’s perspective from wherever they “live” in the system that we can develop a deeper and wider understanding of our own system and how it operates)
· The AEA has more products, services, and clients that we were initially aware of or thought about – the interactions between services, clients, structures and the intangibles is highly complex.

· Despite the fact that each small team took a different approach or path through Susan’s guide, there are threads and common themes already emerging in our “mess.”

· This is a mess! We are a complex organization. Understanding the complexity is difficult and important for us to do.

· There is tremendous talent in the Agency – the system’s complexity helps explain the communication problems we experience.

· We have a deeper appreciation of the various roles, the stakeholders in our system, and in the larger system within which we function. 

· Increasing demands (from both sides) has added to our complexity, strained our ability to stay focused, and muddled our understanding and meaning to our work.

· We were better able to recognize the unintended consequences of the various initiatives over the years and the demands both internally and externally to meet a rapidly broadening set of expectations. (Ed. It is apparent that some key issues regarding our mess – both internally and externally – were discussed over the summer!)
Systems Analysis: Iteration #1
The Formulators spent the remainder of their time together conducting a first pass through the systems analysis – focusing primarily on the wider context and environment. Meetings in October will focus more internally. 

Emerging “Mess”

The team’s final reflection of the day pulled together the following themes from the afternoon’s work:

· Transient players at the state and federal level (constantly shifting politics and people in key positions) creates a nearly constant “moving target” for AEA’s and LEA’s.
· These moving targets, unfunded mandates, and under-staffed state departments creates agonizing lag times for AEA’s and LEA’s trying to meet legal requirements and move confidently forward in a continuous improvement way.

· Tasks, requirements, and initiatives are given to us separately and piecemeal – it is clear that there is little coordination or understanding of the impact of this on AEA’s and LEA’s.

· The general flow is very mechanistic/biological – mandates, directives, and timelines flow down and reports flow up.

· Data requirements and reports constantly change leaving us behind/frustrated/unsure. This also creates a tremendous amount of needless overhead – (time, money, resources).

· The “check writers” demand accountability which means more bureaucracy – the cost of the “proving” continues to rise, often without compensation to AEA’s and LEA’s to comply.

· Unfunded mandates.

· Funding variability makes it difficult to manage.

· The more standardized and pushed to state or federal level – and the more the feds pay – the more our choices are reduced/narrowed.

· The people/organizations who develop the products and services are often different than those who are to deliver them – creates a lot of rework and lack of clarity.

· Conflicting models are at play simultaneously. If we wait to play until it sorts out – we lose, if we guess and play and guess wrong – we lose.
System Analysis Questions and Responses

The teams’ questions and responses that generated the above set of themes are reprinted below:
Function: What is the impact of (state/AEA’s/GWAEA) in the environment?

What services does it provide? How viable are they?

	The State
	The AEA System
	Grant Wood

	· Oversight – 5

· Technical Guidance – 2

· Training – 2/3

· Collaborate with AEA’s (IDM, WebIEP, ESC, ECR, ELI, etc.) – 4

· Data Collection – 5

· Accreditation - 5
	· Purchasing coop – 5

· ICAM/Assessment – 2

· Mandatory Training – 5

· Iowa AEA on-line resources – 5

· Lobbying – 5

· Leadership Training – 5
	· Special Education support – 5

· Media/tech – 5

· Curriculum/ Assessment/ Instruction – 5

· Professional Development - 5


“Likelihood of sustaining life” (viability) 0 = poor, 5 = great or non-negotiable
Who benefits and how?

	The State
	The AEA System
	Grant Wood

	· AEA’s

· LEA’s

· Federal Government

· Families

· Students
	· LEA’s benefit from the cooperative purchasing $

· Lobbying efforts help all AEA’s (policy, funds, etc.)
	· Children – direct service

· Families – direct service

· Teachers – direct service, licensure, PD

· Administrators – direct service

· Staff – training and licensure.


Editorial Comment: This may need revisited to address questions like: is there an economic impact because of the AEA/GW system? Is there a social impact? Etc.

What are the major cost drivers in the system?

	The State
	The AEA System
	Grant Wood

	· Federal legislation – NCLB and IDEA

· Increasing reporting and accountability measures.

· Meeting unfunded mandates/requirements.

· State appropriations.

· Healthcare costs.

· Energy costs.

· The cost of providing/carrying out Special Education
	· State regulations, accreditation.

· Federal regulations.

· Healthcare costs.

· Energy costs.

· The cost of providing/carrying out Special Education
	· Demographic shifts.

· Growth in autism, behaviors, etc.

· Collaboration with community resources/groups.

· CISM/service coordination, other high demand, important but un-mandated services

· Healthcare costs.

· Energy costs.

· The cost of providing/carrying out Special Education


How are the services paid for?

	The State
	The AEA System
	Grant Wood

	· Federal funds.

· Taxes – state property and other taxes.

· Lottery funds

· Legislative allowable growth

· Economic development
	· Federal funds.

· Taxes – state property and other taxes.

· Lottery funds

· Legislative allowable growth

· Economic development

· ICAM – funded by state.

· Per pupil

· Coops- LEA’s and users pay.

· Joint AEA efforts (lobbying, for example)
	· “Show through” funding per pupil.

· PD users, registration fees

· Tech systems get fees from users.

· Grants from variety of sources

· Sale of service revenues from a variety of sources.


What are the system’s performance indicators?
	The State
	The AEA System
	Grant Wood

	· Student achievement data.

· Per-pupil costs

· Six year performance plan results

· Accreditation reports

· SAT/ACT scores

· NCLB performance indicators

· Professional pay ranking

· State performance ranking in nation
	· Participation in statewide co-op.

· LEA’s being successful.

· Customer surveys
	· Satisfaction surveys from LEA’s.

· # of goals attained on plan.

· Overall student score improvement.

· SINA/DINA lists

· Iowa Youth Survey

· (See list of state indicators)


Structure: Major actors, roles, organization and influence

State of Iowa and the AEA System

	Major Actors
	Role(s)
	How organized?
	Degree of Influence
	Over whom/what?

	Feds (President, Congress, USDE, Courts)
	Legislation

Funding

Sanctions
	Report up, decide down
	Increasing significantly. Carrots and sticks – mostly sticks.
	All schools, educators, parents, students, legislators, states.

	Governor/State Legislature
	Same as above
	Same as above
	
	

	State DE
	Licensure, legislative interpretation, policy.
	Extremely departmentalized, players constantly changing, structures and responsibilities change.
	
	

	AEA System
	Centralized services, purpose is equity, excellence.
	Report to DE
	Moderate
	


The group did not get much opportunity to develop an organizational chart for Grant Wood.

Processes: How products/services are produced, delivered, and continually improved
	
	Products
	Services

	Produced by: Produced at different levels- state, state committees, and/or AEA’s, and sometimes LEA’s! There are often conflicting models.
	Data systems, media, professional development, IEP, IFSP, IDM.  
	Professional development, professional services, IDM, Early Access service mandates.

	Delivered by

Too many things by too many people!
	Deployment may be where AEA has the most freedom. AEA staff, state staff/committees, etc.
	ICN, in person, technology, in schools, homes, agency, disciplines, teams, community, personal contact.

	Improved by

Often the product/ service is produced and/or delivered by people who do not have authority/ responsibility for continuously improving it
	Data, study, feedback, evidence, innovation, responsiveness, iterations, research base
	(see other column) Effect size.
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