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How the Agency conducts ongoing needs assessment 
(281—IAC 72.9(1)(a)) 

The agency uses the following ongoing methodologies to assess needs of the districts it 
serves: 

1. On an annual basis, the Grant Wood AEA school improvement consultants 
compile LEA APR data on goal achievement in math, reading and science for 
LEAs.  

2. Each year, the Agency’s Regional Administrators are required to meet with each 
LEA’s administrative cabinet to establish a District Service Plan. The plan covers 
the following areas of service: 

 District Goals and what challenges the district faces as it strives to meet its 
goals. 

 District professional development plan and whether GWAEA is the PD provider 
for the district. 

 Relevant data influencing the mixture of products and services GWAEA 
provides the district 

a. Number of students with IEP’s 

b. Participation rates for children with IEP’s for 3rd through 7th grade in 
reading, math and science 

c. Proficiency rates for children with IEP’s for 3rd through 11th grade in 
reading, math and science 

d. Appropriate settings for students wth IEP’s 

i. Suspension and expulsions by ethnicity 

ii. Percent of students in Gen. Ed. 80 percent of the time or more 

iii. Percent of students in Gen. Ed. 40 percent of the time or less 

iv. Percent of students in public or private school, residential, homebound 
or hospital placements 

 Building-focused services 

a. Identified by building 

b. Building improvement focus for next school year 

c. Specific building expectations of the AEA on-site staff for the next year 

d. Staff assigned to the building, their schedules and FTE’s 

 The plan requires itemization of plans and services that will be implemented on 
behalf of the district to fulfill each of the following mandated services: 

a. Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment 
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b. Diverse Learning 

c. Instructional Media 

d. Multicultural, Gender-Fair 

e. Professional Development 

f. School-Community Planning 

g. School Leadership 

h. School Technology 

As shown above, eight of the nine state standards are included in the agency’s 
annual District Service Plans (DSP), which each Regional Administrator (RA) 
prepares for the districts he/she serves. The RA reviews this plan both internally 
with agency administrators and with appropriate administrative personnel at the 
district (usually the superintendent and school principals). To review any of the 
agency’s DSPs, please click on the following link:   
http://www.aea10.k12.ia.us/District%20Reports/  

This link reveals a hyperlink for each district, which then takes the user to a list of 
reports for each district, including several years of District Service Plans. 

The agency’s field managers (RAs) also maintain linkages with private, nonpublic 
schools and the home schooling groups supported by some of the districts. These 
groups also utilize a variety of the agency’s services; and special education 
services are arranged when needed. Nonpublic schools use a myriad of agency 
services, including media services, AEA Online, accounting functions, 
professional development and technology support. As a general rule, our RAs do 
not write formal DSPs for the nonpublic schools. 

The standard not included in the DSPs is School Management, which covers 
support and interim management of school administrative functions. We believe 
this standard is fulfilled in the agency’s provision of bookkeeping software, the 
student assessment system, the PowerSchool software we provide to districts, and 
through consulting available to the districts whenever necessary from the 
agency’s finance director and its Chief Administrator. The agency has account 
representatives who routinely work with staff at the district level to maintain 
working relationships and answer questions as needed, to fulfill the school 
management function. 

Annually, the agency collects a variety of data, which reflects how the LEAs and 
the largest nonpublic school system in our service area have been served. The data 
reflect services provided in the various nine standards areas mandated for AEAs. 
(An example of this report is attached in the appendix of this document.) Regional 
administrators use this document to provide an overview of how we have served 
the district and to discuss the district’s needs as they develop their District Service 
Plans. Nonpublic school use is captured in this report along with the use by public 
schools. 

http://www.aea10.k12.ia.us/District Reports/�
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For the most part, the plans do not directly address Talented and Gifted initiatives, 
since the overriding focus of work is on reducing achievement gaps in an effort to 
improve that population’s learning and to avoid sanctions. However, our Regional 
Administrators and staff continue to engage districts in conversations about how 
to meet the needs of talented and gifted students. When we talk about IDM, we 
make sure the districts understand that IDM is for all students – both those below 
proficient and those well above proficient. 

As part of the services provided for School and Community Planning, the agency 
offers its Midwest Center for Design to work with districts to review its current 
operational paradigms and work with their community to define the “next 
generation” of their community’s schools and help them to create a path to 
achieve that. 

3. As part of the Agency’s Annual Progress Report, we review the aggregated 
student test results and proficiencies in math, reading and science for students in 
grades 4, 8 and 11. 

4. Grant Wood AEA annually participates in the Department of Education Customer 
Survey, which solicits comments from all survey participants for ideas of how the 
AEA might better serve the districts. In addition, it asks them to identify services 
the educators appreciate. These comments are broken down to a district-by-
district report, which is shared with the Regional Administrator responsible for 
service delivery to that district. It is also shared with all of the Agency’s executive 
management team. 

5. The administrative team reviews all APR, CSIP and site visit information 
provided by the Iowa Department of Education. This information is forwarded to 
the appropriate Regional Administrator responsible for service delivery to that 
district. 

6. The Agency’s administrative team also holds monthly, open meetings with all 
area superintendents to share initiatives and to discuss AEA-wide concerns or 
needs. Prior to these meetings, the Agency’s administrators meet with a smaller, 
representative group of superintendents from all regions of AEA10 to discuss 
service delivery, needs, service pricing (when necessary), and issues/concerns that 
should or should not be taken to the larger body of superintendents. 

After every professional development activity, participants are asked to fill out surveys to 
give our staff guidance on how effective the learning was and how the participants will 
utilize this learning in their own work. This helps guide the Agency in selection of future 
learning sessions as well as to evaluate the efficacy of the instructors who work with the 
educators. Information and insight from this feedback was used in subsequent iterations 
of the needs assessment collection and clarification process and was invaluable in helping 
the Agency determine its goals, services and actions.  

Needs Assessment is an on-going process at Grant Wood Area Education Agency. The 
timeline identified in the “Needs Assessment Data Collected” document identifies the on-
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going data points that the Agency collects both for its Continuous Improvement Plan and 
for its Needs Assessments.  

We continue to collect data from local, state, and national sources as well as partners 
such as Kirkwood Community College and local County Empowerment Boards. The 
Agency’s Needs Assessment documents are available to our area school districts via our 
website as a resource for local districts in their needs assessment work. 
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Findings from Internal Needs Assessment about The Implementation 
of The Agency’s Continuous Improvement Model 
(281—IAC 72.9(1)(b)(1)(1)) 

Needs Assessment Data Collection Table  

DATA & SUMMARY  
METHOD OF 
COLLECTION  GROUPS  TIMELINE  SOURCE  

District Service Plan Data. District 
Service Plans help to outline the 
services the AEA will provide the 
individual LEA's during the next 
school year and beyond.  

Regional Facilitators in each of 
the 9 service regions formulate 
a service plan with each LEA 
for the upcoming school year. 
The plan centers around the 
individual needs of the LEA 
and addresses needs in each of 
the standards for service areas.  

Regional 
Facilitators & 
LEA 
Administrators 
& Staff  

May-
September 
Annually  

Local-
Internal & 
External 
Processes  

LEA Annual Progress Reports. 
Reports made by LEA's to the Iowa 
Department of Education annually on 
Sept. 15th. The report outlines the past 
year's performance.  

Each LEA within the state of 
Iowa and within the Grant 
Wood AEA service area are 
required to submit its Annual 
Progress Report to both the 
Department of Education and 
the local AEA.  

LEA Staff with 
help from Grant 
Wood staff as 
requested.  

September 15th 
Annually  

Local-
External  

Grant Wood Area Education 
Agency Annual Progress Reports. 
Reports made by the AEA to the Iowa 
Department of Education by February 
1st of each year. The report outlines 
the past year's performance.  

Grant Wood AEA makes its 
Annual Progress Report on or 
before February 1st of each 
year. The report outlines the 
Agency's performance and 
provides key statistical 
information to the community 
and clients.  

Grant Wood 
Communications 
Staff  

February 1st 
Annually  

Local  

LEA Accreditation Visit Findings 
Summaries. A summary of findings 
from the accreditation visits to AEA 
10 area schools and districts over the 
last 2 years.  

Each year following the DE's 
accreditation site visits, the 
Agency receives a report of 
findings. The Agency uses 
these findings as important 
needs assessment information 
and helps us to better serve 
those districts.  

DE 
Accreditation 
Team assigned 
to visit and 
report to Grant 
Wood AEA.  

Spring/Summe 
r following 
visits.  

State  
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DATA & SUMMARY  
METHOD OF 
COLLECTION  GROUPS  TIMELINE  SOURCE  

AEA Staff Survey. The agency 
surveys its contracted staff (the group 
that most often interfaces and works 
directly with the schools) to determine 
professional development needs. Our 
data through these surveys indicates a 
continuing need for professional 
development and learning around 
serving diverse learners, creating 
effective learning supports for 
behaviors, working with data, and 
supporting schools in their school 
improvement efforts. 

In 2007, the survey was 
conducted via paper surveys. 
In 2008, we harvested this 
information electronically 
using the Zoomerang survey 
tool. 

Grant Wood 
Communications 
Team- 
Responses by 
AEA Staff  

Annually in the 
Spring 

Local  

AEA Statewide Customer Survey. 
This survey is conducted annually by 
the State Department of Education. 
The survey provides information to 
AEAs statewide regarding customer 
perceptions of their services.  

Provided by the DE, this report 
provides a glimpse into 
customer satisfaction with 
AEAs across the state. It also 
provides an AEA-by-AEA 
comparison. Most recently, the 
Department has captured the 
data by school district, giving 
the agency measurable 
satisfaction data on a by-
district basis. 

Department of 
Education 
conducted, 
responses by 
LEA employees 
and nonpublic 
school 
employees.  

Conducted 
annually Since 
2003  

State  

Other AEA Continuous 
Improvement Plans. The CIP plans 
of other Iowa AEAs will be collected 
and reviewed to help identify 
emerging trends and to verify/refute 
patterns seen in AEA 10.  

Each AEA in the state of Iowa 
is required to submit a 
Continuous Improvement Plan. 
The various AEAs in the state 
are on different timelines for 
these reports. The reports are 
collected from the Agencies 
involved in CIP writing in that 
year.  

Statewide AEAs  Annually per 
prescribed 
calendar  

State  

The Annual Condition of Iowa 
Education Report. This report is 
published annually by the Iowa 
Department of Education and reports 
on a myriad of areas related to 
education in Iowa from social statistics 
to student test scores.  

Published annually by the 
Iowa Department of 
Education, the document 
provides a comprehensive 
summary of trends and 
statistics in Iowa education.  

Iowa State 
Department of 
Education  

Annually-
November.  

State  
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DATA & SUMMARY  
METHOD OF 
COLLECTION  GROUPS  TIMELINE  SOURCE  

Summary of Professional 
Development Best Practice 
Research. A compilation of research 
summarized in a book by noted 
researchers and leaders in the field of 
professional development practice.  

From the book Student 
Achievement Through Staff 
Development. Longman 
Publishers, 1995. By Bruce 
Joyce & Beverly Showers. 
From the book The New 
Structure of School 
Improvement. Open University 
Press, 1999. By Bruce Joyce, 
Emily Calhoun, & David 
Hopkins.  

Bruce Joyce & 
Beverly 
Showers 
research on 
professional 
development 
practice. Bruce 
Joyce, Emily 
Calhoun, & 
David Hopkins 
research on 
professional 
development 
practice.  

Published 1995 
Published 
1999.  

Private  

"What Helps Students Learn?" An 
analysis of research over 50 years 
depicting the various influences and 
their effect size on learning.  

From: Wang, M.C., G.D. 
Haertel, and H.J. Walberg. 
(1990) "What Influences 
Learning? A Content Analysis 
of Review Literature." Journal 
of Educational Research. 84: 
30-43.  

Synthesis of 
Research on 
instructional 
practice and its 
affect on student 
learning  

"Educational 
Leadership" 
magazine, 1994 

Private  

"Bridging the Gap Between 
Standards and Achievement" A 
paper published by the Shanker 
Institute and written by leading 
researcher and theorist, Dr. Richard 
Elmore explores the key elements of 
professional development which have 
emerged as points of consensus among 
the various researchers and leaders in 
the field.  

From: "Bridging the Gap 
Between Standards and 
Achievement." The Albert 
Shanker Institute. Available 
on-line in pdf format at: 
http://www.shankerinstitute.or
g/downloads/br idging_gap.pdf 

Dr. Richard 
Elmore  

Albert Shanker 
Institute- 
Ongoing 
reporting of 
research and 
theory by 
leading 
national 
educators.  

Nat'l Org.  

Grant Wood AEA Special 
Education Data. Data collected from 
Grant Wood AEA's special education 
programs. Information provides 
percentages, average and total 
weightings and other pertinent 
information.  

Grant Wood utilizes an 
Information Management 
System to track and maintain 
data related to special 
education services and students 
in the Area. Statistical data 
from this system is acquired 
following the official fall 
recertification count.  

AEA data on 
special 
education  

On-Going, with 
annual figures 
provided in 
October.  

Local  

Iowa Youth Survey Reports. This 
report, conducted by the Iowa 
Consortium for Substance Abuse 
Research & Evaluation at the U. of 
Iowa, provides GWAEA and its area 
schools with data reported by students 
relating to issues regarding substance 
use and abuse, parental involvement, 
and perceived quality of schools.  

Published every 3 years by the 
Iowa Consortium for 
Substance Abuse Researc & 
Evaluation at the University of 
Iowa and provided to the 
Agency upon completion.  

Iowa State 
Department of 
Education  

Every 3 years-
next in May, 
2003  

State  
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DATA & SUMMARY  
METHOD OF 
COLLECTION  GROUPS  TIMELINE  SOURCE  

Early ACCESS Annual Report to 
the Governor of Iowa and the Office 
of Special Education. The Iowa 
Department of Education, as lead 
agency in a multi-agency effort, 
produces this report annually. The 
report summarizes the birth-to-5 
population identified as needing 
special services and the numbers 
currently being served.  

An Iowa Department of 
Education report on early 
childhood special education 
services and statistics.  

Iowa State 
Department of 
Education  

July/August 
Annually  

State  

AEA 10 Accreditation Summary 
2007. Grant Wood received an 
accreditation visit in the Spring of 
2007. This is a summary of findings 
from that report by the Iowa 
Department of Education.  

This report, compiled and 
provided by the Iowa 
Department of Education 
following the Spring 2007 
accreditation site visit.  

Iowa State 
Department of 
Education  

Spring, 2007. 
Site Visit 
Reports Every 
5 Years.  

State  

The Condition of Education Report. 
Section 2- Learner Outcomes. This is 
the United States Government's 
Condition of Education Report which 
identifies the major statistics and 
information related to learning and 
education in the country. It is reported 
annually.  

Provided by the United States 
Department of Education, this 
annual report outlines 
statistical information and 
trends for education-related 
issues.  

National Center 
for Educational 
Statistics- U.S. 
Department of 
Education  

July, Annually  Federal  

Grant Wood AEA Media & 
Technology Data. Statistics 
assembled by the Media Staff at Grant 
Wood reflecting the prior year's usage 
by schools and districts of AEA media 
services as well as needs assessment 
results.  

An annual needs assessment 
instrument is sent to 
employees at Area 10 schools 
undergoing a Department of 
Education accreditation site 
visit. Data and information is 
compiled by Media & 
Technology and made 
available to stakeholders.  

Grant Wood 
Media Services  

Updated 
annually in 
July.  

Local  

Iowa Testing Programs. Publishers 
of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills and 
the Iowa Tests of Educational 
Development, they provide the 
Agency with aggregate data regarding 
the performance of students in our 
service area.  

Data provided by Iowa Testing 
Programs. Aggregate 
information regarding the 
performance Area-wide of 
students on ITBS and ITED 
tests.  

Iowa Testing 
Programs, 
results from 
student 
achievement 
test.  

Annually in 
Fall, results the 
following 
Spring.  

State  

Kirkwood Community College Area 
10 Graduates GPA. A glimpse of 
student success at Kirkwood based 
upon GPA.  

Data provided by Tom Sabotta, 
Director of Institutional 
Research, Kirkwood 
Community College.  

Kirkwood 
Community 
College.  

Periodically as 
requested  

Local  
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DATA & SUMMARY  
METHOD OF 
COLLECTION  GROUPS  TIMELINE  SOURCE  

Iowa Professional Development 
Model.  

Developed by a statewide 
stakeholder team with 
technical assistance from Dr. 
Beverly Showers.  

DE, AEA, IHE, 
SAI, IASB, 
ISEA, and 
private 
providers.  

Model 
completed 
February, 
2003. 
Implementation 
on-going  

State  

Evaluator Approval Training 
Curriculum Including Data Driven 
Leadership.  

Developed through 
collaborative grant with DE 
leadership and coordination. 
Includes Iowa Teaching 
Standards, Iowa Leadership 
Standards, and Personnel 
Evaluation Standards.  

AEAs, IHE, SAI August, 2002. 
Implementation 
on-going  

State/ 
Regional 
Delivery  

Regional Administrator Meetings These weekly meetings focus 
on discussing and responding 
to needs identified by staff in 
our schools as well as constant 
conversations about the 
effectiveness of our 
implementation efforts and 
potential next steps. 

Regional 
Administrators, 
Program Service 
Administrators, 
Associate 
Administrators 

Weekly, 
ongoing year 
round 

RAs, their 
staffs and 
direct input 
from LEAs. 
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Needs Assessment Issues & Collection Matrix  
The following chart shows the needs assessment data collected, what questions/issues it addresses, and whether 
the data is on-going and data-over-time. Boxes with checkmarks indicate that the data addresses that issue.  

 

Needs Assessment 
Data Collected 

Receive 
the 
"Basics"  

Ready 
for 
"Next 
Level"  

Students 
Cared 
for  

AEA 
Services 
"on 
Target"  

AEA 
Services 
Impact 
Student 
Learning  

AEA 
Positive 
Impact 
on 
LEA's  

Issues, 
Trends, 
Research  

On-
Going 
NA  

Data 
Over 
Time  Local  State  Nat’l  

District Service 
Plan Data.              

LEA Annual 
Progress Reports.              

GWAEA Annual 
Progress Report              

LEA Accreditation 
Visit Findings.              

AEA 10 Customer 
Survey              

AEA 10 Staff 
Survey              

AEA Statewide 
Customer Survey              

Sister AEA CIP's.              

Annual Condition 
of Iowa Education 
Report  

            

NIEE Research 
Brief “Importance 
of Teaching Tots”  

           

Summary of Pro. 
Development 
Research  

           

What Helps 
Student's Learn 
Research Analysis  

           

Bridging Gap 
Between Standards 
& Achievement  

           

AEA 10 Special             
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Needs Assessment 
Data Collected 

Receive 
the 
"Basics"  

Ready 
for 
"Next 
Level"  

Students 
Cared 
for  

AEA 
Services 
"on 
Target"  

AEA 
Services 
Impact 
Student 
Learning  

AEA 
Positive 
Impact 
on 
LEA's  

Issues, 
Trends, 
Research  

On-
Going 
NA  

Data 
Over 
Time  Local  State  Nat’l  

Education Data  

Iowa Youth 
Survey              

Early ACCESS 
Annual Report              

AEA 10 
Accreditation 
Summary.  

            

The Condition of 
Education Report             

AEA 10 Media & 
Technology Report              

Iowa Testing 
Programs.              

Kirkwood CC 
GPA Data Iowa 
Professional 
Development 
Model Evaluator 
Approval Training 
& DDL  
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Findings from Internal Needs Assessment about The Implementation 
of The Agency’s Continuous Improvement Model 
281—IAC 72.9(1)(b)(1)(1) 

In 2002, the Agency engaged the majority of its staff in discussions about needs 
assessment data. The purpose of these discussions was to ensure a well-rounded and 
appropriately targeted set of Agency goals. Group after group from “front-line” 
employees to the Board of Directors consistently identified the same data which lead to 
our development of the Agency’s goals. We observed this same pattern of problem 
identification when we consulted with the districts we serve.  

Grant Wood Area Education Agency has followed its Continuous Improvement 
Transition plan over the last several years and is positioned to take advantage of a 
Continuous Improvement Plan aligned to both the Department of Education’s 
requirements and the structure of the Agency. The chart entitled, “Continuous 
Improvement: Transition from Old to New Rules” maps the course of Continuous 
Improvement in the Agency. AEA 10 is now moving firmly into the “Future” iteration of 
the design. The next several months will allow AEA 10 to continue to construct the tools 
and processes necessary to remain focused on its goals and to effectively measure our 
progress at many levels of the organization.  

Our previous needs assessment pointed to the following conclusions:  

 Changing family patterns, increasing student and community diversity, and a 
downturn in the economy is having a significant impact on Iowa schools. This has the 
potential to further widen the achievement gap between students who are not meeting 
established standards and those who are. This conclusion still applies to our work 
and is currently valid. 

 Professional development research is compelling and points to a focus on instruction, 
using data to drive decision-making, and a delivery model that is ongoing and on-site. 
Local districts echo this trend in their District Service Plans which overwhelmingly 
call for help in professional development and curriculum, instruction, and assessment. 
This conclusion still applies to our work and is currently valid. 

 Early childhood education research shows most achievement gaps occur during pre-
kindergarten years and that Iowa, as a high “dual-income” state, must improve child-
care and early childhood development to help children succeed in school. This 
conclusion still applies, and thanks to legislative action in 2007, a number of 
additional preschools are starting at various school districts across the state. 

 The reading gap has widened to the levels found in 1971. Ethnicity and 
socioeconomic status are key indicators of poor reading achievement in Iowa schools. 
There has been an 8 year downward trend in ITBS/ITED scores in the state. This 
conclusion still applies to our work –the total percent of students proficient in 
reading and math has changed very little since the base year of 2001-02. 

 A significant number of administrators and experienced teachers will be leaving the 
profession in the coming years compounding the leadership crisis in Iowa schools. 
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Tied with new high accountability via NCLB, this presents significant challenges for 
Iowa schools and school districts. This conclusion still applies to our work and is 
currently valid. 

 Special education percentages continue to increase despite research suggesting that 
most special education students are non-readers rather than biologically impaired. 
Schools are indicating an increasing demand for improving the performance of 
diverse learners and the processes for identifying and assisting them.  

Many of the findings from the needs assessment were validations related to earlier and 
ongoing initiatives and actions carried out by AEA 10. 

 Previous needs assessment provided an early glimpse into the leadership crisis in 
Iowa. AEA 10 began a program entitled, “Contemporary School Leadership” which 
seeks to provide leadership development to leaders at all levels of the school 
organization. This program continues today, and a growing list of Leadership 
participants have become principals and superintendents.  

 Increasing demands for accountability and a reliance on standardized testing 
measures created a need for a database to convert test results into meaningful and 
readable data. AEA 10 created the On-Line Assessment System to help schools 
compile and report local results to their communities and state. Although no changes 
have been made to this database in approximately three years, it continues to 
meet the needs of most of the districts in our area and a number of districts 
outside of the Grant Wood AEA service area.  

 In response to growing special education numbers and the increasing reading gap, 
AEA 10 is engaged in a re-design of special education, identified as a “Solution-
Focused Process.” Several pilots and iterations of the design are being tested at this 
point in time. Following findings from the DE that Grant Wood AEA had over-
identified students for special education in contrast to other AEAs, the Agency 
developed a new plan which uses Instructional Decision Making (IDM) to help 
guide the process. IDM helps teachers identify students who need intensive 
assistance. In the past, some of these students would have been recommended for 
IEPs. 

 District Service Plans, created by AEA 10 Regional Facilitators in cooperation with 
District administrators, help the Agency align services with specific district needs. 
Accompanied with the LEA’s Annual Progress Reports, local district data provides a 
clear direction for Agency services and plans. This finding still applies to our work 
and is currently valid. 

The Agency’s needs assessment process helps to shape both the goals and the actions 
required to continue to provide services and to enhance the delivery and effectiveness of 
those services to the betterment of our schools and our children. The documentation on 
the following pages carefully summarize, textually and with data, the collected set of 
needs assessment used to create the goals, actions and services for the Agency’s 
Continuous Improvement Plan.  
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2007-2008 District Service Plan Data  

The agency district service plans are derived from an examination of the districts’ 
CSIPs and goals. The district service plans are a direct reflection of the district’s 
goals and plans.  

Each year the Grant Wood AEA Regional Administrators work with their local LEA 
administrators to map out the services local districts utilize and wish to utilize from the 
Agency. This information provides a clear picture of district needs and priorities. The 
District Service Plan considers the nine standards for services as well as the district’s 
goals and priorities.  

The Grant Wood Area LEA’s have identified on-site, on-going Professional 
Development, Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment, technology, and meeting the 
needs of Diverse Learners as their priorities. Specifically, work around literacy, math and 
learning supports are the overriding issues and concerns facing districts. This provides 
focus for the agency in its work with the schools. Much of this is no doubt in response to 
NCLB legislation as well as emerging research regarding effective learning systems.  

Implementation of programs and solutions varies by context within each district. The 
AEA continues to learn from both those contexts that are successful with implementation 
and those that are not in an effort to systematically improve overall implementation. 
 
The agency does not respond to all LEA requests. We do not have the resources or staff 
available to respond to all. We use relevant data and mandated services as the keys to 
guide us in deciding on what requests can or should be fulfilled. 
 
The summary graph is shown below.  

Item Al
bu

rn
et

t 

An
am

os
a 

Be
lle

 P
la

in
e 

Be
nt

on
 

C
ed

ar
 R

ap
id

s 

C
PU

 

C
en

tra
l C

ity
 

C
C

A 

C
ol

le
ge

 

D
R

M
 

En
g 

Va
lle

y 

H
ig

hl
an

d 

H
LV

 

Io
w

a 
C

ity
 

Io
w

a 
Va

lle
y 

Li
nn

-M
ar

 

Li
sb

on
 

Lo
ne

 T
re

e 
Technology Services                   
SIS 
(Centerpoint/PwrSchool) X X  X X X  X  X   X X X X X X 

Content Filtering                   

Email/Web Services                   

Financial/Payroll  X  X X     X X X X  X X X  

Fixed Assets System                   

Human Resources    X X        X X  X   

Internet Services                   
Payroll Time Card 
System      X             

Purchase Order System  X  X  X       X   X X  
Substitute Employee 
Mgmt                X   

Internet                   
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Email/Web Services X X  X  X X X  X X X X   X  X 

Content Filtering X X  X   X X  X X X X   X  X 

Internet Services X X X X X X X X  X X X X X  X X X 
Professional 
Development                   
Evaluator Approval 
Training  X X  X   X  X X X X X X   X 
Para-Educator 
Certification  X  X X X X X   X   X  X   

On-Site Courses  X X X X X  X  X X X X X X X  X 

On-Site Study Groups     X         X  X  X 

Mandatory Trainings X X X X X X X X  X X X X X X X X X 

Mathematics                   

Teaching Math for 
Understanding 
Elementary, Level I X   X       X X       

Teaching Math for 
Understanding 
Elementary, Level II    X  X     X X       

Teaching Math for 
Understanding 
Elementary, Level III                   

Teaching Math for 
Understanding 
Secondary, Level I  X                 

Navigating Through 
Algebra 6-12            X  X  X   

Navigating Through 
Geometry 6-12     X      X X    X   

Other X X X X X X X X  X  X X X X X X  

Reading/Literacy                   

Secondary Reading 
Program (SRP) Year 1    X X              

Secondary Reading 
Program (SRP) Year 2     X X             
Elementary Literacy 
Initiatiive X      X           X 

Other X X X X X  X X     X X X X X X 

Science                   

Science Inquiry 
Institute, Level 2   X   X       X   X   

Science Inquiry 
Institute, Level 3 X X              X   

E2T2 Grant X  X  X     X X   X  X   

SMARTS Training  X   X         X     
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VAST Center Science 
Kits & In-Service X X X X X X X X  X X X X X X X X X 
WGBH - Teacher 
Domain X    X         X  X   

Other X X  X X  X X   X    X X   

School Improvement                   

Co-Teaching  X X X X  X X   X X X X X  X  

Curriculum Mapping  X   X X  X  X X X      X 

High School Reform  X  X X X  X   X X     X  

Learning Supports  X X X X     X X X  X X  X X 

Model Core Curriculum 
Development X X  X X      X X  X   X  

New Teacher Mentoring X X X X X X X X  X X X   X  X X 

Program Evaluation    X  X    X X X  X     

Project Lead-the-Way  X   X   X      X     

School Improvement 
Processes X X X X X X X X  X X X X X X   X 

SINA/CSIP Assistance 
& Support  X   X X  X  X X X  X     

Other X X   X X X X  X X X  X X X  X 

Early Childhood                   

Iowa Quality Preschool 
Program  X X X    X  X X X X X X  X X 

Every Child Reads 3-5            X       

Instructional Media 
Services                   

On-Line Catalog  X  X      X X X       

Traveling Lab X X X X X X X X  X X X X X X X   
Printing & Graphic 
Services X X X X X X X X  X X X X X X X X X 
Printing/Graphic Free 
Hours X X X X X X X X  X X X X X X X X X 

Teacher Work Center X X X X X X X X  X X X X X X X X X 

Leadership                   

Contemporary School 
Leadership X X   X   X   X X   X    
Mentor 
Academy/Programs X X  X  X X   X X X   X  X X 

Principal's Leadership 
Academy    X   X       X  X   
Rural Principals's 
Consortia  X X    X   X X X X  X  X  

Superintendent 
Learning Sessions X X X X X X  X  X X X X X X X X  

Community Planning 
Resources                   
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Cooperative Purchasing  X X X      X X X X X     

Communications Survey X   X X   X    X  X     

Videotaped Interviews        X           

Crises Communication 
Planning  X  X      X X X  X    X 

News Media Relations X X  X X  X X  X X X  X  X  X 
Midwest Center for 
Innovation and System 
Design  X   X   X       X X   
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Technology Services                               
SIS 
(Centerpoint/PwrSchool)   X X X X   X           X X   

Content Filtering                               

Email/Web Services                               

Financial/Payroll       X X X X X   X         X 

Fixed Assets System       X                       

Human Resources   X         X           X     

Internet Services                               
Payroll Time Card 
System                         X     

Purchase Order System       X   X X                 
Substitute Employee 
Mgmt                               

Internet                               

Email/Web Services     X   X X X X   X   X     X 

Content Filtering     X X X       X X X X     X 

Internet Services     X X X X X X X X X X X   X 
Professional 
Development                               
Evaluator Approval 
Training   X X X X     X X   X   X   X 
Para-Educator 
Certification   X X                 X X     

On-Site Courses   X X   X X             X X X 

On-Site Study Groups       X X X         X     X   

Mandatory Trainings   X X X X X   X X X X X X X X 

Mathematics                               

Teaching Math for 
Understanding 
Elementary, Level I                               
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Teaching Math for 
Understanding 
Elementary, Level II         X   X       X         

Teaching Math for 
Understanding 
Elementary, Level III                               

Teaching Math for 
Understanding 
Secondary, Level I       X           X           

Navigating Through 
Algebra 6-12   X         X   X             

Navigating Through 
Geometry 6-12   X         X   X   X     X   

Other             X     X X X X X X 

Reading/Literacy                               

Secondary Reading 
Program (SRP) Year 1     X         X X     X X     

Secondary Reading 
Program (SRP) Year 2             X       X X X     
Elementary Literacy 
Initiatiive   X         X   X X     X   X 

Other   X X X X X X X   X   X X X X 

Science                               

Science Inquiry 
Institute, Level 2   X X   X               X     

Science Inquiry 
Institute, Level 3   X               X     X   X 

E2T2 Grant   X                   X       

SMARTS Training                       X X     

VAST Center Science 
Kits & In-Service   X   X X X   X X X X X X X   
WGBH – Teacher 
Domain   X X X         X     X       

Other   X X X X X     X X     X     

School Improvement                               

Co-Teaching   X   X X       X X   X X   X 

Curriculum Mapping   X     X               X X X 

High School Reform   X X X   X       X   X X     

Learning Supports     X     X     X X     X     

Model Core Curriculum 
Development                   X     X     

New Teacher Mentoring   X   X           X   X X   X 

Program Evaluation       X                 X     

Project Lead-the-Way                               
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School Improvement 
Processes   X X X         X X   X X   X 

SINA/CSIP Assistance 
& Support   X X             X     X     

Other   X X     X       X X X X X X 

Early Childhood                               

Iowa Quality Preschool 
Program   X   X           X   X       

Every Child Reads 3-5                       X       

Instructional Media 
Services                               

On-Line Catalog   X         X         X X     

Traveling Lab   X X X   X   X X X X X X X X 
Printing & Graphic 
Services   X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Printing/Graphic Free 
Hours   X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Teacher Work Center   X X X X X X X X X   X X X X 

Leadership                               

Contemporary School 
Leadership         X               X X   
Mentor 
Academy/Programs   X X X X X     X X X X X X   

Principal’s Leadership 
Academy                 X       X     
Rural Principals’s 
Consortia   X X X   X X         X X   X 

Superintendent 
Learning Sessions   X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Community Planning 
Resources                               

Cooperative Purchasing   X     X   X         X X     

Communications Survey   X       X   X     X X   X   

Videotaped Interviews                               

Crises Communication 
Planning   X   X X   X     X   X       

News Media Relations   X X     X X X X X X X X X   
Midwest Center for 
Innovation and System 
Design         X       X             
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2007-2008 General Fund Revenues

51.8%

35.4%

8.4%

4.3%

State "Flow-through"
Revenues

Federal Revenues

Local Sale of
Service Revenues

Other State
Revenues

Annual Progress Report Summary 2008  
Results from the Annual Progress Reports submitted by Iowa School Districts for the 
2006-2007 school year provide information on whether a district met their annual 
improvement goal in reading, math and science.  

2006-2007 Annual Improvement Goal Attainment Status:  

Content Area  Number Meeting  Total Number  Percent Met Goal  

Math  16 31 51.6% 
Reading  17 32  53.1%  
Science  17 27 58.6%  

 
*Goals established by Districts and schools are, in all cases, related to increasing the 
performance based upon the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills or the Iowa Tests of Educational 
Development. Source: Grant Wood Area Education Agency Annual Progress Report 
Data, 2008.  
The Agency’s Annual P rogress Report provides  information regarding student and staff 
learning in the Area. This report provides Grant Wood with a solid  source for trend and 
results data.  

The following graph shows Grant Wood’s revenue sources. The table after this shows the 
ratio of AEA10 staff to students since the 2001-02 school year.  

 
 

Staff per Students Served  
by Grant Wood AEA 

Year 

Total 
Students 
in AEA10 Total FTE 

Staff per 
1000 

Students 
01-02    61,402  457.0     7.44  
02-03    59,833  452.6     7.56  
03-04    62,244  443.7     7.13  
04-05    62,738  444.9     7.09  
05-06    63,369  441.1     6.96  
06-07    65,037  445.4     6.85  
07-08    65,763  449.4     6.83  
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Ten-Year Student Growth within AEA10 Area - 
student population has increased 8.8%
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Grant Wood also supports and assists districts in developing and implementing their 
Continuous School Improvement Plans. These plans provide the Agency with a good 
picture of the district’s priorities. All but one district, or 97%, identified Curriculum, 
Instruction, and Assessment as key priorities in meeting their goals. Additionally, 85% 
indicated the need for Professional Development services and 73% the need to address 
Diverse Learning Needs. The summary findings can be found in the Appendix of this 
document entitled: “Grant Wood Area Education Agency Annual Progress Report Data, 
2002”  
 

Dropout Levels  
Another measure of the quality of education in AEA 10 is the dropout levels. The 

majority of students in this area stay in school until they graduate. See tables below 
for trend information regarding dropout rates.  

All Dropouts - Grades 7-12 

 
 

2005-
06 

2004-
05 2003-04 

2002-
03* 

2000-
01 

1999-
00 

Total number of Dropouts 355 274 122 107 281 358 
Total number of Students 32,142 31,464 29,341 28,111 25,048 27,370 All Dropouts  

Percent of Dropouts 1.10% 0.87% 0.42%…  0.38% 1.12% 1.31% 
Total number of Dropouts 151 139 53 41 120 150 
Total number of Students 15,684 15,335 14,274 13,663 NA NA Female 
Percent of Dropouts 0.96% 0.91% 0.37% 0.30% NA% NA% 
Total number of Dropouts 204 135 69 66 161 208 
Total number of Students 16,458 16,129 15,067 14,448 NA NA Male 
Percent of Dropouts 1.24% 0.84% 0.46% 0.46% NA% NA% 
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Dropout Rates by Ethnicity 

Total number of Dropouts 263 212 104 87 221 310 
Total number of Students 28,578 28,218 26,491 25,500 NA NA 

White (not of 
Hispanic origin) 

Percent of Dropouts 0.92% 0.75% 0.39% 0.34% NA% NA% 
Total number of Dropouts 71 41 10 15 26 34 
Total number of Students 1,891 1,690 1,480 1,310 NA NA 

Black (not of 
Hispanic origin) 

Percent of Dropouts 3.75% 2.43% 0.68% 1.15% NA% NA% 
Total number of Dropouts 9 13 6 4 12 10 
Total number of Students 802 724 667 575 NA NA Hispanic 
Percent of Dropouts 1.12% 1.80% 0.90% 0.70% NA% NA% 
Total number of Dropouts 6 3 0 1 1 2 
Total number of Students 119 109 96 98 NA NA 

American Indian 
or Alaskan 
Native Percent of Dropouts 5.04% 2.75% 0.00% 1.02% NA% NA% 

Total number of Dropouts 6 5 2 - 6 2 
Total number of Students 752 723 607 628 NA NA 

Asian or Pacific 
Islander 

Percent of Dropouts 0.80% 0.69% 0.33% 0.00% NA% NA% 
Total number of Dropouts 60 51 0 0 0 0 
Total number of Students 4,754 4,795 0 0 0 0 Disabled/IEP* 
Percent of Dropouts 1.26% 1.06% NA%  NA%  NA%  NA%  
Total number of Dropouts 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Total number of Students 189 0 0 0 0 0 

English 
Language 
Learners (ELL)* Percent of Dropouts 0.53% NA%  NA% NA% NA% NA% 

Public and Non-public data included in these totals unless otherwise noted. 
Percent arrived at by dividing the number of Dropouts by the total number of Students. 
* Full and complete data is unavailable for years prior to 2006. 
This subgroup includes only public schools.

 

CSIP Accreditation Visit Summary  
During the 2007-08 school year 6 public districts and 2 private schools in the Grant 
Wood service area received their Accreditation Visits from the Iowa Department of 
Education.  Utilizing site visit reports and anecdotal notes from site team members, 
themes that emerged included: 

Leadership: 

 Administrators are utilizing classroom “walk-through” data without having been 
trained in the process 

 Maintaining a balance of membership on the SIAC committee as well as 
expansion of those committees 

Collaborative Relationships 

 Provide consistent and systematic feedback to all stakeholders including 
students, staff, and community members 

 Involvement of high school level students in decision making  
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Learning Environment 

 Provide continued support and professional development for the implementation 
of co-teaching 

 Expansion of strategies that will enable all students to succeed such as 
differentiated instruction. 

 Districts were encouraged to focus expanding opportunities for exposure to 
diversity beyond cultural diversity. 

Curriculum and Instruction 

 Consistency of IDM implementation as a general education model 
 An alignment between the written gifted and talented programs and the 

practiced programs 
 Continued expansion of CTE programs 
 Expand and develop the technology opportunities for students 

Professional Development 

 Communication of professional development activities with stakeholders  
 Use of the Iowa Professional Development Model when planning and 

implementing professional development 
 Provide structural support for collaboration among teachers 

Monitoring and Accountability 

 Evaluation of support staff needs to be in place 
 Districts were encouraged to gather data from past graduates 
 Data use, interpretation, and presentation by stakeholders other than the 

principal  

Statewide AEA Customer Satisfaction Survey  
Every year since 2003, Grant Wood AEA has participated in a customer 
satisfaction survey. Some of the years, the Department of Education has 
conducted this survey; in others, such as last year and this current year, the 
Agency conducted its own survey, which was based on the DE’s survey. The 
results have indicated a consistently high level of customer satisfaction among 
educators in AEA 10. Most of our sister agencies throughout the state have 
similarly positive ratings. 

The following tables are from the latest customer service survey, conducted in April, 
2008. All educators were invited to participate in the survey. We had a 28 percent 
response with 1,397 participating in Area 10. Since the DE did not do a survey in the 
spring of 2007, the agency conducted its own survey using the same questions the DE 
has used. We did a random sampling of educators in the area January, 2008. 
Surprisingly, satisfaction numbers in this survey were higher than the ones generated 
by the DE survey which was sent to all educators in AEA10 later that spring. This 
leads us to conclude that by inviting all educators to participate results are slightly 
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skewed to the negative. It appears individuals who are less satisfied are more likely to 
respond to the survey.  
 

Longitudinal Customer Satisfaction Survey Results  
for Grant Wood AEA 

Note: Prior to 2006-07, the customer satisfaction surveys were longer, and required participants to indicate level of agreement 
with statements against each of the nine standards for the AEAs. In 2006-07, we simplified the survey, in response to teacher 
complaints about its length. 

 

9. Generally the AEA services I have received or participated in met my professional needs. 

  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007* 2008 

Number of Surveys 
Completed 285 430 1311 783 1430 235 1397 
Strongly Agree or Agree 94% 88% 89% 90% 81% 97% 91% 

 

10. The AEA provides leadership to meet emerging educational needs. 

  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 20071 2008 

Number of Surveys 
Completed 285 430 1311 783 1430 235 1397 
Strongly Agree or Agree 88% 84% 80% 79% 72% 79% 75% 

 

11. The AEA delivers cost-efficient services. 

  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Number of Surveys 
Completed 285 430 1311 783 1430 235 1397 
Strongly Agree or Agree     74% 73% 68% 67% 67% 

 

12. The AEA delivers current and timely services. 

  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Number of Surveys 
Completed 285 430 1311 783 1430 235 1397 
Strongly Agree or Agree 88% 80% 80% 80% 74% 83% 79% 

 

13. The AEA is responsive to my school's student learning needs. 

  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Number of Surveys 
Completed 285 430 1311 783 1430 235 1397 
Strongly Agree or Agree 92% 84% 82% 84% 69% 86% 79% 
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14. The AEA services I have received this past year have assisted in improving my students' achievement. 

  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Number of Surveys 
Completed 285 430 1311 783 1430 235 1397 
Strongly Agree or Agree* 59% 71% 74% 75% 66% 78% 75% 
*Because the numbers in this section were separated by standard, the above numbers for 2002 through 2005 are averages of the eight standards measured. 

 

16. The AEA staff I have contact with have the content knowledge necessary to positively impact my job-related 
practices.2 

  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Number of Surveys 
Completed Not asked Not asked Not asked Not asked 1430 235 1397 
Strongly Agree or Agree         74% 83% 83% 

 

18. The AEA staff I have contact with have the relationship skills necessary to positively impact my job-related practices.3 

  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Number of Surveys 
Completed Not asked Not asked Not asked Not asked 1430 235 1397 
Strongly Agree or Agree         73% 84% 83% 
1For 2008, the DE chose not to do a survey in the spring of 2007; so GWAEA did a customer satisfaction survey in January 2008 
for its APR report. The results of the January 2008 survey came out differently for GWAEA compared to previous surveys, since 
the survey included an option of "undecided," and placed this rating between the agree and disagree statements. In the past, the 
survey did not include this undecided option, and it is unlikely that it will occur in future surveys. This survey was a significantly 
smaller N than other surveys; however, since it was a random sampling, we believe it provided an accurate representation of 
customer sentiment to within about plus or minus 3%. 
2In 2008, the question was slightly revised to: "The AEA staff I have contact with have the knowledge and skills needed to have a 
positive impact on our school(s)." 

3In 2008, this question was rephrased as: "The AEA staff I have contact with create and maintain good working relationships with 
people in my school and/or district." 
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The Annual Condition of Iowa Education Report - 2007 
This annual report provides a great deal of relative information for Agency use. This data 
is used to compare and gauge AEA 10 with the state each year. What follows are some 
general trend lines and areas of the report the Agency uses heavily to examine trends and 
gauge the AEA 10 areas similarities and differences.  

SES. Poverty may be increasing in this area. Since our previous CIP, the percent of 
students eligible for Free or Reduced Price Meals has increased from 27 percent to over 
33 percent. In the Grant Wood service area, the 33 school districts have increased from 
an average of 18 percent Free/Reduced to 26.2 percent. In 2001, three of the districts in 
the AEA 10 service area exceed the state average of 26.7; this year, five of the districts 
exceeded the state average. 

Technology. Computers and Internet access have a strong presence in Iowa, and access to 
these tools have increased throughout the state, according to the DE’s Condition of 
Education report. computers per student have increased from a 1995 level of 7.2 per 
student in Iowa classrooms to 3.3 computers per student this past year.  

This AEA, in conjunction with all AEAs across the state, continues to provide Internet 
tools for students. The AEA makes several sites available to students for their learning, 
including World Book Encyclopedia, Discovery Education Streaming (DE streaming – 
videos on demand by either teachers or students, Atomic Learning (which offers discreet, 
brief lessons about how to use various software such as Microsoft Access, PowerPoint, 
Excel, etc.), EBSCO (a compendium of lexile-rated articles in publications), 
AccuWeather, and Multimedia Archive (which gives students access to photographs of 
newsworthy people and events going back to the Civil War). 

Special Education Enrollment. Grant Wood’s special education enrollment is very 
similar to the overall state enrollment, which is 13.1 percent. This year, the agency’s 
number of students with IEPs between the ages of 6 and 21 totaled 8,740 out of 71,298 
students enrolled in public and non-public schools or a total of 12.3 percent. The LEA’s 
in our Agency range from 7.99% to 21.5% special education.  

Trends in Open Enrollment. We continue to see a steady rise in numbers during a time 
of decreasing overall enrollment, as evidenced in the table from the DE’s Condition of 
Education Report: 

English Language Learner Enrollment Trends. Text taken directly from the Iowa 
Condition of Education report: “As may be expected with the increase of Hispanic and 
other minority enrollments, the number of ELL students has also risen in recent years 
(Figure 6). The 18,526 ELL students in the 2006-2007 school year was more than double 
the number reported ten years earlier (7,474). With a count of more than 13,000, three of 
every four ELL students identified their primary language as Spanish…”  

Enrollment Trends by Ethnicity. Iowa public school enrollment by ethnic group has seen 
a significant change in the last 20 years. According to the DE’s Annual Report, “The 
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number of Hispanic students in Iowa's public school system has increased by more than 
600 percent since the mid-1980s. Percentage increases for American Indians, African 
Americans, and Asians over the same period were 162, 109, and 80, respectively. At the 
same time, the non-minority student counts in public schools decreased by 10 percent.” 

Within Area 10, the population of minority students has grown much faster than that of 
the white students. Since our last CIP, the population of black students in public and 
nonpublic schools has increased from 4,009 in 2003-04 to 5,509 – a 37 percent increase 
in those five years. The Hispanic population increased by 45 percent from 1,690 students 
to 2,458; and the Asian population increased by nearly 34 percent to 2,102 students.  

Enrollment Trends. Enrollment in Area 10 has shown a small, but steady increase in 
recent years. Since the publication of our previous Comprehensive Improvement Plan in 
2003-04, the Agency’s total private and public enrollment has increased from 67,663 in 
’03-04 to 76,891 in ’07-08 – an overall increase of 13.6 percent.  

Enrollment Projections. Statewide enrollment projections suggest enrollments will 
decline for two more years, and then will marginally increase thereafter. As a result, the 
state will see virtual stagnation in student enrollments between 2007-08 and 2011-12 with 
a net decline of .09 percent – a statewide decrease of about 439 students. While numbers 
have declined statewide, student numbers in AEA 10 have increased, and we would 
assume this trend may continue, albeit at a slower rate than in previous years. 

Dropouts. The effort of schools to reduce dropouts appears to be working, as we have 
seen a continued (albeit slow) decline of dropouts over the past 15 years. According to 
Iowa DE data, the peak number of dropouts in recent years occurred in 1991 with 2.49 
percent dropping out. The least number occurred in 2003 at 1.34 percent. In 2004, the 
percent bounced up to 1.58 percent, but declined from that to 1.46 percent in 2006.  

Iowa Public School Graduation Rates. Over the past 5 years graduation rates in Iowa’s 
public schools has remained relatively constant and on a slight upward trend. The 1997 
graduation rate was 87.2 percent and the 2006 rate was 90.8 percent. 

Pursuit of Post Secondary Education. Since 1985 over 27 percent more Iowa students 
are pursuing or intend to pursue postsecondary training. This trend is seen across all 
enrollment categories.  
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Students Completing a Core Program of Studies. The percentage of students who took 
the ACT test and who completed a core program of studies per the State indicator below 
has changed only marginally over the past six years.  

 

Longitudinal ITBS/ITED Scores. This data is reported under the section “Iowa Testing 
Programs.  

ACT. The ACT is a test purported to determine a student’s probability of college success. 
The percentage of Iowa graduates taking the ACT increased over 10% since 1985, with 
67% taking it in 2001; however, the percent of students taking the text in recent years has 
declined slightly to 60 percent of the students taking the exam in 2007. Last year, 
students across the state who scored 20 or better on this exam totaled 71.9 percent – the 
highest percentage in the 15 years reported in the DE’s Annual Report. By contrast, the 
national average of students scoring 20 or better was 62.6 percent.  
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"What Helps Students Learn?"  
An analysis of 50 years of research reveals that direct influences like classroom 
management affect student learning more than indirect influences such as policies. Wang, 
Haertel and Walberg synthesized 11,000 statistical findings and published their findings 
of “Relative Influences on Learning” in 1994.  

Influences with the largest effect size. (number indicates effect size):  
 64.8- Classroom management.  
 63.0- Metacognitive processes.  
 61.3- Cognitive processes.  
 58.4- Home environment/parental support.  
 56.7- Student/teacher social interactions.  

Influences with the lowest effect size:  
 32.9- District demographics.  
 36.5- School policies.  
 37.0- State-level policies.  
 41.4- School demographics.  
 42.8- Program demographics.  

Source: Wang, M.C., G.D. Haertel, and H.J. Walberg. (1990) “What Influences 
Learning? A Content Analysis of Review Literature.” Journal of Educational Research 
84:30-43.  
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Grant Wood AEA Special Education Data  
Grant W ood uses the Six Year Plan data to determ ine program  effectiven ess an d to 
monitor efficiency in this area of the agency’s performance.  

State Six-Year Performance Plan Data 

Iowa FFY 2006 (2006-2007) AEA 10 Profile 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Part B 

Indicator B1: Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a 
regular diploma compared to percent of all youth in the state graduating with a 
regular diploma. 

Indicator B1: Graduation
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Data source: Project EASIER. 

Note: Target range is less than or equal to target value. 
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Indicator B2: Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school compared 
to the percent of all youth in the state dropping out of high school. 

Indicator B2: Dropout
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Data source: Project EASIER. 

Note: Target range is less than or equal to target value. 
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Indicator B3: Participation and performance of children with disabilities on 
statewide assessments. 

Indicator B3A: Percent of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets the 
state’s minimum “n” size meeting the state’s Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 
objectives for progress for disability subgroup. 

Indicator B3A: Percent of eligible districts meeting AYP
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2005-06 0.00 25.00 0.00 50.00 50.00 60.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 47.82

2006-07 100 100 100 75.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 95.24

2006-07 Target 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00

2007-08 Target 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00

1 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 State

Data source: AYP Database. 

6 Year Target: 64.00%. 

Indicator B3B: Participation rate for children with IEPs in a regular assessment 
with no accommodations, regular assessment with accommodations, alternate 
assessment against grade level standards or alternate assessment against 
alternate achievement standards. (Reading) 

Indicator B3B: Reading Participation 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 

Year 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 

AEA % 98.90 98.58 98.50 96.22 99.90 99.85 100 98.48 99.90 98.63 99.90 99.21 97.80 97.67

State % 98.89 99.39 99.35 99.34 99.26 99.30 99.20 99.37 99.54 99.22 99.53 99.51 97.61 99.12
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Data source: AYP Database. 

2006-07 Target: 95.00%  6-Year Target: 95.00% 

Indicator B3B: Participation rate for children with IEPs in a regular assessment 
with no accommodations, regular assessment with accommodations, alternate 
assessment against grade level standards, and alternate assessment against 
alternate achievement standards. (Math) 

Indicator B3B: Math Participation 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 

Year 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 

AEA % 99.60 98.94 98.90 95.35 99.90 99.54 99.70 98.62 100 98.90 100 98.95 97.50 98.22

State % 98.85 99.30 99.22 99.18 99.04 99.20 99.10 99.21 99.42 99.06 99.29 99.08 97.53 99.00

Data source: AYP Database. 

2006-07 Target: 95.00% 

6-Year Target: 95.00% 

Indicator B3C: Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level 
standards and alternate achievement standards. (Reading) 

Indicator B3C: Reading Proficiency 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 

Year 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 

AEA % 34.06 30.22 37.19 42.43 37.82 40.17 23.10 26.21 24.84 27.51 25.15 28.03 40.40 36.50

State % 31.97 36.75 36.32 41.68 34.58 40.01 23.26 24.86 23.27 26.36 24.72 25.93 32.17 27.06

Data source: AYP Database. 

Note: Cells shaded in blue indicate that the target was not met. 
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Indicator B3C: Reading Proficiency 
Targets 

Grade 2006-07 2007-08 6-Year 

3 32.97 33.97 36.97

4 37.46 38.46 41.46

5 35.58 36.58 39.58

 

Grade 2006-07 2007-08 6-Year 

6 24.26 25.26 28.26

7 24.27 25.27 28.27

8 26.33 27.33 30.33

11 28.98 29.98 32.98
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Indicator B3C: Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level standards and 
alternate achievement standards. (Math) 

Indicator B3C: Math Proficiency 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 

Year 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 05-06 06-07 

AEA % 43.40 40.12 47.94 48.51 45.58 46.09 35.18 35.35 33.64 35.66 33.50 37.34 43.71 43.73

State % 41.36 46.24 45.63 50.02 43.20 43.20 32.92 33.32 29.30 35.52 27.63 30.83 31.71 34.5 

Data source: AYP Database. 

Note: Cells shaded in blue indicate that the target was not met. 

 

Indicator B3C: Math Proficiency 
Targets 

Grade 2006-07 2007-08 6-Year 

3 42.36 43.36 46.36

4 45.87 46.87 49.87

5 44.20 45.20 48.20

6 33.92 34.92 37.92

7 30.30 31.30 34.30

8 30.14 31.14 34.14

11 36.53 37.53 40.53

 



Grant Wood AEA Comprehensive Improvement Plan – 2008 

 

Revised December, 2008  39 

Indicator B4: Percent of districts identified by the state as having a significant 
discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for 
greater than 10 days in a school year. 

Indicator B4: Suspension and expulsion
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ata source: Project EASIER. 

Note: Target range is less than or equal to target value. 
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Indicator B5A: Percent of children with IEPs aged six through 21 removed from regular 
class less than 21 % of the day. 

Indicator B5A: Percent of students removed from regular class 
less than 21% of the day
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Indicator B5B: Percent of children with IEPs aged six through 21 removed from regular 
class greater than 60% of the day. 

Indicator B5B: Percent of students removed from regular class 
greater than 60% of the day
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Note: Target range is less than or equal to target value. 
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Indicator B5C: Percent of children with IEPs aged six through 21 served in public or 
private separate schools, residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements. 

Indicator B5C: Percent of students in separate school, 
residential, homebound or hospital placements
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Note: Target range is less than or equal to target value. 

Indicator B6: Percent of preschool children with IEPs who received special education 
and related services in settings with typically developing peers. 

For FFY 2006 (2006-2007), OSEP did not require states to report on Indicator B6 due to 
changes in 618 state-reported data requirements. Indicator B6 will be reported for FFY 
2007 (2007-2008). 

Indicator B8: Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who 
report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and 
results for children with disabilities. 
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Indicator B8A: Children ages three to five. 

Indicator B8A: Parent involvement, Ages 3-5
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Indicator B8B: Children ages six through 21. 

Indicator B8B: Parent involvement, Ages 6-21
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Indicator B11: Percent of children with parental consent to evaluate, who were evaluated 
and eligibility determined within 60-days. 

Indicator B11: 60-day timeline
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Indicator B12: Percent of children referred by part C prior to age three, who are found 
eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third 
birthdays. 
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Indicator B12: Transition C to B

0

20

40

60

80

100

P
er

ce
n

t 
o

f 
E

lig
ib

le
 C

h
ild

re
n

 w
it

h
 IE

P
 

d
ev

el
o

p
ed

 b
y 

A
g

e 
3

AEA 10 100 100 73.50

State 98.1 99.83 80.50

Target 100 100 100 100 100 100

2004-05 
(Baseline)

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

D
ata source: IMS. 

Indicator B13: Percent of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes 
coordinated, measurable, annual IEP goals and transition services that will reasonably 
enable the student to meet post-secondary goals. 

Indicator B13: Effective transition goals
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Indicator B14: Percent of youth who had IEPs, are no longer in secondary school and 
who have been competitively employed, enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, 
or both, within one year of leaving high school. 

Indicator B14: Effective secondary transition
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Note: For FFY 2006 (2006-2007) results for graduates and dropouts are reported separately. These results 
will be combined in one survey in future years. 
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Indicator B15: General supervision system identifies and corrects noncompliance as 
soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification. 

Indicator B15: Effective general supervision system
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Indicator B20: State-reported data are timely and accurate.  

State data for FFY 2006 (2006-2007) were submitted accurately and on time. Analysis of 
year-to-year changes at the AEA and district levels will be conducted and results will be 
reported by May 2008. 
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Other Performance Data 
We are pleased to report that we see positive improvements in numbers in the most recent year’s 
data for three measurable areas of student success: 

 Core program completions 
 Post-secondary education and training intensions 
 Measure of probably post-secondary success, based on student ACT scores of 20 or 

greater. 
In two of the three areas, the trend has been greater numbers each year since the base reporting 
year of 2004-05. The percent of students planning for post-secondary education or training dipped 
slightly in 2005-06 but returned to nearly the same level as the base year in 2006-07. These 
numbers are encouraging; we hope to increase them over time and we will continue to monitor 
them. 

 

Core Program Completers 281--IAC 
72.10(2)(b)(2)(9) 2006-07 2005-06 2004-05 

Total percentage of high school graduates who 
completed a core program. 
Percent arrived at by dividing the number of graduates who 
completed a core program by the total number of graduates. 

76.25% 71.21% 68.00% 

 

Post-Secondary Education/Training 
Intentions 281--IAC 72.10(2)(b)(2)(8) 2006-07 2005-06 2004-05 

Total percentage of seniors intending to pursue post-
secondary education/training. 
The percentage is the number of seniors who intend to pursue 
post-secondary education/training, divided by the number of 
seniors. 

85.50% 84.76% 85.66% 

 

Measure of Probable Post-Secondary 
Success 281--IAC 72.10(2)(b)(2)(8) 2006-07 2005-06 2004-05 

Total percentage of students achieving a score or 
status on a measure indicating probable post-
secondary success. 
The percentage is the number of students who took the ACT and 
scored 20 or higher, divided by the number of students who took the 
ACT. 

82.35% 79.26% 76.30% 

 



Grant Wood AEA Comprehensive Improvement Plan – 2008 

 

Revised December, 2008  49 

Grant Wood’s Intensive Instruction Plan Data 
 Grant Wood has utilized an on-line intensive instruction form this year with all intensive 
instruction plans across the Agency. This data provides real-time information to administrators, 
teachers, and Agency staff regarding the progress and effectiveness of intensive instruction. The 
Agency has created a rubric for evaluating the quality of intensive instruction plans as one way to 
improve both the written documentation and, more importantly, the effective implementation of 
the plans. The data will be used to help the Agency better determine staff professional 
development needs around intensive instruction planning and implementation. What follows is a 
sample of the data used from the system. This is only one small sample – the data available is both 
rich and deep. 

 

 



Grant Wood AEA Comprehensive Improvement Plan – 2008 

 

Revised December, 2008  50 

Iowa Youth Survey Report- Summary  
The Iowa Youth Survey is conducted every 3 years, the last being 2005. In the Spring of 2003, the 
report from the fall survey will be published so that the Agency may compare figures and note any 
concern areas and areas of progress. The Agency chose to focus on 4 areas of the report: attitudes 
about self, attitudes about school, attitudes about family, and drug and alcohol use. The data in all 
of the following tables are for students in Area 10.  

We have identified data from the 2005 Iowa Youth Survey that we believe help guide our work in 
the schools. The graphs on the following pages represent these data. 
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Early ACCESS Annual Report to the Governor of Iowa  
and the Office of Special Education 

The Department of Education serves as the lead agency of Early ACCESS, a multi-agency 
partnership supporting infants and toddlers with special needs, and their families. Early ACCESS 
supports a special population of children and families. It is anticipated that of the total population 
of young children, Birth to three, about 2 percent will be eligible for services.  

Early ACCESS attempts to coordinate all current programs and services to improve service 
delivery. 5 percent of the children represent the estimated population who could be served under 
the conditions of the law. 12 percent of the children represent the estimated population with high 
or at-risk conditions which may cause later learning and developmental delays.  

Early ACCESS has steadily increased the number of identified and served 0-3 children in 
the state since 1997. In 2000 Early ACCESS served 1,198 children.  

In the Grant Wood Area there were 21,896 children age 0-3 in 2007 of which Early 
ACCESS identified and served 329 or 1.5 percent. Based upon the 2 percent estimate there are 438 
children who could rightly benefit from Early ACCESS services.  

Using a baseline of 438 students, Grant Wood AEA is showing a steady rise in the 
identification rate and services to this special population. Below are the numbers served as of the 
December 1 count date from 2002 through 2007:  

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Children Served 234 244 298 303 290 329 

According to the most recent information we have from the DE was for the 2006 year. The 
breakdown of children served by age group for that year was: 15 percent (43), age zero to one; 24 
percent (69) age one; and 61 percent (78) aged two. 

For more information on Early ACCESS in AEA 10 contact Jeanie Wade Nagle, Early ACCESS 
Facilitator at 319-399-6574. The complete Early ACCESS Report can be found at the State 
Department of Education website in pdf format at:  

http://www.state.ia.us/educate/ecese/cfcs/ea/reports.html  

http://www.state.ia.us/educate/ecese/cfcs/ea/reports.html�
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Agency Demonstrates Proactive Leadership 
281-IAC 72.9(1)(b)(1)(2) 

At Grant Wood AEA, we believe that proactive leadership involves not only direct service 
to the schools and professional development for their leaders. It also involves careful, strategic 
planning within the AEA to help assess the overall needs of the schools and how the Agency can 
best meet those needs.  

Project L.O.F.T. (Launching Our Future Together) is Grant Wood AEA’s long-term and 
strategic planning process. Commencing in Spring, 2007, the planning process involved nearly 50 
staff members representing the entire Agency. Meeting over the course of 8 months, the team 
identified the interacting set of problems facing the Agency, went out and gathered design 
specifications from key Agency stakeholders, and helped to craft a picture of the preferred future 
for Grant Wood AEA. The following provides a report that helps to explain this new strategic plan 
and how it is a cornerstone for the Agency’s Continuous Improvement. 
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Project L.O.F.T. - Meeting Current & 
Future Needs: Redesigning the Grant 
Wood Area Education Agency 

 
 

 

 

 

 
Second Iteration 

 

 

Based on the Work of the Design Team for Project 
L.O.F.T. (Launching Our Future Together) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Dr. Trace Pickering on Behalf of the Project L.O.F.T. Team at Grant Wood AEA 

 

The Midwest Center for Innovation & System Design 

March 2, 2008 

 



Grant Wood AEA Comprehensive Improvement Plan – 2008 

 

Revised December, 2008  62 

Foreword 
 

 

Stakeholders in the Grant Wood Area Education Agency want a 

system that exhibits flexibility and openness—a system that 

can change with the times and that seamlessly integrates the 

multitude of services and resources it makes available to 

children, families, and educational professionals in the 

communities it serves. They want a system built on strong, 

supportive relationships providing holistic, high-impact solutions 

to its client’s set of interacting problems. They desire an 

organization that unlocks the potential of each stakeholder and 

creates on-going innovation. Further, they desire a system that 

actively works to influence the larger system of which it is a 

part. 

  

 At first glance, one might think that the previous paragraph is nothing special, 

no great breakthrough, simply the outcomes any intermediate service unit would 

want for itself and its clients. What makes this list special is not the list, itself, but 

the fact that the Project L.O.F.T. Design Team set itself the challenge of creating a 

system that would actually accomplish the outcomes on the list. All of them. By 

design. 

 This paper provides a progress report on their work. 

 
*Template and some text by Dr. Susan A. Leddick. Used with permission, 2006. 
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Introduction and Overview 

“Acceptable ideas are competent no more and competent ideas are not yet acceptable.” 

-Stafford Beer 

The Design Team for Project L.O.F.T. was faced with a difficult, yet stimulating challenge. 
The Grant Wood Area Education Agency has long been regarded among the finest intermediate 
service agencies not only in Iowa, but in the nation. The Agency has nearly doubled in the number 
of professionals it employs from approximately 200 to nearly 500 over the past 20 years. During 
that time period, education has experienced significant change in terms of expected outcomes and 
the approaches used to assist children in their education. Grant Wood, primarily provides services 
related to diverse learners – most particularly special education students – as well as support for 
school improvement efforts around the areas of standards, assessment, curriculum, and instruction. 
These changes have not come without pain and consternation, successes and failures. The Agency 
recognized that today’s problems require different approaches and perspectives, that its system 
needed to be redesigned to better unlock the tremendous potential of its employees and the 
products and services they are capable of designing and delivering.  

What was required was “blank sheet redesign” – a way in which to engage all the 
stakeholders in the Grant Wood AEA in a conversation about the type of organization they would 
have if they could have what they wanted. A Design Team was assembled, comprised of nearly 
50 employees and representing a wide cross-section of age, gender, diversity, disciplines, and 
rural and urban districts served by the Agency. The team included two superintendents, one 
each from an urban and a rural district. This team took on the task of both identifying the 
Agency’s set of interacting problems and assembling the variety of stakeholder specifications 
into a design that would do all the things needed and wanted. 

Typical approaches to planning and change at an organizational level rely on strategic 
planning. Strategic planning migrated from the world of business to the world of schools in the 
1980’s and quickly became part of school reform and school improvement. Schools and 
educational organizations scrambled to find a method…consultants such as Bill Cook responded. 
Cook’s Cambridge Model was perhaps the most prominent of all the models that emerged, 
receiving the implicit endorsement of the American Association of School Administrators and 
preparing hundreds if not thousands to conduct the community-based planning retreats that 
produced “strategic plans.” The plans contained formal structure: vision, mission, values, goals, 
strategies, and action plans. Their clear-cut linearity may have been one of their most appealing 
features. By the early 2000’s, however, many forward-thinking superintendents and other school 
leaders had begun an earnest search for an alternative to traditional strategic planning. They 
recognized that contemporary public education faced perhaps the most dynamic, changing, and 
challenging context ever presented to what has traditionally been a slow-to-change, locally 
controlled enterprise. 

Grant Wood was leading much of this conversation and conversion in Eastern Iowa 
through its Midwest Center for Innovation & System Design. The Agency, having this resource 
and committed to bringing this new approach and methodology to light, decided to utilize the 
approach to their planning effort - a methodology with a high potential for producing a plan that 
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would be far-sighted, exciting, and full of challenging goals that could take the Agency and its 
clients to significantly different levels of performance for all students, families, and educators. It is 
a planning process based on the assumption that the successes of the past have, themselves, 
created new problems and opportunities. Traditional approaches to change have sometimes 
implied that failure is the only motivator for change.  

With the support of the Center’s consultants, Jamshid Gharajedaghi, Susan Leddick, and 
Trace Pickering, the Design Team embarked on this important work over the course of nearly 10 
months.  

The team used Interactive Design1 methods to help the Design Team develop a detailed 
vision of the Grant Wood Area Education Agency they would collectively choose to have rather 
than simply a mixture or incremental improvement of what they have now. The importance of the 
shift of thinking between the two perspectives cannot be overemphasized. As they worked, 
members of the Design Team were encouraged by the unique opportunity they had to shape the 
future they wanted. Briefly, the Interactive Design process involves three phases: 1) understanding 
the unique context and set of interacting problems facing the designers; 2) generating design 
options based on systems theory and stakeholder specifications, and; 3) planning for 
implementation through a series of approximations that remove existing barriers to the design.  

The Design Team began its work in May of 2007. The team asked all agency staff to 
submit ideas based on the question, “If the agency were destroyed overnight by some 
catastrophe, and we had to start from scratch to rebuild it, what would you want to see in 
that new version of the agency?” This question was asked of multiple stakeholders in 
addition to agency staff. The Design Team received over 2200 specifications (totaling 97 
pages); 125 of these specifications came directly from area superintendents. (All 33 
superintendents in AEA 10 were asked to provide input to the specifications.) Some design 
specifications the team received included far-reaching visions and ideas. Others were much 
more mundane, focusing on day-to-day operational concerns.  

Meanwhile, the team explored the current context and set of interacting problems facing 
the agency and developed a model of a potential design. The next steps included developing a set 
of first approximation actions that would move the organization towards the preferred design. The 
Design Team has shared its plan with the Agency at-large and system stakeholders. 

To appreciate the difference between traditional planning processes and design, consider 
this passage, a quotation from a company CEO who took a design approach to planning: 

The usual place to stand is in the existing set of constraints, issues, and 
opportunities that confront the organization….Using this approach, managers 
typically conduct a financial and organizational analysis, identify what 
opportunities and threats exists, what strengths and weaknesses the organization 
has, and then formulate a strategy that is intended to exploit the opportunities and 
minimize or eliminate the threats….The boat is patched but it is still the same boat 

                                                 
1 A method developed by Dr. Russell Ackoff and Mr. Jamshid Gharajedaghi of Philadelphia, PA. See their 
publications for a complete description, especially Gharajedaghi’s book Systems Thinking: Managing 
Chaos and Complexity, second edition published in 2005 by Butterworth-Heinemann. 
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and most likely will only continue on the old course at about the same velocity or a 
little faster… 

Our recommended approach is to stand in a future that is not directly derived 
from present conditions and circumstances….Although the future is informed by the 
past, it is as “past-free” as possible….When I say the future is “past-free,” I mean 
that the future should not be an extrapolation, extension, or modification of the 
past…. 

We have stopped complaining about the quality of our [low-grade copper] ore 
bodies and each other and instead have focused on what can be done to make our 
core operations productive and profitable. We gave up our attachments to 
conversations regarding transgressions and events of the past, and committed 
ourselves to the fulfillment of a future which we invented together.2 

Stakeholders’ Expectations 

A fundamental principle of planning by design is to work from what stakeholders really 
want in the present rather than to plan from what they want to get rid of or what they think they 
might be able to have in the future. Design does not seek to predict the future; it intends to 
influence what the future becomes. Stakeholders are those individuals and groups who are directly 
affected by the performance of the system and who can have an influence in creating its future. As 
a result, the Design Team was charged with identifying and talking to stakeholders to learn their 
expectations for the future design of the Grant Wood Area Education Agency System. They held 
conversations and correspondence with seven stakeholder groups: 

 Grant Wood staff 

 Parents 

 LEA principals 

 LEA teachers 

 LEA superintendents 

 Design Team Members 

In a full-group planning session in October, 2007, the Design Team reviewed the 
stakeholder design specifications they had collected in order to find the recurring themes. These 
themes shaped the specifications for the new design and are explained in detail in a later section of 
this document.  

The Context for Designing the New System  
for the Grant Wood Area Education Agency 

                                                 
2 Pfeffer and Sutton (2000). Pp. 97-98. 
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The Set of Interacting Problems Facing the Grant Wood Area Education 
Agency 

Systems theory explains that organizational problems are rarely simple. They are, instead, 
a tangled set of interacting problems that both cause and result from each other. Trying to solve the 
set by tackling each problem in turn is a recipe for failure. Systems theory argues that problems 
cannot be changed one at a time but must be addressed by a redesign that solves them as a group. 
(This process is analogous to solving systems of simultaneous equations in mathematics. Because 
of the interdependencies, solving for one unknown independent of the others is insufficient. The 
solution to the set depends on the equations that comprise it). Such sets of problematic patterns are 
inherently messy and are usually deceptively simple on the surface. A few simple rules or 
practices (such as “adhere to the schedule”), when repeated through generations of work processes 
like teaching over extended periods of time, can produce complications that were completely 
unanticipated when the rule was instituted. Such rules penetrate into the fabric of an organization’s 
culture and become the invisible threads that shape both individual behavior and organization 
performance. The most persistent of them hide in the everyday work habits of well-meaning 
employees, silently guiding decisions without being explicitly applied. Not all simple rules or 
practices produce negative effects, but many negative effects are produced by simple rules or 
practices repeated without regard to their cumulative impact. Finally, professionals such as 
administrators, teachers, and service providers have traditionally been taught to solve problems 
one-by-one or only within a particular discipline or area of study, not to understand them in terms 
of their complex interactions much less to solve them as a set.   

The Design Team knew that it faced a set of tangled problems that had evolved over the 
years. The Team’s first job was to understand those problems and to appreciate their interactions. 
They realized that just as no meaningful plan exists independent of context, neither do problems. 
They could see that school districts and agencies are unique; that people have unique interests and 
problems; that things change over time. With those variations problems and solutions also vary. 
The Design Team described how the current delivery system cannot produce the learning and 
outcomes the Agency or its clients desire. 

Many interacting variables have changed the game for the Grant Wood Area Education 
Agency. The Design Team identified the following set of variables as the key contextual drivers: 

 The desire and mandate to have all children prepared to be successful in a changing 
world is putting significant stress on Agency clients; 

 Grant Wood, as a large, diverse organization, serves a multitude of clients, some with 
often incongruent needs, wants, and expectations. These relationships are experienced 
very differently based upon one’s role and location in the Agency. As each of these 
client needs increase, it increases the complexity of interactions for the Agency; 

 The insatiable demand for Agency employees and their expertise and time, fueled by a 
3rd party payer system that decouples the consumer from the customer, is stressing the 
capacity of the Agency to deliver its services effectively and efficiently. This ever-
increasing demand is reinforcing the reactive nature of Agency response to client 
problems; 
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 The increasing demand for stronger results from assessment, curriculum, and 
instructional efforts for all children is stressing the capacity of the Agency to support 
schools; 

 A growing realization that traditional problem solving methodology, while at one time 
successful, is not helping to solve the dilemmas and crises faced by the Agency in 
today’s context; 

 Structural factors – how people in the Agency are organized to conduct their work – 
create fragmentation and conflict among and between Agency staff and with clients. 
Internal struggles between “specialist” and “generalist” orientations and an “either/or” 
approach tear at the fabric of the Agency’s culture and inhibit the Agency’s ability to 
move forward cohesively; 

These contextual variables interact to create a crisis for the Grant Wood Area Education 
Agency’s ability to provide proactive, high-quality service delivery as currently structured. This 
crisis often manifests itself in frustrated, stressed staff; schools and districts demanding more 
“feet on the ground,” and a propensity to simply patch problems due to the rapid pace at which 
schools turn to the Agency for help with their needs and problems. Additionally, the Agency is 
now accountable through the No Child Left Behind legislation and its interpretation at the State 
level for the results its schools produce. The Design Team recognized that the current system is 
ill-equipped to successfully meet these new challenges – this recognition was validated when the 
Design Team took these set of problems out and shared them with staff. 

When the current structure for Grant Wood Area Education Agency was designed, the 
context was quite different than the one it exists in today. Special education was still largely self-
contained, fewer children with a smaller range of issues were being served, no or limited sets of 
educational standards existed, and the emphasis was on developing the whole child at their 
developmental level as much or more than an emphasis on academic preparation. Curriculum, 
instruction, and assessment was focused heavily on teacher inputs rather than student outcomes 
and subjects and disciplines were viewed as separate and distinct with no real need to integrate a 
child’s learning across these disciplines. As such, Grant Wood often offered a “smorgasbord” of 
unconnected development opportunities, workshops, classes, and consulting. The focus and 
mandate for Grant Wood was on providing equitable access to needed services.  

When the Design Team studied the current context they noted distinct contextual 
differences in 2007-2008. Today’s demands are for highly inclusive and collaborative 
environments for children that provides for differentiation within the classroom and a high 
accountability for learning results – albeit often only measured along narrow dimensions. A 
growing demand is found in the need to have children adept at innovation, creativity, teamwork 
and problem solving – concepts and skills not easily provided in a more segregated approach to 
curriculum, instruction and learning. This change in focus and context means that Grant Wood is 
now faced not only with providing equitable services but proving its services produce specific, 
measurable learning results as well. 

In addition to these significant changes in the service delivery model and outcomes, the 
landscape of special education has also seen dramatic changes. Students referred to special 
education today are far more diverse in their needs and learning problems than was seen when 
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Grant Wood was established. Additionally, standards and accountability measures for 0-21 
education have been put in place, further raising the performance bar. These performance 
measures can now be seen in the state of Iowa’s “6 – Year Performance Plan” and Annual Yearly 
Progress measures.  

The result of this massive change in context is the impact it is having on the staff and 
students trying to be successful in the current system. As the demands on the system have evolved 
to its current point, the system and the people who comprise it have worked diligently to manage 
these changes. The Design Team identified the manifestations of the changing context on the 
people in the system.  

As the system has worked to maintain and strengthen its responses to emerging needs, it 
has unintentionally created the following issues: 

 “Fuzzy Relationships”  

o Information and expectations come from many directions – parents, the school, the 
district, the state and the federal government. This results in a lot of “noise” that the 
Agency and its staff must evaluate, interpret, and provide solutions for.  

o Relationships are stressed by a rapidly changing context for education and 
educational service delivery that demands redefined relationships and roles. 

o Understanding the needs of all the Agency’s customers and consumers is difficult. 
Administrators and staff often have difficulty seeing the demands from all 
customers/consumers served, especially those more distant from their daily work. 

o The context of Agency work is in constant flux - both in funding and services 
demanded of the AEA. This increases conflict, “fuzziness,” and fuels a reactionary 
rather than proactively planned approach to relationships and the services provided. 

 “Insatiable Demand” 

o Grant Wood and the Iowa educational system is defined as a “3rd party payer” 
system. Essentially, this means that the “consumer” – those who access and utilize 
Agency services and the “customer” – those who actually pay for the services, are 
different. Since the state legislature “pays” and the local schools and their 
constituents “consume” it creates a situation whereby managing the growing 
demand of consumers is problematic. Consumers decoupled from the need to 
provide payment creates a situation whereby they continually demand more and 
more service. 

o This insatiable demand puts stress on all employees to work harder – squeezing out 
their capacity for innovation and creativity – people overstressed have difficulty 
remaining innovative and creative. 
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o Access to timely and useful data is problematic due to the work pace fueled by 
insatiable demand and the inherent messiness involved in attempting to quantify 
human learning and performance. 

 “Reactive Problem Solving” 

o Today’s rapidly changing educational and global context is producing new and 
unique problems for the Agency and its clients. School and Intermediate Agency 
cultures value defined and known solutions to simplified problems. Trying to over-
simplify and solve complex problems one-at-a-time leads to “patching” – applying 
a “fix” to a problem and then moving to the next without having really solved 
anything.  

o Patches pull loose, old problems show up again and again, new problems pile up, 
and frustration compounds for LEA’s, the Agency, and staff. 

o Past practices allowed the Agency to solve problems one-at-at-time and do so rather 
effectively. This has created a reactive problem-solving culture. Clients demanding 
service typically perceive problems as singular or isolated and the Agency is 
designed to react and respond to those problems. Today’s needs call for solving 
complex, inter-related problems and creating and innovating proactive solutions. 

o Difficulties in accessing and sharing resources and opportunities to increase skill 
and knowledge in emerging research and practice further promotes patching and 
reactive problem solving. Agency members need opportunities to better learn how 
to manage the increasingly complex needs of the children and schools being served 
and work in structures that promote and generate innovation and creativity. 

 “Structural Tension” 

o The educational system is organized by discipline. This promotes disconnected and 
unrelated learning and problem solving. Such discipline-oriented structures limit 
the ability to think in terms of integrated solutions and to understand the interactive 
nature of the disciplines on the whole. 

o The Agency organizational structure, while at one time effective at dealing with the 
problems of the day, is now stretched beyond its capacity and cannot effectively 
solve today’s set of tangled problems. 

o The need to solve sets of problems grows, yet Agency structure is designed to 
produce single-problem solutions. This creates tension between “specialist” and 
“generalist” orientations. The Agency’s discipline-oriented structures promote 
single-focused solutions that “patch” problems rather than integrated solutions that 
dissolve complex sets of problems. Changes to these structures absent clear 
functions and supportive processes has led to an “either/or” position – assuming 
that the Agency staff must EITHER be “specialists” OR “generalists. 
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o The structure of disciplines in a time where both strong specialized and strong 
generalized skills are both needed creates conflict. This conflict often manifests 
itself in an increasing sense of loss of autonomy, decision-making authority, 
“win/lose” orientations, and the time to meaningfully plan and reflect on practice 
for improvement. 

The Design Team took time to examine all the contextual variables at play to both 
appreciate the way in which the context has changed the game for their work as well as to 
appreciate the ability of the system and people to adapt as well as they have. To assist in 
visualizing the dynamic set of problems and issues facing Grant Wood, the Design Team 
developed the following diagram to help show the basic interacting elements helping to hold the 
current situation steady. Note how the dynamics help to steadily increase demands placed on Grant 
Wood professionals and staff. 

  
 

Figure 1: Set of Interacting Problems Identified During Problem Formulation Phase; 
Fall, 2007. 

This set of interacting problems cuts to the heart of the challenges for Grant Wood Area 
Education Agency. The result is a rapid spiraling of demands and expectations on a system that 
cannot be reasonably expected to meet without intervention and redesign. Additionally, mandates 
and the persistent message of system failure erode the sense of power, control, and autonomy 
among the people working in and served by the system as everyone seems to work harder and 
faster to try to keep pace. Frustration breeds feelings of shame and blame as people inside the 
system try to seek answers and reasons to help explain their experiences. The Design Team 
expressed a sense that such feelings were emerging within the system. 
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The Design Team uncovered an important implicit assumption about the standard “answer” 
for Agency “problems” related to providing good service. The Design Team was challenged with 
the question: “Given our interacting set of problems, if we were to add 5, 10, even 20 more staff to 
help do our work, would it solve the problems we face?” After a few somber moments, the team 
realized that such a solution would be no solution at all as it is the interacting set of problems and 
the incongruent system creating our problems, not lack of people and solutions. This helped the 
team to recognize what is needed is to re-conceptualize the organization to increase capacity in 
ways that don’t do so artificially. 
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What Makes the Grant Wood Area Education Agency Unique 

In addition to the set of interacting problems, the context for design includes the 
uniqueness of the environment in which Grant Wood functions. Chief among the many aspects 
that make the service area unique are the continuing growth of low socio-economic groups, the 
steady decline of student population in the smaller outlying districts, and a rapidly diversifying 
ethnic population. The State funding system is a fluctuating and unsteady factor – continually 
calling into question the future resources available to both schools and AEA’s. Finding, hiring, and 
retaining high-quality staff is an emerging national issue and, while hitting smaller AEA’s more 
heavily than Grant Wood, will become a significant challenge for the Agency moving forward.  

Redesigning the Grant Wood Area Education Agency holds the potential to help the 
Agency continue to excel and to propel the results it creates and leadership it provides to its 
clients to new heights – a true innovation in intermediate service unit performance and 
delivery. 

Given the size and scope of the Agency and the myriad of clients and needs to be met, the 
task will not be a simple, easy, or fast one. On the positive, having such a wealth of high-quality 
providers and a history of solid performance offers an exceptional opportunity for designing and 
implementing a system highly effective at solving the new set of problems our clients face. It will 
require complete focus and dedication to the Idealized Design from the Board, through to the 
administration and staff in order to make the design a reality. 

Designing the Next Generation of the Grant Wood Area Education 
Agency System 

Core Values and Desired Specifications:  
What Should the Next Generation of Grant Wood Be? 

 The Design Team reviewed in detail the nearly 2200 design specifications culled 
from the stakeholders in the system. Stakeholders expressed a strong desire for an integrated, 
coherent system that would produce effective solutions to today and tomorrows problems for 
clients. Such a system would simultaneously unlock the vast potential of the staff the Agency is 
fortunate enough to employ. The stakeholders desire a system of strong partnerships and 
relationships that provide high-quality products and services. There was a strong commitment and 
belief in providing the professionals with a system necessary to ensure continued development and 
learning to increase their efficacy with all the clients they serve. There is a strong value base 
embedded in the statements. 

The Next Generation of Grant Wood Area Education Agency 

Interactive Design is based on positive choice to create a preferred future rather than trying 
to predict the future and position the organization for success in it.  Through a cyclic methodology, 
it produces unique solutions suited to the context of every organization seeking to envision 
fundamental change that leads to breakthroughs in performance, processes and service. 
Gharajedaghi and Ackoff, developers of the method over the past three decades, have shown that 
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by pretending that the organization is starting from a clean sheet of paper, planners can challenge 
damaging assumptions and habitual practices that may not even have been visible in prior planning 
processes. Furthermore, the new design takes into account a compatible and purposeful integration 
of function (what the organization is to do for its members and its environment), structure (how 
the organization is organized, the roles and interactions of the people in it), and processes (how 
the organization produces value, manages conflict, measures and learns, makes decisions, and 
creates satisfaction and engagement.) The design is then brought to reality through a series of 
approximations, each targeting important barriers with sensitivity to timing and culture. Strategic 
planning, used within a design framework, serves the practical purpose of removing the barriers to 
making the design a reality through successive approximations, appropriate measures, resources, 
and check-points for the design. Put simply, strategic planning follows design. 

The Functions 

Functions are the outcomes or results produced by the Grant Wood Area Education 
Agency. This list of functions were synthesized from the stakeholders by the Design Team and 
focuses the details of the plan, clarifies the values held by the stakeholders, and becomes the basis 
for a measurement process.  

The Next Generation of the Grant Wood Area Education Agency will…  

 Produce positive impact on all students across multiple dimensions. 

 Create and deliver integrated solutions to sets of client problems. 

 Recognize the worth of staff and assure they have the materials, equipment, and 
support to contribute their gifts and expertise and to do their work well. 

 Help LEA’s define their unique sets of problems in a holistic way. 

 Develop strong client relationships characterized by openness, shared learning, and 
trust. 

 Support the DE in deploying initiatives effectively for other Agency clients. 

 Judiciously and efficiently use educational resources in the service of clients. 

At first glance, one might think that this list is nothing special, no great breakthrough, 
simply the outcomes any Agency would want for itself and its clients. What makes this list special 
is not the list, itself, but the fact that the Design Team set itself the challenge of creating a system 
that would actually accomplish the outcomes on the list. All of them. By design. 

This list of specifications comprises a comprehensive and inter-related set of functions that 
the Agency must produce for itself and its customers and consumers. Such a list does not lend 
itself to individual action plans found in traditional responses to improvement. How does one 
independently “create and deliver integrated solutions to sets of client problems” without 
impacting the production of “positive impacts on all students across multiple dimensions”? 
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Instead of a set of 7 separate action plans, the Agency created a spider diagram that focuses 
upon the 5 key areas that, if implemented simultaneously, would help produce the 7 function 
statements. This spider diagram is shown below. At the end of each spoke a short description of 
the desired state is stated. On each spine of the spider are the major elements of Agency work that 
will move the organization closer to its ideal in each of the five areas. This is an iterative process 
and each approximation will include different emphases and different sets of work that cannot be 
predicted or defined at the outset beyond the first set of actions. Each region, discipline and major 
work group will be working to continually define how they are contributing to the advancement of 
the Agency’s vision and design and such work is the responsibility of all in the Agency. A set of 
on-going questions will help us to determine how we are doing in terms of both dissolving the set 
of interacting problems we face and creating the future we desire for ourselves and our clients. 
These constant questions are the third graphic in the set shown below. 

The seven function statements will be accomplished by achieving the five elements on the 
spider – which directly correspond to the desired architecture also included below. Note that in 
element 4.0 all of the Agency’s mandated standards of service are included as we develop 
customized and integrated solutions that include all of our service standards.  
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1.0 Effective measurement 
and decision-making.

5.0 Implementation 
of effective 
integrated solutions.

4.0 Development and 
delivery of integrated, 
customized products 
& services.

3.0 Advancement of 
learning, innovation, 
and creativity

2.0 Efficient and 
effective use of 
resources.

GWAEA LOFT Design Spider, October 2008
AGENCY PLAN Approximation #: 1

The Agency has an established, effective 
system to measure the impact of its 
decisions and actions.

Experiment with decision criteria for some 
work and evaluate its impact.
Continue the conversation with executive 
team to learn about decision criteria and 
how to effectively use it.

Explore and experiment with defining and 
implementing integrated teams in various 
areas of the Agency.
Define what Agency means by “integrated 
solutions.”

Begin to align “shared services” 
work into one platform.
Identify barriers to achieving this 
aim, identify “green light” items 
and work to impact them.

Define “learning cells” and 
“project teams” for the Agency.
Identify groups already at work 
who would fall under either 
category.
Develop a plan for organizing 
and managing knowledge.

Provide opportunities for regions 
and groups to conduct designs 
within the LOFT parameters to 
help define and move forward 
integrated, customized products 
and services that would help 
district successfully implement 
ICC and IDM.
Better utilize Agency data and 
resources to identify needed 
products and services and work 
to integrate solutions.

The Agency has an effective process 
for client advocacy and delivers 
effective, efficient integrated 
solutions that solve client problems.

The Agency has an effective process 
for organizing, building and 
delivering integrated, customized 
products and services to its markets 
and clients.The Agency purposefully promotes, 

manages, and advances learning, 
innovation, creativity, 
experimentation, and organizational 
and personal renewal leading to 
breakthroughs in performance and 
results for itself and its clients.

The Agency provides efficient and 
effective services to internal & external 
clients that continually exceed 
expectations and minimize cost.

To see how this spider permeates all the 
work, substitute the word “Agency” for 
others like:

- Region
- Discipline

- Team
- Group

- Individual

 

 



Grant Wood AEA Comprehensive Improvement Plan – 2008 

 

Revised December, 2008  76 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Grant Wood AEA Comprehensive Improvement Plan – 2008 

 

Revised December, 2008  77 

Our assumptions regarding our goals and this set of Agency work is as follows: in order to truly 
impact student achievement and to reduce the gap, we must ensure:  

 a thorough and accurate system for both measuring our progress and evaluating our 
decision-making processes as we strive to better serve our customers and consumers. (1.0 
above) 

 that our services that serve our internal processes which support our external services are 
highly effective and efficient and that we are constantly striving to improve upon both. (2.0 
above) 

 that we are purposefully pursuing innovation, creativity and learning to ensure that we take 
advantage of key service and support opportunities as they arise and that our staff are 
continually engaged in advancing both their skills and deepening their interests and 
commitments to serving our customers and consumers. (3.0 above) 

 that we are effectively converting worthy innovations, learning and creations from ideas to 
scalable, marketable, integrated and customized solutions for customers and consumers. 
(4.0 above) 

 that we are ultimately converting all of this work into effective, integrated, innovative 
solutions to the real problems faced by our customers and consumers that they are 
effectively increasing student learning and reducing the learning gaps. (5.0 above.) 

 

Grant Wood’s On-Going Set of Questions to Determine Progress & 
Advancement: 
Questions about how well we’re 
dissolving our identified problems 

Questions about how well we are 
achieving our desired state 

How have our actions: 

• Improved our ability to identify and 
define problems as sets? 

• Helped us to manage service & 
support demand? 

• Increased our capacity to deliver 
effectively? 

• Improved the clarity of 
relationships with our customers 
and consumers? 

• Changed the culture of discipline-
oriented structures and patching of 
problems? 

How have our actions: 

• Increased the effectiveness of our 
measurement system and our 
ability to make sound decisions? 

• Improved the efficient and effective 
use of resources? 

• Advanced Agency-wide learning, 
innovation, and creativity? 

• Created the development and 
delivery of integrated, customized 
products and services? 

• Supported the implementation of 
effective, integrated solutions that 
solve client problems? 
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The Structure 

Structure defines components and their relationships—how the Next Generation Grant 
Wood Area Education Agency is organized. Structures have components or parts, relationships 
among the components, roles of the components, and levels. Such a system will achieve its ends 
through. . .  

 Teams that are opportunity-creating and: 

o are presented challenging work; 

o have opportunities to teach and learn from colleagues; 

o have opportunities to innovate; 

o can see the impact of their work. 

 Dynamic structures that continually match internal competency with client need. 

 A set of internal support units that are managed to provide highly effective, efficient, 
and aligned services to the agency at large. 

Structure of the System 

The diagram below shows an outline of the system’s structure. It emphasizes how work 
gets done in the system by complementary components. Each numbered “platform” is related to 
the others, and exchanges among them are dynamic. One should not assume that each platform 
requires unique staffing or that each is somehow a “department.” Instead, imagine them as 
different but complementary bundles of work and not as an organizational chart. Subsequent plans 
will develop more details of the elements and how they work together, but here is a brief summary 
of each in general terms. The numbers are merely a convenience for reference.  
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GWAEA Board of Directors

1.0 Executive

Functions: ensure effective 
system integration; provide 
resources; establish & 
maintain effective decision 
and measurement system. 
(Time, cost, quality)

2.
0 

S
ha

re
d 

S
er

vi
ce

s

Facilities/Maintenance
Professional Library

Core Materials Center
Professional Support Staff

Communications/Public Relations
Technology Support

Internal Data Systems
Human Resources
Business Services

Hiring & RMIR System
Midwest Center

Internal Professional Development
Printing/Graphic Services

Internal Leadership Development

Finance
Human Resources Policy

Decision & Measurement System
Advocacy & Partnership Development

Chief Administrator

Functions: ensure highly 
efficient and effective 
services to internal clients. 
(Time, cost, quality)

3.0 K
now

ledge 

D
evelopm

ent

Functions: promote and 
advance learning, 
innovation, creativity, 
experimentation, and on-
going organizational and 
personal renewal

4.0 Products & Services
Project
Teams

Learning
Cells

Functions: provide 
integrated, customized 
products and services 
to the markets and 
clients of the Agency

Districts
Buildings
Administrators
Teachers
Students
Parents

DE/State Legislature

Community & Business

April, 2008 – Idealized Structure v. 4.0

Functions: advocate for clients 
within the organization and ensure 
delivery of effective, integrated 
solutions to solve client problems

Packages and delivers to

Provides system/
Environment
monitoring/
feedback

Provides resources
to develop

Integrated, innovative, results-producing delivery of:

Direct Service:
OT
PT

SLP
Vision

Hearing
Adaptive PE

Off Site Programming

Technology Systems 
& Support:

Payroll
SEMS

PowerSchool
Email/Web Services

IIP
Web IEP

IMS
Printing & Graphics

Leadership & CIA Support:
Diverse/Struggling Learners

Science
Math

Literacy
Instructional Technology

School Improvement
Assessment

Midwest Center
SINA/DINA

Media
Professional Development

VAST Center
Early Childhood

 

Figure 1: Grant Wood AEA Idealized Structure 

1.0 Executive/Board of Directors are responsible for the executive functions of the Agency. 
This platform manages the interactions among all the platforms and players; provides 
leadership; clarifies the criteria for internal decision-making; conducts formal planning for the 
Agency’s future; develops a comprehensive measurement system; studies performance data; 
and has responsibility for the financial, technological, and human effectiveness of the entire 
Agency. It also sets the decision criteria and expected performance measures for the Agency 
within state and federal laws, mandates, and guidelines. The executive platform can opt to 
subsidize underperforming or underutilized elements of other platforms but must do so within 
its established budget. This helps to ensure that the Executive platform remains focused on 
ensuring quality services and a supportive system to accomplish those ends. The Executive 
platform can also actively fund innovation and projects with the potential to provide new and 
needed services to the market. The platform’s close connection to market need ensure this 
functioning. Essentially, the Executive platform defines “what” the work is and helps 
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organizational members to understand the “why” based on the context, environment, and 
functions of the organization.  

2.0 Shared Services are those support functions on which the Agency operations rely and from 
which all the platforms draw. Shared services are equitably accessible to all internal members 
of the Agency (most typically defined as employees). This platform typically includes any 
work that is more efficient and effective as a centralized rather than de-centralized service. 
Examples include but are not limited to: facilities, maintenance, technology, office supplies 
and support, human resource services, payroll, professional libraries and materials, 
compliance paperwork and forms, etc. Shared services are only viable to the extent that it can 
deliver its products and services efficiently and effectively to the satisfaction of the other 
platforms. Shared services have no budget beyond basic operational funding – it must act as a 
profit center, receiving its funding from internal customers who purchase the services. This 
ensures strong customer focus. 

3.0 Knowledge Development includes those functions that organize, manage, and produce 
resources for the Agency to be able to learn, adapt, and develop. This platform’s explicit 
purpose is to engage members in the creation and dissemination of new knowledge, 
innovation, and creative solutions. The platform is organized in two basic groupings: Project 
Teams and Learning Cells. Each is explained in more depth below. 

3.1 Project Teams are flexible, short or long-term groupings of people assembled to 
solve a specific set of problems, add value to existing products or services, and/or 
innovate new products and services to be piloted. Project Teams are sanctioned by 
the Agency via a clear set of decision criteria, have a clear purpose, a defined set 
of deliverables, and a clearly established beginning and endpoint. Project Teams 
can be made up of external and internal stakeholders and must meet the criteria of 
an “integrated” team – representing the needed perspectives and made up of 
members who will be most directly affected by the delivered outcome of the 
Team. Participation in Project Teams is closely monitored to ensure equitable 
opportunities exist for all employees to be a part of a Project Team and to manage 
demand for employee time. Criteria establishing the maximum number of Teams 
an Agency employee can be a part of at any given time is established and 
monitored. The system actively tracks and seeks individuals from across the 
system to participate and be involved to the extent that they desire. The Agency 
has in place an incentive system that encourages and rewards successful 
participation (as defined and measured across multiple measures and viewpoints) 
in Team work. 

3.2 Learning Cells provide the Agency with a structure and process for encouraging 
and promoting widespread learning, exploration, creativity and innovation. Driven 
by professional interest and emerging needs, learning cells are semi-autonomous, 
self-organizing groups of stakeholders interested in pursuing new learning, 
experimenting with designs, and creating new innovation. These teams are 
governed by a set of decision criteria which defines very broadly the scope of their 
learning and their responsibilities to the Agency at-large. There is no expectation, 
requirement, or guarantee that any particular Learning Cell will contribute an 
innovation or design that will be officially sanctioned and implemented by the 
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Agency. The express purpose of a Learning Cell is to provide opportunities for 
members to engage in learning and development exciting to them and which might 
help the Agency to uncover new ideas or innovations. Learning Cells are 
monitored in order to inform the Agency as to the work being conducted and the 
ideas being generated. This provides a way for the Agency to respond to 
innovations of merit. Learning Cells help to ensure that innovation and creativity 
is widespread and to prevent bottlenecks to the introduction of innovation to the 
organization. Learning Cells operate on limited or no funding. Learning Cells may 
convert to a Project Team if the innovation or idea becomes a sanctioned, funded 
activity of the Agency at large.  

4.0 Products and Services is where Agency services are organized and delivered to the 
identified markets. Here is where most of the “work” in the Agency occurs. Products and 
services remain viable only to the extent that they deliver a desired, results-producing effect 
on the clients it is designed to serve. Products and services live and die based upon 
client/customer need and, as such, are not guaranteed funding or existence in perpetuity. The 
Agency’s products and services can be broadly categorized into three distinct, but inter-related 
sets of work:  

4.1 Direct Service is those services provided directly to a specific, individual client – 
most typically a child - and involves professional training and/or certification. 
Examples include but are not limited to: physical therapy, occupational therapy, 
speech/language pathology, vision, hearing, adaptive physical education, and off-
site programs to support students in non-traditional school settings. 

4.2 Technology Systems and Support is those services provided by and/or through 
the Agency to clients that improve efficiency and effectiveness of operational 
activity such as: student and system data management, payroll, human resource 
management, printing and graphics, technology, operational and infrastructure 
support, access to virtual resources, etc. 

4.3 Leadership and Learning is those products and services delivered to support 
client learning and development. These integrated services are designed, packaged 
and delivered in customized ways to ensure improved system and individual 
performance for clients. The mix of products and services draw from and provide 
solutions to such things as: diverse learners, science, math, literacy, instructional 
technology, school improvement, assessment, system design, leadership, 
assistance and support with mandated work, media services, professional 
development, curriculum materials, early childhood, etc.  

5.0 Clients/Customers are those the Agency serves and provides benefit to. Here is where 
services to children, teachers, parents, schools, organizations, and community are delivered 
and managed. This is where flexible responses to individual client needs are developed within 
a strong values framework for equity of access and results. All of the services defined above 
in both the Knowledge Development and Products and Services platforms are developed and 
employed to serve these clients. Each group has special and distinct learning needs and 
expectations. Platform and client leaders function as coordinators and innovators in providing 
integrated learning services to these groups. 
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The Processes 
Processes are the sequence of steps and the know-how required to produce the Agency’s 

outcomes. Five kinds of processes are usually required for any organization, although the way they 
operate is unique to the design.  

1. Governance processes3 – how decisions will be made in the Grant Wood system. These processes 
rely heavily on establishing appropriate and clear decision criteria for the Agency at all the various 
levels and involving all members of the organization in decisions relevant to them and to their 
work. Decision criteria make it possible for leaders at one level to manage the decision system in 
the next level rather than to manage the decision-makers. When the Board of Education makes 
decision criteria explicit and known at its level, for instance, the Agency’s formal leaders can make 
choices consistent with the Board’s. Similarly, Agency criteria made explicit and known by the 
formal leaders, guide decision makers at the regional or program level and so on. In this way, 
people at every level have a guiding policy framework relevant to the decisions they need to make 
and have the power to make decisions that affect their own work and parameters that outline 
primary considerations. Decision criteria such as “results produced by services are equitably 
available to all similar clients” are embedded in this document.  

2. Delivery and support processes – how Grant Wood converts its knowledge to programs, 
services, and opportunities that maximize client success; how the offerings will be 
configured, tailored, and provided to students, parents, teachers, schools, and communities. 
These processes optimally reflect the best known research-based practices in the field, 
make use of the most advanced technology, and ensure that the Agency is continually 
innovating. The only limit to the design is that the technologies suggested must actually 
exist. Some identified processes include: 

a. Technology to support data collection, analysis and sharing for optimal decision 
making. Processes in place which help the implementers recognize opportunities 
and get “early warning” signals. 

b. Schedules and contracts that value both direct service work and opportunities for 
innovation and creativity. 

c. Professional development that connects to specific client needs as well as the needs 
of the Agency and its people. 

3. Engagement or membership processes – how staff, students, parents, teachers, schools, and 
communities will access products, services, and opportunities; how the Next Generation will 
initiate, develop, maintain, and terminate products and services; how it will maintain the highest 
levels of internal and external stakeholder satisfaction and commitment.  

a. Children, Teachers, Administrators. Processes ensure access to quality products and 
services that work in conjunction with their school/community to continually 
develop socially, emotionally, and intellectually. 

b. Agency staff. Processes ensure staff has quality time to meet, plan, create, and 
interact with colleagues and the clients they serve. Bureaucratic paperwork – 
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paperwork done without meaningful feedback and utility for the filer – is reduced 
to the maximum extent possible. 

c. Community. Processes would ensure that the community remained aware of 
Agency programming and its impact on the children and the schools and 
communities it serves. 

4. Conflict management processes – how conflicts between groups are handled. No social system 
can exist without conflict, and when it is managed well, conflict is a driver for improvement, 
innovation, openness, and progress. Without explicit intentional processes, conflict management 
often defaults to the next-level managers who find themselves arbiters of every disagreement, no 
matter how small or to the system which has default answers/responses. Utilizing clear processes 
for exposing and managing conflict exist to create win/win solutions for all parties in the system. 

5. Measurement processes – how products, services, and programs are measured as well as how the 
entire Agency demonstrates accountability. The data generated from these measurement processes 
supply decision-makers throughout the Agency. Matching measures to the decision-maker and 
providing timely access to relevant information are key considerations. Formative assessments and 
frequent process measures are essential. Measurement processes would include not only the 
measures present in the Six-Year Performance Plan but would also track critical formative 
measures important to the functioning of the Agency system including measures involving time, 
cost, quality, and waste. 

Checking the Design against the Set of Interacting Problems 

A unique aspect of the Interactive Design approach to planning is to attempt to understand 
the set of interacting problems faced by the planners. Traditional planning approaches would list 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats—possibly missing the most critical issue of all, 
that the problems tend to cause each other and that they cannot be separated one-by-one. Just as 
the problems cannot be separated, they cannot be solved singly. They can, however, be solved as a 
group through design. Understanding the set of interacting problems helps the designers face the 
right problems during the design process. The set of interacting problems is used again toward the 
end of the Interactive Design process as a check on the design the team has developed.  

The following represents the Agency’s first approximation – those critical elements of the 
design that will be purposefully advanced on in the next year. 
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First Approximation of the Design 

The Design Team met on January 30, 2008 to finalize the design and to suggest critical 
first approximation steps. Those important first approximation activities included: 

 Designing and experimenting with integrated teams. 

 Begin the development of a comprehensive, Agency-wide measurement system. 

 Create a decision system that helps the organization and its people to make, log, and 
track the effectiveness of key Agency, regional, and programmatic decisions. 

Additionally, the Agency is working to strengthen the support Agency staff receive 
throughout their Grant Wood AEA career. Designed in parallel with the LOFT design, the 
Idealized Design for a Recruiting, Mentoring, Induction, and Retention system was created and 
approved for approximation in February, 2008.  

Each key approximation activity is described below: 

Integrated Teams 

Integrated teams are a key element in the L.O.F.T design. In general, education has been 
designed is such a way as to separate disciplines and organize curriculum and instruction in very 
linear fashions. This structure was duplicated in the services the Grant Wood offered in an attempt 
to match client structures. As our problem formulation uncovered and our design specifications 
indicated, such an approach appears to be no longer viable in today’s landscape. As a result, Grant 
Wood must begin to move more purposefully to a differentiated set of integrated teams to meet the 
new and emerging needs of our clients. 

The first approximation work for integrated teams includes: developing an operational 
definition of an “integrated team” and on-going study and experimentation with integrated teams. 
The diagram below helps to illustrate the Agency’s design for bringing integrated teams to life and 
also demonstrates how the teams fit into the other work of the Agency and other current design 
approximations: 
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LOFT
Design Team

                1)  Assess effectiveness of pilots
                2)  Plan next iteration

Integrated System
 LOFT Team

1)  Provide input for
     integrated teamwork
2)  Monitor implementation 
      of projects

Measurement System 
LOFT Team

1)  Provide input into measurement 
     system
2)  Monitor implementation of  
     process

Decision Criteria System
LOFT Team

1)  Provide input into  system for 
      deploying decision criteria
2)  Monitor implementation  
      of process

Exec Team

               1)  Determines vision and direction of Agency
               2)  Identify decision criteria

Learning & Leadership Management Team

   1) Engage in learning, sharing, creating & problem solving
                2)  Communicate the vision (the box top)
                3)  Advance LOFT and Agency goals
                4)  Integrate and align the work
                5)  Conduct needs assessments
                6)  Guide work of Lead Learning & Leadership Team

INTEGRATING
LEARNING AND

LEADERSHIP

                Regions Key

                Integrated Region Teams
   Provide Region PD

                LEA/AEA Team 
                (LEA administration/LEA staff, 
                AEA RA/AEA staff)

Lead Learning & Leadership Team

1) Identify standardized essential learnings
      2) Train and coach region teams and LEA/AEA teams
      3) Align professional development with work teams
      4)  Measure results

Learning and Leadership Work Team

Transition Work Team

Iowa Core Curriculum Work Team

Region Module PD

 

Agency Measurement System 
 

The Agency and many of its clients have, over the past several years, struggled with a way 
to capture, organize, and effectively use the myriad of data it has available for analysis and 
decision making. The Agency has a need to organize and provide data to its employees and clients 
to enhance decision-making ability. In February, 2008 the Agency’s Director of Technology, Dave 
Brousard, synthesized the vision from L.O.F.T. and the emerging work of his area and its clients to 
craft a long-range vision for a data system that would serve both district and Agency needs. The 
work during the 1st approximation includes: 

 On April 25, 2008 the vision for a data measurement system was shared with the 
regional administrators, regional staff, and those L.O.F.T. design team members who 
wish to help work in this arena. Along with this session was an introduction to 
PowerSchool, a comprehensive school management system that is supported by Grant 
Wood and which will be implemented in 23 of the Agency’s 33 school districts this 
fall. PowerSchool will become a focal point of the data system the Agency creates as it 
can store much of the critical data and information needed to make sound educational 
decisions. 
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 Each regional staff will work with their districts using PowerSchool to help educate 
them on the power of the system and to begin helping them log their data in the system. 
To incentivize schools, the Agency will work to demonstrate the power of the system 
by teaching how to use the system, how to generate needed reports, and, where 
possible, constructing specific report templates that prove beneficial to schools and 
Agency staff. 

 A Project Team will be assembled with the task of identifying, describing and 
integrating the needed and desired databases, information, and report from across the 
Agency with the purpose of building a timeline and constructing the conceptual map of 
a “log file” which will become the Agency’s data warehouse. 

The diagram on the following page depicts the vision for an Agency measurement system: 
 

PowerSchool
Intensive Instruction

V.A.S.T. DB

On-Line Assessment System

Midwest Center DB

IDEA Web 08 (IEP)

IMS

AEA Decision-Making System

SEMS

Health System

Grant Funding DB

AEA Pro Dev Curriculum DB

AEA Pro Dev DB

Post-Secondary Transition

Early ACCESSDistrict Service Plans

AEA HR Forms/Data

APR

Mentoring, Induction, Retention

Leadership Development

Media Collections

Finance & Payroll

Agency Log File
(All data has a “home” here and is where 

users call up data when asking for reports or 
information)

Profile of Services

Custom Reporting & Querying 
from any data fields in the log file.

Discipline

Assignments

Evaluation

Professional Development 
(Bldg)

Scheduling

Bldg Assessment/Grades

Attendance

HR

Parent Communication

4-Year Education Plans

 
 

Decision System 

The purpose of a decision system is to document and make decisions transparent to 
improve understanding and learn from past successes and failures in order to improve. In order to 
realize the Agency’s idealized design, a clear decision system must be in place to ensure that 
decision-makers throughout the Agency have ready access to decisions and actions as well as are 
accountable for the decisions and actions they undertake.  
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In the first approximation, a decision-making database will be piloted and Agency 
leadership will practice and pilot the creation of decision criteria and the use of the decision 
system. Future approximations will include criteria for how and when regions, programs, and 
people enter decisions into the database and how decisions and their resulting impacts can be 
accessed and evaluated. 

Recruiting, Mentoring, Induction, & Retention System 

The Concept team for RMIR created a design for the system. The basics are included 
below:  

The Grant Wood Area Education Agency community desires a system for the 
recruiting, mentoring, induction and retention of all employees that produces: 

 Strong connections between and among all Grant Wood stakeholders and the 
communities within which they live and work 

 A talented and diverse set of innovative and committed employees 

 Leaders in all areas and aspects of our work 

 A respectful, pleasant, and positive work environment 

 Highly skilled, life-long learners who continually advance and improve our practices, 
processes, and products 

 Student learning results along four dimensions: social, emotional, physical, and 
intellectual. 
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Such a system would produce the above results through structures and processes such as: 

 Dedicated mentors for new employees who develop both their professional skills and 
their understanding of the larger educational and organizational context through: 

o Regular coaching conversations 

o On-site observations and consultations 

o Joint learning and development opportunities 

 Coordinated opportunities for employees to engage in social and community events and 
activities. 

 High quality training and support to mentors. 

 Clear performance indicators and measures for the system integrating Agency and 
discipline standards. 

 A multi-year approach to mentoring and induction that provided a roadmap for learning 
and development as an Agency professional. 

 Feedback mechanisms producing real-time information in order to adapt and adjust the 
system for continued system improvement. 

 An employee exit process that enables the organization to learn and develop. 

The system would define success by: 

 An employee retention rate above the standard for the profession. 

 Consistent achievement of the organization’s cultural benchmarks – customer 
satisfaction, student learning results, employee satisfaction, employee learning and 
development, service delivery standards, and innovation. 

 New to the profession employee performance in first 5 to 7 years exceeds the industry 
standard. 

 Improved innovation implementation and service delivery. 

 The number of employees engaged in their Agency and community beyond their 
employment responsibilities (involvement in community efforts, clubs, organizations, 
learning) 

Supporting Research 

A recent report from the Iowa Legislature reports grim statistics on statewide efforts at retaining 
and mentoring Iowa’s teachers – with no statistical improvement being made despite millions of 
dollars poured into the effort. At Grant Wood, leaders in mentoring and induction have introduced 
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the practices of the New Teacher Center at the University of Santa Cruz, which has a long history 
of demonstrating teacher retention results. Their efforts have shown: 

 Comprehensive induction is much more than simply mentoring new staff – it is “a 
combination of mentoring, professional development and support, and formal 
assessments” for new staff for at least two years. Research has shown that such an 
approach cuts attrition rates in half. 

 Comprehensive induction minimizes the time necessary for a new professional to 
perform at similar levels of quality experienced staff. 

 Comprehensive induction includes processes in each of the following components: 

o High quality mentoring from trained mentors in a structured and monitored system. 

o Common planning times with their mentors. 

o On-going professional development designed to meet each staff person’s needs in 
all critical areas of their work. 

o An external network of professionals to help them create a community of support 
and friendship. 

o Standards-based evaluation instruments to help both the new staff member 
understand their advancement into the profession and to assist the system in 
knowing how successful it’s induction system is functioning. 

 Such systems create high-functioning staff through: 

o Strong leadership 

o High-quality providers of the mentoring and induction system 

o Strong support for new staff no matter what skill level and set of needs they enter 
with 

o Incentives for staff to participate 

o Strong alignment between the induction experience, professional needs in their 
workplace, and professional standards of performance 

o Adequate and stable resourcing of the induction system 

The New Teacher Center has learned through its research and practice that induction: 

 Keeps quality staff in the profession 

 Weeds poor/ill-suited staff from the profession 



Grant Wood AEA Comprehensive Improvement Plan – 2008 

 

Revised December, 2008  90 

 Provides staff with clinical, practical skills as they begin their profession 

 Creates a community of staff who are learners 

 Orients staff into the local culture 

 Demonstrates to new staff the efficacy and worth of their profession 

From: Alliance for Excellent Education 

 The first approximation includes the following: 

 The adjustment of Regional Administrator duties to provide for an RA with full-time 
responsibility for the recruiting, hiring, mentoring, induction, and retention system. 

 Developing a process for mentoring and inducting both new-to-the-profession and new-
to-the-Agency employees. 

 Creating a system of Career Building Networks to support Agency staff in their efforts 
to improve their practice and the results they help produce for clients. 

 Strengthening the recruiting process for the Agency. 

LOFT and the Agency’s Vision, Mission, & Beliefs 

The descriptors from LOFT, pulled from the stakeholder specifications, really helped to 
confirm the Agency’s long-standing vision, mission, and beliefs. The mission and belief 
statements created years ago appear repeatedly and throughout the specifications put forth by 
LOFT. Further, the LOFT specifications appear to give a strong direction and workable action 
steps that would help the Agency achieve its mission and live up to its beliefs. 
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Appendix A:  
Agency Vision & Beliefs Cross-walked to LOFT Design Specifications. Please note that in the agency’s 2001 design iteration, the 
administrative team established the agency’s goals. The team then revised the mission, vision and beliefs, so that they were 
synchronous with and contributed to achieving the agency’s goals.  

 

Chart A: Shows Agency Vision and Beliefs and Matches to Function, Structure, Process from LOFT. Numbers Correspond with 
Statements in Charts B, C, & D. 

 
 Crosswalking LOFT Functions, Structures and Processes with Agency Mission, Vision, and Beliefs   

  Mission: To ensure success for all learners.     

       

  Type Statement Functions Structures Processes   

1 Vision Honor the past while embracing the future. 3 2 4 Mess 

2 Vi sion 
Maintain strong connections with our clients, associates, communities, 
and policymakers. 5,6 2     

3 Vi sion 
Attract and retain talented, diverse employees who love learning and 
serving others. 1,3 1 5   

4 Vision Cultivate people for roles and positions of leadership. 3 1 5   

5 Vi sion 
Continuously improve our practices, processes, and products through 
learning that is rich in data and research-based. 2 1 1,2,3,5   

6 Vision Create flexible, effective, and efficient approaches to our work. 2,4,5,7 1,2,3, 2,3,5   

7 Vi sion 
Identify and utilize the most effective technologies for leading and 
learning. 3, 4 2,3, 1,2   

8 Vi sion 
Nurture a respectful workplace where high expectations, learning and 
fun permeate. 1,3,5 1 3,4,5   
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9 Vi sion 
Target significant gains in student learning and achievement in reading, 
math, and science. 1,2,4 1,2, 1,2,3,4,5   

10 Vi sion 
Carry out our work each day with full realization that improving the 
lives of children and families is the reason for our existence. 1,3,5 1 1,2,5   

1 Beliefs Individuals are unique and learn differently. 1,2 2 1   

2 Beliefs 
Individuals deserve to work and learn in respectful and nurturing 
environments. 3, 5 1 5   

3 Beliefs Individuals value what they help to create. 2,3,4,5 1 2,5 LOFT 

4 Beliefs 
The diversity of our people and our ideas lends strength to our 
organization and our services. 3,4 1 5   

5 Beliefs Partnerships and teamwork result in best services. 2,4,5,6 1,3 1,2,5   

6 Beliefs 
The individual child benefits when the family is a partner in his/her 
education. 1,5 2 5   

7 Beliefs Continuous learning is critical to the quality of all we do. 2,3,4,5 1 2,3,4,5   

8 Beliefs 
Visionary leadership is essential to the realization of human and 
organizational potential. 3 2 4,5   

9 Beliefs 
All individuals deserve the opportunity and support necessary to 
achieve their highest potential. 1,3,4 1,3 5   

10 Beliefs 
Our way of life depends on our investment of time and attention to 
every child in our midst. 1,7 2 1,2,5   

 

 

Chart B: Shows LOFT. Functions and the Vision and Belief Statements that Correspond to Each Function. 

 
 Functions 

   

 1 Positive impact on all students across multiple dimensions. 

3 Vision Attract and retain talented, diverse employees who love learning and serving others. 
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8 Vision Nurture a respectful workplace where high expectations, learning and fun permeate. 

9 Vision Target significant gains in student learning and achievement in reading, math, and science. 

10 Vi sion 
Carry out our work each day with full realization that improving the lives of children and families is the reason for our 
existence. 

1 Beliefs Individuals are unique and learn differently. 

6 Beliefs The individual child benefits when the family is a partner in his/her education. 

9 Beliefs All individuals deserve the opportunity and support necessary to achieve their highest potential. 

10 Beliefs Our way of life depends on our investment of time and attention to every child in our midst. 

   

 2 Integrated solutions to sets of client problems. 

5 Vision Continuously improve our practices, processes, and products through learning that is rich in data and research-based. 

6 Vision Create flexible, effective, and efficient approaches to our work. 

9 Vision Target significant gains in student learning and achievement in reading, math, and science. 

1 Beliefs Individuals are unique and learn differently. 

3 Beliefs Individuals value what they help to create. 

5 Beliefs Partnerships and teamwork result in best services. 

7 Beliefs Continuous learning is critical to the quality of all we do. 

   

 3 
Recognition of the worth of our staff and assure they have the materials, equipment, and support to contribute 
their gifts and expertise and to do their work well. 

1 Vision Honor the past while embracing the future. 

3 Vision Attract and retain talented, diverse employees who love learning and serving others. 

4 Vision Cultivate people for roles and positions of leadership. 

7 Vision Identify and utilize the most effective technologies for leading and learning. 

8 Vision Nurture a respectful workplace where high expectations, learning and fun permeate. 
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10 Vi sion 
Carry out our work each day with full realization that improving the lives of children and families is the reason for our 
existence. 

2 Beliefs Individuals deserve to work and learn in respectful and nurturing environments. 

3 Beliefs Individuals value what they help to create. 

4 Beliefs The diversity of our people and our ideas lends strength to our organization and our services. 

7 Beliefs Continuous learning is critical to the quality of all we do. 

8 Beliefs Visionary leadership is essential to the realization of human and organizational potential. 

9 Beliefs All individuals deserve the opportunity and support necessary to achieve their highest potential. 

   

 4 Help for LEA's to define their unique sets of problems in a holistic way. 

6 Vision Create flexible, effective, and efficient approaches to our work. 

7 Vision Identify and utilize the most effective technologies for leading and learning. 

9 Vision Target significant gains in student learning and achievement in reading, math, and science. 

3 Beliefs Individuals value what they help to create. 

4 Beliefs The diversity of our people and our ideas lends strength to our organization and our services. 

5 Beliefs Partnerships and teamwork result in best services. 

7 Beliefs Continuous learning is critical to the quality of all we do. 

9 Beliefs All individuals deserve the opportunity and support necessary to achieve their highest potential. 

   

 5 Strong client relationships characterized by openness, shared learning, and trust. 

2 Vision Maintain strong connections with our clients, associates, communities, and policymakers. 

6 Vision Create flexible, effective, and efficient approaches to our work. 

8 Vision Nurture a respectful workplace where high expectations, learning and fun permeate. 

10 Vi sion 
Carry out our work each day with full realization that improving the lives of children and families is the reason for our 
existence. 
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2 Beliefs Individuals deserve to work and learn in respectful and nurturing environments. 

3 Beliefs Individuals value what they help to create. 

5 Beliefs Partnerships and teamwork result in best services. 

6 Beliefs The individual child benefits when the family is a partner in his/her education. 

7 Beliefs Continuous learning is critical to the quality of all we do. 

   

 6 Support to the DE in deploying initiatives. 

2 Vision Maintain strong connections with our clients, associates, communities, and policymakers. 

5 Beliefs Partnerships and teamwork result in best services. 

   

 7 Judicious and efficient use of educational resources in the service areas. 

6 Vision Create flexible, effective, and efficient approaches to our work. 

10 Beliefs Our way of life depends on our investment of time and attention to every child in our midst. 

 

 

Chart C: Shows LOFT. Functions and the Vision and Belief Statements that Correspond to Each Structure. 

 
 Structures 

   

 1 
Opportunity-creating teams who: are presented with challenging work; have opportunities to teach and learn 
from colleagues; have opportunities to innovate, and; are able to see the impact of their work. 

3 Vision Attract and retain talented, diverse employees who love learning and serving others. 

4 Vision Cultivate people for roles and positions of leadership. 

5 Vision Continuously improve our practices, processes, and products through learning that is rich in data and research-based. 
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6 Vision Create flexible, effective, and efficient approaches to our work. 

8 Vision Nurture a respectful workplace where high expectations, learning and fun permeate. 

9 Vision Target significant gains in student learning and achievement in reading, math, and science. 

10 Vi sion 
Carry out our work each day with full realization that improving the lives of children and families is the reason for our 
existence. 

2 Beliefs Individuals deserve to work and learn in respectful and nurturing environments. 

3 Beliefs Individuals value what they help to create. 

4 Beliefs The diversity of our people and our ideas lends strength to our organization and our services. 

5 Beliefs Partnerships and teamwork result in best services. 

7 Beliefs Continuous learning is critical to the quality of all we do. 

9 Beliefs All individuals deserve the opportunity and support necessary to achieve their highest potential. 

   

 2 Dynamic structures that continually match internal competency with client need. 

6 Vision Create flexible, effective, and efficient approaches to our work. 

7 Vision Identify and utilize the most effective technologies for leading and learning. 

9 Vision Target significant gains in student learning and achievement in reading, math, and science. 

6 Beliefs The individual child benefits when the family is a partner in his/her education. 

8 Beliefs Visionary leadership is essential to the realization of human and organizational potential. 

10 Beliefs Our way of life depends on our investment of time and attention to every child in our midst. 

   

 3 
A set of internal support units that are managed to provide highly effective, efficient, and aligned services to the 
Agency at-large. 

6 Vision Create flexible, effective, and efficient approaches to our work. 

7 Vision Identify and utilize the most effective technologies for leading and learning. 

5 Beliefs Partnerships and teamwork result in best services. 
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9 Beliefs All individuals deserve the opportunity and support necessary to achieve their highest potential. 

 

Chart D: Shows LOFT. Functions and the Vision and Belief Statements that Correspond to Each Process. 

 
 Processes 

   

 1 
Identify and standardize on best-known practice that contributes to effective solutions to complex client 
problems. 

5 Vision Continuously improve our practices, processes, and products through learning that is rich in data and research-based. 

7 Vision Identify and utilize the most effective technologies for leading and learning. 

9 Vision Target significant gains in student learning and achievement in reading, math, and science. 

10 Vi sion 
Carry out our work each day with full realization that improving the lives of children and families is the reason for our 
existence. 

1 Beliefs Individuals are unique and learn differently. 

5 Beliefs Partnerships and teamwork result in best services. 

10 Beliefs Our way of life depends on our investment of time and attention to every child in our midst. 

   

 2 
Develop, disseminate, and continuously improve programs, products, and services that simultaneously achieve 
high quality, rapid cycle times, low waste, and high flexibility. 

5 Vision Continuously improve our practices, processes, and products through learning that is rich in data and research-based. 

6 Vision Create flexible, effective, and efficient approaches to our work. 

7 Vision Identify and utilize the most effective technologies for leading and learning. 

9 Vision Target significant gains in student learning and achievement in reading, math, and science. 

10 Vi sion 
Carry out our work each day with full realization that improving the lives of children and families is the reason for our 
existence. 
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3 Beliefs Individuals value what they help to create. 

5 Beliefs Partnerships and teamwork result in best services. 

7 Beliefs Continuous learning is critical to the quality of all we do. 

10 Beliefs Our way of life depends on our investment of time and attention to every child in our midst. 

   

 3 
Develop and use a measurement process that provides relevant information to decision makers at all levels of the 
Agency. 

5 Vision Continuously improve our practices, processes, and products through learning that is rich in data and research-based. 

6 Vision Create flexible, effective, and efficient approaches to our work. 

8 Vision Nurture a respectful workplace where high expectations, learning and fun permeate. 

9 Vision Target significant gains in student learning and achievement in reading, math, and science. 

7 Beliefs Continuous learning is critical to the quality of all we do. 

   

 4 
Develop and use effective decision processes that: make decision criteria clear and known; identifies and records 
key assumptions and expectations, and; fosters learning through comparisons between predicted and actual. 

1 Vision Honor the past while embracing the future. 

8 Vision Nurture a respectful workplace where high expectations, learning and fun permeate. 

9 Vision Target significant gains in student learning and achievement in reading, math, and science. 

7 Beliefs Continuous learning is critical to the quality of all we do. 

8 Beliefs Visionary leadership is essential to the realization of human and organizational potential. 

   

 5 Enable people to develop and apply their knowledge and talents to influence the Agency and its clients. 

3 Vision Attract and retain talented, diverse employees who love learning and serving others. 

4 Vision Cultivate people for roles and positions of leadership. 
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5 Vision Continuously improve our practices, processes, and products through learning that is rich in data and research-based. 

6 Vision Create flexible, effective, and efficient approaches to our work. 

8 Vision Nurture a respectful workplace where high expectations, learning and fun permeate. 

9 Vision Target significant gains in student learning and achievement in reading, math, and science. 

10 Vi sion 
Carry out our work each day with full realization that improving the lives of children and families is the reason for our 
existence. 

2 Beliefs Individuals deserve to work and learn in respectful and nurturing environments. 

3 Beliefs Individuals value what they help to create. 

4 Beliefs The diversity of our people and our ideas lends strength to our organization and our services. 

5 Beliefs Partnerships and teamwork result in best services. 

6 Beliefs The individual child benefits when the family is a partner in his/her education. 

7 Beliefs Continuous learning is critical to the quality of all we do. 

8 Beliefs Visionary leadership is essential to the realization of human and organizational potential. 

9 Beliefs All individuals deserve the opportunity and support necessary to achieve their highest potential. 

10 Beliefs Our way of life depends on our investment of time and attention to every child in our midst. 
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Accreditation - Area Education Agency 10 Accreditation Summary 2006-07 

Areas of Strength 

1. Addressing Past Recommendations. Evidence from the agency self-study and interviews 
indicated that Grant Wood AEA (GWAEA) addressed all recommendations from its last 
(2001-02) AEA Accreditation Site Visit Report. Examples include:  
 Expansion and addition of technology-based tools to support agency and local education 

agency (LEA) needs  
 Strengthening agency efforts to support LEAs in improving student achievement 

through research-based practices  
 Consistent training of special education staff in regard to eligibility determinations  
 Merging of staff development and professional development programs into a single 

program  

2. Recognizing Diversity. Agency staff reported that GWAEA recognizes the need to increase 
diversity among its staff and is taking steps to do so. The agency has revised its Affirmative 
Action/Equal Employment Opportunity (AA/EEO) plan, with staff assigned to assure 
implementation. In addition, the Human Resources Office has developed a document that 
describes the agency’s recruitment, hiring, and personnel practices.  

3. Support for LEAs: Data. Agency and LEA interviewees reported that GWAEA provides 
support to strengthen LEA collection, analysis, and use of data to guide decisions. For 
example, the agency provides:  
 • a cost efficient student information system for all LEAs (i.e., Center Point/Power 

School)  
 • access to an online assessment database which includes tools for data analysis that 

support LEAs in data-based decision making  
 • training in the use of data for LEA school improvement efforts  

In addition, data from several sources (e.g., Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Iowa Tests of 
Educational Development, and 6-year Performance Plan) are included in the district service 
plans.  

4. Communication. LEA and agency interviewees indicated that GWAEA provides 
information about its services through multiple channels, including:  
 The Linker (agency newsletter)  
 Email/listservs  
 Face-to-face contact  
 Agency website  

5. Continuous Improvement. Written evidence and information from interviewees indicate 
the agency has focused on continuous improvement. Supporting examples are listed below.  

 The agency has a system to evaluate services (e.g., connection to agency-wide goals, 
accreditation standards and criterion, effects on student performance) through study of 
multiple data sources that include, but are not limited to, the following:  
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o Satisfaction surveys  
o Administrator/LEA interviews  
o Needs assessments  
o District service plans  
o Student performance data  
o Ongoing communication between LEAs and regional administrators  

 Media Services has a process for reviewing materials prior to purchase. This process 
includes two criteria: 1) alignment to LEA curriculum, and 2) Multicultural, Gender 
Fair representation.  

 As staff assignments have moved from a discipline-specific focus to a more integrated, 
cross-discipline approach, the agency has provided professional development (i.e., 
“common learnings”) for internal staff to support this shift.  

6. Response to LEA Needs. LEA interviewees indicated appreciation for the variety of 
services provided by GWAEA. Agency and LEA interviewees provided examples of how 
agency staff responds to LEA needs including, but not limited to, the following:  
 Efforts to improve teaching and learning in LEAs, such as  

o providing support to strengthen use of differentiated instruction (evidenced in the 
agency’s reading, math, and science initiatives)  

o Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) project  
o Van Allen Science Teaching (VAST) Center  
o assigning staff to provide technical assistance, support services, and information 

to school districts on meeting the needs of English Language Learners  
 Substitute Employee Management System (SEMS)  
 Mandatory reporter training (online)  
 To improve year-round IDEA Part C services, the agency increased the Part C Liaison 

to a salaried position (increases the contract by 40 days), increased Service 
Coordination by 2.0 FTEs, and is renegotiating Service Coordinator contracts under one 
provider to allow for more efficient and consistent implementation  

In addition to training agency staff on new transition file review process, the agency 
offered districts the opportunity to have their secondary special education teachers participate 
in the training and reviews  

7. Science. LEA and agency interviewees reported their approval for the agency’s efforts to 
support LEAs in the area of science. Agency efforts include the following:  
 expanding the VAST science kit inventory and LEA professional development  
 engagement in Every Learner Inquires (ELI)  
 use of Enhancing Education Through Technology (E2T2) funds to support integration 

of technology into science  
 development of the Science and Mathematics Avenues for Renewing Teachers and 

Students (SMARTS) partnership with the University of Iowa  

8. Technology. GWAEA has demonstrated proactive leadership through the development or 
acquisition of multiple technology-based tools that assist LEAs to more efficiently meet the 
needs of students. Examples include:  
 Online student management system (Center Point/Power School)  
 Online Student Assessment System  
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 Web-based staff development (e.g., mandatory staff trainings)  
 Individual student progress monitoring tool  
 Web IEP  
 Web-based Intensive Instruction Plan  

9. Special Education: LRE. Special education interviewees indicated the agency has put into 
practice a process to review student placements in order to limit the number placed in 
private segregated facilities and separate schools, as well as the number receiving hospital or 
homebound instruction. Students enter these settings with the expectation they will return to 
the home district. For 2006-07 the agency reported 2.9% of students with Individualized 
Education Programs (IEPs) being placed in these settings; this was below the state average 
of 3.8%.  

10. Special Education: Monitoring. The agency has a Part B General Supervision “point 
person” that notifies regional administrators and district superintendents of impending 
deadlines for district special education Corrective Action Plans. This helps assure that LEAs 
remain in compliance with the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).  

11. Early ACCESS. Agency staff has promoted collaboration around “birth to 3” services by 
contacting area hospitals and clinics and holding conversations with local speech, 
occupational, and physical therapists, dietitians, and psychologists regarding:  
 Child Find  
 Services to families of infants and toddlers  
 Information regarding infant and toddler medical needs  

Suggested Areas of Improvement  
1. Communication: Data-based Decisions. The agency collects data related to LEA needs 

from a variety of sources and uses these data to adjust services; however, LEA interviewees 
reported lack of understanding of how decisions are reached regarding equitable delivery of 
agency services. The agency might consider developing a communication plan to share 
analysis of the data and to show how data impact decisions to provide equitable services.  

2. Communication: Efficiency. Agency interviewees described how the agency measures the 
efficiency of the agency services. Some LEA interviewees were not familiar with this 
process. Consider communicating the process of how the agency measures the efficiency of 
its services to LEAs to ensure common understanding.  

3. Evaluation of Agency Programs/Services. LEA Interviewees indicated the only agency-
wide evaluation of services of which they were familiar is the online Customer Survey. 
While this instrument provides user perceptions of agency services, it does not collect 
specific data indicating how programs are impacting students. Most LEA and agency 
interviewees could reference summative data tied to student achievement (e.g., standardized 
testing and trend data); however, there was limited evidence of the use of formative methods 
for monitoring the effectiveness of services. Development of a consistent tool/process for 
collecting formative data to document the effectiveness of agency initiatives in increasing 
student achievement is recommended. This could be accomplished by ensuring that all 
service area teams set performance benchmarks for their respective initiatives, then monitor 
and document progress toward meeting those benchmarks.  
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4. LEA Perception. LEA interviewees reported concerns surrounding a perceived inequity in 
the allocation of agency resources to support LEAs. Examples shared include the following:  
 • The number of students with autistic characteristics is increasing, resulting in 

increased wait time for identification and provision of services for these students.  
 • Interviewees from a large district stated that there is one literacy consultant to serve 

multiple buildings.  
 • An interviewee indicated that reduction in social work services at the building level 

(due to budget cuts) resulted in the LEA choosing to allocate its own resources to 
provide these services rather than contact the agency on an “as needed” basis.  

 • An interviewee indicated that when services for adaptive physical education and work 
experience were cut, there was little opportunity for districts to effectively plan for how 
schools could continue to provide these services to students.  

Consider identifying to what extent LEAs across the agency view their services as 
inequitable. If necessary, study the distribution of services across LEAs to ensure equitable 
allocation of personnel. The results of this study should be shared with LEAs. Any resulting 
changes in staffing patterns should be communicated in a timely fashion.  

5. MCGF. The agency’s self study states multiple times that “All data sources are considered 
in implementation monitoring [of agency initiatives];” however, no clarification of 
multicultural gender fair (MCGF) consideration was provided. Interviewees in all groups 
shared a perception that MCGF concepts are incorporated into materials selection, and 
professional development; however, there did not appear to be documented evidence that 
this is done. It is possible that multiple definitions of MCGF exist, as it appeared there was 
no common definition/understanding among LEA and agency interviewees. Creating 
common understanding of MCGF concepts and developing a verification process (i.e., 
procedures for monitoring implementation) to assure these are imbedded within all 
initiatives is recommended. Agency literacy interviewees provided several examples 
indicating how integration of MCGF concepts is a regular part of the Literacy Team’s 
practices. The agency is encouraged to use the Literacy Team’s approach as an example in 
supporting other agency initiatives and services in order to strengthen its attention to MCGF 
requirements and assure that MCGF concepts are embedded within everyday practice.  

6. Special Education: Preschools. Agency special education staff indicated concern about 
assessing the quality of private preschools within the agency’s boundaries. Interviewees felt 
that some type of assessment needs to be done in order to assure that these preschools have 
the necessary capacity and resources to address the needs of children with IFSPs or IEPs. It 
might be helpful to review the process developed by Northwest AEA to determine the 
quality of private preschools prior to student placement. For information, contact Cindy 
Chettinger at Northwest AEA by phone (712-222-6000 Ext. 6340) or email 
cchettinger@nwaea.k12.ia.us.  

7. Special Education: State Performance Plan. The agency is initiating conversations with 
districts around issues of concern identified by the 6-Year Special Education State 
Performance Plan, such as:  
 • Expanding options for preschool special education children  
 • Disproportional representation of African-Americans in special education  
 • Significant discrepancy in the rates of suspension and expulsion of children with 

disabilities by race and ethnicity  
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 • Academic performance of children with disabilities on statewide assessments  

The visiting team encourages the agency to continue its efforts to help districts deal with 
these issues.  

This full report is available from Grant Wood AEA. Please contact George Held. 
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Grant Wood AEA Media & Technology Data  
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ALBURNETT 8 56 62 0 5 0 0 56 0 53 37 0 2 41 203 
ANAMOSA 1 19 52 1 1 13 0 19 6 100 27 0 21 184 181 
BELLE PLAINE 0 4 12 0 5 0 0 26 0 14 12 0 0 127 9 
BENTON 2 3 34     1   43 6 52 31   10 187 69 
CEDAR RAPIDS 41 455 842 3 39 13 6 994 92 839 361 5 105 2,106 2,849 
CENTER POINT/ URBANA 37 32 107 0 13 0 3 214 7 76 26 8 4 199 367 
CENTRAL CITY 0 7 87 0 0 0 0 92 3 30 27 0 0 99 36 
CENTRAL LUTHERAN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CLEAR CREEK AMANA 8 11 80 0 0 0 0 23 5 70 65 14 8 162 517 
COLLEGE COMMUNITY 15 74 158 0 1 1 0 167 38 250 167 6 6 270 1,184 
DEEP RIVER MILLERSBURG 0 5 5 0 0 0 0 2 0 10 7 0 0 20 45 
ENGLISH VALLEYS 5 8 25 0 0 0 0 50 13 3 5 0 4 43 33 
GWAEA ** 342 76 1,239 36 110 118   86 53 1,473 797 116 29 462 672 
HIGHLAND 2 25 116 0 34 0 0 147 42 72 38 0 2 174 773 
HLV 0 46 147 0 0 0 0 189 5 59 12 0 2 44 50 
IOWA BRAILLE ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
IOWA CITY 104 235 662 2 20 1 3 375 68 410 306 81 111 1,135 896 
IOWA MENNONITE ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
IOWA VALLEY 0 5 13 0 2 0 0 13 0 21 6 0 6 81 30 
ISAAC NEWTON ACADEMY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LINN-MAR 68 42 285 0 4 15 3 114 16 369 202 0 52 574 480 
LISBON 0 16 19 0 0 0 0 19 5 29 14 0 18 94 92 
LONE TREE 0 111 64 0 4 0 0 158 13 87 38 0 0 94 65 
LUTHERAN INTERPARISH ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MARION 2 12 151 0 1 0 2 46 17 131 41 0 18 207 115 
METRO CATHOLIC 4 134 439 0 16 0 29 415 16 292 101 2 21 421 682 
MIDLAND 1 27 88 0 0 0 0 42 9 27 9 0 3 35 232 
MIPRAIRIE 19 68 142 2 4 0 0 26 9 118 114 0 11 197 170 
MISC./OTHER** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MONTICELLO 25 7 102 1 0 0 0 15 9 81 62 30 0 121 26 
MOUNT VERNON 18 31 93 0 0 0 0 18 6 68 37 2 14 123 59 
NORTH CEDAR 0 16 60 0 0 0 0 81 5 27 4 0 23 141 111 
NORTH LINN 0 22 69 0 0 0 0 69 7 127 36 0 3 93 494 
OLIN CONSOL. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
REGINA ELEMENTARY ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
REGINA HS ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SACRED HEART ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SCATTERGOOD FRIENDS ** 0 71 92 0 0 0 0 53 12 98 12 0 14 107 63 
SOLON 8 57 81 0 7 1 0 88 3 55 47 0 2 95 375 
SPRINGVILLE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ST. JAMES ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ST. PATRICK-ANAMOSA ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SUMMIT ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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TANAGER PLACE ** 0 10 39 0 4 0 0 29 15 99 40 0 0 45 46 
TIPTON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TRINITY LUTHERAN ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UNIV HOSP SCHOOL ** 31 7 67     4   84 9 49 31   5 174 43 
VINTON/SHELLSBURG 6 3 189 0 0 0 0 56 8 204 28 0 7 95 154 
WASHINGTON 9 79 185 4 3     140 18 161 82   23 164 252 
WEST BRANCH 4 4 164   7     34   73 22   2 69 60 
WILLIAMSBURG 7 43 84 3 5 0 0 42 5 102 34 0 11 203 384 
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ALBURNETT 136 713 9 1,381 1,381 87 150 903 299 1,361 491 
ANAMOSA 293 1,822 11 2,751 2,751 30 733 3,277 313 2,043 762 
BELLE PLAINE 133 1,545 5 1,893 1,893 24 474 1,861 214 806 268 
BENTON 262 2,196 2 2,898 2,898 1 860 2,784 375 279 2,378 
CEDAR RAPIDS 3,788 18,160 425 31,124 31,124 7,809 21,447 46,035 19,507 65,655 11,988 
CENTER POINT/ 
URBANA 217 2,234 9 3,553 3,553 3 714 1,808 29 7,173 3,050 
CENTRAL CITY 112 896 3 1,392 1,392 1 7 164 9 0 51 
CENTRAL LUTHERAN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CLEAR CREEK 
AMANA 357 1,678 7 3,005 3,005 589 619 3,329 6 3,065 1,441 
COLLEGE 
COMMUNITY 639 2,493 33 5,502 5,502 108 2,612 12,162 436 36,202 3,068 
DEEP RIVER 
MILLERSBURG 8 76 0 178 178 32 226 92 165 129 65 
ENGLISH VALLEYS 126 705 1 1,021 1,021 20 166 1,339 69 1,723 116 
GWAEA ** 785 2,756 300 9,462 9,462             
HIGHLAND 245 1,708 8 3,386 3,386 189 1,466 1,715 107 439 1,608 
HLV 64 484 2 1,104 1,104 1 10 685 29 102 368 
IOWA BRAILLE ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
IOWA CITY 2,900 11,102 99 18,510 18,510 3,028 12,342 85,422 6,875 ##### 9,292 
IOWA MENNONITE ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
IOWA VALLEY 252 931 3 1,363 1,363 0 28 759 2 30 616 
ISAAC NEWTON 
ACADEMY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LINN-MAR 839 6,637 63 9,763 9,763 165 6,061 13,496 806 5,972 2,563 
LISBON 220 701 11 1,238 1,238 58 495 400 6 2,456 856 
LONE TREE 130 564 27 1,355 1,355 24 30 1,206 0 50 33 
LUTHERAN 
INTERPARISH ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MARION 690 2,891 59 4,383 4,383 3,221 8,930 1,258 3,536 4,080 1,876 
METRO CATHOLIC 1,103 4,390 24 8,089 8,089 523 16,357 14,687 4,953 11,904 6,185 
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MIDLAND 132 483 2 1,090 1,090 2,423 38 346 0 34 135 
MIPRAIRIE 519 2,376 34 3,809 3,809 165 1,342 1,410 66 1,921 2,125 
MISC./OTHER** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MONTICELLO 180 889 10 1,558 1,558 2,331 2,692 2,398 462 15,483 2,455 
MOUNT VERNON 313 939 23 1,744 1,744 53 169 2,415 27 18,445 358 
NORTH CEDAR 145 1,215 9 1,837 1,837 2,621 252 0 130 0 351 
NORTH LINN 211 964 3 2,098 2,098 18 751 1,106 427 1,717 290 
OLIN CONSOL. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
REGINA 
ELEMENTARY ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
REGINA HS ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SACRED HEART ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SCATTERGOOD 
FRIENDS ** 364 926 38 1,850 1,850 3 10 1,100 14 135 309 
SOLON 345 772 7 1,943 1,943 48 2,863 14,285 1,744 6,100 1,308 
SPRINGVILLE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ST. JAMES ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ST. PATRICK-
ANAMOSA ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SUMMIT ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TANAGER PLACE ** 176 940 2 1,445 1,445 0 181 441 1 185 305 
TIPTON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TRINITY LUTHERAN ** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UNIV HOSP SCHOOL 
** 330 1,747 15 2,596 2,596 40 170 336 79 34 1,184 
VINTON/SHELLSBURG 246 1,002 1 1,999 1,999 367 3,750 4,860 401 5,045 3,773 
WASHINGTON 284 1,484 11 2,899 2,899 150 2,832 833 291 62 211 
WEST BRANCH 67 606 11 1,123 1,123 0 147 1,907 9 2,344 217 
WILLIAMSBURG 297 1,591 13 2,824 2,824 81 3,467 6,468 572 8,033 146 

 

For more information about Media Services or to access needs assessment data in this area please 
contact Char Haddy, Media Center Supervisor at chaddy@aea10.k12.ia.us.  
 

mailto:chaddy@aea10.k12.ia.us�
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Iowa Testing Programs. Agency-Wide Results, 2001 to 2007  
Grade Eleven Overall Performance 
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  Student Data for Students in AEA10 
  Low Proficient 
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20
01

-0
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20
02

-0
3 

20
03

-0
4 

20
04

-0
5 

20
05

-0
6 

20
06

-0
7 

White 15 16 17 16 15 15 85 84 83 84 85 85 
Nonwhite 30 28 36 37 37 34 70 72 63 63 62 66 
IEP 57 60 64 58 58 56 43 41 36 42 42 44 
No IEP 12 13 12 12 12 11 88 87 88 88 89 89 
Eligible for 
FRPM 39 34 40 42 40 38 61 67 60 58 60 62 

M
at

h 

Ineligible for 
FRPM 14 15 15 14 12 12 87 86 85 87 88 88 
White 17 18 18 18 16 17 83 81 82 82 84 83 
Nonwhite 31 31 36 37 33 36 68 69 64 63 67 64 
IEP 63 66 59 66 60 63 37 34 40 34 40 37 
No IEP 14 15 14 13 12 13 86 85 86 86 89 87 
Eligible for 
FRPM 41 38 38 43 40 39 59 63 62 57 60 61 

R
ea

di
ng

 

Ineligible for 
FRPM 16 17 16 16 13 15 85 82 84 84 87 85 
White 18 15 16 14 14 13 83 85 84 87 86 87 
Nonwhite 31 26 34 30 62 26 70 74 66 71 68 73 
IEP 58 57 52 47 53 49 42 43 48 52 44 51 
No IEP 15 12 13 11 10 9 85 88 88 90 90 90 
Eligible for 
FRPM 40 30 34 33 36 30 61 70 66 67 65 70 

Sc
ie

nc
e 

Ineligible for 
FRPM 16 14 15 12 12 11 84 86 85 88 88 89 
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  Proficient by Bienniums 

  AEA10 State of Iowa 

  20
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-0
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20
01

-0
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20
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-0
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20
03

-0
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20
04

-0
6 

20
05

-0
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All Students 84 83 82 83 84 79 79 78 79 78 
Females 84 83 82 82 81 79 48 78 78 78 M

at
h 

Males 85 83 83 84 85 80 79 79 79 79 
All Students 82 82 81 82 82 77 77 77 77 77 
Females 85 85 84 84 85 82 81 81 81 81 

R
ea

di
ng

 

Males 78 778 78 79 79 73 72 73 73 74 
All Students 84 84 83 84 86 79 79 80 80 81 
Females 86 86 86 86 87 82 83 83 83 83 

Sc
ie

nc
e 

Males 80 81 81 83 83 75 76 77 78 78 
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Grade Eight Overall Performance 
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  Student Data for Students in AEA10 
  Low Proficient 
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01
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20
02

-0
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20
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20
05

-0
6 

20
06

-0
7 

White 23 18 22 20 19 18 77 82 78 80 81 83 
Nonwhite 44 36 45 41 43 41 57 65 55 59 58 59 
IEP 76 64 72 66 69 64 24 36 28 34 31 37 
No IEP 17 14 15 17 14 13 83 86 85 84 86 87 
Eligible for 
FRPM 55 41 48 40 43 43 45 59 53 60 56 57 

M
at

h 

Ineligible for 
FRPM 20 16 18 17 16 14 81 84 82 83 85 86 
White 26 21 25 24 24 23 75 79 76 77 76 77 
Nonwhite 44 41 45 46 44 41 56 59 55 55 56 59 
IEP 76 72 74 76 78 73 24 28 26 24 22 27 
No IEP 19 16 18 20 18 17 81 84 82 80 82 83 
Eligible for 
FRPM 54 44 50 45 47 47 46 55 50 55 52 53 

R
ea

di
ng

 

Ineligible for 
FRPM 23 19 22 21 21 19 77 82 78 79 80 82 
White 20 12 19 14 18 13 80 88 81 87 82 86 
Nonwhite 37 28 39 33 36 33 63 72 61 67 64 67 
IEP 62 47 61 50 57 49 39 53 39 51 43 51 
No IEP 15 10 13 12 14 11 85 90 87 89 87 49 
Eligible for 
FRPM 45 30 41 30 37 35 56 70 59 70 63 66 

Sc
ie

nc
e 

Ineligible for 
FRPM 18 11 16 12 15 11 83 89 84 88 86 89 

 

  Proficient by Bienniums 

  AEA10 State of Iowa 

  20
01
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20
01

-0
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20
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-0
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20
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05
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All Students 78 78 77 78 79 72 72 74 75 76 
Females 78 78 77 79 79 72 72 74 75 75 M

at
h 

Males 78 80 78 79 80 71 72 74 75 76 
All Students 75 75 74 75 75 69 69 71 71 72 
Females 79 78 76 76 75 72 72 73 74 74 

R
ea

di
ng

 

Males 72 73 72 73 74 67 67 68 69 70 
All Students 82 83 83 83 83 77 78 79 80 81 
Females 85 85 84 84 84 79 80 81 82 82 

Sc
ie

nc
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Males 81 81 81 82 82 76 76 78 79 80 
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Grade Four Overall Performance 

 

 
  Student Data for Students in AEA10 
  Low Proficient 
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20
02

-0
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-0
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04

-0
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20
05

-0
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20
06

-0
7 

White 23 20 20 16 17 15 77 80 80 84 83 85 
Nonwhite 42 34 44 39 41 39 58 66 56 61 59 62 
IEP 60 66 63 54 53 52 39 34 38 46 46 47 
No IEP 22 17 18 17 16 14 78 82 82 84 85 86 
Eligible for FRPM 47 41 45 38 38 35 53 59 56 63 62 65 

M
at

h 

Ineligible for 
FRPM 20 17 16 14 15 13 81 84 84 87 85 88 
White 21 20 21 18 18 15 79 81 79 83 82 85 
Nonwhite 37 34 40 38 40 38 63 66 60 62 61 62 
IEP 67 75 70 61 64 60 33 26 30 39 36 40 
No IEP 19 16 18 17 15 12 81 84 83 83 84 88 
Eligible for FRPM 40 41 44 40 40 36 60 59 57 60 60 64 R

ea
di

ng
 

Ineligible for 
FRPM 19 16 17 14 16 12 82 84 83 87 84 88 
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  Proficient by Bienniums 

  AEA10 State of Iowa 
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All Students 77 78 79 81 82 75 77 79 80 81 
Females 76 78 78 80 81 74 76 78 79 80 M
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Males 78 79 81 82 82 76 78 80 81 81 
All Students 78 79 79 80 81 76 77 78 78 79 
Females 81 79 80 83 83 78 79 80 81 81 
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Males 76 76 76 77 78 74 74 76 76 77 
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Summary:  

 Performance on the ITBS and ITED has remained relatively stable over the years.  

 White students perform better than non-white students.  

 Students with disabilities do not perform as well as students who do not have disabilities.  

 Students from low socio-economic households do not perform as well as students from 
households that are not low socio-economically.  

Notes:  

 The numbers of students within the disaggregated groups varies from year to year. These 
variations are partly responsible for the fluctuation in the percent of students proficient 
within a disaggregated group over time.  

 

Area 10 Graduate G.P.A.s at Kirkwood Community College 

Kirkwood Community College serves Area 10. Many Area 10 graduates go on to begin or renew 
their educations at Kirkwood. The following data is meant to provide a glimpse into the success of 
Area 10 graduates at Kirkwood.  
The following data is grouped by the number of persons from Area 10 high schools enrolled at 
Kirkwood in the last five years. The data are grouped according to the year of high school 
graduation, 1998 through 2002. The data includes the count of all students, and their GPA.  

Interpreting these data requires a little background information: First not all students come to 
Kirkwood directly from high school. Many take a year or more break and some are transfers from 
other post secondary institutions. Also, remember that many are part-time over extended periods 
of time. Thus 1998 has more earned hours and graduates than 1999 and 1999 has more than 2000, 
etc.  

Be aware that these data have nothing to do with student intent. When Kirkwood calculates the 
College's official graduation rate, according to IPEDS guidelines, they use only first-time, full-
time, degree-seeking students. For Arts and Sciences students the graduation rate is 23% to 24%. 
For Applied Sciences (vocational/technical) students the graduation rate ranges from 40% to 45%. 
Another caveat is that the "will or need" to graduate is highly variable. In Kirkwood’s health 
sciences programs it is very high - these students can't get a job without certification and they can't 
sit for the certifying exams unless they graduate. This is not true for auto body or many other 
programs. And for Arts and Sciences students who are transferring, there is almost no incentive 
unless they are scholarship candidates.  
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Yr HS 

Graduation 
Count of 
Names 

Calculated 
GPA 

1998 2,040 2.73 
1999 2,100 2.72 
2000 2,085 2.75 
2001 2,048 2.74 
2002 1,824 2.79 
2003 1,348 2.52 
2004 1,275 2.46 
2005 1,326 2.46 
2006 1,230 2.41 
2007 1,289 2.39 

Data courtesy of Kirkwood Community 
 College, Cedar Rapids, Iowa.  

Agency-Wide Goals 281 - IAC 72.9(1)(c)  
The Agency-Wide Goals for Grant Wood AEA were derived from an on-going 

examination of the collected needs assessment processes and scans of the current context in which 
we work at the local, state, and national level. The Agency determined in 2001 that the following 2 
goals would serve as the focal point for Continuous Improvement and Accreditation. These goals 
continue to guide our work today:  

 Increase the academic performance of all students. 

 Increase the percentage of students who perform at the proficient level. 

Grant Wood AEA has identified 4 services, called “Strategic Priorities” within the Agency, 
which will serve to facilitate the attainment of the Agency goals. A white paper was written for 
each of the 4 services by a representative sample of Agency personnel. It is from these white 
papers that specific actions and measures were identified and the process of implementation has 
continuously evolved and continues to do so at the Agency. The recent strategic planning process, 
identified as L.O.F.T., confirmed that these four areas continue to be critical elements of the 
Agency’s work. 

The 4 Services or Strategic Priorities of the Agency are:  

1. Plan and implement a comprehensive, research-based professional development system to 
meet the needs of individuals and organizations.  

2. Develop and use data systems that inform decisions.  

3. Develop and nurture educational leaders.  

4. Plan and implement improved, comprehensive system grounded in best practices for 
delivering services to diverse learners.  

Addressing the Service Standards via the Services:  
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Service:  Standards Addressed:  
Plan and implement a comprehensive, 
research-based professional development 
system to meet the needs of individuals and 
organizations.  

SC, PD, CIA, DL, MCGF, LE  

Develop and use data systems that inform 
decisions.  

SC, PD, CIA, ME, ST, LE  

Develop and nurture educational leaders.  SC, PD, MCGF, LE  
Plan and implement improved, 
comprehensive system grounded in best 
practices for delivering services to diverse 
learners.  

SC, PD, CIA, DL, MCGF, LE  

 

Action Plans 281 - IAC 72.9(1)(e) 
Agency-Wide Goals and Measures.  

Increase the academic performance of all students. 

1. ITBS/ITED data at 4th, 8th, and 11th grade. Caution: Since it is a discretionary 
decision by individual LEA’s to provide student achievement data to the Agency, 
the Agency must rely upon proficiency rates based upon percentile ranks. This is 
an inappropriate use of percentile rank. To determine growth, standard scores 
should be utilized. 

2. The Agency will use LEA APR reports where possible to utilize more in-depth 
information regarding student achievement as shown throughout the various 
reports in this document. 

Increase the percentage of students who perform at the proficient level. 

1. ITBS/ITED data at 4th, 8th, and 11th grade. Caution: Since it is a discretionary 
decision by individual LEA’s to provide student achievement data to the Agency, 
the Agency must rely upon proficiency rates based upon percentile ranks. This is 
an inappropriate use of percentile rank. To determine growth, standard scores 
should be utilized. 

2. The Agency will use LEA APR reports where possible to utilize more in-depth 
information regarding student achievement. 

3. LEAs who utilize Agency curriculum & instruction services will continue to be 
closely monitored per the actions reported later in this document.  

Agency Services (Strategic Priorities) & Accompanying Actions and Performance Measures. 
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Grant Wood Area Education Agency Professional Development Plan 
School Year 2008-09 

Grant Wood AEA has two goals that guide our work: 

1. Increase the academic performance of all students.  

2. Increase the percentage of students who perform at the proficient level.  

The following data help us to assess our progress toward achievement of these goals and are used 
extensively to guide the professional development work of Grant Wood AEA: 

1. ITBS/ITED Data – (see pages 105 to 114 for these data) 

2. Iowa Youth Survey Data – (see pages 52 to 59 for these data) 

3. State Six-Year Performance Plan Data – (see pages 34 to 49 for these data) 

PD TARGET 

 Increase the percent of students entering school ready to learn at high levels 

 Increase the percent of youth with IEPs that are prepared for success beyond high school 

 Increase the percent of students who meet proficiency in math, reading, and science on 
district wide assessments – particularly students on IEP’s and students that qualify for the 
lunch program 

 Increase the percent of students reporting a learning environment that is conducive to 
establishing positive relationships and for learning at high levels. 

CONTENT 

 Content for professional development activities in reading, math, and science will be 
supported by scientifically-based research. Content may be selected from state-wide 
initiatives (e.g. ECR; ELI; ESC; PBIS; Adolescent Literacy; etc.) and/or from the Iowa 
Content Network. Practices selected from the Content Network will be of high quality- 
earning at least a three on the research continuum. AEA staff will participate in the state-
wide professional development opportunities for the purpose of building capacity with 
research-based instruction (e.g. Cognitively Guided Instruction; Explicit Instruction; 
PWIM; etc.) both at the AEA level and at the LEA level. These professional development 
activities will support the development of high quality core, supplemental and intensive 
instruction including relevant curriculum and aligned assessments.  

 Content for Early Childhood professional development opportunities will be aligned with 
the Iowa Learning Standards and will meet the professional development standards of the 
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State-wide, Voluntary, 4-year-old Grant. AEA sponsored professional development 
opportunities will be created using curriculum and assessment that is supported by 
scientifically-based research (e.g. Creative Curriculum, High Scope, etc.), and instruction 
that is supported by scientifically-based research (e.g. PBIS; ECR 3-5; etc.). AEA staff will 
participate in the professional development opportunities for the purpose of building 
capacity with research-based curriculum, assessment, and instruction practices both at the 
AEA level and at the LEA level. 

 Content for professional development opportunities focused on increasing the percent of 
youths with IEP’s prepared for success beyond high school will be supported by 
scientifically-based research and/or research-validated practices. Content may be selected 
from state-wide initiatives (Iowa Core Curriculum, Authentic Intellectual Work, Iowa 
Transition Work Team, etc.). AEA staff will participate in state-wide professional 
development opportunities for the purpose of building capacity with research-based 
practices both at the AEA level and at the LEA leve. 

 Content for professional development activities focused on achieving improved social and 
learning outcomes while preventing problem behaviors will be supported by research-
validated practices. Content may be selected from state-wide initiatives (e.g. Positive 
Behavior Supports) and/or from other national-wide programs (e.g. Olweus, etc.). AEA 
staff will participate in the professional development opportunities for the purpose of 
building capacity with research-validated practices both at the AEA level and at the LEA 
level.  

Content for AEA staff professional development will be based on Needs Assessment data 
gathered in the spring of 2008 and from AEA 10 student achievement data. This will include 
professional development activities designed to enhance the knowledge and skills necessary to 
support districts and schools in developing organizational structures and processes and for the 
improved use of data to meet student needs and increase academic performance. This may 
include areas of instructional leadership, resource allocation, school improvement process, 
assessment, and progress monitoring. Content selected for AEA-wide professional 
development activities will be selected based on data at the region and school level. 
Professional development content will be evaluated by whether or not the research for the 
content is supported through an experimental or quasi-experimental design. Regional teams 
will limit their focus to one primary area based on LEA data and AEA needs assessment. 

Standards and Criteria addressed through learning and implementing the professional development 
content: Standard 1 – b, c, d, e; Standard 2 – a, b, c, d; Standard 3 – c, e; Standard 4 – a, b, d, e; 
Standard 5 – a, b, c; Standard 7 – a, b, c; Standard 8 – c, e 

Training/Learning Opportunities 

All AEA employees will participate in professional growth opportunities. They will select 
activities based on their responses to the AEA Needs Assessment and/or their individual 
professional growth plans. Professional development activities will be planned at the agency 
level, region level, and discipline level, and will align with agency-wide data, regional data, 
and LEA data. AEA employees are expected to participate in LEA professional development 
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activities for the purpose of assisting with workplace implementation of the workshop 
learning. 

Professional development activities will be aligned with the Iowa Professional Development 
Model. They will include theory, demonstration, practice, collaboration, and feedback. Staff 
will have an opportunity to practice PD content in workshop settings prior to implementing the 
learning in workplace settings. Professional development sessions will be scheduled 
throughout the year so learning is ongoing. In addition, adequate time will be scheduled for 
each professional development opportunity so participants have adequate time to learn and 
implement the content with fidelity. Schedules for professional development sessions will be 
made available to staff through regional and agency communications. 

Theory will be provided through the use of presentations, research articles, video clips, 
research sound bytes, and/or pod casts. Professional development providers will provide 
demonstrations of instructional strategies during professional development sessions. The 
demonstrations will be live demonstrations given by the presenters or possibly demonstrations 
that have been videotaped. Demonstrations will be of high quality and will follow the “moves” 
of steps of the instructional strategy/model being studied. Opportunities to develop lessons and 
practice strategies will occur during the professional development sessions. Agendas for 
professional development sessions will be created based on the study of implementation data 
and/or changes in student performance. In addition, participants will be expected to implement 
the content from professional development activities as a part of their job-embedded 
responsibilities.  

COLLABORATION/IMPLEMENTION 

Time will be scheduled for AEA employees to collaborate with one another and/or with LEA 
colleagues to discuss professional development content, to plan lessons and/or interventions, and 
to analyze student performance data. 

A schedule of implementation will be presented at the start of professional development sessions 
so participants know how often they are expected to implement the content from the professional 
development sessions. Participants will be responsible for completing implementation information 
and submitting it to the professional development providers. Professional development providers 
will analyze implementation data and use it for designing future professional development 
sessions. Participants should be practicing the content frequently enough to ensure fidelity and so 
the professional development content becomes a part of their professional repertoire. 

FORMATIVE EVALUATION 

Formative evaluation data will include data related to: 

 changes in student performance 
 changes in school structures (allocation of resources, leadership development, policy 

support, cross role learning, technical assistance, etc.) 
 level of implementation 
 amount of collaboration 
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 satisfaction with professional development sessions 
 changes in learning 

AEA 10 will use a professional development survey as its formative evaluation tool. The survey 
will be completed by all professional development participants (AEA and LEA) at the end of each 
professional development session. The survey includes the following information: satisfaction 
with the professional development session; learning outcomes for the professional development 
session; level of implementation that has occurred during and between professional development 
sessions; changes in student performance based on the implementation of the professional 
development content.  

The data will be analyzed by professional development providers and will be used to develop 
future professional development sessions as a way to identify participants’ needs in learning; 
needs for supporting higher implementation; needs for supporting implementation with stronger 
fidelity; changes for improving satisfaction.  

SUMMATIVE EVALUATION 

AEA 10 will monitor the results of the professional development effort at the agency level by 
analyzing the following data: 

Student Data – (e.g. ITBS; ITED; diagnostic data, attendance data, office discipline data, 
suspension and expulsion data, Iowa Youth Survey Data, etc.) 

Six Year State Performance Plan Data  

Professional Development Measurement System Data 

Staff Needs Assessment Data 

Data for measuring changes in structures that are necessary to sustain school improvement 
efforts focused on improving student achievement – (e.g. Patterns of Implementation 
Survey; Instructional Decision-Making Rubric, IPI Data, DE Instructional Decision 
Making Survey, etc.) 

The results of this data will be used to write the agency-level professional development plan for 
the next cycle. The following implications will be considered when developing the plan: 

 If the goal and indicators have not been accomplished, student data indicate students are 
responding, and staff are fully implementing, continue the initiatives as is. 

 If students are not responding, but data suggests staff are not fully implementing, continue 
the initiatives with changes. Emphasize processes to increase implementation. 

 If students are not responding and staff are fully implementing, consider selecting different 
strategies. 
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 If indicators for student achievement have been met, consider the initiative complete, and 
begin decision-making process to select another professional development target to address 
a different or revised goal. 

Results will be shared with stakeholders through our Annual Progress Report, Bulletin Board 
updates, articles in The Linker, Profiles of Service and at regional staff meetings. 
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Action Plans 
In order to address the standards and the services we provide, each region and each discipline creates an action plan each year that 
incorporates relevant data, current implementation, and needs of the districts to provide direction for agency action and professional 
development. A copy of each of these plans is included in the appendix of this document to demonstrate how our actions connect to both our 
client needs and our standards of service. 

Agency Services (Strategic Priorities) & Accompanying Actions and Performance Measures. 

Strategic Priority: Plan and implement a comprehensive, research-based professional development system to meet the needs of individuals and organizations. 
Data:  Actions & Methods of Delivery  Standard 

s  
Measures (Results & Efficiency)  Agency-Wide 

Resources (Funding 
& Personnel)  

Monitoring of 
Implementation/Res 
ponsible Parties  

Current relevant 
student 
achievement 
data from 
sources available 
continue to serve 
as markers for 
our progress 
towards this 
goal.  

Align professional development practices to 
scientifically-based reading research and the 
Iowa Professional Development model. -
Deliver professional development in 
literacy, math, science, and learning 
supports instruction to LEA’s through a 
systematic approach to ensure positive 
student learning results and the development 
of teacher-leaders. Such delivery will 
involve several levels of formative measures 
for the leadership team to monitor, evaluate, 
and adjust their efforts to improve student 
learning. The Agency will begin 
implementation of integrated regional teams 
in the 2008-2009 school year to help schools 
better integrate and align their instructional 
programs.  

Build a strong system to understand and 
implement the Iowa Core Curriculum 
among all LEAs. 

CIA LE 
PD DL 
MCGF  

Student performance data is 
collected and analyzed against the 
baseline to determine student 
learning improvement. This Action 
addresses both Agency goals.  

The 4 strategic 
priorities and their 
implementation are 
systemic initiatives 
which cannot be 
conducted in isolation 
from the other 
priorities and work of 
the Agency. As a 
result, determining 
funding & personnel 
allocations would be 
purely artificial. On a 
day-to-day basis it is 
safe to project that  
91% of our funding 
and our staff 
allocation will be 
directly involved in 
meeting these 
priorities and actions. 
This statement applies 
to all the actions 
contained within the 
following materials. 
With the advent of 
Iowa Core 
Curriculum, the 

Executive Team 
Curriculum Teams 
School Improvement 
Consultants and 
Regional Staff.  
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agency has assigned 
one full FTE to work 
on its implementation 
within AEA10. 
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Agency Services (Strategic Priorities) & Accompanying Actions and Performance Measures. Strategic Priority: Develop and use data 

systems that inform decisions.  

Data:  Actions & Methods of Delivery  Standard 
s  

Measures (Results & Efficiency)  Agency-Wide 
Resources (Funding 

& Personnel)  

Monitoring of 
Implementation/Res 
ponsible Parties  

The Agency will 
measure the 
usage of its data 
system and tools 
as well as track 
user satisfaction, 
learning, and 
implementation. 
A Project Team 
is assigned to 
monitor and 
improve the 
system based 
upon user 
feedback.  

Implement PowerSchool to LEA’s and 
begin construction of an Agency log-file to 
serve as the systems “data warehouse” to 
enable LEA and AEA staff to access and 
utilize multiple data sources to solve district, 
school, classroom, and student issues.  

CIA ST 
DL MCGF 
SC PD LE  

-Services available and in-use by 
Agency and LEA increases. -
Customers indicate increased 
useability and classroom 
applications. -Customers indicate 
time and resource savings regarding 
access and use of pertinent school 
and student data through use of the 
system.  

Grant Wood has 
access to a set of 
programmers who 
work to provide 
solutions. Funding 
comes from sale-of-
service income for 
supported products 
and the Agency’s 
commitment to 
providing appropriate 
and needed tools to 
staff. 

Executive Team, 
Technology Services, 
Project Team 
overseeing 
development of the 
data system.  

The Agency will 
measure the 
usage of its data 
system and tools 
as well as track 
user satisfaction, 
learning, and 
implementation. 
A Project Team 
is assigned to 
monitor and 
improve the 
system based 
upon user 
feedback. 

Increase efficiency and effectiveness of 
internal data systems to improve Agency 
responsiveness and access to information.  

PD ST LE  -Internal customers indicate ease of 
access to information critical to their 
work. -System reduces redundancy 
and improves operational efficiency 
through a centralized data system.  

Grant Wood has 
access to a set of 

programmers who 
work to provide 

solutions. Funding 
comes from sale-of-
service income for 
supported products 
and the Agency’s 
commitment to 

providing appropriate 
and needed tools to 

staff. 

Executive Team, 
Technology Services, 
Project Team 
overseeing 
development of the 
data system. 
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Agency Services (Strategic Priorities) & Accompanying Actions and Performance Measures. Strategic Priority: Develop and nurture 

educational leaders.  

Data:  Actions & Methods of Delivery  Standard 
s  

Measures (Results & Efficiency)  Agency-Wide 
Resources (Funding 

& Personnel)  

Monitoring of 
Implementation/Res 
ponsible Parties  

Number of 
participants in 
educational 
development 
program and 
number who 
assume formal 
and informal 
leadership 
positions in the 
Agency and with 
LEA partners.  

Contemporary School Leadership Program. 
This program currently serves teachers, 
principals and AEA staff and has 
consistently high marks from participants 
both initially and in the years after taking the 
course. A year-long program involving a 
cohort who meet once a month to discuss 
systems thinking and how to transform 
schools to meet the new social, economic, 
and educational demands.  

LE CIA 
PD SC DL 
MCGF  

-Participants demonstrate improved 
leadership skills through 
documentation via a leadership 
portfolio. -CSL responds to customer 
needs through a continuously 
improved delivery system. -Program 
participants move into formal and 
informal roles of leadership in 
organizations throughout the 
Agency.  

This program is 
funded through 
participant registration 
and by Grant Wood. 

Executive Team, 
Professional 
Development Office.  

Number of 
participants in 
educational 
development 
program and 
number who 
assume formal 
and informal 
leadership 
positions in the 
Agency and with 
LEA partners. 

Internal Leadership Development Program 
currently provides several opportunities for 
Agency staff including internship positions 
an projects that provide staff with leadership 
opportunities in work that advances and 
assists the Agency in meeting it needs and 
work. 

LE PD DL 
MCGF  

-Agency Core Knowledge 
requirements are identified and 
implemented through a 
comprehensive professional 
development system. -
Implementation data indicates that 
participants are utilizing their skills 
in practice to improve teaching and 
learning. -Professional development 
course offerings are more strategic 
and streamlined, resulting in time 
and cost savings.  

This is a priority that is 
funded by Grant Wood. 

Executive Team & 
Professional 
Development.  
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What follows are specific action plans related to literacy, mathematics, science, early Childhood and School Improvement. While not 
included in this report, each region in the agency completed similar action plans. These plans are available for review, if needed. 

Learning and Leadership Action Plan for 2008-2009 - Literacy 
 

Region Profile:  Data sets will be provided for your region/discipline.  Complete the chart below and use the convergence of data to 
answer questions about your region/discipline.  

 

Summary of Data Analyzed: GWAEA Literacy Team 

Student Performance 
Data  

Social/Emotional/ 
Behavior Data 

Needs Assessment Data  Other Data 

___ State Performance 
Plan 

  

__X_ IIP  

 

 ___ On-line Assessment 
(Reading/Math/ 

         Science) 

 

_X__ Kindergarten 
Literacy Assessment 
Data 2007-08 Report 

 

___ Iowa Youth Survey _X__   AEA Staff Needs 
Assessment 

 

___   Patterns of 
Implementation 

 

___   Learning & 
Leadership Team 
Needs Assessment 

 

Federal Audit 

 

Technical Assistance 
Report (TAR) Data 
(Professional 
Development 
supports)- Literacy 
Team 

Initiative Feedback Data 
(2007-08) 

District Plans for PD in 
2008-09 

Reports from DE “Schools 
In Need Assistance” 
&/or “Districts in 
Needs of 
Assessment” and/or 
“Failing Schools” DE 
Reports 
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1. What do you notice when you look at these data? What are you comfortable saying about student and staff 
performance based on these results? 

 The Zoomerang data for the literacy team does not appear to be the correct data for this team. 

 Important to provide support for the areas identified in the Zoomerang data that aligns to literacy PD. 

 People are asked to do things that they are not comfortable with in the roles.-Zoomerang data 

 Notice how many zeros are under the column for the phase changes-reading intensive plan data 

 See a lot of interventions focusing on fluency-reading intervention data 

 There are not many interventions for comprehension-reading intervention data 

 Many interventions focused on reading in general-reading intervention data 

 The last three columns on the intervention sheets provide the most helpful data 

 Receiving additional info about SINA, DINA, etc.  

 

2. What additional questions do these data generate? 

 What do we know about the Ia. Core Curriculum and the training that will be provided to us? 

 Are there things that have not been decided in regard to the mandates with Ia. Core Curriculum? 

 What is the literacy consultant’s role in developing reading intervention plans-best practices? 

 Where is supplemental instruction occurring-classroom, pull out? 
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 Do those who are providing supplemental instruction understand what work they are doing with students and 
why? 

 TAR data-Does this data capture the work that we are doing as a team? 

 What impact are the intervention plans having on student achievement? 

 What changes in student performance are being realized in buildings where professional development is 
occurring? Is student performance increasing for all subgroups and are we closing the achievement gap? 

 What impact are we have as lit. consultants on student achievement-are we making a difference? 

 Are the workplace supports in place to support the work we are doing in professional development? 

 What do we need to do to improve results-best practices, collaboration, interdisciplinary work? 

 How do we support leadership structures in our schools? 

 What is our role in the school improvement process? (e.g., Core Curriculum, Rigor & Relevance, SINA, DINA, 
Failing Schools) 

 

3. What staff needs can be inferred from the data?  

 More training necessary on moving to phase changes 

 More consistent training with phase changes and intervention plans 

 Look at our initiatives as other ways of addressing struggling learner needs (for LEA and AEA) 

 Need ongoing education for ourselves among our group-how do we share our learning? 

 We need some time to learn together-make the best use of our time together 

 More learning around school improvement & Literacy Team’s role in these processes 

 Continue TAR data to study Literacy Team members impact 

 How do we stay connected as at team with home officing? 

 

4. What do the results and their implications mean for your literacy team professional development plans? 

 Structure our literacy team meetings so that a block of time is set aside each time for learning. 

 Continue to work on intervention plans and ideas (struggling learners) 

 We continue to gather data about our roles (district, building, team, agency) (TAR) 
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Type of Plan   □ Agency 

  □  Region (please identify) __________________ 

  □X  Discipline (please identify) __Literacy Team____________ 

 

Person(s) Responsible for Implementing and Monitoring Plan:  
 
Description of the Ideal State:   
 

1. Utilize agency, district-wide, and Literacy Team data to provide support for our districts that will positively impact student 
achievement. 

2. Evaluate our impact on student achievement continually- Is it making an impact? How do we know? 
3. Commit as a Literacy Team to continue our own learning & collaboration 
4. Building capacity for leadership and integration with Iowa Core Curriculum 

 
Critical Element:  Vision + Skills + Incentives + Resources + Action Plan = Change  

Goal #1:  Structure literacy team meetings for professional growth (learning) (ideal state #3) 
Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 

Responsible  
Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress Updates 

 

Plan alternate ways to stay connected to each 
other 

 

Dedicate time during Literacy Team meeting for 
learning 

 

Sending weekly calendars to Ann K.- as a point 

 

Team  

 

 

Deanna, Laurene 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Professional 
Books 

 

 

 

Ongoing 

 

Monthly 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Monthly minutes 

 

Dec.12, 2008- Review and revise 
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person 

 

Update Literacy Consultant List of contact 
numbers- cell phone #’s, home phones, work 
phones, home address; phone tree  

 

Time for reflection during Literacy Team 
meetings- What is happening in our regions? 
Districts? State?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Literacy Team 
member 

 

 

Ann & Team 

 

 

Deanna, Laurene 

 

Calendars 

 

 

 

Consultant List 

Phone Tree 

 

 

 

Meeting 
agendas/minutes 

 

Statewide Teams 
Summaries, DE 
consultant, 
Literacy Team 
members 

Weekly 

 

 

October 

 

 

 

Monthly 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

May, 2009- Review and revise  

   

Goal #2:  Utilize agency, district-wide, and Literacy Team data to provide support for our districts that will positively impact student 
achievement. (Evaluate our impact on student achievement continually- Is it making an impact? How do we know?) 

 

Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 
Responsible  

Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress Updates 

Collect Literacy Team Implementation  

Data (TAR process)  

Literacy Team 
members 

 

TAR EXCEL 
Spreadsheet; 
Description of 

Review process 
on Oct. 27 
meeting- Gather 
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Studying AEA & District Data to determine 
future actions and areas of need 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Continue to work on intervention plans and ideas 
(struggling learners) 
 

 

 

Ann 

 

 

 

Literacy Team 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Literacy Team 
Initiatives 

headings 

 

 

 

State audit, 
online 
assessment, 
Assessment 
Consultant, 
Region Action 
Plans, 
AYP/APR,  

 

Second Chance 
Reading/ 
Secondary 
Reading Program 
(SRP); 
Improving 
Elementary 
Literacy (IEL), 
What Really 
Matters (WRM)? 

data Nov. /Dec., 
Analyze on Jan. 
21, ‘09 

 

Feb., 2009;  

 

 

 

 

May, 2009  

 

 

 

2008-09 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Participant feedback; 
Implementation data;  

 

Goal #3:  Building capacity for leadership and integration with Iowa Core Curriculum 

Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 
Responsible  

Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress Updates 

Iowa Core Facilitator- provides awareness info at 
Literacy Team meeting 

Phyllis Anderson 

 

Literacy Team 
meeting 

9/23/08 

 

Agenda/minutes 
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Participate in GWAEA regional Iowa Core 
Leadership Training with LEA teams 

 

Support Iowa Core Leadership within the 
districts 

 

 

Literacy Team  

 

 

Literacy Team  

 

Region teams 

 

 

Phyllis Anderson 

 

 

2008-09 

 

 

2008-09  

 

 

Share at literacy team meetings 

 

 

District action plan 09-10  

 

Implications for Agency Professional Development 

- Opportunities to learn about the Iowa Core Curriculum and skills needed to facilitate this work with LEA partners 
- Development for Literacy Agency-wide Initiatives for 09-10 
- Support for the development of effective instructional and curricular practices- core, supplemental, and intensive  

 

Implications for LEA Involvement 

- Opportunities for LEA Leadership Teams to participate in the Iowa Core Curriculum initiative 
- Opportunities for LEA teams to participate in literacy initiatives 
- Opportunities for LEA teams to partner with AEA support teams 

 

Evidence of Success (How will you know you are making progress?  What are your benchmarks?) 

     -      Literacy Team minutes will reflect our learning and effective communication among team members 

- Changes in student performance (e.g., district wide data, classroom data/conversations, analyzing I-Plans) 
- Schools will develop effective structures  necessary to implement Iowa Core Curriculum 

 

Evaluation Process (How will you determine that your goal has been reached?  What are your measures?) 
- Technical Assistance Report (TAR) Analysis 
- Zoomerang- Staff Needs Assessment 
- Data from I-Plans 
- Student Assessment Data 
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- District Implementation Data 
Initiative Feedback Data 

The following Agency Directed travel needs have been identified to support the region/discipline professional development needs: 

 

Statewide Reading Teams 

Reading First 

International Reading Association Annual Conference- May, 2009- Minneapolis, MN 

Iowa DE State Institutes- Summer ’09  

To accomplish the needs of the discipline, added days may be requested by discipline leads.  Identify the number of additional days 
needed, and outline on a separate page the plan for use of that time.    
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Learning and Leadership Action Plan for 2008-2009 - Math 
Region Profile:  Data sets will be provided for your region/discipline.  Complete the chart below and use the convergence of data to 
answer questions about your region/discipline.  

 

Summary of Data Analyzed:  

Student Performance 
Data  

Social/Emotional/ 
Behavior Data 

Needs Assessment Data  Other Data 

_x__ State Performance 
Plan 

  

__x_ IIP  

 

__x_ On-line Assessment 
(Reading/Math/ 

         Science) 

 

 

___ Iowa Youth Survey _x__   AEA Staff Needs 
Assessment 

 

___   Patterns of 
Implementation 

 

___   Learning & 
Leadership Team 
Needs Assessment 

 

 

1.  What do you notice when you look at these data? What are you comfortable saying about student and staff 
performance based on these results? 

 The team is very comfortable with the math portion of the Iowa Core Curriculum, but is not as knowledgeable with the other 
portions of the Iowa Core Curriculum 

 20% of all intensive plans are written in the area of mathematics 
 Almost 50% of all students identified for intensive plans are through teacher referral 
 The AEA wide math proficiency is currently above the identified state trajectory; however, it seems to have plateaued, and a 

significant gap exists between the subgroups. 
 

2. What additional questions do these data generate? 

 How can we help to effectively diagnose mathematics deficiencies in students (system wide vs. teacher referral)? 
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 How will the Iowa Core Curriculum impact current teaching practices? 
 What ramifications will emerge from implementation of the Iowa Core Curriculum? 
 Is the Iowa Core Curriculum integrated, or does each content area stand alone? 
 Is the data skewed because there are more persons completing the survey than there are consultants? 
 

3. What staff needs can be inferred from the data?  

 The staff needs to become familiar with the entire Iowa Core Curriculum 
 The staff needs professional development in the procedure and process of the implementation of the Iowa Core Curriculum (math) 
 The staff will need professional development in math diagnostic tools used to assist in the writing of effective interventions.   

 

4. What do the results and their implications mean for your region/discipline professional development plans? 

 Staff will develop a deeper understanding of the entire Iowa Core Curriculum. 
 Staff will develop a deeper understanding of diagnostic tools used to assist in the writing of effective interventions. 

 

Type of Plan   □  Discipline (please identify) _Math Consultants_______________ 

 

Person(s) Responsible for Implementing and Monitoring Plan: Vicki Bachman, Mike Bevelacqua, Deb Cheney, Chuck Gustafson, 
Amy Keller, Mike Panoch, Susan Parker 

 

Description of the Ideal State:   
All math consultants will have a full knowledge of the entire Iowa Core Curriculum.  All math consultants will have knowledge of diagnostic 
tools that lead to effective teaching interventions, resulting in higher achievement for all students. 

 

Critical Element:  Vision + Skills + Incentives + Resources + Action Plan = Change  

 

Goal #1:  Every math consultant will enhance their ability to assist in the writing of meaningful math interventions that will increase 
the learning of all students. 
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Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 
Responsible  

Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress Updates 

Deeper knowledge of existing diagnostic tools 
for mathematics 

 

Vicki Bachman 

Deb Cheney 

 

Kathy 
Richardson & 
Marilyn Burns 

 

Ongoing through 
May 2009 

 

 

Continued Research in Algebra Progress 
Monitoring (AAIMS) 

 

Amy 
Keller/Susan 
Parker & Mike 
Panoch 

 

Jeannette Olson 
& Anne Foegen 

 

Throughout the 
Year 

 

 

Research of effective intervention strategies 

 

Susan Parker/ 
Amy Keller 

 

 Ongoing through 
May 2009 

 

 

Participation in State AEA Math Consultants 
Meetings 

 

All 

 

State Math 
Consultants 

(Book Study to 
be determined) 

Ongoing through 
May 2009 

 

 

Embedding of intervention strategies in Teaching 
For Math Understanding professional 
development classes  

 Problem Based Instructional Task (PBIT) 
 Meaningful Distributive Practice 
 Assessment for Learning 
 Teaching for Understanding 

All Every student 
counts/ Iowa 
Core Curriculum 

Continuous & 
Ongoing 
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Goal #2:  Every math consultant will be aware of the content and know where to access the entire Iowa Core Curriculum. 

Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 
Responsible  

Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress Updates 

Iowa Core Curriculum (Science) 

 

Mike Bevelacqua 

 

DE 

 

Oct. Math Mtg 

 

 

Iowa Core Curriculum (Social Studies) 

 

Amy Keller 

 

DE  

 

Nov. Math Mtg 

 

 

Iowa Core Curriculum (21st Century Skills) 

 

Chuck Gustafson 

 

DE 

 

Dec. Math Mtg. 

 

 

Iowa Core Curriculum (Literacy) 

 

Susan Parker 

 

DE 

 

Jan. Math Mtg. 

 

 

Iowa Core Curriculum (Math) 

 

ALL 

 

DE 

 

ESC meeting 
throughout the 
year 

 

Create a needs survey for LEA to identify LEA 
needs related to implementing the mathematics 
portion of the Iowa Core Curriculum 

 

ALL Every Student 
Counts 

  

 

 

Implications for Agency Professional Development 

     To address some action steps, it is critical that staff members continue to be supported in their involvement with agency and state learning 
opportunities. 

     The information regarding the Iowa Core Curriculum needs to be shared consistently and systematically throughout the agency and with 
LEA’s. 
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Implications for LEA Involvement 

     The meaningful interventions will directly impact students and teachers in LEA’s. 

     LEA’s involved with Teaching for Math Understanding (TFMU) will experience researched based teaching strategies that increase student 
achievement. 

      

Evidence of Success (How will you know you are making progress?  What are your benchmarks?) 
 

Through a variety of surveys and rating systems that will be used in discipline meetings throughout the year  (Pre/Post) 

Math Consultant Meeting Minutes 

Extended Math Team Meeting Minutes 

 

Evaluation Process (How will you determine that your goal has been reached?  What are your measures?) 
 

Use the AEA needs assessment to monitor progress in the identified areas.   

 

The following Agency Directed travel needs have been identified to support the region/discipline professional development needs: 

 

Continued support to attend statewide math consultant meetings. 

Continued support to attend appropriate professional development opportunities. 

 

To accomplish the needs of the discipline, added days may be requested by discipline leads.  Identify the number of additional days 
needed, and outline on a separate page the plan for use of that time.    

 

None at this time 
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GWAEA Science Learning and Leadership Action Plan for 2008-09 - Science 
 

Discipline Profile:  Data sets will be provided for your region/discipline.  Complete the chart below and use the convergence of data to 
answer questions about your region/discipline.  

 

Summary of Data Analyzed:  

Student Performance 
Data  

Social/Emotional/ 
Behavior Data 

Needs Assessment Data  Other Data 

___ State Performance 
Plan 

  

___ IIP  

 

__X_ On-line Assessment 
(Reading/Math/ 

         Science) 

 

 

 

___ Iowa Youth Survey _X__   AEA Staff Needs 
Assessment 

 

__X_   Patterns of 
Implementation 
(Learning Points 
report for ELI 
focused on Case 
Study Schools = 
North Cedar and 
Washington) 

 

__X_   Learning & 
Leadership Team 
Needs Assessment 

IGISST/SMARTS grant:  
Teacher Satisfaction 
Data, Teacher 
Practice Data, 
Student Achievement 
Data (ITBS/ITED) 
and District 
Administrator Data 

 

Statewide Science Needs 
Assessment – 2002 

 

Condition of Education 
Report – 2006 and 
previously 

 

GWAEA ITBS/ITED 
Science Student 
Achievement data 
from Gregory Dunn 

 

Statewide ITBS/ITED data 
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from the DE website 

 

Statewide Teacher Quality 
data from the DE 
Website 

 

GWAEA APR 

 

District Service Plans 

 

Teacher Feedback from 
GWAEA Professional 
Development Office 
(Science as Inquiry 
through 
Collaborative GIS, 
VAST Institutes, 
Inquiry Institute, 
Star Lab Training 
and WGBH Teachers’ 
Domain on-line 
professional 
development 
courses) 

 

1. What do you notice when you look at these data? What are you comfortable saying about student and staff 
performance based on these results?   

These data suggest that in order to meet the needs for: 

a. Highly Qualified Science Teachers,  
b. Student Achievement in the area of science as defined by NCLB and Iowa Chapter 12,  
c. Implementation of evidence-based curriculum, instruction and assessment by, and  
d. GWAEA Science Curriculum Consultants learning and leadership  



Grant Wood AEA Comprehensive Improvement Plan – 2008 

Revised December, 2008  144

that the Science Teams Learning and Leadership goals for 2008-09 must focus on evidence-based strategies designed to help 
us achieve our VAST Mission and Hedgehog (Hedgehog = Jim Collins Good to Great concept). 

 

VAST Mission = Providing leadership and support for exemplary science teaching to ensure success for all learners. 

VAST Hedgehog: Community values and expects science literacy for everyone. 

 

 

2. What additional questions do these data generate?   

o How can we effectively and efficiently collect and analyze implementation data?  

o Does the data collected directly answer the question about the impact of quality teaching on student science achievement data? 

o What impact does high quality science instructional materials have on student achievement? 

o How do we maintain the necessary skills and knowledge to effectively support implementation of the use of high quality 
instructional materials (VAST Center)? 

o How do we effectively and efficiently scale up our AEA initiatives to reach 100% of the teachers of science in GWAEA? 

o How does the research found in How Students Learn Science translate into classroom practice? (National Research Council 
(2005).  How Students Learn:  Science in the Classroom. Committee on How People Learn, A Targeted Report for Teachers, 
M.S. Donovan and J.D. Bransford, Editors.  Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education.  Washington DC.  The 
National Academies Press). 

o How can we provide the on-site mentoring, leadership and support necessary to affect change with only 4.0 FTE’s? 

o How do we stay current in our role as science curriculum consultants? 

 

3. What staff needs can be inferred from the data?  

o Staff needs increased knowledge and skills about effective leadership, team development and affecting system-wide change 
(System = AEA, VAST, LEA, and Eastern Iowa Collaborative). 

o Staff needs increased knowledge and skills on analysis and interpretation of student learning through both our GWAEA On-Line 
Assessment System and Formative Science Assessment Probes (e.g ASK = Assessment of Science Knowledge). 

o Staff needs a deeper common understanding of the classroom implications of the research on teaching and learning science in 
pK-12 classrooms. 
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4. What do the results and their implications mean for your region/discipline professional development plans? 

o Staff will develop a common understanding and deeper learning about effective leadership, team development and change. 
o Staff will increase skills and fundamental knowledge about collecting, analyzing and interpreting student learning data. 
o Staff will develop a deeper common understanding of the classroom implications of the research on teaching and learning 

science in pK-12 classrooms. 

 

Type of Plan:  Discipline (please identify) Science 

 

Person(s) Responsible for Implementing and Monitoring Plan: Janine Wahl, Erica D. Larson, Bruce Frana, Julie Foltz, Jeanne Bancroft, 
Christopher Soldat, and Susan Dubishar (TIR). 

 

Description of the Ideal State:   
o All staff in the discipline of science will have a common understanding of the knowledge and skills necessary to effectively lead 

groups engaged in implementing change, both individually and within our team. 
o All staff in the discipline of science will increase our skills and fundamental knowledge about collecting, analyzing, and interpreting 

student learning data in the area of science. 
o All staff in the discipline of science will deepen our common understanding of the research on teaching and learning science in pK-12 

classrooms. 
 

Critical Element:  Vision + Incentives + Resources + Action Plan + Skills (VIRAS) = Change  

 

Goal #1:  Develop a common understanding and deeper learning about effective leadership, team development and change. 

Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 
Responsible  

Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress Updates 

1. Common study of effective leadership, 
team development and change. 

Erica and Jeanne 
with input from 
all team 
members. 

Various 
materials from 4 
Hats Training 

MiraVia 

Designated time 
at each of the 
monthly science 
team meetings 

Self assessments of progress at 
bi-annual team retreats. 
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Handout from 
Spring Institute 
for Leaders and 
Learners, April 
30-May 2, 2008. 

Or  

Define a separate 
common learning 
time apart from 
our science team 
meetings. 

Personal reflections in individual 
Science Team Notebooks. 

2. Create a practice profile (Innovation 
Configuration) for teachers implementing 
high quality instructional materials, 
effective formative and summative 
assessment strategies, and learning cycles 
designed to provide all students with the 
abilities to engage in scientific inquiry 
around meaningful science concepts as 
identified in the Iowa Core. 

Erica with input 
from all team 
members. 

CBAM Resource 
Kit 

Begin at August 
25 VAST Team 
Retreat and share 
in subsequent 
team meetings. 

Draft to be shared at the mid-year 
team meeting. 

Finished product to pilot with a 
group of teachers by Spring 2009. 

   

Goal #2:  Increase our skills and fundamental knowledge about collecting and analyzing student-learning data. 

Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 
Responsible  

Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress Updates 

1. Arrange learning sessions with Gregory 
Dunn and Michelle Tressel. 

Julie with input 
from all 

GWAEA On-
Line Assessment 
System 

Iowa Testing 
Program Guides 
for Teachers, 
Counselors and 
Administrators 

Before January as 
suits Gregory and 
Michelle’s 
schedule. 

Insert Milestones set on Base 
Camp 
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2. Presentation on SAI Learnings from 
Guskey pre-conference workshop in 
August. 

Janine with input 
from all. 

Guskey Model 
for Evaluating 
Professional 
Development. 

  

3. Incorporate FOSS ASK assessments into 
VAST science units. 

Kathy Long from 
Lawrence Hall of 
Science 

ASK Assessment 
Probes 

Fall 2008 
(November 1) 

 

4. Incorporate Formative Assessment 
Probes in K-8 VAST science units. 

Julie, Bruce and 
Erica with input 
from all. 

Embedded 
Assessments in 
science units. 

North Cedar 
Mechanicsville 
data and 
teachers. 

Solon PBA 
Project materials. 

Volumes 1, 2 and 
3 of Uncovering 
Student Ideas in 
Science (CTS) 

Keeley’s Science 
Formative 
Assessment book 
(FAST) 

Assessment for 
Learning – 
Putting it into 

Spring 2009  
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Practice by 
Black, Harrison, 
Lee, Marshall 
and Wiliam. 

5. Use CBAM tools to evaluate the VAST 
program; include teacher practice profile 
(innovation configuration) for self-
monitoring of inquiry-based instruction. 

Erica, Janine, 
Jeanne with input 
from all 

CBAM Toolkit   

 

Goal #3:  Develop a deeper common understanding of the classroom implications of the research on teaching and learning science in 
pK-12 classrooms. 

Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 
Responsible  

Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress Updates 

1.  Seek training on drafting TQ proposals. Bruce, 
Christopher and 
Erica 

GWAEA PD 
Training on 
Writing a 
Successful TQ 
Proposal. 

TBD Successful completion of a TQ 
proposal. 

2.  Draft a TQ proposal to continue our common 
study of the latest research titled Taking Science 
to School:  Learning and Teaching Science in 
Grades K-8 

Bruce, 
Christopher and 
Erica with input 
from Team 

Taking Science 
to School:  
Learning and 
Teaching 
Science in 
Grades K-8 by 
National 
Research 
Council 

 

Ready – Set-
Science:  Putting 

Dedicated time at 
each of our 
Science Team 
meetings to 
process the 
assignments 

Or  

Define a separate 
common learning 
time apart from 
our science team 

Reading and discussion of 
chapter 5 - ? by mid-year 

 

Discussion and reflection on new 
learning’s. 

 

Integration plan for how these 
learning’s apply to our work. 
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Research to 
Work in K-8 
Classrooms by 
Michaels, 
Shouse, and 
Schweingruber 

meetings. 

4.  Develop common language regarding STEM 
and CSI. 

Christopher, 
Susan and Bruce 
with input from 
all. 

Science and 
Technology 
Standard (NSES) 

Technology 
Standards 

At VAST Team 
Retreat 

See Milestones set on Base Camp 

5.  Develop and share a Writing to Learn 
consultant toolkit. 

Jeanne and Bruce 
with input from 
all 

Writing to Learn 
in Science 

 See Milestones set on Base Camp 

 

 

Implications for Agency Professional Development 

o Staff will need additional training on AEA Base Camp (possibly Milestones). 
o Staff will need to continue to attend Statewide Science Initiative (Every Learner Inquires) and State Science Curriculum Consultant 

meetings – both of which are typically held in the Des Moines area for statewide access. 
O Staff may need additional time to collaborate in integrated learning cells with ASSESSMENT, SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT, LITERACY, 

TECHNOLOGY AND MATH CONSULTANTS 
o Staff will need time and monetary resources to attend state, regional, and national conferences (such as ISTS, NSTA, ASCD, Next Step, 

etc…) in order to continue to learn about current research in the area of science education. 
Implications for LEA Involvement 

o Ongoing support and focus on curriculum, instruction and assessment in the area of science. 
o Continued development of Teacher Leaders. 
o Continue district support for Teacher in Residence position (STEM) 
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Evidence of Success (How will you know you are making progress?  What are your benchmarks?) 
o Successful implementation of VAST science units. 
o Successful implementation and analysis of formative and summative assessments. 
o Completion of commitments in VAST G2 plan. 
o Accomplish professional growth goals as listed on individual professional growth plans. 
o Feedback from LEA’s on curriculum, instruction and assessment work in the area of comprehensive school improvement. 

Evaluation Process (How will you determine that your goal has been reached?  What are your measures?) 
We are working with Janine and Trace and the Professional Development office to measure on all five levels of Guskey’s model for evaluation of 
effective professional development: 

o Student Learning Goals = Student achievement in science. 
o Teacher Practice Goals = effective implementation of inquiry-based instructional strategies (CBAM tools) 
o Teacher Learning (leadership) Goals = knowledge of core science concepts in the areas they teach and pedagogical content knowledge 
o Teacher Satisfaction Goals = PD surveys 
o Organizational or system (leadership) Goals = CBAM tools 

The following Agency Directed travel needs have been identified to support the region/discipline professional development needs: 

o Travel to Iowa City area for ELI training sessions. 
o Travel to Des Moines area for Statewide Science Curriculum Consultant meetings. 
o Travel to Iowa Science Teacher Section of the Iowa Academy of Science Fall Conference in the Des Moines area. 
o Travel to NSTA in New Orleans. 
o Travel associated with the IGISST grant. 
o Travel to state, regional and national meetings to stay current on issues related to science education. 

To accomplish the needs of the discipline, added days may be requested by discipline leads.  Identify the number of additional days 
needed, and outline on a separate page the plan for use of that time.   N/A 
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Learning and Leadership Action Plan for 2008-2009 - Early Childhood 
 

Region Profile:  Data sets will be provided for your region/discipline.  Complete the chart below and use the convergence of data to 
answer questions about your region/discipline.  

 

Summary of Data Analyzed:  

Student Performance 
Data  

Social/Emotional/ 
Behavior Data 

Needs Assessment Data  Other Data 

_X__ State Performance 
Plan 

  

___ IIP  

 

___ On-line Assessment 
(Reading/Math/ 

         Science) 

 

 

___ Iowa Youth Survey _X__   AEA Staff Needs 
Assessment 

 

___   Patterns of 
Implementation 

 

___   Learning & 
Leadership Team 
Needs Assessment 

EC Program evaluation 

Kdg. literacy data from 
state empowerment 

 

 

1.  What do you notice when you look at these data? What are you comfortable saying about student and staff 
performance based on these results? 

 

Staff needs indicate: autism, progress monitoring – data collection & charting, assessments – screening & 
determining eligibility, research based interventions & strategies, technology 

 

Program eval. – IDM vs. eligibility, supporting consultative models within the Core; latest innovations in EC; emphasis 
on professional development for AEA and LEA staff including administrators 
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Though kdg. literacy data is sketchy it indicates that students are entering kdg. with many needs in early literacy. 

 

Intensive plans indicate that 60 EC children were on intensive behavior plans; there were 245 EC referrals in GWAEA 
in the area of behavior. 

 

In the Coralville office (IC and SW regions) 243 child check referrals made to EC team; 162 were speech 

 

The majority of referrals are language and behavior related. 

 

2. What additional questions do these data generate? 

How accurate is the data? Especially the Kdg. Literacy data 

Is the gap between when kdg literacy assessment is given (by Oct. 1) and when it is reported (Jan.1) causing data to be 
forgotten or not reported consistently? 

How can we have consistent referral and implementation data for EC (3-5)? 

 

3. What staff needs can be inferred from the data?  

There is little understanding of EC curriculum, instruction & assessment. 

There is a lack of comfort in coaching others. 

Staff need support in learning EC curriculum, instruction & assessment, as well as coaching. 

Staff need to expand their roles and responsibilities to include coaching EC classroom staff in core curriculum, 
instruction and assessment and moving away from looking at each child one at a time. 

 

4. What do the results and their implications mean for your region/discipline professional development plans? 

We need to plan PD for community and school based AEA staff focusing on: IGDIs, IDM, Creative Curriculum and PBIS.  There is a 
need to design supports for coaching.  Design a process and data collection system in 3-5 for referrals and implementation.   

 



Grant Wood AEA Comprehensive Improvement Plan – 2008 

Revised December, 2008  153

Type of Plan   □  Agency 

  □  Region (please identify)  

  X□  Discipline (please identify) _Early Childhood 

 

Person(s) Responsible for Implementing and Monitoring Plan: Terri McGraw,  Jeanie Wade-Nagle, Mary Airy, Melanie Reese 

 

Description of the Ideal State:   

 

All AEA staff working in building and community based Early Childhood programs (0-5) will have the skills and tools necessary to 
coach EC staff/families in curriculum, instruction and assessment.  Children are participating in high quality programs and entering 
school as successful learners. 
 

Critical Element:  Vision + Skills + Incentives + Resources + Action Plan = Change  

 

Goal #1:   

Develop an AEA infrastructure to collect and to ensure correct & accurate identification of all children 0-5 so the child is able to 
enter school ready to learn at high levels 

Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 
Responsible  

Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress Updates 

 

Collect child check data – EA&EC 

 

Analyze the data to see where our needs are 

 

 

Jeanie 

 

EC Team 

 

  

July 16 & 
ongoing 

 

July 16 
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Develop/communicate changes with LEA, AEA, 
& community partners 

 

Service Coordinator - # of referrals 

Develop agency wide referral and 
implementation data collection system 

 

EC Team 

 

 

Jeanie 

 

Jeanie 

Sept., 08 – 

May, 09 

 

   

Goal #2:   

To develop an AEA communication plan to ensure all of our partners (AEA/LEA) are well informed about the quality EC Service 
provided by GWAEA Staff. 

Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 
Responsible  

Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress Updates 

1) Child check communication EC Team  Oct. 2008  

2) RA notebooks Jeanie  Oct. 2008  

3) Big Rocks 
 IGDI 
 IDM 
 PBIS 
 Creative Curriculum 

 

EC Team  Sept 2008 – June 
2009 

 

4) Continue to develop relationships with 
our community partners 

  Ongoing  

5) PD to AEA Staff Jeanie  Ongoing 
Nov.’08-June’09 
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6) Horizons Community Links to EC & 
EC leadership 

 Ongoing  

7) EC2 Jeanie  Monthly meetings  

 

Goal #3:   

To develop an AEA leadership team infrastructure that supports quality services 0-5 

 

Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 
Responsible  

Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress Updates 

1) Explore dedicated SC’S across the 
agency                 
* making our goal visible to Horizons  

Maria & 
Executive Team 

 

 Dec. ‘08 

 

 

2) Identify Lead Jeanie  June ‘08 

 

 

3) Develop an EC leadership team  
a. Assist in the development of the 

PD Plan 
b. Help design PD 
c. Model Development – Region 

Meeting – awareness of EC 
information for regional staff 

 

Mary - Peggy  August ‘08  

 

 

Implications for Agency Professional Development 

Professional development through the professional development department will include several opportunities for AEA and LEA staff 
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working in Early Childhood – Jeanie is on the PD committee; Mary A. helps determine needs and establishes classes. 

 

Early Childhood PD will focus on developing knowledge and skills for AEA staff in the area of EC curriculum, instruction and 
assessment.  This is a change in focus for those in EC. 

 

Early Childhood PD will expand to include staff working in elementary buildings which have EC programs.  This is new for this staff.  

 

Implications for LEA Involvement 

 

Inform AEA staff that LEA includes community based EC settings as well as school based EC settings. 

 

As staff is trained they will feel confident to share ideas and strategies to improve student learning. 

 

There will be opportunities for collaborative trainings with other agencies and school districts. 

Evidence of Success (How will you know you are making progress?  What are your benchmarks?) 

 

Participant surveys 

Progress toward data collection system 

Agendas for PD addressing the action plan goals 

Evaluation Process (How will you determine that your goal has been reached?  What are your measures? 

The data collection system being implemented 

Multiple modes of communication about the system are being utilized 

Participant surveys will indicate a growth in staff’s knowledge and skills. 

The following Agency Directed travel needs have been identified to support the region/discipline professional development needs: 
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The Early Childhood Consultant and Early Education Specialist will be trained as trainers of Creative Curriculum. 

 

PBIS trainers will attend follow-up training 

2 P-W PBIS trainers will attend School-wide PBIS conference. 

To accomplish the needs of the discipline, added days may be requested by discipline leads.  Identify the number of additional days 
needed, and outline on a separate page the plan for use of that time.    
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Learning and Leadership Action Plan for 2008-2009 - School Improvement 
 

Region Profile:  Data sets will be provided for your region/discipline.  Complete the chart below and use the convergence of data to answer 
questions about your region/discipline.  

July 15, 2008 

Submitted to PSAs on July 23,2008 

 

Summary of Data Analyzed:  

Student Performance Data  Social/Emotional/ 
Behavior Data 

Needs Assessment Data  Other Data 

___ State Performance Plan 

  

__X_ IIP  

 

___ On-line Assessment 
(Reading/Math/ 

         Science) 

 

X  AEA 10 APR Reading, 
Math, Science data 

 

__x_ Iowa Youth Survey __x_   AEA SI Staff Needs 
Assessment 

 

___   Patterns of 
Implementation 

 

__   Learning & Leadership 
Team Needs 
Assessment 

Effects of last year’s learning foci:  

HS Reform 

Formative Assessment  

Authentic Intellectual Work (AIW)  No 
AEA10 schools applied for AIW 
work this year. 

SINA Work in Des Moines (Karla, Brad, 
Mike, Lauren, last year Gregory 
Dunn)  

Book Study School Reform from the 
Inside Out Lauren, Karla, Mike, 
Brad 

Site Visit Experiences: common needs – 
and challenges 

Iowa Governor approved ICC: 2ndary 
level required to have a plan for 
implementation in place by July 
2010. 
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1. What do you notice when you look at these data? What are you comfortable saying about student and staff performance based on these 
results? 

 

 Zoomerang Survey Results Data  

Q1 - SI as a group shared responses that show a high level of expertise/comfort in the area of leadership organizational structures.  Within the Q1 responses, 
the “weakest” areas are resource mapping and site level team meetings vs. traditional CST 

Q2 – SI consultants identified a high level of comfort and expertise in the area of using data.  This strength is carried out in their day-to-day work with their 
clients – leading teams in collecting, analyzing, and understanding the data that are available. 

Q3 – SI team members (86%) identified classroom management as something they could teach/coach.  Items dealing with the ICC and curricular areas show 
lower ratings, but each area shows that the SI group has awareness of all ICC areas – no 0 ratings. 

Q4 – A higher number of SI consultants rated themselves in the 0 and 1 categories on the Q4 categories, indicating that there is an awareness level, but not deep 
content knowledge, where they would be comfortable teaching other how to carry out effective instructional interventions 

 

Q5,6,7  - SI team members identified the following as priorities for the team’s learning and areas of expertise/potential contributions.  There were so few open-
ended responses shared through this forum, so we, as a team decided to document the information and consider it in light of the other data reviewed and 
analyzed. 

#5 Access to behavioral data to benchmark progress 

#6  (Top two or three learning needs) 

I would like to continue to increase my facilitation skills, especially when facing difficult people or situations. I would like to continue to build strategies to 
support LEA staff in differentiation and other instructional strategies to increase student acheivement. 

GWAEA needs to deveop and train staff to access and utilize data from schools they are assigned to so that they can effectively provide leadership regarding 
social, emotional, and behavioral data.  We are YEARS behind other AEAs in this area.   

Continued/advanced work with facilitation strategies 
Secondary Math and Reading 

# 7 (skills/knowledge that I can share) 

My Knowledge and implementation  of assessment for all purposes: screening, progress monitoring, diagnostic.   

Understanding core, supplemental and intensive instruction for social emotional functioning of students. 

Leading & managing change 
Utilizing data (that I have to collect myself, unfortunately) to help buildings/districts set goals and benchmark progress 
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Providing professional development 
Having discussions with school administrators about school needs based on their data 

SINA 
On-Line Assessment system 

Data collection/analysis 
differentiated instruction 
leadership 

Social Emotional and Mental Health PBIS 

 Intensives Data for AEA 10 (IIP) 

3290 total intensive plans as of 4/29/08 

CR CSD has lots of intensive plans, so… does that have any influence on PD for our SI team?  It doesn’t appear that CR is over-represented in the area of IIPs. 

It appears that CR is using the IIP process. 

Almost ½ of the intensives were by teacher referral 

 

DRM and Olin had 0 intensive plans the past year 

1/3 of the referrals are in the area of reading 

 

Grades 9,10,11, and 12 have less than 50 total intensive plans agency-wide 

Less than 300 plans occurred between grades 6-12.  The remainder of the 3000 plans were applied in the grades below 6th - elementary grades. 

50.3 % of II plans are still active. 

24.1 % of the plans led to FIE consideration. 

 

 Iowa Youth Survey -  Iowa Results 2005 

In the area of bullying, gender does not appear to make a difference in students’ responses.  Reporting on between males and females is very similar. 

In the area of bullying, there is a 10% difference between the reports of 6th to 8th and a 16% difference from 6th to 11th grades.  This difference shows that 
students in 6th grade (younger students) feel more strongly than 11th graders that teachers will try to put a stop to bullying. 
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Indicating that teachers would try to put a stop to bullying, 6th grade 73% agreed and 11th grade 50% agreed. 

 

90% of 6th graders said that they feel safe at school. 

82% of 11th graders said they feel safe at school. 

 

71% of 6th graders indicated that students in their schools treat others with respect. 

Only 47% of 11th graders said that students in their schools treat others with respect. 

 

94% of 6th graders reported that teachers care about them, and 79% of 11th graders reported this. 

 

Teachers available to talk 1:1 – 93% of 6th graders agreed with this statement, and 80% of 11th graders agreed with this statement. 

 

 AEA 10 APR Data (Reading, Math, Science) 

 

There are achievement gaps between low SES/non-low SES, white/non-white, and IEP/non-IEP students. 

There is not a marked difference between the low/middle/ high proficiency categories in the area of Reading  

The data appear to have “flat-lined.”  The difference in proficiency levels remains similar from 4th to 8th to 11th grades. 

AEA 10’s proficiency levels are higher (not significantly) than the state’s proficiency levels, and this is true in all three areas: reading, math, science 

From 2001 – 2007 the aforementioned trends are staying constant.  The gaps are consistent over time (6 years). There are no apparent improvements or 
regressions. 

What additional questions do these data generate? 

 Zoomerang 

Why is there 86% teach/coach it in the area of classroom management and only 43% identifying teach/it coach it on PBIS? 

Is it adequate that the SI team have a macro-level understanding of ICC and leave the micro-level understanding to practitioners and content 
consultants? 
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Even though, the SI team identified an awareness level on Q4, their high ratings in the area of using data could be more applicable to their roles – How many SI 
consultants are dealing with development of specific IDM plans? Isn’t this appropriate? 

 

How much involvement will the SI team have in supporting districts that are implementing the voluntary 4 year old preschools? 

 IIP 

Why are there so many teachers referring students for intensive plans? 

Are district-wide screenings being used to identify students who may need additional support? 

What is the difference between teacher referral and district-wide screening? 

What data are being used by those teachers who make referrals? 

What is the comparison between the % of intensives in area of literacy and IEP goals in the area of literacy? 

If there are currently 1/3 of plans written in the area of reading, how does this compare to initial years of plan development?  Has the quantity decreased?  If so, 
can we attribute recent efforts in the area of reading and literacy development impacted this?   

How were the particular data that we are using to consider our learning plans determined?  Is this to support the AEA’s “big picture” to develop a shared focus? 

Can I infer that 6.7% of intensives were successful – that the students met their learning goals – that they no longer need the specialized instruction that was 
implemented to support the learning/skill needs? 

Who are the providers of the intensives?  Is it usually a resource teacher? 

How often are IIPs being carried out by para educators? 

How many teachers refer students for intensive plans as a means to develop special instruction to meet the students’ needs in GE?  Are the plans written to 
“get” someone else to come in to help/provide special instruction? 

How many IIPs are written by staff other than AEA staff?  Are teachers writing plans? 

Why would a teacher take the effort to write a plan if/when the teacher is the one who will be carrying out the plan?  What benefit would the teacher’s writing 
of the plan have unless the teacher is considering the child as an entitled individual? 

How much expertise do the SI consultants need in the area of IIPs? 

Is it right that only 6% of the intensives are at the secondary level?  If secondary students had support that could be provided through IIPs would there be fewer 
students dropping out? 

 Iowa Youth Survey – Iowa Data, 2005 

So, how real are these results given that it’s the student’s perception at that point in time? 

When is the next data collection scheduled?  2008?  Every 3 or 5 years? 
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What might we do (as SI team) to help districts/systems pay attention to the low levels of agreement among 11th graders? How might we support improved  

Student drop-out rates are high in some areas of Iowa, but AEA 10 appears to have high percentages of graduating students. We know from the research that 
most students don’t drop out because of academic challenges, but they report that they drop out due to culture and climate issues.  These IYS data show that 
Iowa 11th grade students report feeling less safe, less connected with staff/school.  What can we do, as a SI team to really help in this area of need?  What 
actions will bring about needed improvements? 

 AEA 10  APR Data 

What systemic actions can SI influence that would impact student achievement across K-12 in the areas of reading, math, and science? 

What do the MAP data say?  Do these data confirm these results? 

So, how “matched” are the tests with the content that students are exposed to in school? 

Is there a difference between students’ performance on fiction and non-fiction items? 

Why, after at least 3 years of rigorous attention to professional development around reading instruction – professional development offered on-site (LEA) and 
off-site (AEA), are we not seeing the expected growth? 

How much PD has there been to support reading in the secondary content areas? 

Is the professional development that has been provided actually transferring to classroom practice?  Are instructional practices improving as a result of our 
efforts?  How do we know?  If instruction is improving, and teachers are implementing evidence-based practices, then why have our student performance data 
flat-lined? 

 Other – plans for SI team foci prior to summer and action plan development 

How do we best continue making progress on the previously identified learning/development foci:  high school redesign and formative assessment?  Are these topics inherent 
in the identified goals? 

 

3. What staff (SI staff) needs can be inferred from the data?  

We need to know how to close the achievement gap – we need to learn where it works/has worked and how can we learn/implement what actually works. 

Our Zoomerang data show that there are pockets of expertise and there is not necessarily a foundation or base of discipline information. 

We need to develop a process for information sharing and learning that occurs through the year -  

The team would benefit from deepening their understanding of diversity (ELL, SES, other than white) and impact of poverty on student performance… 

Why are we not studying school improvement processes?  There are a lot of resources available… 

Would it behoove us to look more deeply into our discipline – school improvement – to develop the common understanding of effective school improvement processes – and 
how IPDM is part of effective school improvement efforts. 
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We all need to have a common foundation, as a team, to all have the same voice – the same effective approach to improvement. 

 

The SI team would benefit from having a “mantra” of sorts – how to put together efforts to channel energies to reap improvement. 

Would SINA be the foundation that would support that?  SINA is a school improvement process…  Would that be a way to develop our team to be more effective in working 
with districts? 

What would a “paper” on SI processes look like?   

Would that be a place to start? Find out what all the team members understand – and develop a common foundation -  

Cohesion – among  

Maybe we should learn what the SI components on district service plans say – and how is that the same across the districts 

Do we need to look at what SI is as a systemic approach – PD is only one piece of SI.  As a group, we need to learn more about what IS school improvement – what makes a 
difference?  What are those critical components that make or break the success of the improvement processes? 

Does the amount of PD really make the difference? Some schools may have LOTS of PD but aren’t seeing the results. 

We don’t really have  

This team deals with politically sensitive content: ICC, CSIP, DE directives… 

Will the SINA processes be the way to go in learning how to develop LEAs in ICC. 

Are we thinking that the following are our goal areas?   

How to incorporate the mandates of ICC – plan for how to proceed when we KNOW more  - plan for how we as a team will    

SINA Process to support effective changes  

Monitoring Change through data collection and analysis  

 

The learning of the team – Brad, Mike, Lauren, Karla – think about the time spent with the SINA process…  what are the essential “knowledges” and skills that we as a team 
can learn/incorporate? 

SINA group will determine one or two tools – two processes in each of those areas:  and teach these tools to the team – what has to be in place… 

Identify those “have-tos” and make sure there is common understanding across the team… 

Is this too much? 

Could we include as part of the SI process – what is effective leadership? According to our Zoomerang data – this is an area of strength for our team – how can we use our 
strength in this area to help our districts develop effective leadership structures within their systems? 

SMART Goals: Specific-Manageable-Attainable-Results-oriented-Time-sensitive  

Designing action plans and supporting districts in making the changes happen  
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Q4.  What do the results and their implications mean for our discipline (SI) professional development plans? 

We can’t do it all, and we will likely have about 15 hours of time together for our team’s learning?  We need to determine how we can spend this time in the most profitable 
manner possible. 

So, we need to be focused and have our course determine so we don’t waver – there will be other  

What’s essential to learn the SI process – what can we get done? 

 Take the books on SI – everyone brings ideas to our retreat 

As a team, with each of us taking what is most important from each of those resources to develop our own effective process using what is essential.  SI team will  
Know Understand Do  (KUD) what is effective and essential  to support change/improvement. 

What is essential for GWAEA SI members to learn in the time allowed during this year?. 

The essence of the audit process – the 5 phases – the SI “wheel” (audit, diagnosis, design, implementation, evaluation) 

Type of Plan   □  Agency 

  □  Region (please identify) __________________ 

  X  Discipline (please identify)  School Improvement Team 

 

Person(s) Responsible for Implementing and Monitoring Plan: Karla Ries, Lauren Keating Keith Stamp, Myra Hall 

Description of the Ideal State:   

By the end of the school year (end of May 2009) with the SINA (school improvement process) as our frame, all the GWAEA SI consultants will know the five phases of the 
SINA process.  They will understand the (13) elements and the (3) domains and what components/attributes are integral to engage in the process with fidelity.  The SI team will 
be able to support teams in collecting and analyzing (developing an understanding of) the data and will and be able to facilitate school improvement development within LEAs 
using this proven-effective process, thereby, impacting curriculum, instruction, and assessment practices that will lead to improved learning and achievement levels.  The SI team 
will have this school improvement process as their foundation. 

 

Each SI team member will be able to apply the SINA “wheel” to develop an effective improvement process that is designed to suit the needs of the LEA.  The SI team will be 
able to support other AEA consultants and staff to understand the process and to be involved in implementing effective change processes. 

 

Critical Element:  Vision + Skills + Incentives + Resources + Action Plan = Change 

Practice our philosophy – How will we know that we have accomplished our goals?   
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 The IPI or self-assessment record?   Can we do something like that? Could the SI do their own self-assessment using some consistent tool?  (Is there 
such a tool possibly something from Wellman or Elmore?) 

 Quick write (3- minute paper) “Effective school improvement is…”  Collect baseline and post learning data constructed response to the prompt and 
hope that the SINA process/language tools will be identified after spending the PD time developing this understanding. 

 SI – manual of sorts that will be a School Improvement Team resource – core materials and proven-effective tools and approaches 
 SI “core” library – using the current-best resources that will be the SI reference library – make sure each member has a set of these materials/books and 

team will continue to develop their reference library over time as new resources are acquired and proven to be  
 

 

Biggie Goal:  The Grant Wood AEA School Improvement Team will have and practice a consistent SI process: the Grant Wood 
“way” that will lead to improved learning and effective practices for all stakeholders. 

Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 
Responsible  

Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress 
Updates 

1. 

Develop Action Plan for 08-09 

 

Karla, Lauren, 
Keith, Myra 

 

GWAEA 
Template and 
data 

 

July 15, 2008 

 

End-of-year summative 
reflection/analysis 

2. 

Team meeting to develop learning plan 

By the end of ___  first learning day… outcomes 

During planning…set aside a couple of days 
early in the year to dig in to establish core 
learning  - SI foundation - SINA  

 

Plan the SI Retreat:  Karla, Mike, Kelly, Brad, 
Lauren must attend – Gregory and Ann are 
invited. 

 

Karla, Lauren, 
Keith, Myra 

 

Action Plan 

SINA Materials 

 

“Must-have” 
books/research 
articles to 
consider for the 
“core” 

September 10 

8:30 – 11:30 

 

Develop 
tool(s)/process(es) for 
evaluating progress 
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3. 

Launch SI team’s work for the year and establish 
plan 

Karla, Lauren, 

Keith, Myra 

Action Plan – 
goals 

Core materials 
for consideration 

 

Sept 25 set up another day 
with team 

 

Collect baseline data via  

Zoomerang Survey 

3-Minute Paper – Quick 
Write 

4. 

Retreat Day – (was set aside for ICC, but that 
has been cancelled) 

 

Karla, Lauren, 
Keith, Myra 

 

 

 

Developed by 
team on Sept. 10 

Tues., October 7  

Time/location TBD 

 

 

 

 

5 

School Improvement business meeting 

Keith, Myra Updates on ICC 

Other topics and 
materials that 
arise through the 
first months of 
the school year 

October 23 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

 

6 

Continue with development of understanding 
around ICC 

Kelly, Myra, Gregory, Ann, Keith will be 
available – rest of team at SINA 

Keith, Myra, 

Phyllis????    

ICC materials 
that are available 
– possibly 
Phyllis could 
come??? 

November 6  

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

formerly an ICC date for 
DM trip  

SINA in DM (Karla, 
Lauren, Mike, Brad) 
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Find a time for Keith, Myra, Karla, Lauren to meet to re-visit plan, review data, consider where we are… and where the process is moving – adjust 
if needed… 

7 TBD   December 18 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

Send out mid-point Zoomerang? 

To be completed between Dec. 
18 – Jan. 20 

 

8   January 22 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

Complete mid-year 3 minute 
paper? 

 

9   February 19 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

 

10   April 2 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

 

11 

 

  May 21 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

End-of-year summaries 
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Goal #2:  ICC – Develop an understanding of information that is shared and have a process for collection of and processing Iowa 
Department of Education ICC information – being mindful of the need to support LEA teams in integrating this. 

Action Steps to Be Taken Person(s) 
Responsible  

Resources Timeline Bi-Annual Progress 
Updates 

Discussion with SI planning team – ICC learning 
and delivery TBD –according the Iowa DE ICC 
development team’s progress. 

SI team will plan to share information and 
development process (or learn process that is 
provided) during 1st ½ of year. 

Plan to engage LEAs in content in January 2009 

 

Keith, Myra, 
Phyllis??? 

Iowa DE 
materials and 
information as it 
is shared 

Team Discussion 

July 15, 2008 

TBD – Plan in place or 
beginning stages of 
information transfer to 
LEA clients 

SI Business Meeting – share what is current and 
available on ICC 

 

FYI – ICC standards are “banked” on the Web 
IEP V5 that is targeted to be available in early 
November.  How might this serve as a valuable 
resource for SI team members in working with 
LEA partners? 

Phyllis???? ICC materials 
that are available 
and applicable to 
the SI team 

October 23 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

 

ICC work – Keith, Myra, Kelly, Ann, Gregory Keith, Myra, 
Phyllis??? 

Updates and 
materials that 
have been 
provided by DE 

November 6 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

 

   December 18 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 
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1:00-2:30 

Share ICC with LEAs???? TBD Keith, Myra, 

Phyllis???? 

 January 22 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

 

   Feb. 19 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

 

   April 2 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

 

   May 21 

8-9:30 

10:00-11:30 

1:00-2:30 

ICC Integration Plan 
development in progress 

 

Implications for Agency Professional Development 

The School Improvement team will have a consistent and firm grounding in effective school improvement processes.  They will have common 
understanding of what works, and what elements must be in place for the likelihood of success, consequently, they will be able to successfully 
utilize the process in various settings and to support various improvement initiatives.  The team members will model this process and will support 
others in implementing the process, thereby building capacity among others in the AEA as well LEA partners. 
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Implications for LEA Involvement 

The School Improvement team will share a consistent approach to school improvement that will lead to more confident actions and grounded 
reference points; the LEA staff members will be more apt to model effective processes and know how to build capacity in others 

 

Evidence of Success (How will you know you are making progress?  What are your benchmarks?) 

Periodic checks and re-visiting the action plan will maintain our focus on our goal. 

The beginning-of-the-year, mid-point, and end-of-the-year surveys and written responses will provide evidence of progress as well as areas in 
need of additional support. 

 

Evaluation Process (How will you determine that your goal has been reached?  What are your measures?) 

Survey Results 

Written Responses 

Effective School Improvement Process resource that is developed for use by the team and shared with others 

SI “core” library – developed and recorded – each team member will have a copy of each of the identified items 

 

The following Agency Directed travel needs have been identified to support the region/discipline professional development needs: 

SINA team will travel to DM for regular meetings at the state level 

Dr. Thomas Guskey???  Richard Elmore? Any national experts coming our way? 

Book purchases for common core library of all SI team members 

 

To accomplish the needs of the discipline, added days may be requested by discipline leads.  Identify the number of additional days 
needed, and outline on a separate page the plan for use of that time.    

 

So, how many hours does each discipline get?  36?  Write an additional TQ proposal for work over and above the contract calendar? 
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Agency Services (Strategic Priorities) & Accompanying Actions and 
Performance Measures. Strategic Priority:  

Plan and implement an improved, comprehensive system grounded in best practices for delivering 

services to diverse learners. 
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Age of students at point of entitlement.  

The number of buildings using universal screening for decision making. No formal system is in place. As a result, for the 
purposes of this measure the baseline number will be zero.  

Existing ITBS/ITED data on the achievement gaps between the various subgroups will be utilized as a baseline for this 
measure. (See pages 72-77 for the specific data)  

Utilizing the Iowa Professional  LE  -The graph showing age of  Executive Team 
Development model, the Agency  CIA  student entitlement moves  Regional Facilitators 
will implement the new state of  DL  to the left. Currently the top  Improving Student 
Iowa entitlement guidelines as well  MCGF  entitlement point is at the 8th  Learning Team 
as implementing other early  PD  grade. We will measure our  
identification and assistance efforts   effectiveness by the amount  
consistent with the entitlement   of grades we move the  
guidelines. This Professional   highest point down towards  
Development will include all   the younger grades. This  
Agency staff involved in the   will also serve as our  
delivery of special student services   efficiency measure as early  
as well as district staff involved in   intervention and prevention  
special education and intervention   strategies are more efficient  
services.   than later-term  
  interventions.  
The primary mode of delivery will   -We will be effective if we  
be through the Iowa professional   see an increase in the  
development model utilizing   number of LEA buildings in  
Agency and partner resources.   the Agency implementing  
  universal screening  
  approaches with fidelity.  
  -ITBS/ITED data will, over  
  time, begin to show the  
  achievement gap declining.  
 

Provisions for Management Services 281 - IAC 72.9(1)(f) 
To continue the Management Services support provided by the agency, the following plan 
components are in place: 

1. As needed, the Superintendents’ Advisory Council reviews current and proposed 
management services that are and could be provided. 

2. Annually, the area Superintendents are visited by members of the Agency’s Executive 
Team. During this visit, the management services provided will be discussed. 

3. Request from districts for inclusion with existing management services will be made to the 
Chief Administrator, or designee. 
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4. Request for new management services will be brought to the Executive Team. If approved, 
the information goes to the Superintendents’ Advisory Council and then to the area 
Superintendents. 

5. The Executive Team will use the following criteria to determine how or whether the AEA 
will provide management services: 

 Must be fiscally sound and within the Agency’s ability to fund. 
 Some “buy in” by local schools must be included. 
 Must align with AEA vision. 
 Must be used by multiple districts after the first year or fiscally neutral. 
 Sunset review every three years. 
 Fees will be set by the Executive Team with input by the Superintendent’s 

Advisory Council. Further reviews will utilize the Superintendents’ Advisory 
Council process. 

6. Management Services currently provided or available: 

 Financial data processing. 
 Support for student information system programs and customization. 
 SEMS substitute program. 
 Curriculum personnel, including teacher-librarian programs. 
 Administrative personnel. 
 Student learning programs. 
 Human Resource systems. 

7. Service Agreements are currently initiated with other AEAs and public agencies: 

 AEA 11 and 12. 
 Jones County Empowerment. 
 State Library. 
 Iowa Education Consortium. 
 Iowa IMS system. 

8. Agreements are normally developed as contracts or as 28E agreements. 

9. Annually, during the meetings with the LEA Superintendents, a review is held to evaluate 
the efficiency and effectiveness of management services currently being provided to the 
districts. 

10. Contracts, letters of agreement, and purchase orders will be used to provide management 
services to districts. 

11. The Agency’s Executive Team, per processes established by the Chief Administrator, will 
determine costs and payment methods for services to outside agencies. 

12. The Agency has procedures for the development of contracts, letters of understanding, and 
purchase orders. Sale of service is included in agency budget and fiscal reporting. 
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13. The Agency uses the Superintendent visits to determine new management services and 
usage, production and sales reports to determine fiscal effectiveness of these management 
services. 

The AEA Provides Expensive and Specialized Equipment  

1. The Agency provides districts specialized equipment and assistive devices for students 
with disabilities.  

2. Cost of this equipment ranges from a few dollars to several thousand dollars.  

3. The agency purchases some of these items and keeps them in inventory for use as needed. 
In other cases, families who have purchased assistive devices have given them to the 
agency when their child outgrew the equipment. When families give the agency such 
devices, the OT/PT staff provide original cost information to the agency’s accounting 
department for its records. 

4. The current methodology used for loaning such assistive devices and equipment is for the 
teacher and/or principal from the school and one of the Agency’s Occupational Therapists 
or Physical Therapists to confer on a student’s needs and accommodations. The OT or PT 
can specify equipment needed, and orders these devices from the agency’s Staff 
Distribution Center, where they are kept in inventory. 

5. The student equipment is checked out to the school on behalf of the student who needs it. 
The child may use the device for as long as necessary, depending on his/her needs and the 
adaptability of the equipment as the child grows physically. (A list of equipment provided 
by the agency is listed at the end of this document.)  

6. There is no charge to the school or to the parents for the use of these loaned devices. 
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Equitable Access of Services 281 - IAC 72.9(1)(e) 
All Grant Wood AEA services are available to all schools and districts it serves. Grant Wood AEA 
provides access to information about services to all districts in multiple ways including but not 
limited to: 

 

 Annual District Service Plans. Customized, tailor-made service plans are designed annually 
by the AEA Regional Facilitator and each local district administration to ensure that any 
and all necessary services provided by the AEA are understood and utilized as needed by 
the districts. 

 Grant Wood AEA “Yellow Pages” booklet describes all available Agency services and is 
provided to all local schools and districts. 

 Grant Wood AEA provides an on-line media catalog to all schools and districts it serves. 
 The Grant Wood AEA quarterly newspaper, “The Linker,” provides all district personnel 

with updated service information, on-going updates on programs and initiatives, and 
upcoming professional development opportunities. 

 The Grant Wood AEA website provides 24/7 access to information about programs and 
services for all districts, schools, and teachers. 

 Grant Wood AEA vans deliver AEA materials to each school building/district on a 
regularly maintained delivery schedule. 

 

Grant Wood AEA utilizes an “Equity Formula” for the distribution of building-based professional 
staff such as speech/language pathologists, psychologists, social workers, special education 
consultants, transition consultants, parent/child educators, and itinerant preschool teachers. This 
formula is based on several factors including student enrollment, percentage of special education 
students served, and travel distance to provide equitable distribution of AEA building-based 
professional staff. 
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Annual Progress Reporting on Goals G 281 - IAC 72.9(1)(e)(7) 
Grant Wood AEA reports progress on its goals and strategic priorities annually every February 1 
through its Annual Progress Report. This report is distributed to all the schools in the Grant Wood 
AEA, both public and private, as well as libraries, newspapers, and the Chambers of Commerce in 
the counties served by Grant Wood AEA. Additionally, a copy is provided to the Department of 
Education in compliance with Iowa law. 

In addition to this form of reporting, the agency provides a comprehensive report to every district 
served. The report goes to both its superintendent and to its Board members. It includes various 
data as it applies to most of the nine standards the AEA is required to provide to LEAs. As part of 
the data gathering, we also summarize in this worksheet the usage of the AEA’s services by 
nonpublic schools, too, since they also benefit from many of our offerings such as media services 
and professional development. The recap we prepare includes numerical or yes/no information on 
the following areas: 
CURRICULUM, INSTRUCTION AND ASSESSMENT/PROFFESIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
District Received Literacy Support Services 
Reading Recovery Number of Continuing Contact Teachers Trained 
Reading Recovery Number of Students Served 
Support For District Reading/Language Arts Professional Development 
District Participated in Secondary Reading Program Years 1 and 2 
District Received Support for Reading/Language Arts Professional Development 
District Participated in Improving Elementary Literacy 
Number of Participants in Teaching for Mathematics Understanding 6-12 Year 1 
Number of Participants in Teaching for Math Understanding K-5 Year 2 
Number of Participants in Teaching for Math Understanding K-5 Year 3 
District Received Support For District Math Professional Development 
District Receives Support for District Science Professional Development 
District Participates in Science Inquiry Institute  
V.A.S.T. Center* (Science Kits) Program:Number of Kits Circulated 
V.A.S.T. Center (Science Kits) Program: Number of Teachers Using Kits in Classrooms 
Number of Teachers Attending Level One V.A.S.T. Science Kit Training Sessions 
Number of V.A.S.T. Center Teacher Leaders: Kit Facilitators 
District Used Grant Wood AEA for Assistance in Its High School Reform Efforts 
Number of District Staff Participating in Mentoring and Induction Program 
Number of District Staff Participating in Professional Development through GWAEA 

*Van Allen Science Teaching Center 
  
INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA 
Number of Videos Circulated Last Year 
Number of DVDs Circulated Last Year 
Number of Professional Library Items Circulated Last Year 
Number of Classroom Materials Requests Last Year 
Number of Professional Nonprint Items Requested Last Year 
Number of K-12 Books Circulated Last Year 
Boxed Books for Guided Reading and Six Traits Literacy Initiative  
Number of Printing Impressions Produced 
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LEADERSHIP 
Number of Staff Participating in Contemporary School Leadership 
  
MULTICULTURAL, GENDER-FAIR 

Learning Supports Training & Consultation  
  
SCHOOL-COMMUNITY PLANNING 
District Used Consultation and/or Services to School District's Board 
District Received Agency Assistance in School Improvement Advisory Committee 
District Received Agency Assistance in Its CSIP Planning Process  
  
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT 
Grant Funding Acquired with Various Assistance from GWAEA 
2007-08 School Year Consulting 
Used Accounting and/or Payroll Services 
On-Line Assessment System Data Training and/or Data Imported 
Used Centerpoint and Other Student Systems Supported by Grant Wood AEA 
Total Amount of Cooperative Purchases Made Through IEC* 
Total Savings on Cooperative Purchases 
Used Services of The CISM (Critical Incident Stress Management) Team 

* Iowa Educators' Consortium - an AEA Initiative 
  
SCHOOL TECHNOLOGY 
E-rate Funding Commitment Amount 
Percent of Savings from IEC Purchases 
District Used GWAEA for Internet Connection 
District Used GWAEA for Email 
Participated in Technology Integration and/or E2T2 Projects 
Participated in E2T2 GPS/GIS Project 
Received Technology Planning/Consultation 
Number of Multimedia Archives Queries 
Number of ClipArt Items Downloaded from AEA Online 
Number of Atomic Learning Movies Viewed 
Number of Worldbook Encyclopedia Searches via AEA Online 
Number of EBSCOhost Full Text Articles Accessed by District 
Number of DE streaming Videos Downloaded 
  
SERVICES FOR DIVERSE LEARNERS 
Number of Child Check Screenings for 2006-07 
Students Received Vision Screenings 
Children Referred for Further Vision Analysis 
Number of Children Receiving Hearing Screenings 
Number of Children Receiving Diagnostic Hearing Tests 
Number of Children Receiving Medical Referrals on Hearing 
Number of Assistive Technology Devices Circulated Last Year 
Career Connections  Program 
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    Approximately 75 percent of the agency’s funding goes to support various aspects of 
special education.  All districts have access to the agency’s special education services, 
which include speech and language pathologists, occupational and physical therapists, 
school psychologists, social workers  and special education consultants.  Services are 
provided depending on student needs. 
    Nearly 30 percent of the agency’s staff members are assigned to specific school 
districts and work directly with children as an integral part of the local school staff.  Other 
staff serve schools on a consultant or itinerant basis, offer professional development, or 
put schools in touch with other persons, agencies or materials that meet the schools’ 
needs.  

  
Services for High Need/Unique Needs Children 
    - GWAEA Life Skills 
    - V.I.T.A.L. 
    - S.E.A.D. (Students with Emotional and Autistic Disorders) 
    - Behavior Learning Center 
    - Center for Disabilities and Development 
    - U of IA Child Psych 
Shelter Classrooms 
AWARE 

 

Examples of Equipment Maintained for Use by Students with Disabilities 
Assistive Device VENDOR COST 

Add-a-bands - 9”  

Sensory processing measure (SPM) Western Psychological Service 

Sensory profile : school companion Harcourt Assessment, Inc. 

Sensory profile : supplement Harcourt Assessment, Inc. 

Weighted lap pad - 21” x 10” - 6 pounds  

6 stage grow nurser and feeding system Sammons and Preston  $17 

Abdominal binder - 10” x 27”  

Abdominal binder - 5 1/2” x 23”  

Abdominal binder - 8” x 26”  

Abdominal binder - 8” x 28”  

Ablelink step-by-step 75 switch  

Adapted toggle switch  

Adjustable easel/slant board - 12 1/2” x 17”  

Adjustable slant board - 18” x 12”  

Adjustable slant board - 24” x 12”  

Adjustable slant board - 24” x 18 1/2”  

Adjustable weighted fork Sammons and Preston  $16 

Adjustable weighted teaspoon Sammons and Preston  $16 

Adolescent/adult sensory profile Harcourt Assessment, Inc. 

Adult Joe Cool thumb splint - right  
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Airlink cordless switch Ablenet  $80 

Alligator reacher  

AlphaSmart 2000 (set 01)  

AlphaSmart 2000 (set 02)  

AlphaSmart 2000 (set 03)  

AlphaSmart 3000 with co-writer AlphaSmart, Inc.  $387 

Assorted wooden shapes - velcro  

Baby bumbo seat - 10” high, 13” wide, 8” deep Wartburg Enterprises  $49 

Baby bumbo seat - 10” high, 13” wide, 8” deep Wartburg Enterprises  $45 

Balance beam - green  

Balance-ball chair   $60 

Ball chair with legs - 22”  

Ball chair with legs - 26”  

Bath chair  

Battery powered scissors  

Bear hug - medium : 8” x 34” Southpaw Enterprises, Inc.  $69 

Bear weighted backpack  

Bendable telescopic page turner  

Bent handle pediatric spoon - orange  

BIGTrack Technology for Education  $75 

Blobz ball - blue Pocket Full of Therapy  $3 

Blue molded handle fork - left  

Body sock - large  

Body sock - medium  

Body sock - small  

Bolster - 10 1/2” x 9 1/2”  

Bolster - 17” x 10”  

Bolster - 19” x 3”  

Bolster - 19” x 4”  

Bolster - 19” x 8 1/2”  

Bolster - 22” x 8”  

Bolster - 23” x 6”  

Bolster - 25” x 5”  

Bolster - 36 1/2” x 10”  

Bolster - 36” x 12”  

Bolster - 47 1/2” x 15 1/2”  

Bolster - 48” x 14”  

Boom box - portable cassette tape recorder and rad Abilitations 
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Boxed grip dynamometer  

Bubble tongs Therapy Shoppe  $19 

Bug out Bob Abilitations  $6 

Built-up foam handle teaspoon - right  

Built-up handle fork - large  

Built-up handle fork - small  

Built-up handle knife  

Built-up handle spoon  

Built-up handle spoon - right  

Built-up knife and fork  

Built-up yellow handle spoon - left  

Built-up/weighted pencil holder  

Bump-n-go jumbo jet Flaghouse  $33 

Bump-n-go locomotive Abilitations  $32 

Bump-n-go locomotive Abilitations  $30 

Bump-n-go school bus Flaghouse  $33 

Bungee jumper  

Button hook  

Canadian occupational performance measure - 
fourth AOTA  $38 

Can-do cursive Handwriting Without Tears  $5 

Can-do print Handwriting Without Tears  $5 

Chalkboard - 18 1/2” x 14”  

Child Joe Cool thumb splint - left  

Child Joe Cool thumb splint - right  

Child”s swivel spoon  

Chiropractic massage pillow  

Clinical supervision in occupational therapy : a g AOTA  $76 

Color morph gel ball - purple Pocket Full of Therapy  $6 

Comfort grip curved utensil - left hand fork Sammons and Preston  $14 

Comfort grip curved utensil - left hand teaspoon Sammons and Preston  $14 

Comfort grip curved utensil - right hand fork Sammons and Preston  $14 

Comfort grip curved utensil - right hand teaspoon Sammons and Preston  $14 

Communication tray set for pacer gait trainers and Rifton Equipment 

Compact medicine ball - 5 1/2” diameter, 4 pounds  

Compartment dish  

Compression vest - extra small   $80 

Compression vest - large Abilitations  $116 

Compression vest - medium   $86 
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Compression vest - medium  

Compression vest - small   $89 

Various Co-oper bands  Abilitations  $85 ea. 

Correcting reversals : modified basic skills 
Achievement Products for 
Children  $14 

Cream built-up hollow handle spoon  

CST Trackball Technology for Education  $79 

Cursive handwriting workbook Handwriting Without Tears  $7 

Cursive success workbook Handwriting Without Tears  $7 

Cursive teacher”s guide Handwriting Without Tears  $7 

Curved cream colored built-up spoon  

Dana by AlphaSmart AlphaSmart, Inc.  $379 

Denim put-over-shoe tying activity  

Dizzy disk junior  

Dolphin reacher  

Dual - controlled training scissors - left Therapro 

Dual - controlled training scissors - right Therapro 

Dual beam balance beam  

Dual strap side lyer  

Duck weighted backpack  

Dynamic stander - User dimensions 25" - 32" height Rifton Equipment  $2,051 

Dynamic stander - User dimensions 37" - 52" height Rifton Equipment  $2,995 

Dynamic stander arm prompt set - 25” to 32” height Rifton Equipment 

Dynamic stander sandal set - 25” to 32” height Rifton Equipment 

Elephant weighted backpack  

Equilibrium floor disc - 10” deep, 24” diameter Southpaw Enterprises, Inc.  $276 

Ergonomic nosey cup - 8 ounces Sammons and Preston  $10 

Evaluation and treatment of pediatric feeding diso Pro-Ed 

Evaluation tool of children”s handwriting (ETCH) Therapro  $352 

Fiskars round tip scissors - child  

Flip 2 sit positioning support Theradapt Products  $185 

Flo-trol vacuum feeding cup  

Foam buttoning activity (set 01)  

Foot funnel Sammons and Preston  $12 

Foot placement ladder - 7 feet , 6 1/2 inches  

Four handle tippee cup  

Functional visual behavior in children : an occupa AOTA  $42 

Get set for school Pre-K handwriting without tears Handwriting Without Tears  $62 

Get set for school workbook Handwriting Without Tears  $7 
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Glitter gel weighted lap pad - medium : 5 pounds 1 Flaghouse  $46 

Good Grips built-up handle fork - left  

Good Grips built-up handle spoon - left  

Good Grips built-up handle spoon - right  

Gooseneck mounting toggle switch  

Gross motor function measure (GMFM-66 and 
GMFM-88) Amazon 

Gymnastik ball - 14”  

Gymnastik ball - 17”  

Half pound extra vest weights - 2 per pack  

Half-fold paper wooden folding jig  

Hand and wrist weights - 1 lb.  

Hand held massager  

Hand held scoop  

Handhold set for pacer gait trainers and dynamic s Rifton Equipment 

Handwriting made easy as green light, red light Handwriting Made Easy As Green Ligh

Handwriting without tears - Kindergarten teacher”s Handwriting Without Tears  $7 

Handwriting without tears - teacher”s guide  

Handwriting Without Tears : cursive handwriting, g Handwriting Without Tears  $11 

Handwriting Without Tears : cursive success, grade Handwriting Without Tears  $11 

Handwriting Without Tears : get set for school, gr Handwriting Without Tears  $11 

Handwriting Without Tears : letters and numbers fo Handwriting Without Tears  $11 

Handwriting Without Tears : my printing book, grad Handwriting Without Tears  $11 

Handwriting Without Tears : printing power, grade Handwriting Without Tears  $11 

Heavy hands weighted hand splint - left (set 02)  

Hensinger foam collar head support - large  

Hexagon weighted pencil system Southpaw Enterprises, Inc. 

Homedics programmable massage mat  

Hoppity hop - 16 1/2”  

Icky yicky fuzzy rainbow ball Abilitations  $6 

Inch-worm hand-held massager  

Infant Joe Cool thumb abduction glove - left  

Infant Joe Cool thumb splint - right  

Infant/toddler sensory profile Harcourt Assessment, Inc. 

Inner lip plate  

Inside-out stretch ball Abilitations  $4 

Intellikeys  

Intellikeys USB keyboard Intellitools  $387 

IOWAN : Iowa writing assessment and norms - 2005 
State of Iowa Department of 
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Education 

Junior earmuffs Therapy Shoppe  $31 

Kelliquilt weighted blanket - 25 pounds Harcourt Assessment, Inc.  $205 

Kelliquilt weighted blanket - 25 pounds Harcourt Assessment, Inc. 

Kellivest - large : 18” long 4 pounds Pearson Education 

Kellivest - medium : 16” long 3 pounds Pearson Education 

Kick spots Abilitations  $10 

Kidsert - cushioned insert Theradapt Products  $55 

Kitty cuddles pad - 2 1/2 pounds Southpaw Enterprises, Inc.  $38 

Kitty cuddles pad - 2 1/2 pounds Southpaw Enterprises, Inc. 

Knit tunnel with handles  

Knuckle iron - 1/2 pound left  

Knuckle iron - 1/2 pound right  

Knuckle iron - 1/4 pound right  

Krazy cutter Pocket Full of Therapy  $7 

Ladybug weighted blanket - 10 pounds Southpaw Enterprises, Inc.  $165 

Ladybug weighted blanket - 10 pounds Southpaw Enterprises, Inc.  $157 

Large 5 pound weighted lap pad with fleece cover - Therapy Shoppe  $44 

Large 5 pound weighted lap pad with fleece cover - Therapy Shoppe  $44 

Large chest prompt set Rifton Equipment 

Large feeder seat with base - 28"   $179 

Large hip positioner set Rifton Equipment 

Large lip closure spoon Sammons and Preston  $16 

Large pacer gait trainer Rifton Equipment  $2,867 

Leopard weighted backpack  

Letters and numbers for me workbook Handwriting Without Tears  $7 

Light up pen 
Achievement Products for 
Children  $3 

Lion weighted backpack  

Little balance trapezoid obstacle - bolster  

Little Tikes slide  

Long handled shoe horn  

Long spout feeding cup Sammons and Preston 

Loop scissors  

Low profile slant board Pocket Full of Therapy  $38 

Low profile slant board Pocket Full of Therapy  $38 

MacGregor physical fitness mat  

Magic tracks  

Magnetote easel and mirror Thinking Publications 
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Medicine ball - 4 to 5 pounds Abilitations  $15 

Medicine ball - 6 to 7 pounds Abilitations  $17 

Medicine ball - 9 pounds  

Medium 3 1/2 pound weighted lap pad with fleece 
co Therapy Shoppe  $39 

Medium 3 1/2 pound weighted lap pad with fleece 
co Therapy Shoppe  $39 

Medium pacer gait trainer Mobility Store of Iowa  $2,844 

Mega scooter  

Melamine scooper bowl Sammons and Preston  $19 

Metal upper extremity goniometer  

Metal weighted pencil  

Midline mania tube Abilitations  $23 

Mini bolster 10” x 5”  

Mini easi-grip loop scissors Therapro  $8 

Mini massager  

Molded built-up handle fork  

Mounted table-top scissors Abilitations  $34 

Mounted table-top scissors Abilitations  $31 

Mouth madness : oral motor activities for children 
Achievement Products for 
Children  $56 

Move and sit - 12” round  

Move and sit - 13 1/2” round  

Move and sit - 13 3/4” x 14”  

Move and sit - 14” x 15”  

Move and sit - 15” round  

Move and sit jr - 10”   $41 

Move and sit jr - 10”   $20 

Move and sit jr - 10”   $20 

Move and sit jr - 10”  

Move and sit pellet filled core disk - 5 pounds Abilitations  $33 

Multi-trainer gripper ball - 10” Sportime  $15 

My printing book Handwriting Without Tears  $7 

Neoprene thumb splint - left hand : size AAB - red Benik Corporation  $21 

Neoprene thumb splint - right hand : size A - roya Benik Corporation  $41 

Nine hole peg kit - plastic  

Nosey cutout tumbler  

Nosey cutout tumbler - large  

Occupational therapy services for children and you AOTA 
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OK lacers  

Padded incline board - 12” x 12”  

Panda weighted backpack  

Parachute - 6 foot  

Pearl gel ball Pocket Full of Therapy  $5 

Pediatric ballert build-ups  

Pediatric evaluation of disability inventory (PEDI Harcourt Assessment, Inc.  $119 

Pediatric fine motor assessment - Second edition ( Schoodles  $52 

Pediatric hand sizing kit Benik Corporation  $38 

Pediatric TheraTogs Abilitations  $174 

Pediatric universal cuff  

Pediatric weighted fork Sammons and Preston  $16 

Pediatric weighted teaspoon Sammons and Preston  $16 

Physio-ball - 17”  

Physio-ball - 31”  

Pinch meter  

Plastic coated flexible youth spoon  

Plastic cup with detachable handle  

Plastic food guard  

Plastic paper folding jig  

Plastisol coated bent spoon - left  

Plastisol coated bent spoon - right  

Plastisol coated spoon  

Plate guard  

Plate switch - blue and yellow  

Pooh two handled sippee cup  

Powerlink 3 control unit   $182 

Powerlink 3 control unit  

Practical considerations for school based occupati AOTA  $40 

Pre-K teacher”s guide Handwriting Without Tears  $7 

Printing blocks  

Printing power Handwriting Without Tears  $7 

Printing teacher”s guide Handwriting Without Tears  $7 

PRN board  

Quad cupholder  

Quad teaspoon  

Quick start environmental control kit   $405 

Red foam ball on a string  
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Resistance tunnel with multi-colors and textures - Abilitations  $170 

Resistance tunnel with multi-colors and textures - Abilitations  $170 

Rocker board - 17 1/2” carpeted  

Rocker board - 18 1/2” carpeted  

Rough rider saddle/bolster  

Round scooter board - 20”  

Round trampoline   $42 

Rounded wedge bolster - 23” x 14”  

Safe Sport harness - small  

Scoop dish - oblong  

Scoop dish - round  

Scooper bowl   $10 

Scooter boards  

Self-opening scissors - left Therapro  $10 

Self-opening scissors - left Therapro 

Self-opening scissors - right Therapro  $10 

Self-opening scissors - right Therapro 

SensationBall - 7” Sportime  $12 

Sensory motor issues in autism Therapy Skill Builders  $23 

Sensory snuggle small (3-4 pounds)   $60 

Shark reacher  

Shoe horn - short  

Sit and spin  

Six simple ways to assess young children Delmar Thomson Learning  $30 

Slant board - 10” x 12”  

Sliding board - 30” x 11 3/4”  

Small ankle prompt set Rifton Equipment 

Small arm prompt set Rifton Equipment 

Small chest prompt set Rifton Equipment 

Small hip positioner set Rifton Equipment 

Small lip closure spoon Sammons and Preston  $13 

Small pacer gait trainer Rifton Equipment  $2,151 

Small pacer gait trainer Rifton Equipment  $2,025 

Small pullover button vest  

Small pullover snap vest  

Small textured spoon Southpaw Enterprises, Inc.  $6 

Small thigh prompt set Rifton Equipment 

Smash blaster  
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Snap together wood shapes (set 01)  

Soft steps - 24” x 32”  

Sound balls  

Spider ball - 2 1/4” Sportime  $10 

Spillproof Kcup  

Spring board  

Squizzors  

Stainless steel built-up handle fork  

Steady spoon - pediatric Sammons and Preston  $38 

Steady spoon - pediatric Sammons and Preston 

Steamroller deluxe Southpaw Enterprises, Inc.  $489 

SuccessBalls - 4” Sportime  $12 

Suction cup holder  

Supergrip built-up handle fork - right  

Swedish shoehorn Sammons and Preston  $9 

Swedish shoehorn Sammons and Preston  $9 

Switch mounting system  

Swivel spoon - adult  

Swivel spork  

Table top spring scissors   $22 

Table top spring scissors  

Tactile step-n-stones Abilitations  $76 

Tag ball Abilitations  $23 

Tangle ball Abilitations  $8 

T-bar brush holder  

Test of handwriting skills - Revised (THS-R) Therapro  $136 

The New IDEA : an occupational therapy tool kit AOTA  $144 

The New IDEA : an occupational therapy tool kit AOTA 

The Occupational therapy assistant : resources for AOTA  $42 

The Occupational therapy assistant : resources for AOTA  $40 

The Out-of-sync child : recognizing and coping wit Sensory Resources  $50 

The Print tool evaluation and remediation package Handwriting Without Tears  $56 

Thera ball - 12”  

Thera ball - 15 1/4”  

Thera ball - 26”  

Thera ball - 28”  

Thera ball - 47 1/2”  

Thumb and wrist splint - left  
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Thumb splint glove - small  

Thumb splint glove velcro closure - adult  

Toddler universal cuff - spoon  

Togu touch ball - 3”   $6 

Tongs - precutting  

Tote-n-roll balance ball Abilitations  $31 

Triangular suction plate   $16 

Triangular suction plate  

Triwall slant board - 14” x 16”  

T-stool 6” leg  

Tumble forms ball - 16”  

Tumble forms barrel/bolster  

Tumble forms ready racer   $84 

Two handle snorkel cup Sammons and Preston 

Two handled sippee cup  

Universal art tool holder  

Universal flexible arm Sammons and Preston  $25 

Velcro alphabet blocks  

Velcro feeding kit  

Velvasoft weighted vest - small Abilitations  $98 

Velvet slime anemones Abilitations  $5 

Vibrating Mr. Potato head  

Vibrating pillow  

Vibrating plate switch  

Vibrating snake Integrations  $31 

Wedge bolster - 23” x 11”  

Wedge bolster - 23” x 20”  

Wedge bolster - 25 1/2” x 24”  

Weebok jogger stroller  

Weighted belt - small  

Weighted blanket - large/5 pounds   $87 

Weighted blanket - large/5 pounds   $87 

Weighted blanket - large/5 pounds  

Weighted body shawl - 19” x 28” - 5 pounds Southpaw Enterprises, Inc.  $61 

Weighted built-up bendable spoon-left  

Weighted built-up handle pediatric spoon  

Weighted built-up handle spoon  

Weighted hand splint  
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Weighted junior fork - red  

Weighted lap animal - hound : 5 pounds Abilitations  $27 

Weighted lap animal - hound : 5 pounds Abilitations 

Weighted lap animal - turtle : 5 pounds Abilitations  $27 

Weighted lap animal - turtle : 5 pounds Abilitations 

Weighted lap blanket - denim  

Weighted lap pad - 13” x 10”  

Weighted lap pad - 19” x 9” - 5 pounds  

Weighted lap pad - 21” x 11” - 5 pounds   $25 

Weighted lap pad - 24” x 12” - 6 pounds   $25 

Weighted lap pad - 28” x 10”  

Weighted lap pad : 5 pounds - 10” x 15” Salt of the Earth Weighted Gear  $26 

Weighted lap pad : 5 pounds - 10” x 15” Salt of the Earth Weighted Gear  $15 

Weighted lap pad 17” x 15” - removable weights - 7  

Weighted lap wrap : 5 pounds - 10” x 33” Salt of the Earth Weighted Gear  $34 

Weighted vest - large/weight range 2 1/2 - 3 pound  

Weighted vest - medium/weight range 2 - 2 1/2 poun  

Weighted vest - small/weight range 1 1/2 - 2 pound  

Weighted washable body shawl - 19” x 28” - 5 
pound Southpaw Enterprises, Inc.  $44 

Whiffle ball on a string  

Whiplash - nosey cup  

Wonder-Flo cup 8 ounces   $10 

Wonder-Flo cup 8 ounces  

Wood pieces set for capital letters  

Wooden footplate wedges  

Wooden paper folding jig  

Wrist hold-down Sammons and Preston  $71 

Wrist or ankle weights - 1 1/2 pounds  

Wrist or ankle weights - 1 pound (set 01)  

Wrist or ankle weights - 1 pound (set 02)  

Wrist or ankle weights - 1 pound (set 04)  

Wrist or ankle weights - 1/2 pound  

Wrist or ankle weights - 2 pounds  

Wrist or ankle weights - 8 oz.  

Wrist or ankle weights - child  

Write from the start : developing fine motor and p 
Achievement Products for 
Children  $24 

X-large 7 pound weighted lap pad with fleece cover Therapy Shoppe  $49 
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X-large 7 pound weighted lap pad with fleece cover Therapy Shoppe  $49 

Yellow bear plastic pediatric fork - right  

Youth swivel spoon  

Zaner-Bloser fine motor development kit Zaner-Bloser  $94 

Zip, button, and snap board (set 02)  

Zoom ball  
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