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Introduction 

The Kettle Moraine School District (KMSD) Scenario Planning Team (SPT), comprised of 15 stakeholders 
of KMSD representing current and former parents, teachers, students, administrators and school board 
members, met for a two-day workshop on October 30-31, 2018. The objectives of the workshop, facilitated 
by Bryan Goodwin, McREL, and Laura Lefkowits, Lefkowits Consulting, LLC, were to complete Steps One 
through Four of the Scenario Building Process.  

The Scenario Building Process 

Scenario Building is the process of creating possible scenarios of the future to inform the work of strategic 
planning for today. Future uncertainties can be so overwhelming that many approaches to planning may 
reflect false assumptions about the future or ignore it altogether. As a result, even the best-laid plans may go 
awry when the world changes in unexpected ways. Scenario planning intentionally incorporates the 
uncertainties of the future through a step-by-step process: 

1. Defining a strategic question to guide the work 
2. Exploring trends of the future 
3. Identifying and clarifying the uncertainties most critical to the strategic question  
4. Creating a framework of four possible scenarios of the future a decade or more from now 

Step One: Identify the Strategic Question and Timeline 

The Strategic Question offers a boundary to the planning process by focusing the work on the most relevant 
challenges ahead. Following a series of interviews of key stakeholders in the organization and deliberation 
by the KMSD leadership team, the following Strategic Question was developed: 

How will the Kettle Moraine community build on its legacy of innovation to 
prepare each and every learner to excel in a rapidly changing world? 

The SPT discussed this question and strongly agreed it accurately reflects the key factors involved in the 
Scenario-Based Planning Process. The question identifies the Kettle Moraine community as critical actors in 
the district’s success. It calls out the innovation that is deeply embedded in the district and that informs all 
strategic choices. It refers to all stakeholders, not just students, as learners in the system. And, finally, it 
acknowledges that globalization and change establish the environment for which KMSD must prepare its 
learners. The SPT agreed to use the year 2030 as a target for developing and analyzing scenarios to inform 
the planning process.  
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Step Two. Explore the External World 

The facilitators presented a scan of future trends in several key areas and engaged the group in dialogue to 
stimulate participants’ thinking about drivers of change (see Fig. 1 below) that could impact KMSD as the 
future unfolds. The presentation challenged participants’ assumptions about the future (their own “official 
future”) and helped them gain insight into the myriad ways in which the future might become reality.  

Figure 1: Drivers of change 

 

The presentation, which is available at Kettle Moraine School District "Facing an uncertain future" PPT was 
followed by a brainstorm of potential drivers of change in the future. This activity spawned hundreds of 
ideas such as revenues, mental health, school choice, big data, parenting styles, energy use, politics, 
automation, income inequality, technology, changes in the job market, and more.  

After this exercise, each individual member of the SPT selected those drivers they felt were most important 
to the Strategic Question. The top choices of the group as a whole were as follows (in rank order): 

• Revenues and sources of funding 
• Delivery of education 
• Job market 
• Economic and Income gaps 
• Automation and technology 
• Post-secondary education 
• School choice 

  

https://www.dropbox.com/home/KMSD%20scenario%20planning?preview=KMSD+Trends+%26+Uncertainties+updated+FINAL+version.pptx
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Figure 2: Identified critical uncertainties 

Step Three. Clarify Uncertainties 

In this step, the SPT further described the above drivers of change by answering the following questions: 

• Is it uncertain? If so, what, exactly, is uncertain about it? 
• Is it outside the control of KMSD? 
• Is it critical to the Strategic Question? 

During this activity, SPT members eliminated the following drivers from consideration because they were 
deemed predetermined rather than uncertain. These drivers will instead serve provide a useful context or 
underpinning rationale for developing the actual scenarios. 

• Climate change 
• Communication networks 
• Connectedness of the world 
• Currency goes digital 
• Data analytics 
• Driverless cars 
• Drones 
• Energy efficiencies 
• Environmental change 
• Family structures 
• Fuel supply 

• Global mobility 
• Green energy 
• Growing life expectancy 
• Health care 
• Insurance (health) 
• Medical advances, bio-tech 
• Privacy and/or security 
• Shift in banking 
• Social media backlash 
• Sustainable food sources 
• Transportation 

 

For each driver that was determined to be uncertain, beyond the district’s control, and critical to the Strategic 
Question, the team considered how the uncertainties might be described along an axis with the possible 
resolution of the uncertainties defined as extreme ends of each axis. This activity generated many possible 
definitions of uncertainties and ways in which they might be resolved and also surfaced many additional 
drivers of change that had not emerged during the original brainstorm storm. 

This discussion and deliberation ultimately led the group to consider the four drivers shown in Figure 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Control of funding Student System 

Talent pipeline Weak Strong 

Delivery of education One-size-fits-all Personalized 

Community support for innovation Weak Strong 
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Step Four. Develop the Scenario Framework 

Through a process of trial and error, SPT members tested different configurations of each uncertainty in a 
matrix crossing one uncertainty with another, forming four quadrants, each of which becomes a different 
future scenario. For each scenario of the draft framework, participants discussed the following questions: 

• Is it plausible? What would have to happen between 2018 and 2030 for this particular scenario to 
become reality? 

• Is it beyond control for KMSD? Does the scenario depict a world not created by KMSD, but to 
which KMSD would have to adapt? 

• Is it relevant to the strategic question? Would an analysis of the implications of the scenario for 
KMSD lead to worthy options for action?  

• Is it different from all the other scenarios in the framework and does it challenge conventional 
thinking? 

After lengthy discussion and deliberation, the SPT settled on two critical uncertainties described in the 
following section. 

Uncertainty 1: Who will control funding for schools in 2030? 

Wisconsin state law provides for vouchers for students attending private and religious schools. Initially, 
vouchers were capped at one percent of enrollment for every school district, rising by one percent each year 
until the 2026-2027 school year, when the 
cap will be lifted. As a result, barring any 
change in this legislation, by 2030, 
potentially all students in the KMSD 
community will be eligible to obtain a 
voucher.  

Moreover, in light of national public 
opinion data (see Figure 3) which suggests 
two-thirds of parents might opt out of 
regular public schools were travel or 
tuition costs no object, a statewide voucher 
system could lead to a potential surge in 
private school enrollment, creating greater 
competition for school funding.  

Thus, Kettle Moraine, which already 
depends on open enrollment students to 
maintain financial stability, could, on one hand, see its enrollment shrink further if other options become 
more attractive and affordable. Yet on the other hand, an open market might benefit KMSD as parents who 
favor a personalized approach to learning might find the district an attractive option for their child. In 
short, KMSD’s personalized approach to learning and its strong reputation, could make it more appealing 
to a larger audience especially as it will continue to provide free education, whereas vouchers would likely 
not rarely cover the full costs of private education.  

Public, 33

Private, 

31

Charter, 

17

Religious, 

14

All things being equal, which kind of school 

would you choose for your child?

Figure 3: Gallup parent opinion data 
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At the same time, the election of Ton Evers, a former state superintendent of public instruction, could lead 
to changes in the voucher law as currently written. In this case, if school systems maintain control of 
funding, competition will remain the same but financial challenges will continue for KM due to the state 
funding formula that disadvantages the district. Moreover, KMSD could see additional mandates imposed 
on the limited resources. Alternatively, a new governor could lead to changes in priorities at the state level 
resulting in more generous education budgets in the future.  

Uncertainty 2: What will stakeholder attitudes toward innovation be like in 2030? 

KMSD has committed to using innovation to drive continuous improvement. Already, the district’s 
innovative use of technology to support personalized approaches to learning has resulted in some pushback 
from parents in the community. Some of this pushback also reflects the fact that personalized approaches to 
learning (and those enhanced with technology) look very different from the schools and classrooms many 
parents attended, prompting some parents worry that teachers are being “replaced” by technology or that 
because personalized approaches often allow students to re-do projects or re-take tests to demonstrate 
mastery, they aren’t receiving a rigorous curriculum. 

Some of this backlash may also reflect national trends of parents seeking to reduce their children’s screen 
time (according to some reports, the new “digital divide” is that of children in high-income families having 
less screen time than children in low-income families) and even enrolling children in back-to-nature 
programs that eschew technology in favor of outdoor experiences. In addition, if artificial intelligence 
becomes the disruptive economic force many have envisioned (e.g., displacing one-third or more of U.S. 
workers), public resistance may grow to all forms of technology ― OR ― parents and community members 
may advocate for new forms of education to provide students with the creative and critical thinking skills 
needed in an economy where jobs involving predictable or repetitious labor have all but disappeared.   

Figure 4: U.S. job losses & gains due to automation (in millions) 

 

Over the next 12 years, where will these trend lead? Could rapid implementation of innovations that are 
outside the norms and values of the local community backfire, resulting in broad rejection of any kind of 
change? Or, on the other hand, as digital native Millennials become parents and leaders in the community, 
will acceptance of innovation and change increase?  

-39

-73

14.5

5114

14

-80

-60

-40

-20

0

20

40

60

80

Midpoint scenario Rapid adoption scenario

Displaced Changing occupations New jobs added

Source: Jobs Lost, Jobs Gained: Workforce Transitions in a Time of Automation. McKinsey & Company. 
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Creating the Scenarios  

Crossing the two uncertainties on a matrix yields that Scenario Framework shown below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conclusion 

This framework sets the stage for completing 
the scenario planning process. The facilitators 
will draft the four scenarios for virtual review 
by the SPT. A final workshop to discuss 
implications and options for each scenario 
and to formulate recommendations for 
actions is scheduled for December 11, 2018. 

At the conclusion of the October workshop, 
participants considered where on the 
framework they think the world is today, 
where it is headed in the near future, which 
scenario they prefer and which they dislike. 
Team members used color-coded dots to 
reflect their thinking as shown in the image 
on the right.  

SBT members will repeat this exercise at the 
next workshop as analyzing implications and 
options for each scenario often leads to 
changes in participants’ perceptions of the 
favorability of various scenarios. 
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