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Executive Summary 
	  

Time	  for	  Action	  and	  a	  Unified	  Vision	  
	  
For	  Wyoming	  to	  meet	  its	  future	  economic	  needs,	  it	  must	  develop	  and	  sustain	  an	  education	  system	  that	  will	  
ensure	  students	  of	  the	  state	  will	  be	  prepared	  for	  citizenship,	  the	  workplace,	  and	  to	  be	  competitive	  in	  a	  
global	  economy.	  While	  modest	  student	  performance	  gains	  have	  been	  made	  in	  recent	  years,	  other	  states,	  
including	  several	  that	  are	  demographically	  similar,	  are	  improving	  at	  faster	  rates,	  giving	  their	  high	  school	  
students	  better	  preparation	  for	  success	  in	  postsecondary	  education	  and	  career	  training.	  Wyoming	  must	  
significantly	  increase	  the	  percentage	  of	  adults	  with	  two-‐year	  or	  four-‐year	  degrees	  over	  the	  next	  10	  years	  or	  
risk	  the	  future	  well-‐being	  of	  Wyoming’s	  citizens.	  	  

Yet	  at	  the	  state	  level,	  Wyoming’s	  educational	  system	  has	  been	  held	  back	  repeatedly	  by	  disagreement,	  
tension	  and	  dysfunction.	  	  

Over	  the	  last	  100	  years,	  the	  Legislature	  has	  tried	  numerous	  times	  to	  resolve	  these	  tensions	  through	  a	  series	  
of	  statutory	  changes	  to	  the	  structure	  and	  the	  duties	  assigned	  to	  the	  primary	  state	  education	  governance	  
bodies:	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  of	  Public	  Instruction	  and	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education.	  	  

Yet	  as	  we	  will	  detail	  in	  this	  study,	  a	  fundamental	  flaw	  within	  that	  structure	  is	  the	  root	  cause	  of	  the	  
dysfunction.	  There	  is	  no	  structural	  mechanism	  to	  resolve	  areas	  of	  dispute	  between	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  
and	  State	  Board	  on	  matters	  of	  vision	  and	  direction.	  There	  is	  no	  well-‐defined	  and	  binding	  process	  to	  reach	  
final	  decisions	  on	  the	  policies	  and	  goals	  of	  the	  system,	  nor	  accountability	  assigned	  for	  doing	  so.	  The	  elected	  
State	  Superintendent	  seeks	  to	  deliver	  on	  the	  commitments	  made	  during	  campaigns	  but	  the	  authority	  for	  
setting	  the	  policies	  and	  goals	  of	  the	  system	  are	  assigned	  to	  the	  State	  Board.	  When,	  by	  chance,	  the	  views	  and	  
priorities	  of	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  and	  the	  State	  Board	  are	  aligned,	  the	  system	  works	  well.	  But	  the	  
functioning	  of	  Wyoming’s	  educational	  system	  should	  not	  be	  left	  to	  chance.	  

This	  study	  concludes	  that	  Wyoming	  has	  little	  time	  to	  waste	  in	  addressing	  this	  flaw	  and	  clearing	  the	  way	  for	  a	  
more	  consistent	  and	  productive	  focus	  on	  educational	  improvement.	  	  

Moreover,	  a	  statewide	  survey	  of	  nearly	  1500	  citizens	  and	  in-‐depth	  interviews	  with	  representatives	  of	  
eighteen	  stakeholder	  groups	  reveal	  not	  only	  a	  readiness	  but	  a	  sense	  of	  urgency	  for	  addressing	  the	  state-‐
level	  governance	  issues	  so	  that	  a	  shared	  state	  vision	  and	  plan	  for	  educational	  improvement	  can	  be	  crafted.	  A	  
majority	  of	  every	  subgroup	  polled	  and	  interviewed	  prefers	  a	  transition	  to	  an	  appointed	  chief	  state	  school	  
officer	  who	  can	  be	  held	  accountable	  annually	  for	  driving	  improvements,	  although	  many	  want	  to	  maintain	  a	  
means	  by	  which	  the	  public	  has	  a	  direct	  “voice”	  in	  choosing	  individuals	  with	  significant	  roles	  in	  steering	  or	  
monitoring	  the	  educational	  system.	  	  

While	  research	  indicates	  that	  governance	  is	  an	  important	  determinant	  of	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  a	  system,	  
there	  is	  no	  “best”	  governance	  structure.	  The	  education	  governance	  systems	  interact	  with	  the	  larger	  set	  of	  
executive	  and	  legislative	  systems,	  commissions,	  appointment	  practices,	  and	  traditions	  of	  a	  state,	  as	  well	  as	  
the	  specific	  goals	  and	  priorities	  of	  a	  state.	  	  Within	  the	  context	  of	  the	  state,	  what	  matters	  is	  that	  the	  structure	  
actively	  supports	  clear,	  timely	  and	  well-‐vetted	  decisions	  regarding	  the	  State’s	  goals,	  requirements,	  and	  
expectations.	  
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This	  report	  provides	  to	  the	  Legislature	  three	  governance	  structure	  options	  for	  consideration.	  Each	  is	  
consistent	  with	  the	  priorities	  of	  Wyomingites	  gathered	  through	  the	  survey	  and	  interviews,	  and	  each	  
provides	  a	  formal	  mechanism	  by	  which	  final,	  binding	  agreement	  can	  be	  reached	  on	  the	  vision,	  policies	  and	  
goals	  of	  the	  system.	  Each	  option	  also	  protects	  existing	  local	  control	  over	  curriculum	  and	  instruction.	  None,	  
however,	  can	  guarantee	  accelerated	  improvements	  in	  educational	  performance.	  	  

Improving	  the	  state	  education	  governance	  structure	  will	  not,	  in	  and	  of	  itself,	  propel	  advances	  in	  the	  
education	  of	  Wyoming’s	  students.	  Rather,	  it	  should	  be	  thought	  of	  as	  a	  necessary	  action	  step	  that	  is	  part	  of	  a	  
larger	  statewide	  effort	  to	  ensure	  a	  strong	  future	  for	  the	  students	  and	  families	  of	  Wyoming.	  
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Purpose and Structure of the Report 

	  

In	  the	  spring	  of	  2014,	  after	  several	  years	  of	  conflict	  at	  the	  state	  level	  over	  education	  governance,	  the	  
Wyoming	  Legislative	  Management	  Council	  directed	  the	  Joint	  Education	  Interim	  Committee	  to	  undertake	  a	  
review	  of	  the	  state’s	  governance	  structure	  and	  to	  provide	  potential	  alterations	  that	  would	  better	  support	  
efficient,	  effective	  governance	  and,	  thereby,	  better	  support	  the	  education	  of	  the	  youth	  of	  the	  state.	  As	  part	  
of	  this	  review,	  the	  Management	  Council	  requested	  that	  the	  views	  of	  citizens	  and	  stakeholder	  groups	  be	  
gathered	  regarding	  past	  governance	  challenges	  and	  their	  priorities	  for	  addressing	  them.	  

In	  the	  summer	  of	  2014,	  Cross	  &	  Joftus	  conducted	  in-‐depth	  interviews	  with	  31	  representatives	  of	  18	  
Wyoming	  stakeholder	  groups,	  including	  teachers,	  administrators,	  business	  and	  civic	  leaders,	  higher	  
education	  leaders,	  former	  and	  current	  Wyoming	  Department	  of	  Education	  leaders,	  and	  parent	  advocacy	  
groups.	  	  

In	  addition,	  a	  brief	  survey	  concerning	  education	  governance	  was	  placed	  online	  and	  nearly	  1500	  citizens	  
responded.	  	  The	  findings	  from	  the	  surveys	  and	  interviews	  were	  presented	  to	  the	  Wyoming	  Joint	  Education	  
Interim	  Committee	  on	  September	  10,	  2014.	  Requests	  made	  by	  members	  of	  the	  committee	  at	  that	  time	  
helped	  to	  further	  inform	  the	  content	  of	  this	  report.	  

Significant	  research	  was	  conducted	  to	  inform	  the	  development	  of	  recommendations.	  Chapter	  1	  provides	  key	  
findings	  from	  a	  review	  of	  the	  history	  of	  education	  governance	  in	  Wyoming.	  	  These	  finding	  reflect	  the	  long-‐
standing	  values	  and	  priorities	  of	  the	  state.	  Chapters	  2	  and	  3	  review	  trends	  in	  the	  educational	  performance	  of	  
Wyoming’s	  students,	  their	  readiness	  for	  postsecondary	  education,	  and	  projections	  for	  the	  educational	  
attainment	  levels	  needed	  to	  meet	  future	  workforce	  needs	  in	  Wyoming.	  These	  chapters,	  then,	  provide	  a	  
picture	  of	  the	  level	  of	  challenge	  facing	  the	  state	  as	  it	  seeks	  to	  prepare	  each	  student	  for	  a	  strong	  future.	  

The	  Management	  Council	  requested	  a	  review	  of	  the	  most	  common	  education	  governance	  structures	  used	  
across	  the	  country,	  their	  use	  over	  time,	  and	  insights	  regarding	  strengths	  and	  potential	  weakness	  of	  these	  
structures.	  These	  are	  provided	  in	  Chapter	  4.	  

In	  Chapter	  5,	  the	  results	  of	  the	  statewide	  survey	  and	  interviews	  are	  explored	  in	  detail,	  and	  the	  themes	  of	  
significant	  agreement	  regarding	  the	  future	  governance	  structure	  and	  priorities	  for	  the	  state	  are	  described.	  	  	  

Finally,	  in	  Chapter	  6,	  all	  of	  this	  information	  has	  been	  used	  to	  craft	  three	  options	  for	  the	  Legislature	  and	  the	  
citizens	  of	  Wyoming	  to	  consider.	  	  

Several	  appendices	  have	  also	  been	  developed	  to	  provide	  information	  on	  important	  related	  topics.	  For	  
example,	  the	  need	  for	  a	  statewide	  vision	  for	  education	  and	  multi-‐year	  implementation	  plan	  were	  raised	  by	  
nearly	  every	  stakeholder	  group.	  	  In	  Appendix	  I,	  we	  provide	  information	  on	  effective	  initiatives	  in	  other	  states	  
to	  develop	  and	  sustain	  such	  a	  plan.	  

This	  report	  provides	  the	  Wyoming	  Legislature	  with	  a	  wealth	  of	  information	  that	  can	  be	  used	  as	  it	  considers	  
these	  governance	  issues	  in	  2015.	  
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Chapter	  1	  

 
	  

	  

The History of Education Governance in 
Wyoming and Key Findings                               
to Inform the Path Forward 

	  

	  

	  

In	  1889,	  the	  Wyoming	  territorial	  governor,	  Francis	  E.	  Warren,	  initiated	  the	  first	  step	  toward	  statehood	  by	  
calling	  for	  the	  election	  of	  delegates	  to	  a	  Wyoming	  constitutional	  convention.	  That	  September,	  the	  49	  
delegates	  who	  assembled	  in	  Cheyenne	  had	  just	  25	  working	  days	  to	  craft	  a	  constitution	  that	  would	  be	  placed	  
before	  voters	  in	  the	  November	  general	  election.	  	  	  

To	  expedite	  the	  work,	  the	  delegates	  used	  a	  "scissors-‐and-‐paste”	  approach,	  copying	  sections	  from	  many	  
other	  state	  constitutions.1	  It	  was	  not	  a	  perfect	  document,	  nor	  should	  it	  have	  been	  expected	  to	  be.	  The	  
Wyoming	  Constitution	  has	  been	  amended	  some	  75	  times	  since	  its	  ratification	  in	  1889.	  	  

The	  initial	  version	  of	  the	  Wyoming	  Constitution	  called	  for	  “the	  establishment	  and	  maintenance	  of	  a	  
complete	  and	  uniform	  system	  of	  public	  instruction”	  and	  established	  the	  position	  of	  the	  State	  
Superintendent	  of	  Public	  Instruction	  as	  an	  elected	  official.	  The	  definition	  of	  this	  position	  within	  the	  
constitution	  is	  brief,	  charging	  the	  individual	  with	  the	  “general	  supervision	  of	  the	  public	  schools”	  and	  leaving	  
the	  further	  definition	  of	  powers	  and	  duties	  to	  the	  Legislature.	  It	  would	  be	  another	  30	  years	  before	  any	  
statutes	  were	  enacted	  with	  further	  definition.	  It	  appears	  that	  in	  the	  interim	  the	  duties	  of	  this	  individual	  were	  
typical	  of	  state	  superintendents	  in	  other	  states	  at	  the	  time	  –	  monitoring	  of	  the	  use	  of	  funds.	  	  

In	  1917,	  the	  Legislature	  chose,	  as	  nearly	  every	  other	  state	  had	  done,	  to	  create	  a	  citizens	  board	  to	  establish	  
statewide	  education	  policies	  and	  standards.	  The	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  (the	  Board)	  was	  established	  in	  
statute,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  Department	  of	  Education,	  and	  the	  Department	  was	  placed	  under	  the	  control	  of	  the	  
Board.	  In	  1919,	  in	  the	  first	  statute	  to	  address	  the	  State	  Superintendent,	  the	  Department	  of	  Education	  was	  
moved	  under	  his/her	  control.	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Phil	  Roberts,	  “The	  Wyoming	  Constitution:	  A	  Brief	  Overview,”	  University	  of	  Wyoming	  website	  
www.uwyo.edy/robertshistory/wyoming_constitution.htm	  October,	  2014.	  



 

10 

	  
Figure	  1a	  

State 
Board

State 
Superintendent

The Sequence of Educa!on Governance Change

Wyoming School Districts

Department

State Superintendent

The Sequence of Educa!on Governance Change

Wyoming School Districts

Wyoming School Districts Wyoming School Districts

Wyoming School Districts Wyoming School Districts

State 
Board

State 
Superintendent

State 
Board

State 
Superintendent

Commissioner

Department

Commissioner Department

?

DepartmentDepartment Staff

1889 – 1917 1917 – 1919 1919 – 1959

1959 – 1969 1969 – 1987 1987 – 2013

State 
Board

State 
Superintendent

• Establishment of policies
   and standards
• Approval of Department
   organiza"on and staffing

• Administra"on and 
   implementa"on of 
   policies and standards
• Compliance 
   monitoring 

Administra"on & 
Implementa"on of 
Policies/Compliance

• Policies/Standards
• Reform Agenda

Department

Provides 
Support

State 
Board

State 
Superintendent

	  
	  
Since	  that	  time,	  the	  role	  and	  staffing	  of	  the	  State	  Board	  and	  the	  oversight	  of	  the	  Department	  have	  been	  
altered	  numerous	  times	  through	  statutory	  changes.	  No	  fewer	  than	  six	  education	  governance	  structures	  have	  
been	  enacted	  in	  Wyoming,	  as	  depicted	  in	  Figure	  1,	  and	  many	  more	  considered	  by	  the	  state	  Legislature	  over	  
the	  last	  100	  years.	  	  

At	  times,	  the	  state	  had	  both	  an	  elected	  State	  Superintendent	  and	  a	  Board-‐appointed	  Commissioner	  of	  
Education.	  At	  times	  the	  Department	  of	  Education	  reported	  to	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education,	  and	  at	  other	  
times	  to	  the	  State	  Superintendent.	  In	  just	  the	  last	  30	  years,	  the	  Wyoming	  Legislature	  commissioned	  three	  
previous	  reports	  on	  education	  governance	  (included	  in	  Appendix	  A).	  These	  prior	  reports	  contain	  
chronologies	  of	  the	  many	  statutory	  changes	  to	  the	  state’s	  education	  governance	  structure.	  Rather	  than	  
repeat	  that	  chronology,	  this	  report	  provides	  a	  brief	  summary	  on	  15	  and	  16	  and	  has	  extracted	  key	  findings,	  
below,	  that	  have	  been	  used	  to	  inform	  the	  development	  of	  governance	  options.	  

	  

Key	  Findings	  from	  the	  History	  of	  Education	  Governance	  in	  Wyoming	  

Looking	  across	  the	  many	  changes	  to	  the	  governance	  structure	  over	  the	  years,	  four	  key	  findings	  emerge.	  
	  
The	  role	  of	  the	  state	  in	  Wyoming’s	  public	  education	  system	  is,	  and	  has	  always	  
been,	  ensuring	  equitable	  and	  adequate	  funding	  for	  public	  schools,	  	  
establishing	  the	  policies,	  standards,	  and	  goals	  of	  the	  public	  education	  system,	  
and	  monitoring	  compliance	  with	  financial	  and	  programmatic	  requirements.	  Since	  

shortly	  after	  ratification	  of	  its	  state	  constitution,	  Wyoming	  has	  placed	  the	  authority	  and	  responsibility	  for	  
educational	  policies,	  standards,	  assessments,	  and	  funding	  at	  the	  state	  level.	  While	  decisions	  concerning	  
specific	  curricula	  and	  instructional	  practices	  have	  been	  left	  to	  individual	  school	  districts,	  setting	  educational	  
goals	  and	  standards	  for	  the	  public	  school	  system	  and	  ensuring	  educational	  quality	  and	  fairness	  have	  long	  
been	  responsibilities	  of	  the	  state.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

Key	  Finding	  
#1	  	  
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Figure	  1b	  
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The	  state	  Legislature	  has	  consistently	  assigned	  the	  authority	  for	  establishing	  
educational	  policies	  and	  standards	  to	  a	  board	  of	  appointed	  citizens,	  the	  State	  
Board	  of	  Education.	  The	  Legislature	  created	  a	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  in	  1917	  

and	  has	  repeatedly	  reaffirmed	  the	  Board’s	  authority	  to	  prescribe	  the	  educational	  policies	  and	  standards	  for	  
the	  state.	  Because	  the	  appointed	  Board	  members	  serve	  6-‐year	  staggered	  terms,	  the	  state	  is	  able	  to	  create	  
some	  measure	  of	  stability	  for	  its	  schools	  across	  administrations.	  Statute	  also	  requires	  that	  the	  Board	  be	  
balanced	  in	  political	  affiliation,	  with	  no	  more	  than	  6	  of	  the	  11	  appointed	  members	  from	  any	  one	  political	  
party,	  to	  protect	  from	  excessive	  influence	  of	  partisan	  politics	  in	  policymaking.	  

	  

Areas	  of	  overlapping	  authority	  between	  the	  elected	  State	  Superintendent	  and	  the	  
appointed	  Board	  have	  been	  a	  source	  of	  tension,	  debate,	  and	  periodic	  dysfunction	  
since	  the	  early	  1900s.	  The	  state	  constitution,	  written	  in	  just	  25	  days,	  addressed	  the	  
general	  supervision	  of	  schools	  but	  left	  the	  larger	  governance	  structure	  and	  decisions	  

concerning	  policy,	  standards,	  and	  goals	  of	  the	  system	  to	  be	  prescribed	  by	  the	  Legislature.	  Of	  the	  six	  modified	  
education	  governance	  structures	  that	  have	  been	  enacted,	  many	  were	  prompted	  by	  the	  need	  to	  reduce	  
tensions	  and	  bring	  about	  more	  effective	  coordination	  between	  the	  office	  of	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  and	  
the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education,	  according	  to	  reports	  commissioned	  by	  legislative	  bodies	  (see	  Appendix	  A).	  

	  

The	  tension	  and	  periodic	  dysfunction	  are	  perpetuated,	  and	  exacerbated,	  by	  a	  
structural	  flaw	  in	  the	  governance	  structure	  that	  a)	  creates	  the	  false	  perception	  
that	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  has	  the	  authority	  to	  set	  the	  policies	  and	  goals	  of	  the	  
system	  and	  b)	  provides	  no	  structural	  mechanism	  to	  resolve	  areas	  of	  dispute	  

between	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  and	  State	  Board	  to	  reach	  final,	  binding	  decisions	  on	  the	  policies	  and	  goals	  
of	  the	  system.	  

As	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  5,	  Wyoming	  stakeholders	  feel	  strongly	  that,	  particularly	  during	  the	  recent	  years	  of	  
tension	  between	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  and	  State	  Board,	  the	  Legislature	  has	  at	  times	  usurped	  authorities	  
assigned	  to	  other	  entities	  and	  has	  passed	  legislation	  that	  is	  overly	  prescriptive.	  By	  addressing	  the	  structural	  

Key	  Finding	  
#2	  

Key	  Finding	  
#3	  	  

Key	  Finding	  
#4	  	  
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flaw,	  it	  is	  hoped	  that	  the	  Legislature	  would	  entrust	  each	  education	  governance	  entity	  to	  carry	  out	  its	  
responsibilities.	  

	  

Behind	  the	  Tension,	  a	  Structural	  Flaw	  

The	  inherent	  tension	  between	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  and	  State	  Superintendent	  may,	  in	  fact,	  have	  
been	  an	  intentional	  feature	  of	  the	  state’s	  governance	  system	  as	  part	  of	  a	  larger	  system	  of	  checks	  and	  
balances.	  It	  is	  often	  asserted	  that	  tension	  and	  debate	  are	  foundational	  to	  a	  healthy	  democracy,	  helping	  to	  
surface	  the	  strengths	  and	  weaknesses	  of	  proposals	  and	  provide	  a	  more	  complete	  understanding	  of	  the	  
alternatives.	  As	  Richard	  Beeman,	  a	  noted	  historian	  of	  America’s	  political	  and	  constitutional	  history,	  wrote:2	  

Benjamin	  Franklin,	  ever	  the	  optimist	  even	  at	  the	  age	  of	  81,	  gave	  what	  was	  for	  him	  a	  
remarkably	  restrained	  assessment	  in	  his	  final	  speech	  before	  the	  Constitutional	  Convention:	  
"…when	  you	  assemble	  a	  number	  of	  men	  to	  have	  the	  advantage	  of	  their	  joint	  wisdom,	  you	  
inevitably	  assemble	  with	  those	  men,	  all	  their	  prejudices,	  their	  passions,	  their	  errors	  of	  
opinion,	  their	  local	  interests,	  and	  their	  selfish	  views.”	  

Through	  public	  debate,	  individual	  biases	  can	  be	  placed	  into	  a	  larger	  context	  and	  decisions	  can	  be	  made	  that	  
better	  address	  the	  range	  of	  interests	  and	  needs	  of	  the	  citizenry.	  	  	  

Educational	  policy	  decisions	  are	  complex	  and	  affect	  both	  the	  families	  of	  the	  state	  and	  the	  future	  social	  and	  
economic	  well-‐being	  of	  the	  state.	  Given	  the	  wide	  range	  of	  educational	  needs,	  aspirations,	  and	  philosophies,	  
it	  is	  not	  surprising	  that	  periods	  of	  notable	  tension	  between	  the	  Wyoming	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  and	  the	  
elected	  State	  Superintendent	  have	  occurred.	  While	  debate	  is	  valuable	  within	  a	  democracy	  and	  should	  not,	  in	  
and	  of	  itself,	  be	  considered	  cause	  for	  changes	  to	  the	  governance	  structure,	  changes	  may	  need	  to	  be	  made	  
when	  healthy	  tension	  repeatedly	  gives	  way	  to	  dysfunction.	  	  

This	  report	  finds	  that	  the	  Wyoming	  education	  governance	  structure	  needs	  modification	  because	  it	  lacks	  a	  
structural	  means	  by	  which,	  after	  healthy	  debate,	  final	  decisions	  are	  made	  concerning	  the	  policies,	  priorities	  
and	  goals	  of	  the	  system.	  Important	  questions	  face	  both	  citizens	  and	  the	  Legislature	  about	  the	  specific	  
alterations	  that	  would	  best	  align	  with	  their	  educational	  goals,	  priorities	  for	  leadership	  and	  style	  of	  
governance.	  	  

A	  fundamental	  question	  the	  state	  will	  need	  to	  grapple	  with	  is	  whether	  to	  continue	  to	  select	  the	  chief	  state	  
school	  officer	  through	  elections	  or	  to	  move	  to	  a	  structure	  in	  which	  that	  person	  is	  appointed.	  	  

Elections	  are	  at	  the	  very	  core	  of	  democracy.	  They	  are	  the	  means	  by	  which	  the	  people	  choose	  their	  leaders	  
and	  hold	  those	  leaders	  accountable	  for	  delivering	  on	  campaign	  promises	  and	  conducting	  themselves	  
appropriately	  in	  office.	  In	  Wyoming,	  candidates	  for	  State	  Superintendent	  communicate	  their	  priorities	  and	  
goals	  for	  the	  state’s	  educational	  system	  through	  their	  campaign	  materials	  and	  debates.	  Elected	  individuals	  
then	  often	  feel	  they	  have	  both	  an	  expectation	  and	  a	  “mandate”	  from	  the	  public	  to	  advance	  those	  goals	  and	  
commitments.	  While	  the	  state	  constitution	  charges	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  with	  “general	  supervision,”	  a	  
reasonable	  assumption	  of	  voters	  is	  that	  this	  individual	  will	  have	  the	  authority	  to	  not	  only	  supervise	  but	  also	  
set	  or	  adjust	  the	  policies	  and	  goals	  of	  the	  system	  –	  an	  authority	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  does	  not	  have.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Richard	  R.	  Beeman,	  “Perspectives	  on	  the	  Constitution:	  A	  Republic,	  If	  You	  Can	  Keep	  It,”	  found	  at	  	  
http://constitutioncenter.org,	  October,	  2014.	  
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In	  2003,	  during	  an	  earlier	  period	  of	  “especially	  evident”	  tension	  between	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  and	  
Board	  of	  Education,	  the	  Board	  requested	  clarification	  from	  the	  Wyoming	  Attorney	  General	  regarding	  the	  
authorities	  and	  responsibilities	  of	  the	  Board	  and	  its	  relationship	  to	  the	  State	  Superintendent,	  as	  defined	  in	  
the	  Wyoming	  Constitution	  and	  in	  Title	  21	  of	  Wyoming	  Statutes.3	  The	  Attorney	  General	  found	  the	  statutory	  
language	  to	  be	  “clear	  and	  unambiguous”	  regarding	  their	  respective	  roles:	  	  

The	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  establishes	  education	  policy	  in	  Wyoming.	  
The	  State	  Superintendent	  administers	  and	  implements	  that	  policy.	  …	  In	  addition,	  the	  
State	  Board	  implements	  and	  enforces	  uniform	  state	  educational	  program	  standards	  
prescribed	  by	  statute;	  accredits	  school	  districts;	  implements	  student	  content	  and	  
performance	  standards;	  enforces	  graduation	  requirements;	  and	  measures	  student	  
progress.”	  	  	  

	  
That	  Attorney	  General	  opinion	  can	  be	  illustrated	  as	  shown	  in	  Figure	  2.	  	  	  	  	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Figure	  2	  
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This	  “administration	  and	  implementation”	  role	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  constitutional	  language	  of	  “general	  
supervision”	  but	  is	  not	  aligned	  with	  the	  expectations	  created	  for	  both	  the	  public	  and	  the	  elected	  State	  
Superintendent	  through	  the	  election	  process.	  Moreover,	  there	  is	  no	  defined	  process	  by	  which	  a	  final,	  
authoritative	  decision	  is	  to	  be	  made	  on	  topics	  of	  debate	  between	  these	  entities.	  The	  State	  Board	  sets	  
policies	  or	  standards,	  but	  when	  the	  elected	  State	  Superintendent	  determines	  that	  they	  are	  in	  conflict	  with	  
his	  or	  her	  campaign	  commitments,	  a	  stalemate	  can	  result	  and	  the	  polices	  are	  either	  not	  implemented	  or	  
done	  slowly	  or	  incompletely.	  Similarly,	  when	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  has	  made	  a	  campaign	  commitment	  
to	  change	  certain	  policies	  or	  standards,	  that	  person	  lacks	  the	  authority	  to	  do	  so.	  	  

Some	  might	  argue	  that	  a	  similar	  situation	  exists	  between	  the	  state	  Legislature	  and	  the	  elected	  Governor.	  
However,	  there	  are	  clearly	  defined	  processes	  by	  which	  the	  Legislature	  approves	  legislation,	  the	  Governor	  
may	  veto	  it,	  and	  the	  Legislature	  can	  override	  the	  veto.	  The	  important	  point	  is	  that	  the	  processes	  for	  
advancing	  policies,	  debating	  them,	  and	  reaching	  a	  binding	  decision	  are	  clearly	  defined.	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3	  Wyoming	  Attorney	  General	  Opinion,	  November	  13,	  2003.	  
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That	  is	  not	  the	  case	  within	  the	  education	  governance	  structure.	  	  As	  a	  result,	  periods	  of	  intense	  tension	  and	  
dysfunction	  are	  unavoidable.	  	  

As	  will	  be	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  5,	  this	  structural	  flaw	  also	  results	  in	  failure	  at	  the	  state	  level	  to	  provide	  the	  
districts	  with	  a	  clear	  set	  of	  goals	  for	  the	  state’s	  educational	  system.	  Little	  progress	  can	  be	  expected	  when	  
districts	  are	  given	  different	  priorities	  by	  state-‐level	  entities,	  or	  when	  those	  priorities	  change	  from	  year	  to	  
year.	  At	  a	  time	  when	  educational	  improvement	  is	  imperative	  to	  the	  state’s	  future,	  clearly	  defined	  statewide	  
goals	  are	  essential.	  	  

This	  report	  will	  provide	  options	  that	  the	  Legislature	  and	  citizens	  of	  Wyoming	  can	  consider	  to	  address	  this	  
structural	  flaw	  and	  provide	  greater	  clarity	  from	  the	  state	  to	  the	  districts	  regarding	  the	  educational	  vision	  of	  
the	  state.	  Before	  doing	  so,	  however,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  identify	  the	  needs	  the	  educational	  system	  should	  
address	  to	  ensure	  a	  strong	  future	  for	  the	  state.	  
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Overview	  of	  the	  History	  of	  Wyoming	  Education	  Governance	  

The	  Wyoming	  constitution,	  ratified	  in	  1889,	  created	  the	  position	  of	  the	  elected	  State	  Superintendent	  of	  
Public	  Instruction	  and	  entrusted	  this	  official	  with	  the	  general	  supervision	  of	  the	  public	  schools	  in	  the	  state.	  
Further	  definition	  of	  the	  superintendent’s	  powers	  and	  duties	  were	  to	  be	  prescribed	  by	  the	  Legislature.	  	  

The	  first	  legislative	  action	  that	  addressed	  broad	  state-‐level	  authority	  for	  the	  public	  schools	  was	  the	  
appointment	  in	  1915	  of	  a	  school	  code	  committee	  “to	  establish	  minimum	  state	  standards	  for	  schools	  
throughout	  Wyoming	  and	  to	  provide	  a	  means	  for	  putting	  these	  standards	  into	  practice.”	  	  

Based	  on	  the	  work	  of	  this	  school	  code	  committee,	  legislation	  was	  passed	  in	  1917	  that	  was	  quite	  
unconventional	  at	  the	  time:	  It	  limited	  the	  traditional	  model	  of	  local	  control	  for	  educational	  policies	  and	  
standards	  in	  favor	  of	  greater	  state	  authority	  for	  setting	  and	  implementing	  statewide	  standards,	  polices,	  
rules,	  and	  regulations	  for	  public	  education.	  	  	  

As	  initially	  passed,	  this	  legislation	  also	  created	  a	  State	  Board	  of	  Education,	  a	  Commissioner	  of	  Education,	  and	  
a	  Department	  of	  Education,	  and	  charged	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  with	  the	  “general	  supervision	  of	  the	  
schools.”	  The	  Commissioner	  of	  Education	  was	  to	  be	  appointed	  by	  the	  State	  Board	  and	  was	  charged	  with	  
carrying	  out	  the	  Board’s	  decisions.	  The	  1917	  law	  not	  only	  created	  an	  overlap	  in	  authority	  between	  the	  State	  
Board	  and	  State	  Superintendent	  —	  it	  failed	  to	  even	  mention	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  of	  Public	  Instruction.	  	  

Two	  years	  later	  the	  Legislature	  attempted	  to	  remedy	  this	  situation	  and	  passed	  the	  first	  law	  that	  referenced	  
the	  State	  Superintendent	  of	  Public	  Instruction.	  This	  1919	  legislation	  moved	  the	  oversight	  of	  the	  Department	  
of	  Education	  to	  the	  elected	  State	  Superintendent,	  but	  maintained	  the	  policy-‐making	  and	  standard-‐setting	  
roles	  of	  the	  Board.	  It	  also	  maintained	  the	  position	  of	  the	  Commissioner	  of	  Education,	  who	  continued	  to	  be	  
charged	  with	  executing	  the	  Board’s	  policy	  decisions,	  conducting	  investigations	  regarding	  educational	  needs	  
and	  progress,	  and	  overseeing	  certification	  for	  teachers	  and	  teacher	  preparation	  institutions.	  The	  overlaps	  in	  
authority,	  then,	  continued	  between	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  and	  the	  elected	  State	  Superintendent	  of	  
Public	  Instruction.	  

The	  position	  of	  the	  Commissioner	  of	  Education	  was	  maintained	  until	  1959	  when	  it	  was	  eliminated	  and	  the	  
powers	  and	  duties	  previously	  assigned	  to	  the	  Commissioner	  transferred	  to	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education.	  The	  
Board	  continued	  as	  a	  set	  of	  appointed	  and	  unpaid	  officials,	  but	  with	  a	  much	  enlarged	  set	  of	  responsibilities	  
and	  no	  direct	  staff	  support.	  

A	  decade	  later,	  the	  Education	  Code	  of	  1969	  was	  passed,	  which	  created	  yet	  another	  governance	  model.	  This	  
legislation	  placed	  the	  State	  Board	  and	  State	  Superintendent	  within	  the	  Department	  of	  Education.	  It	  gave	  the	  
State	  Board	  authority	  to	  approve	  the	  Superintendent’s	  departmental	  organization	  and	  staffing	  decisions	  and	  
charged	  them	  with	  prescribing	  and	  enforcing	  the	  state’s	  education	  standards:	  

…	  with	  or	  without	  the	  assistance	  of	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  the	  State	  Board	  shall	  enforce	  
the	  rules	  and	  regulations	  …	  by	  taking	  appropriate,	  administrative	  actin	  in	  compliance	  with	  
law,	  including	  such	  orders	  as	  are	  necessary	  to	  withhold	  state	  funds	  from	  any	  school,	  school	  
district,	  or	  institution	  failing	  to	  comply	  with	  any	  applicable	  law	  or	  with	  the	  minimum	  
standards	  prescribed	  by	  the	  State	  Board.	  	  

Under	  this	  model,	  the	  Department	  was	  charged	  with	  providing	  both	  the	  Superintendent	  and	  the	  Board	  with	  
the	  staff	  support	  needed	  for	  “the	  proper	  and	  efficient	  discharge	  of	  their	  respective	  duties.”	  
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	   By	  1984,	  questions	  and	  concerns	  about	  the	  effective	  functioning	  of	  the	  governance	  structure	  were	  being	  
raised	  and	  the	  legislature	  called	  for	  a	  management	  audit.	  This	  audit	  found	  that	  the	  1969	  law	  requiring	  Board	  
approval	  for	  departmental	  organization	  and	  staffing	  decisions	  was	  not,	  in	  fact,	  being	  followed:	  

Comments	  from	  the	  Superintendent	  and	  Deputy	  Superintendent	  indicate	  they	  do	  not	  seek	  
Board	  approval	  in	  matters	  relating	  to	  the	  Department.	  They	  said	  this	  requirement	  is	  not	  
consistent	  with	  the	  Superintendent’s	  power	  as	  chief	  executive	  officer	  of	  the	  department.	  

	   	   	   	   	   Staff	  Audit	  Report	  of	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  
	   	   	   	   	   Wyoming	  Legislative	  Service	  Office,	  June,	  1985	  

	  

The	  management	  audit	  of	  1985	  was	  succinct	  in	  pointing	  out	  the	  weakness	  of	  this	  governance	  structure:	  “The	  
Board	  has	  no	  authority	  to	  direct	  Department	  staff	  and	  staff	  resources	  would	  be	  necessary	  to	  implement	  [the	  
responsibilities	  assigned].”	  

Discontent	  with	  the	  functioning	  of	  educational	  governance	  continued	  and	  in	  1988	  the	  Joint	  Legislative-‐
Executive	  Efficiency	  Study	  Committee	  issued	  a	  report,	  “A	  Study	  in	  State	  Government	  Efficiency.”	  This	  report	  
recommended	  a	  transition	  to	  a	  cabinet-‐level	  Department	  of	  Education	  led	  by	  a	  Director	  of	  Education	  
appointed	  by	  the	  Governor,	  	  and	  proposed	  a	  constitutional	  amendment	  to	  make	  this	  transition	  possible.	  The	  
proposed	  amendment	  passed	  the	  Senate	  but	  failed	  in	  the	  House.	  	  	  

The	  governance	  issue	  continued	  to	  fester	  and	  in	  1991	  the	  final	  report	  of	  the	  Wyoming	  Joint	  Reorganization	  
Council,	  after	  a	  thorough	  review	  of	  the	  state’s	  educational	  performance	  and	  future	  needs,	  recommended	  “a	  
four-‐year	  transition	  period	  for	  Wyoming	  to	  move	  from	  its	  current	  fragmented	  system	  to	  one	  which	  is	  an	  
integrated	  system	  within	  itself	  as	  well	  as	  a	  system	  integrated	  with	  other	  components	  of	  State	  government.”	  
It	  called	  for	  a	  constitutional	  amendment	  to	  be	  placed	  before	  the	  voters	  in	  the	  fall	  of	  1992	  and	  the	  
subsequent	  creation	  of	  a	  cabinet-‐level	  Department	  of	  Education	  led	  by	  a	  Director	  of	  Education	  appointed	  by	  
the	  Governor.	  

The	  fundamental	  governance	  structure	  was	  not	  changed,	  and	  over	  the	  following	  decade	  the	  legislature	  
assigned	  many	  additional	  responsibilities	  to	  the	  State	  Board.	  A	  2005	  report	  of	  the	  Management	  Audit	  
Committee	  found	  that	  the	  legislature	  had	  “placed	  the	  heart	  and	  soul	  of	  the	  state’s	  school	  reform	  effort	  with	  
the	  State	  Board.”	  Their	  report	  detailed	  the	  efforts	  that	  had	  been	  taken	  over	  the	  years	  to	  clarify	  duties	  and	  
proposed	  strategies	  to	  alleviate	  the	  tensions	  between	  the	  State	  Board	  and	  the	  elected	  superintendent	  that	  
had	  become	  “especially	  evident	  in	  recent	  years.”	  	  

Following	  the	  election	  in	  2010,	  the	  friction	  further	  intensified	  and	  in	  January	  of	  2013,	  after	  much	  debate,	  
Senate	  File	  104	  was	  signed	  into	  law,	  creating	  the	  new	  position	  of	  Education	  Director,	  appointed	  by	  the	  
Governor,	  to	  oversee	  the	  Department	  of	  Education.	  Approximately	  one	  year	  later,	  the	  State	  Supreme	  Court	  
found	  that	  law	  to	  be	  unconstitutional.	  Little	  guidance	  was	  provided	  by	  the	  court	  regarding	  the	  options	  for	  
addressing	  the	  structural	  weaknesses	  of	  the	  existing	  governance	  model.	  

In	  the	  spring	  of	  2014,	  the	  Legislative	  Management	  Council	  directed	  the	  Joint	  Education	  Interim	  Committee	  to	  
undertake	  this	  review	  of	  state-‐level	  governance	  and	  administration	  of	  Wyoming	  public	  education	  and	  to	  
describe	  changes,	  large	  or	  small,	  that	  could	  be	  made	  to	  the	  state	  educational	  governance	  system	  to	  better	  
serve	  the	  needs	  of	  students	  and	  schools	  in	  the	  state.	  
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Chapter	  2	  

	  

	  

	  

The Performance of the 
Wyoming Educational System Today 

	  

	  

	  

A	  fundamental	  responsibility	  of	  the	  state,	  as	  described	  in	  the	  state	  constitution,	  is	  to	  ensure	  a	  “complete	  
and	  uniform	  system	  of	  public	  instruction.”	  In	  recent	  years,	  as	  the	  connection	  between	  educational	  
performance	  and	  the	  social	  and	  economic	  well-‐being	  of	  the	  people	  of	  the	  state	  has	  come	  into	  sharp	  focus,	  
the	  state	  has	  formally	  adopted	  in	  statute	  more	  ambitious	  goals	  for	  the	  system:	  a)	  becoming	  a	  national	  
education	  leader	  among	  states,	  and	  b)	  ensuring	  all	  students	  leave	  Wyoming	  schools	  career	  or	  college	  ready.4	  
This	  chapter	  will	  provide	  a	  high-‐level	  review	  of	  the	  current	  performance	  of	  the	  Wyoming	  public	  schools	  
system	  against	  these	  goals	  and	  highlight	  findings	  that	  should	  then	  be	  considered	  in	  discussions	  of	  potential	  
changes	  to	  the	  state’s	  governance	  structure.	  

There	  are	  many	  factors	  to	  consider	  when	  evaluating	  the	  performance	  of	  a	  state’s	  educational	  system.	  
Commonly	  used	  factors	  include	  the	  average	  academic	  performance	  of	  students	  across	  numerous	  subject	  
areas,	  the	  percent	  of	  students	  meeting	  or	  exceeding	  a	  desired	  level	  of	  performance,	  equity	  in	  access	  to	  well-‐
prepared	  teachers	  and	  rigorous	  expectations,	  and	  access	  to	  safe,	  well-‐equipped	  and	  well-‐maintained	  school	  
facilities.	  	  

This	  review	  will	  focus	  on	  academic	  performance	  in	  reading	  and	  math	  and	  the	  readiness	  of	  graduates	  for	  
college	  or	  careers,	  in	  accordance	  with	  the	  goals	  adopted	  by	  the	  State.	  While	  there	  are	  many	  additional	  
important	  indicators	  of	  educational	  performance,	  reading	  and	  mathematics	  are	  widely	  accepted	  as	  
foundational	  to	  success	  in	  other	  subjects.	  	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4	  WY	  Stat	  §	  21-‐2-‐204	  
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Performance	  Trends	  of	  Wyoming	  K-‐12	  Students	  

Results	  from	  the	  Proficiency	  Assessments	  for	  Wyoming	  Students	  (PAWS),	  shown	  in	  Figure	  3,	  reveal	  that	  
performance	  in	  reading	  and	  mathematics	  at	  grades	  3	  through	  8	  has	  been	  relatively	  flat	  for	  the	  past	  3	  years,	  
with	  a	  slight	  uptick	  in	  2012	  and	  then	  a	  slight	  decline	  in	  2013.	  The	  2014	  PAWS	  results	  cannot	  be	  included	  in	  
these	  trend	  lines	  as	  the	  assessments	  were	  revised	  in	  2014	  to	  a	  degree	  that	  would	  make	  their	  inclusion	  
inappropriate.	  	  

Figure	  3	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

In	  order	  to	  place	  the	  performance	  of	  Wyoming	  students	  in	  a	  larger	  context,	  data	  from	  an	  assessment	  given	  
across	  multiple	  states	  must	  be	  used.	  The	  assessment	  considered	  to	  be	  of	  the	  highest	  technical	  quality	  for	  
such	  purposes	  is	  the	  National	  Assessment	  of	  Educational	  Progress	  (NAEP).	  The	  content	  measured	  by	  this	  
assessment	  is	  not	  identical	  to	  the	  Wyoming	  Content	  Standards,	  but	  the	  fundamental	  reading	  and	  
mathematics	  skills	  are	  assessed.	  In	  addition,	  a	  sample	  of	  students	  in	  all	  states	  are	  given	  the	  NAEP	  
assessments,	  and	  great	  care	  is	  taken	  by	  the	  National	  Assessment	  Governing	  Board	  to	  ensure	  that	  the	  
student	  samples	  will	  allow	  for	  fair	  comparisons	  across	  states.	  	  

A	  word	  of	  caution	  is	  warranted	  before	  discussing	  the	  NAEP	  data.	  Student	  achievement	  is	  closely	  correlated	  
with	  several	  student	  and	  family	  attributes.	  In	  particular,	  the	  mother’s	  educational	  level	  is	  a	  strong	  predictor	  
of	  student	  achievement.	  In	  addition,	  when	  data	  is	  aggregated	  across	  a	  state,	  factors	  such	  as	  the	  percent	  of	  
students	  living	  in	  poverty	  and/or	  in	  very	  rural	  areas,	  the	  mobility	  rates	  of	  families,	  and	  the	  percent	  of	  
students	  who	  speak	  a	  language	  other	  than	  English	  at	  home,	  among	  others,	  tend	  to	  affect	  the	  overall	  
statewide	  averages.	  Caution	  must	  be	  taken,	  then,	  when	  comparing	  states	  with	  significantly	  different	  

	  

	  

Figure	  3	  
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populations.	  Appendix	  B	  provides	  additional	  information	  concerning	  the	  comparability	  of	  the	  neighboring	  
states.	  

The	  charts	  in	  Figure	  4	  show	  the	  percent	  of	  students	  scoring	  at	  or	  above	  the	  proficient	  level	  on	  the	  2007	  and	  
2013	  NAEP	  assessments	  in	  reading	  and	  mathematics.	  

The	  proficient	  level	  on	  NAEP	  assessments	  is	  set	  at	  a	  rigorous	  level	  -‐	  significantly	  higher	  than	  state	  
assessment	  proficiency	  levels	  have	  typically	  been	  set.	  	  To	  illustrate,	  the	  above	  graphs	  show	  that	  in	  2013	  76%	  
of	  Wyoming	  8th	  graders	  met	  or	  exceeded	  the	  proficiency	  score	  on	  the	  PAWS	  assessment	  in	  reading,	  but	  only	  
38%	  of	  Wyoming	  students	  met	  the	  NAEP	  proficiency	  score.	  	  Similarly,	  67%	  met	  the	  PAWS	  proficiency	  score	  
in	  mathematics,	  but	  only	  38%	  met	  the	  NAEP	  proficiency	  score.	  	  

Therefore,	  when	  comparing	  the	  percent	  of	  students	  in	  a	  state	  who	  score	  proficient	  or	  above	  on	  NAEP,	  one	  is	  
not	  comparing	  the	  average	  performance	  but	  rather	  the	  percent	  of	  students	  who	  are	  performing	  very	  well.	  It	  
is	  anticipated	  that	  the	  proficiency	  cut	  scores	  on	  the	  new,	  more	  rigorous	  Common	  Core	  assessments,	  
designed	  to	  indicate	  whether	  students	  are	  on	  track	  to	  be	  ready	  for	  credit-‐bearing	  courses	  in	  postsecondary	  
colleges,	  universities,	  and	  technical	  training	  programs,	  will	  be	  nearly	  as	  rigorous	  or	  as	  rigorous	  as	  the	  NAEP	  
proficiency	  score.	  	  

Figure	  4	  

�ŽŶƟŐƵŽƵƐ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ ,ŝŐŚĞƐƚͲWĞƌĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ

2013 WY h^ MT ^� CO NE /� UT MA NH MN

DĂƚŚĞŵĂƟĐƐ�ϰƚŚ�'ƌĂĚĞ 48 41 45 40 50 45 40 44 59 58 60

DĂƚŚĞŵĂƟĐƐ�ϴƚŚ�'ƌĂĚĞ 38 34 40 38 42 36 36 36 54 46 47

ZĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ϰƚŚ�'ƌĂĚĞ 37 34 35 32 41 37 33 36 48 45 41

ZĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ϴƚŚ�'ƌĂĚĞ 38 34 40 36 40 37 38 39 48 44 40

2007 WY h^ MT ^� CO NE /� UT MA NH MN

DĂƚŚĞŵĂƟĐƐ�ϰƚŚ�'ƌĂĚĞ 44 39 44 41 41 38 40 39 58 52 51

DĂƚŚĞŵĂƟĐƐ�ϴƚŚ�'ƌĂĚĞ 36 31 38 39 37 35 34 32 51 38 43

ZĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ϰƚŚ�'ƌĂĚĞ 36 32 39 34 36 35 35 34 49 41 37

ZĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ϴƚŚ�'ƌĂĚĞ 33 29 39 37 35 35 32 30 43 37 37

ϮϬϭϯ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞ͗
ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬŶĂƟŽŶƐƌĞƉŽƌƚĐĂƌĚ͘ŐŽǀͬƌĞĂĚŝŶŐͺŵĂƚŚͺϮϬϭϯͬηͬƐƚĂƚĞͲƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ

ϮϬϬϳ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͗
DĂƚŚ͗�ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬŶĂƟŽŶƐƌĞƉŽƌƚĐĂƌĚ͘ŐŽǀͬŵĂƚŚͺϮϬϬϳͬŵϬϬϬϲ͘ĂƐƉǆ͍ƚĂďͺŝĚсƚĂďϰΘƐƵďƚĂďͺŝĚсdĂďͺϭηĐŚĂƌƚ
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These	  NAEP	  data	  provide	  several	  pieces	  of	  good	  news	  for	  Wyoming.	  First,	  in	  both	  2007	  and	  2013,	  at	  both	  
grade	  4	  and	  grade	  8,	  in	  reading	  and	  in	  mathematics,	  Wyoming	  out-‐performed	  the	  nation	  as	  a	  whole	  in	  the	  
percent	  of	  students	  performing	  at	  or	  above	  the	  proficiency	  level.	  While	  Wyoming	  students	  are	  not	  
performing	  at	  the	  level	  of	  students	  in	  three	  highest-‐performing	  states,	  they	  are	  generally	  performing	  on	  par	  
with	  their	  peers	  in	  neighboring	  states.	  

Another	  positive	  point	  is	  that	  Wyoming’s	  performance	  improved	  across	  all	  four	  assessments	  between	  2007	  
and	  2013.	  This	  was	  also	  generally	  true	  of	  the	  neighboring	  states	  and	  the	  top-‐performing	  states.	  So	  what	  
does	  Wyoming’s	  rate	  of	  improvement	  foreshadow?	  

Figure	  5	  provides	  the	  same	  data,	  but	  allows	  the	  rate	  of	  improvement	  to	  be	  seen	  more	  readily.	  In	  4th	  grade	  
mathematics,	  Wyoming’s	  rate	  of	  improvements	  is	  slightly	  faster	  than	  the	  national	  average,	  although	  several	  
neighboring	  states	  are	  improving	  at	  significantly	  faster	  rates,	  as	  well	  as	  two	  of	  the	  three	  top-‐performing	  
states.	  On	  each	  of	  the	  other	  assessments,	  Wyoming’s	  rate	  of	  improvement	  is	  either	  equal	  to	  or	  less	  than	  the	  
national	  average,	  and	  again	  several	  neighboring	  states	  are	  improving	  at	  a	  significantly	  faster	  rate.	  	  

	  

Unless	  the	  rate	  of	  academic	  improvement	  in	  Wyoming	  accelerates,	  Wyoming	  
students	  will	  continue	  to	  be	  surpassed	  by	  their	  peers	  in	  other	  states.	  This	  will	  
have	  a	  significant	  impact	  on	  the	  future	  development	  of	  the	  Wyoming	  economy	  
and	  on	  the	  ability	  of	  the	  state’s	  students	  to	  succeed.	  
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Figure	  5	  
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A	  very	  different	  picture	  emerges	  –	  one	  that	  is	  both	  a	  cause	  for	  celebration	  and	  a	  cause	  for	  concern	  –when	  
looking	  at	  the	  average	  scores	  on	  NAEP	  assessments.	  This	  represents	  the	  performance	  of	  the	  “average	  
student”	  in	  a	  state.	  Figure	  6	  shows	  the	  rank	  of	  Wyoming	  among	  all	  states	  based	  on	  the	  average	  NAEP	  scale	  
score.	  When	  looking	  at	  the	  cells	  for	  “All”	  students	  in	  Figure	  6,	  Wyoming’s	  4th	  graders	  ranked	  13th	  in	  the	  
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nation	  –	  a	  very	  high	  ranking.	  In	  both	  reading	  and	  mathematics,	  Wyoming’s	  4th	  and	  8th	  graders,	  overall,	  
appear	  to	  have	  done	  very	  well,	  ranking	  between	  8th	  and	  18th	  in	  the	  nation.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Figure	  6	  

Reading  
2013

Reading: 4th Grade Reading: 8th Grade

All FRL Eligible Not Eligible All FRL Eligible Not Eligible

Wyoming 13 4 34 13 1 32

Math  
2013

Math: 4th Grade Math: 8th Grade

All FRL Eligible Not Eligible All FRL Eligible Not Eligible

Wyoming 8 3 34 18 5 35

State Ranking Based on Average Scale Score
All Students, Students Eligible for Free-Reduced Price Lunch (FRL), and Students Not Eligible for FRL

	  

When	  this	  data	  is	  broken	  down	  by	  the	  income	  status	  of	  the	  student’s	  family,	  however,	  a	  very	  different	  
picture	  emerges.	  The	  “FRL”	  columns	  in	  the	  chart	  above	  contain	  the	  rank	  of	  Wyoming	  for	  only	  those	  students	  
who	  are	  eligible	  for	  the	  federal	  free-‐	  or	  reduced-‐price	  lunch	  (FRL)	  program,	  and	  the	  “Not	  Eligible”	  columns	  
contain	  the	  rank	  for	  all	  other	  students.	  

The	  good	  news	  is	  that	  Wyoming’s	  FRL	  eligible	  students	  ranked	  first	  in	  the	  nation	  in	  8th	  grade	  reading,	  and	  in	  
the	  top	  five	  states	  across	  all	  four	  of	  these	  assessments.	  It	  may	  be	  that	  there	  are	  differences	  across	  states	  in	  
the	  extremity	  of	  poverty	  or	  the	  percent	  of	  these	  students	  who	  have	  other	  challenges,	  but	  it	  would	  seem	  that	  
Wyoming	  is	  serving	  these	  students	  from	  low	  income	  families	  very	  well.	  

In	  sharp	  contrast,	  Wyoming	  students	  who	  are	  not	  from	  low-‐income	  families	  –	  the	  large	  majority	  of	  
Wyoming’s	  children	  -‐	  perform	  surprisingly	  poorly	  compared	  to	  their	  peers	  in	  other	  states.	  Across	  these	  four	  
assessments	  in	  2013,	  they	  ranked	  between	  32nd	  and	  35th	  in	  the	  country.	  

It	  may	  seem	  that	  there	  is	  an	  error	  in	  the	  data,	  given	  that	  the	  state	  ranks	  well	  for	  “All”	  students.	  This	  
discrepancy	  is	  due	  largely	  to	  two	  factors:	  first,	  Wyoming	  has	  a	  lower	  percent	  of	  low	  income	  students	  than	  
most	  other	  states,	  and	  second,	  these	  students	  are	  performing	  much	  better	  than	  their	  peers	  in	  other	  states.	  	  

The	  NAEP	  assessments	  also	  provide	  a	  snapshot	  of	  how	  each	  states’	  top	  students	  perform.	  In	  Figure	  7,	  we	  
see	  patterns	  that	  are	  consistent	  with	  the	  first	  NAEP	  chart:	  Wyoming	  has	  similar	  percentages	  of	  students	  
reaching	  the	  Advanced,	  or	  highest,	  level	  of	  performance	  on	  each	  of	  these	  four	  assessments	  as	  neighboring	  
states,	  but	  the	  top-‐performing	  states	  make	  it	  clear	  that	  there	  is	  significant	  room	  for	  improvement.	  While	  the	  
demographics	  of	  Wyoming	  are	  quite	  different	  than	  those	  of	  Massachusetts,	  the	  state’s	  low	  poverty	  level	  
and	  strong	  funding	  of	  public	  education	  help	  to	  mitigate	  these	  differences	  and	  make	  the	  goal	  of	  
improvement	  on	  this	  measure	  reasonable.	  
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Figure	  7	  
	  

�ŽŶƟŐƵŽƵƐ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ ,ŝŐŚĞƐƚͲƉĞƌĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ

2013 WY h^ MT ^� CO NE /� UT MA NH MN

DĂƚŚĞŵĂƟĐƐ�ϰƚŚ�'ƌĂĚĞ 7 8 7 5 11 8 6 8 16 12 16

DĂƚŚĞŵĂƟĐƐ�ϴƚŚ�'ƌĂĚĞ 7 8 9 7 12 7 7 8 18 13 14

ZĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ϰƚŚ�'ƌĂĚĞ 7 8 7 6 10 8 7 8 14 11 10

ZĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ϴƚŚ�'ƌĂĚĞ 2 4 3 3 5 3 4 4 8 6 4

ϮϬϭϯ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞ͗
ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬŶĂƟŽŶƐƌĞƉŽƌƚĐĂƌĚ͘ŐŽǀͬƌĞĂĚŝŶŐͺŵĂƚŚͺϮϬϭϯͬηͬƐƚĂƚĞͲƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ

E��W�ϮϬϭϯ͗��WĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�^ƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�^ĐŽƌŝŶŐ�Ăƚ��ĚǀĂŶĐĞĚ�>ĞǀĞů

	  

	  

The	  performance	  of	  Wyoming	  students	  who	  are	  not	  eligible	  for	  free	  or	  reduced	  
price	  meals	  warrants	  serious	  attention	  as	  it	  appears	  that	  they	  are	  not	  performing	  
nearly	  as	  well	  as	  can	  be	  reasonably	  expected.	  In	  addition,	  increasing	  the	  percent	  
of	  students	  performing	  at	  the	  highest	  achievement	  levels	  is	  an	  important	  and	  	  

	   	   	   	  	  reasonable	  goal.	  

	  

Wyoming	  High	  School	  Graduates'	  Readiness	  for	  Postsecondary	  Education	  	  

In	  2013,	  Wyoming	  began	  to	  administer	  the	  ACT	  assessments	  in	  English,	  reading,	  mathematics,	  and	  science	  
to	  all	  11th	  graders.	  This	  allows	  the	  state	  to	  gauge	  the	  readiness	  of	  its	  high	  school	  students	  for	  college-‐level	  
coursework.	  Unlike	  typical	  state	  assessments	  or	  NAEP,	  ACT	  provides	  College	  Readiness	  Benchmarks	  (scores)	  
that	  are	  validated	  against	  actual	  student	  college	  performance	  data	  in	  first	  year	  courses.	  	  

Only	  33%	  of	  Wyoming	  students	  in	  the	  graduating	  class	  of	  2013	  and	  32%	  of	  those	  in	  the	  graduating	  class	  of	  
2014	  met	  the	  ACT	  College	  Readiness	  Benchmarks	  on	  at	  least	  three	  of	  the	  four	  tests.5	  It	  would	  not	  be	  
appropriate	  to	  compare	  these	  numbers	  to	  the	  national	  averages	  because	  only	  54%	  and	  57%	  of	  11th	  graders	  
nationally	  took	  the	  ACT	  assessments	  in	  those	  years,	  respectively,	  whereas	  100%	  of	  Wyoming	  11th	  graders	  
took	  them	  –	  both	  those	  aspiring	  to	  attend	  college	  and	  those	  without	  this	  goal.	  	  	  

During	  the	  assessments,	  students	  are	  asked	  about	  their	  educational	  aspirations.	  An	  encouraging	  85%	  of	  the	  
Wyoming	  classes	  of	  2013	  and	  2014	  reported	  that	  they	  hoped	  to	  attend	  college	  or	  other	  postsecondary	  
education.	  However,	  only	  51%	  of	  the	  class	  of	  2013	  actually	  enrolled	  in	  postsecondary	  education	  in	  Wyoming	  
or	  elsewhere,	  according	  to	  the	  ACT.	  Approximately	  half	  of	  these	  students	  found	  themselves	  unprepared	  for	  
entry-‐level	  credit-‐bearing	  coursework.	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  ACT,	  “The	  Condition	  of	  College	  &	  Career	  Readiness	  2014,”	  2014.	  
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Just	  under	  3,000	  Wyoming	  high	  school	  graduates	  in	  the	  class	  of	  2013	  entered	  either	  the	  University	  of	  
Wyoming	  or	  a	  Wyoming	  community	  college	  the	  following	  fall.	  Of	  the	  730	  students	  who	  enrolled	  in	  the	  
University	  of	  Wyoming,	  21.8%	  needed	  remedial	  mathematics	  courses.6	  Among	  the	  2,188	  high	  school	  
graduates	  of	  that	  same	  class	  who	  enrolled	  at	  a	  Wyoming	  Community	  College,	  51.1%	  had	  to	  take	  one	  or	  
more	  remedial	  courses.	  	  Across	  these	  two	  college	  systems,	  more	  than	  40%	  of	  Wyoming	  students	  who	  had	  
earned	  high	  school	  diplomas	  and	  then	  pursued	  postsecondary	  education	  were	  inadequately	  prepared	  for	  
entry-‐level	  courses.	  	  

Historical	  data	  from	  the	  Wyoming	  Community	  College	  Commission	  indicates	  that	  less	  than	  half	  (46%)	  of	  the	  
recent	  Wyoming	  high	  school	  graduates	  who	  take	  remedial	  courses	  go	  on	  to	  pass	  gateway	  courses	  required	  
for	  program	  completion,7	  or	  about	  24%	  of	  those	  who	  initially	  enroll.	  	  

The	  U.S.	  Chamber	  of	  Commerce	  Foundation	  produces	  a	  periodic	  report	  that	  assigns	  letter	  grades	  to	  states	  
on	  nine	  indicators	  of	  K-‐12	  educational	  effectiveness.8	  The	  indicator	  on	  Postsecondary	  and	  Workforce	  
Preparedness	  is	  based	  on	  three	  measures:	  high	  school	  graduation	  rates,	  performance	  on	  Advanced	  
Placement	  exams,	  and	  the	  likelihood	  that	  students	  from	  a	  given	  state	  will	  attend	  a	  2-‐year	  or	  4-‐year	  college	  
by	  age	  19.	  Wyoming,	  as	  shown	  below,	  was	  assigned	  a	  “D”	  for	  Postsecondary	  and	  Workforce	  Preparedness,	  
tied	  with	  Idaho	  for	  the	  lowest	  grade	  in	  the	  immediate	  region.	  	  

This	  report	  also	  concluded	  that	  Wyoming	  9th	  grade	  students	  have	  only	  a	  47.9%	  chance	  of	  attending	  college.	  
In	  2011,	  it	  was	  reported	  that	  only	  44%	  of	  Wyoming’s	  9th	  graders	  subsequently	  entered	  college	  anywhere	  in	  
the	  U.S.9	  

	  

	  
	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6	  Data	  was	  not	  available	  for	  remedial	  English	  courses.	  
7	  Wyoming	  Community	  College	  Commission	  Staff,	  “Information	  About	  Wyoming	  High	  School	  Graduates	  Among	  First-‐
Time	  Fall	  2009	  Wyoming	  Community	  College	  Students	  Requiring	  Remedial	  Education	  and	  Their	  Success	  in	  Subsequent	  
Gateway	  College	  level	  Courses	  Within	  3	  Years.”	  February	  17,	  2014.	  
8	  U.S.	  Chamber	  of	  Commerce	  Foundation,	  “Leaders	  &	  Laggards:	  A	  State-‐by-‐State	  Report	  Card	  on	  K-‐12	  Educational	  
Effectiveness,”	  2014.	  
9	  The	  Wyoming	  Community	  College	  Commission	  and	  University	  of	  Wyoming	  Report	  on	  Higher	  Education	  Remediation,	  
Retention	  and	  Graduation	  Rates,	  October	  31,	  2011.	  	  http://www.uwyo.edu/govcom/_files/docs/reports/cc-‐uw-‐
remediation-‐retention-‐graduation-‐final.pdf	  	  
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Foundation,	  “Leaders	  &	  Laggards:	  
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Effectiveness,”	  2014.	  
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The	  consequences	  of	  the	  preparedness	  gap	  for	  Wyoming’s	  youth	  are	  sobering.	  For	  every	  100	  Wyoming	  9th	  
graders,	  at	  least	  85	  of	  them	  report	  the	  goal	  of	  attending	  college,	  but	  only	  80	  will	  graduate	  from	  high	  school.	  
Just	  44	  of	  the	  original	  100	  9th	  graders	  will	  enter	  postsecondary	  institutions,	  and	  22	  of	  them	  will	  require	  
remedial	  coursework.	  Even	  after	  allowing	  extra	  time	  to	  complete	  coursework	  (150%	  of	  the	  expected	  
program	  completion	  time),	  only	  16	  of	  those	  original	  100	  9th	  graders	  will	  earn	  a	  diploma	  or	  certification.	  	  	  

	  

	  

High	  tuition	  rates	  are	  frequently	  cited	  as	  the	  reason	  students	  drop	  out	  of	  college.	  Due	  to	  substantial	  funding	  
from	  the	  Legislature,	  however,	  costs	  are	  less	  of	  a	  barrier	  for	  Wyoming	  residents	  than	  they	  are	  for	  students	  in	  
most	  other	  states.	  Tuition	  at	  UW	  is	  the	  lowest	  in	  the	  nation	  among	  public	  doctoral-‐granting	  institutions,	  and	  
WCC	  students	  pay	  34%	  less	  than	  the	  average	  paid	  by	  peers	  in	  other	  states.10	  The	  Wyoming	  Hathaway	  
Scholarship	  Program	  further	  reduces	  financial	  barrier	  to	  postsecondary	  education	  for	  Wyoming	  students.	  	  

	  

Wyoming	  high	  school	  students	  aspire	  to	  postsecondary	  education	  and	  the	  state	  
provides	  strong	  financial	  support	  for	  doing	  so,	  but	  more	  than	  half	  of	  those	  who	  
earn	  high	  school	  diplomas	  find	  themselves	  academically	  unprepared	  for	  credit-‐
bearing	  entry	  level	  courses	  in	  core	  subjects.	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10	  The	  Wyoming	  Community	  College	  Commission	  and	  University	  of	  Wyoming	  Report	  on	  Higher	  Education	  Remediation,	  
Retention,	  and	  Graduation	  Rates,	  October	  31,	  2011.	  	  	  

Figure	  9	  
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Fewer than 2 Wyoming students in 10 earn a post-secondary degree
1 Educa!on Week, Diplomas Count 2014. Data for gradua!ng class of 2012.
2 The Wyoming Community College Commission and University of Wyoming Report on Higher Educa!on 
Remedia!on, Reten!on and Gradua!on Rates, October 31, 2011.  h"p://www.uwyo.edu /govcom/_-
files/docs/reports/cc-uw-remedia!on-reten!on-gradua!on-final.pdf 
3 Calculated from data within The Wyoming Community College Commission and University of Wyoming 
Report on Higher Educa!on Remedia!on, Reten!on and Gradua!on Rates, October 31, 2011 based on a 53% 
comple!on rate of baccalaureate degrees from the University of Wyoming within 6 years and a 30.4% 
comple!on rate for first-!me, full-!me Wyoming Community College Students within 150% of the program’s 
normal comple!on !me.
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Funding	  Levels	  Are	  Not	  the	  Problem	  

The	  U.S.	  Census	  Bureau’s	  2014	  report	  on	  the	  funding	  of	  public	  education	  lists	  Wyoming	  as	  one	  of	  the	  top	  6	  
states	  in	  per-‐pupil	  spending	  on	  elementary	  and	  secondary	  public	  education	  per	  $1,000	  of	  personal	  income.	  
The	  U.S.	  Chamber	  of	  Commerce	  combined	  the	  Census	  Bureau’s	  data	  with	  cost-‐of-‐living	  rates	  and	  concluded	  
that	  Wyoming’s	  per	  pupil	  funding	  of	  public	  education	  is	  the	  highest	  in	  the	  country.11	  That	  report	  gave	  
Wyoming,	  along	  with	  eight	  other	  states	  and	  the	  District	  of	  Columbia,	  a	  grade	  of	  F	  for	  “Return	  on	  
Investment.”	  Three	  neighboring	  states	  -‐	  Idaho,	  Colorado,	  and	  Utah	  -‐	  were	  awarded	  “A”s	  on	  this	  measure,	  
although	  both	  Idaho	  and	  Utah	  received	  lower	  grades	  for	  academic	  achievement	  (all	  students)	  and	  Wyoming	  
was	  the	  only	  one	  of	  these	  states	  to	  receive	  an	  “A”	  for	  the	  academic	  achievement	  of	  low	  income	  and	  
minority	  children	  (see	  Figure	  10).	  

Many	  in	  the	  state	  are	  proud	  of	  the	  fact	  that	  Wyoming	  invests	  generously	  in	  public	  education,	  and	  point	  to	  
the	  state-‐of-‐the-‐art	  facilities,	  salary	  levels	  that	  help	  attract	  and	  retain	  well	  prepared	  teachers,	  and	  the	  
effective	  set	  of	  supports	  and	  intervention	  services	  for	  struggling	  and	  disadvantaged	  students.	  Most	  of	  the	  
infrastructure	  elements	  needed	  for	  high	  quality	  education	  system	  are	  in	  place	  in	  Wyoming.	  In	  addition,	  a	  P-‐
20	  data	  system,	  funded	  by	  the	  Legislature,	  is	  under	  development	  that	  can	  be	  used	  to	  monitor	  the	  progress	  
of	  students	  and	  their	  readiness	  for	  each	  successive	  stage	  in	  the	  educational	  system,	  and	  provide	  leaders	  
with	  the	  information	  they	  need	  to	  take	  corrective	  actions.	  It	  is	  troubling,	  then,	  that	  the	  state’s	  rate	  of	  
academic	  improvement	  is	  sluggish,	  outpaced	  by	  some	  systems	  that	  are	  not	  as	  well	  funded.	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  Figure	  10	  

	  
Leaders	  &	  Laggards	  2014	  Report:	  K-‐12	  Educational	  Effectiveness	  Across	  the	  Region11	  

	   WY	   MT	   SD	   CO	   NE	   ID	   UT	  
Average	  Per	  Pupil	  
Expenditure,	  Adjusted	  for	  
Cost	  of	  Living	  

$16,594	   $10,624	   $8,488	   $8,565	   $12,486	   $7,310	   $6,812	  

Academic	  Achievement	   B	   B	   C	   A	   C	   C	   C	  

Academic	  Achievement	  of	  
Low	  Income	  and	  Minority	  
Students	  

A	   A	   D	   B	   D	   C	   C	  

Postsecondary	  Readiness	   D	   C	   B	   B	   B	   D	   C	  

Return	  on	  Investment	   F	   B	   A	   A	   D	   A	   A	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11	  U.S.	  Chamber	  of	  Commerce	  Foundation,	  “Leaders	  &	  Laggards:	  A	  State-‐by-‐State	  Report	  Card	  on	  K-‐12	  Educational	  
Effectiveness,”	  2014,	  p.	  18-‐19.	  
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Due	  to	  the	  state’s	  generous	  investment	  in	  public	  education,	  policymakers	  and	  the	  
public	  should	  expect	  a	  significant	  increase	  in	  the	  rate	  of	  academic	  improvement	  
and	  the	  readiness	  of	  graduates	  for	  credit-‐bearing	  postsecondary	  courses	  in	  the	  
future.	  

	  

Wyoming’s	  Academic	  Expectations	  in	  a	  National	  and	  International	  Context	  

It	  has	  long	  been	  known	  that	  there	  is	  considerable	  variability	  in	  the	  rigor	  of	  state	  standards.	  A	  recently	  
published	  report	  by	  Gary	  Phillips	  found	  that	  the	  difference	  between	  the	  states	  with	  the	  highest	  standards	  
and	  those	  with	  the	  lowest	  is	  alarmingly	  large	  –	  the	  equivalent	  of	  three	  to	  four	  grade	  levels	  in	  some	  cases.	  12	  
Phillips'	  analysis	  ranked	  the	  difficulty	  of	  Wyoming's	  academic	  expectations	  as	  below	  the	  national	  median	  in	  
4th	  grade	  math	  and	  reading	  and	  8th	  grade	  math	  (see	  Figure	  11).	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Figure	  11	  
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Moreover,	  Phillips	  found	  that	  low	  standards	  correlated	  with	  lower	  achievement.	  In	  other	  words,	  students	  
achieved	  at	  higher	  levels	  in	  states	  that	  expected	  more	  from	  their	  students.	  	  
	  
On	  international	  assessments,	  the	  U.S.	  was	  once	  a	  top-‐performer.	  Despite	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  performance	  of	  
U.S.	  students	  continues	  to	  improve,	  we	  have	  been	  losing	  ground	  to	  other	  countries	  in	  which	  educational	  
performance	  is	  improving	  at	  a	  faster	  rate,	  including	  the	  Slovak	  Republic,	  Vietnam,	  Poland,	  and	  Korea.13	  As	  of	  
2009,	  Wyoming	  15-‐year	  olds	  are	  out-‐performed	  by	  their	  peers	  in	  Belgium	  and	  Estonia	  and	  are	  now	  equal	  to	  
those	  in	  Slovenia	  (see	  Figure	  12).14	  	  It	  is	  unlikely	  that	  these	  are	  the	  nations	  with	  which	  Wyoming	  wishes	  to	  be	  
compared.	  

	  
	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12	  Gary	  W.	  Phillips,	  “International	  Benchmarking:	  State	  and	  National	  Education	  Performance	  Standards.”	  American	  
Institutes	  of	  Research,	  September,	  2014.	  
13	  Trends	  in	  U.S.	  Achievement,	  1990-‐2010:	  A	  Data	  Profile.	  Prepared	  by	  Educational	  Testing	  Service	  for	  the	  National	  
Business	  Roundtable.	  Found	  at	  http://k12center.org/rsc/pdf/brt-‐data-‐profile-‐trends-‐achievement-‐2010.pdf.	  	  
14	  Hanushek,	  Peterson,	  and	  Woessermann,	  “Endangering	  Prosperity:	  A	  Global	  View	  of	  the	  American	  School,”	  2013.	  
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Looking	  Ahead:	  Wyoming’s	  Increasing	  Academic	  Expectations	  

The	  expectations	  gap	  between	  state	  K-‐12	  academic	  performance	  standards	  and	  the	  requirements	  of	  entry-‐
level	  credit-‐bearing	  postsecondary	  coursework	  is	  one	  that	  many	  states	  have	  grappled	  with	  over	  the	  last	  
decade	  or	  more.	  In	  2009,	  this	  problem	  catalyzed	  the	  initiative	  of	  the	  National	  Governors	  Association	  and	  the	  
Council	  of	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officers	  to	  develop	  content	  standards	  in	  mathematics	  and	  English	  language	  
arts/literacy	  that	  are	  aligned	  to	  the	  expectations	  of	  colleges	  and	  career	  training	  programs.	  Wyoming	  
adopted	  these	  standards	  in	  2012	  under	  the	  name	  “Wyoming	  Content	  and	  Performance	  Standards”	  and	  is	  
currently	  developing	  new	  assessments	  aligned	  to	  these	  more	  rigorous	  standards.	  However,	  as	  identified	  in	  a	  
recent	  report	  by	  the	  Education	  Commission	  of	  the	  States,	  Wyoming	  has	  not	  yet	  aligned	  its	  high	  school	  
graduation	  course	  requirements	  with	  the	  admission	  requirements	  at	  its	  public	  institutions	  of	  higher	  
education.15	  	  Doing	  so	  would	  help	  to	  ensure	  that	  fewer	  students	  require	  remedial	  coursework.	  In	  coming	  
year	  years,	  as	  academic	  standards	  and	  assessments	  are	  revisited,	  it	  will	  be	  important	  to	  ensure	  that	  they	  
accurately	  reflect	  the	  skills	  and	  knowledge	  students	  need	  to	  pursue	  their	  goals.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15	  “Blueprint	  for	  College	  Readiness”,	  Education	  Commission	  of	  the	  States,	  November,	  2014.	  
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Chapter	  3	  

	  

	  

	  

The Wyoming Economy and Workforce: 
Projections for the Future and Implications 

for The K-12 Education System 
	  

	  

	  

Across	  the	  country,	  the	  education	  and	  skill	  levels	  required	  for	  jobs	  that	  pay	  a	  livable	  income	  are	  increasing,	  
due	  in	  part	  to	  the	  availability	  of	  low-‐skill/low-‐wage	  workers	  in	  other	  countries	  and	  the	  increasing	  use	  of	  
complex	  technologies	  in	  many	  industries,	  from	  auto	  mechanics	  to	  mining	  to	  commerce.	  In	  a	  chart	  developed	  
by	  the	  U.S.	  Bureau	  of	  Labor	  Statistics	  (Figure	  13),	  the	  strong	  correlation	  between	  higher	  levels	  of	  education	  
and	  lower	  rates	  of	  unemployment	  can	  be	  seen.	  For	  each	  additional	  level	  of	  education	  attained,	  the	  risk	  of	  
unemployment	  declines	  and,	  with	  just	  one	  exception,	  the	  average	  weekly	  income	  increases.	  

The	  Lumina	  Foundation	  projects	  that	  by	  2025,	  60%	  of	  Wyoming	  jobs	  will	  require	  a	  college	  degree	  –	  either	  a	  
2-‐year	  associate	  or	  a	  4-‐year	  bachelor’s	  degree	  -‐	  but	  warns	  that	  as	  of	  2012	  only	  37%	  of	  Wyoming’s	  306,000	  
working-‐age	  adults	  (ages	  25-‐64)	  held	  either	  of	  these	  degrees.16	  At	  current	  rates,	  Wyoming	  is	  not	  on	  track	  to	  
reach	  the	  60%	  goal	  by	  2025.	  

Wyoming	  currently	  produces	  approximately	  6,000	  high	  school	  graduates	  per	  year,17	  but	  only	  44%	  of	  these	  
graduates	  enroll	  in	  postsecondary	  education	  somewhere	  in	  the	  country	  upon	  graduation	  (see	  Figure	  9).	  As	  
discussed	  earlier,	  only	  approximately	  1,000	  of	  these	  young	  adults,	  or	  16%	  of	  the	  high	  school	  graduates,	  are	  
currently	  projected	  to	  earn	  a	  two-‐year	  or	  four-‐year	  degree	  by	  the	  time	  they	  are	  24	  years	  of	  age.	  	  

	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16	  The	  Lumina	  Foundation,	  A	  Stronger	  Wyoming	  through	  Higher	  Education,	  2014.	  
http://strongernation.luminafoundation.org/report/	  	  
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Figure	  13	  
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When	  this	  rate	  of	  degree	  attainment	  is	  combined	  with	  that	  of	  older	  Wyoming	  residents,	  the	  Lumina	  
Foundation	  projects	  that	  42%	  of	  Wyoming’s	  working	  age	  adults	  will	  have	  college	  degrees	  by	  2025.	  To	  reach	  
the	  goal	  of	  60%	  by	  2025,	  Wyoming	  will	  need	  to	  significantly	  increase	  the	  rate	  at	  which	  Wyoming	  high	  school	  
students	  are	  prepared	  for	  and	  successful	  in	  higher	  education	  and	  the	  rate	  at	  which	  adults	  in	  the	  state	  go	  
back	  to	  school	  to	  earn	  two-‐year	  or	  four-‐year	  degrees.	  Without	  such	  a	  change	  in	  the	  current	  rates,	  Wyoming	  
has	  little	  chance	  of	  having	  a	  workforce	  with	  the	  skills	  needed	  to	  fill	  those	  jobs,	  and	  is	  likely	  to	  have	  an	  excess	  
of	  workers	  prepared	  only	  for	  low-‐skill	  jobs,	  too	  many	  of	  which	  do	  not	  provide	  a	  livable	  income.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Figure	  14	  
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The	  Wyoming	  Community	  College	  system	  actively	  tracks	  the	  state’s	  high-‐demand,	  high-‐growth	  industries	  to	  
ensure	  that	  the	  degree,	  certificate,	  and	  training	  programs	  it	  offers	  provide	  adequate	  opportunity	  for	  
residents	  to	  gain	  the	  skills	  needed	  for	  these	  jobs.	  The	  “hole	  in	  the	  bucket”,	  however,	  is	  the	  high	  percentage	  
of	  high	  school	  graduates	  who	  are	  unprepared	  for	  entry-‐level	  courses	  and	  must	  waste	  time	  (the	  student’s	  
and	  the	  institution’s)	  and	  money	  (the	  student’s,	  institution’s,	  and	  taxpayer’s)	  on	  remedial	  courses.	  	  
	  
Over	  recent	  years	  the	  media	  has	  carried	  reports	  of	  Wyoming	  college	  graduates	  having	  difficulty	  finding	  jobs	  
in	  their	  field,	  which	  may	  cause	  skepticism	  about	  the	  projected	  future	  workforce	  needs.	  However,	  a	  study	  by	  
Wyoming	  Department	  of	  Workforce	  Services	  found	  that	  those	  difficulties	  were	  due	  to	  the	  demographics	  of	  
the	  workforce,	  and	  will	  change	  in	  the	  near	  future.	  Wyoming	  has	  a	  larger	  percentage	  of	  older	  “baby	  boom”	  
generation	  citizens	  than	  most	  
states,	  and	  the	  older	  
Wyomingites	  with	  
postsecondary	  educations	  are	  
staying	  in	  the	  workforce	  
longer	  than	  their	  
predecessors.	  	  	  

	  
The	  short-‐term	  result	  was	  a	  
difficult	  labor	  market	  for	  new	  
college	  graduates	  for	  several	  
years.	  As	  the	  current	  
generation	  of	  “boom”	  
workers,	  now	  in	  their	  60’s,	  
begin	  to	  retire,	  “there	  will	  be	  
many	  opportunities	  for	  
educated	  youth	  of	  Wyoming,”	  
states	  the	  Department	  of	  
Workforce	  Services.18	  

	  

Implications	  for	  All	  Wyomingites	  

Failure	  to	  meet	  the	  demand	  for	  well-‐educated	  and	  well-‐trained	  workers	  impacts	  states	  and	  communities	  in	  
profound	  ways.	  As	  Figure	  13	  illustrates,	  lower	  educational	  attainment	  levels	  mean	  lower	  wages,	  which,	  in	  
turn,	  mean	  lower	  property	  and	  sales	  tax	  collections	  for	  state,	  county,	  and	  municipal	  governments,	  and	  more	  
unemployed	  workers	  and	  low	  income	  families	  needing	  assistance.	  The	  ability	  of	  the	  state	  to	  protect	  public	  
safety,	  to	  support,	  attract	  and	  grow	  new	  businesses,	  and	  to	  support	  healthy	  families	  and	  communities	  is	  
directly	  tied	  to	  its	  ability	  to	  improve	  K-‐12	  educational	  performance.	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18	  Tony	  Glover	  and	  Michael	  Moore,	  “A	  Decade	  Later:	  Tracking	  Wyoming’s	  Youth	  into	  the	  Labor	  Force.”	  Wyoming	  
Department	  of	  Workforce	  Services,	  March	  2012.	  

Figure	  15	  
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Chapter	  4	  

	  

	  

	  

Education Governance Structures: Are Some 
Better Than Others? 

	  

	  

	  

How	  can	  Wyoming	  address	  the	  flaw	  in	  its	  state-‐level	  education	  governance	  structure	  and	  create	  one	  that	  
will	  support	  accelerated	  educational	  improvements	  so	  that	  its	  students	  are	  prepared	  to	  pursue	  their	  career	  
goals?	  The	  most	  important	  point	  to	  be	  made	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  any	  discussion	  of	  education	  governance	  
structures	  is	  that	  there	  is	  no	  “best”	  model.	  For	  example,	  in	  a	  review	  conducted	  for	  this	  study	  of	  state	  
performance	  and	  rates	  of	  improvement	  on	  NAEP,	  each	  of	  the	  following	  four	  structures	  could	  be	  seen	  among	  
the	  top-‐performing	  and	  top-‐improvement	  states.	  There	  are,	  however,	  specific	  strengths	  and	  weaknesses	  for	  
a	  state	  to	  take	  into	  consideration	  when	  trying	  to	  determine	  which	  structure	  would	  be	  best	  for	  their	  state.	  	  

This	  chapter	  will	  briefly	  describe	  the	  most	  common	  education	  governance	  structures	  used	  in	  the	  United	  
States,	  and	  provide	  comments	  on	  the	  documented	  or	  perceived	  strengths	  and	  weaknesses	  of	  each	  for	  
providing	  clear	  lines	  of	  responsibility,	  decision-‐making,	  and	  accountability.	  This	  summary	  draws	  on	  the	  work	  
of	  the	  Education	  Commission	  of	  the	  States	  (ECS)	  and	  their	  presentation	  to	  the	  Wyoming	  Joint	  Education	  
Interim	  Committee	  on	  April	  25,	  2014.	  Forty-‐six	  of	  the	  50	  states	  use	  one	  of	  the	  four	  structures	  described	  
below	  or	  a	  slight	  variant	  thereof,	  while	  the	  remaining	  four	  states	  use	  more	  significantly	  modified	  versions	  of	  
these	  four	  general	  structures.19	  

These	  structures	  and	  the	  accompanying	  information	  were	  shared	  with	  the	  31	  leaders	  of	  Wyoming	  
stakeholder	  groups	  who	  were	  interviewed	  as	  part	  of	  this	  study,	  and	  whose	  recommendations	  for	  the	  future	  
governance	  structure	  are	  summarized	  in	  Chapter	  5.	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19	  The	  states	  not	  depicted	  in	  this	  report	  are:	  Minnesota	  and	  Wisconsin,	  which	  do	  not	  have	  a	  State	  Board	  of	  Education;	  
New	  Mexico	  which	  has	  an	  elected	  board	  that	  is	  solely	  advisory,	  and	  Texas,	  where	  the	  State	  Board	  is	  elected	  but	  the	  
Governor	  selects	  the	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer.	  
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Common	  State-‐Level	  Education	  Governance	  Structures	  

A. Governor	  Appoints	  Board,	  Board	  Appoints	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  
Although	  this	  is	  the	  most	  common	  governance	  structure,	  
the	  number	  of	  states	  using	  this	  structure	  has	  been	  in	  
decline	  over	  the	  past	  two	  decades.	  In	  this	  structure,	  the	  
electorate	  assigns	  all	  responsibility	  and	  accountability	  for	  
K-‐12	  education	  governance	  to	  the	  Governor,	  who	  then	  
appoints	  a	  State	  Board	  to	  establish	  policies	  and	  standards	  
and	  to	  select	  and	  oversee	  the	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  
(CSSO).	  Appointment	  to	  the	  Board	  may	  require	  the	  
approval	  of	  the	  Senate,	  Speaker	  of	  the	  House,	  or	  other	  
members	  of	  the	  legislature.	  	  

	  
The	  Board	  member	  terms	  are	  typically	  staggered	  4-‐	  to	  6-‐
year	  terms	  so	  the	  sitting	  Governor	  has	  limited	  control	  over	  
the	  membership	  of	  the	  Board	  in	  the	  early	  years	  of	  his	  or	  
her	  term.	  The	  State	  Board	  is	  responsible	  for	  annually	  
evaluating	  the	  CSSO	  and	  holding	  that	  individual	  
accountable	  for	  improving	  education	  in	  the	  state.	  	  
	  
In	  some	  cases,	  the	  Board-‐appointed	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  is	  also	  a	  member	  of	  the	  Governor’s	  
Cabinet.	  	  
	  
Fifteen	  states	  currently	  use	  this	  governance	  structure	  or	  a	  slight	  variation	  of	  it:	  Alaska,	  Arkansas,	  
Connecticut,	  Florida,	  Hawaii,	  Illinois,	  Kentucky,	  Maryland,	  Massachusetts,	  Mississippi,	  Missouri,	  Nevada,	  
New	  York,	  Rhode	  Island,	  and	  West	  Virginia.	  Variations	  include:	  
	  

• In	  Mississippi,	  the	  Governor	  appoints	  five	  of	  the	  nine	  voting	  members	  of	  the	  State	  
Board,	  the	  Lieutenant	  Governor	  appoints	  two,	  and	  the	  Speaker	  of	  the	  House	  appoints	  
two.	  

• In	  Nevada,	  the	  Governor	  appoints	  three	  State	  Board	  members	  and	  four	  are	  elected	  by	  
Congressional	  districts.	  	  

• In	  New	  York,	  the	  Legislature	  appoints	  the	  majority	  of	  Board	  members.	  
• Rhode	  Island’s	  State	  Board	  is	  a	  K-‐20	  Board.	  

Points	  to	  Consider:	  This	  governance	  structure	  provides	  a	  very	  clear	  delineation	  of	  authority	  and	  
accountability.	  It	  also	  provides	  some	  measure	  of	  stability	  in	  leadership	  and	  the	  overall	  vision	  of	  
education	  for	  the	  state,	  given	  that	  the	  Board,	  with	  staggered	  6-‐year	  terms,	  provides	  continuity	  across	  
gubernatorial	  administrations.	  Educational	  improvement	  requires	  sustained	  focus	  and	  effort,	  so	  this	  
stability	  can	  serve	  as	  a	  strength	  for	  the	  state,	  provided	  that	  leadership	  is	  strong	  and	  the	  Board	  carries	  
sufficient	  influence	  with	  the	  Governor	  and	  legislature	  to	  secure	  support	  to	  carry	  out	  their	  initiatives.	  

As	  the	  demand	  for	  improved	  educational	  performance	  has	  grown	  in	  states,	  accompanied	  by	  the	  
recognition	  that	  the	  state’s	  future	  financial	  and	  social	  health	  are	  tied	  to	  the	  quality	  of	  the	  K-‐12	  
educational	  system,	  many	  have	  argued	  that	  this	  structure	  does	  not	  provide	  the	  public	  with	  adequate	  
accountability	  for	  improvement.	  The	  State	  Board	  members	  are	  appointed	  volunteers	  who	  typically	  serve	  
4-‐	  to	  6-‐year	  terms,	  so	  meaningful	  changes	  to	  the	  Board	  membership	  are	  difficult	  to	  make	  quickly.	  This	  
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desire	  for	  accelerated	  improvement	  and	  greater	  accountability	  for	  results	  has	  led	  several	  states	  to	  move	  
away	  from	  this	  governance	  structure.	  

	  
B. Public	  Elects	  Board,	  Board	  Appoints	  Chief	  State	  

School	  Officer	  
In	  this	  structure,	  which	  has	  been	  in	  slight	  decline	  in	  recent	  
years,	  the	  electorate	  assigns	  all	  responsibility	  for	  public	  
education	  governance	  to	  an	  elected	  State	  Board	  of	  
Education.	  The	  Board	  then	  selects	  the	  Chief	  State	  School	  
Officer	  and	  is	  responsible	  for	  annually	  evaluating	  and	  
holding	  that	  individual	  accountable	  for	  improving	  
education	  in	  the	  state.	  In	  this	  model,	  the	  Governor	  has	  no	  
authority	  over	  public	  education.	  
	  
Eight	  states	  currently	  have	  this	  governance	  structure	  or	  a	  
variation	  of	  it:	  Alabama,	  Colorado,	  Kansas,	  Louisiana,	  
Michigan,	  Nebraska,	  Ohio,	  and	  Utah.	  Variations	  include:	  
	  

• In	  Louisiana,	  eight	  Board	  members	  are	  elected	  on	  
nonpartisan	  ballots	  and	  three	  are	  appointed	  by	  the	  Governor.	  

• In	  Nebraska,	  the	  State	  Board	  prepares	  a	  slate	  of	  three	  candidates,	  from	  which	  the	  Governor	  
appoints	  the	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer.	  

• In	  Ohio,	  eight	  of	  the	  19	  State	  Board	  members	  are	  appointed	  by	  the	  Governor.	  	  
	  

Points	  to	  Consider:	  This	  structure	  clearly	  defines	  authorities	  and	  responsibilities,	  but	  provides	  no	  means	  
for	  the	  Governor	  to	  either	  directly	  or	  indirectly	  influence	  either	  the	  policies	  or	  the	  financial	  decisions	  
concerning	  education.	  In	  addition,	  unless	  Board	  terms	  and	  elections	  are	  staggered,	  the	  structure	  
provides	  little	  stability	  in	  the	  policies	  or	  goals	  of	  the	  system	  across	  election	  cycles.	  

_________	  

In	  both	  of	  the	  above	  models,	  the	  CSSO	  is	  appointed	  by	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education.	  A	  2011	  governance	  
brief	  by	  the	  Education	  Commission	  of	  the	  States	  describes	  some	  benefits	  and	  drawbacks	  of	  a	  Board-‐
appointed	  CSSO:	  

According	  to	  the	  authors	  of	  State	  Education	  Governance	  Structures,	  if	  the	  prevailing	  value	  in	  
a	  state	  is	  to	  unyoke	  education	  decision-‐making	  from	  “partisan	  politics,”	  a	  strong,	  policy-‐
making	  state	  board	  of	  education	  (with	  members	  appointed	  for	  long	  terms)	  that	  appoints	  the	  
chief	  state	  school	  officer	  may	  be	  the	  best	  course	  of	  action.	  This	  approach	  can	  allow	  the	  state	  
board	  to	  “focus	  on	  a	  long-‐range	  vision	  for	  schools,	  and	  it	  might	  make	  education	  reform	  less	  
vulnerable	  to	  political	  pressures	  of	  election	  cycles	  that	  often	  result	  in	  ‘quick-‐fix’	  strategies.’	  …	  
On	  the	  down	  side,	  a	  state	  board-‐appointed	  chief	  “may	  not	  have	  the	  necessary	  backing	  of	  
political	  constituencies	  to	  secure	  legislative	  enactment	  of	  education	  reform	  measures.”20	  

That	  report	  later	  makes	  the	  case	  that	  having	  a	  Board-‐appointed	  CSSO,	  as	  opposed	  to	  one	  appointed	  by	  the	  
Governor,	  increases	  the	  opportunity	  for	  checks	  and	  balances	  and	  can	  allow	  education	  reform	  to	  move	  
forward	  when	  the	  Governor	  and	  Legislature	  represent	  opposing	  political	  parties.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20	  :	  http://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/92/33/9233.pdf	  	  
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C. Governor	  Appoints	  Board,	  Governor	  Appoints	  Chief	  

State	  School	  Officer	  	  
The	  number	  of	  states	  with	  this	  governance	  structure	  has	  
been	  increasing	  since	  1980,	  as	  Governors	  have	  sought	  
greater	  influence	  over	  K-‐12	  education	  and	  the	  large	  
segment	  of	  each	  state’s	  budget	  that	  it	  represents.	  	  

In	  this	  structure,	  the	  electorate	  again	  assigns	  all	  
responsibility	  for	  education	  to	  the	  Governor	  but,	  unlike	  
the	  previously	  discussed	  structure,	  the	  Governor	  directly	  
appoints	  the	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  (CSSO).	  	  In	  some	  
cases,	  a	  mechanism	  is	  used	  to	  ensure	  agreement	  
between	  the	  Governor	  and	  the	  State	  Board	  on	  the	  
selection	  of	  the	  CSSO,	  such	  as	  appointment	  by	  the	  
Governor	  from	  a	  set	  of	  candidates	  put	  forward	  by	  the	  
State	  Board.	  	  

The	  CSSO	  serves	  at	  the	  pleasure	  of	  the	  Governor,	  who	  is	  responsible	  for	  evaluating	  the	  CSSO	  and	  holding	  
that	  individual	  accountable	  for	  improving	  education	  in	  the	  state.	  Often,	  the	  CSSO	  is	  a	  member	  of	  the	  
Governor’s	  Cabinet,	  participating	  in	  key	  decisions	  concerning	  the	  state	  budget	  and	  coordination	  of	  
services	  across	  state	  departments.	  	  

The	  State	  Board,	  which	  again	  typically	  has	  staggered	  terms,	  may	  have	  full	  responsibility	  for	  initiating	  and	  
approving	  policies	  and	  regulations,	  may	  only	  hold	  veto	  power	  for	  policies	  or	  standards	  put	  forward	  by	  
the	  CSSO,	  or	  may	  be	  strictly	  advisory	  to	  the	  CSSO.	  	  
	  
There	  are	  currently	  11	  states	  with	  this	  governance	  structure	  or	  a	  variation	  of	  it:	  Delaware,	  Iowa,	  Nevada,	  
New	  Hampshire,	  New	  Jersey,	  Pennsylvania,	  South	  Dakota,	  Tennessee,	  Vermont,	  and	  Virginia.	  Variations	  
include:	  
	  

• In	  Nevada,	  four	  of	  the	  seven	  voting	  members	  of	  the	  State	  Board	  are	  elected	  from	  the	  
congressional	  districts.	  The	  remaining	  three	  members	  are	  appointed	  by	  the	  Governor.	  

Points	  to	  consider:	  The	  power	  of	  the	  office	  of	  the	  Governor	  can	  be	  helpful	  in	  moving	  a	  state’s	  education	  
agenda	  through	  the	  legislative	  process,	  so	  having	  a	  structure	  in	  which	  the	  Governor’s	  education	  agenda	  
and	  the	  CSSO’s	  agenda	  are	  one	  and	  the	  same	  can	  be	  beneficial.	  	  

Another	  advantage	  of	  this	  model	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  CSSO	  is	  typically	  a	  member	  of	  the	  Governor’s	  
Cabinet,	  taking	  part	  in	  strategic	  budgetary	  and	  policy	  discussions	  and	  regularly	  interacting	  with	  the	  leads	  
of	  other	  state	  agencies	  that	  serve	  youth	  and	  families.	  	  

It	  is	  also	  important	  to	  note	  that	  membership	  of	  the	  CSSO	  in	  the	  Governor’s	  Cabinet	  is	  not	  limited	  to	  this	  
governance	  structure.	  In	  three	  states	  that	  do	  not	  have	  a	  Governor-‐appointed	  CSSO,	  that	  individual	  is	  
officially	  a	  member	  of	  Governor’s	  Cabinet	  (Colorado,	  Maryland,	  and	  Nevada),	  while	  in	  other	  states	  the	  
CSSO	  is	  an	  unofficial	  member.	  
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Nationally,	  the	  average	  tenure	  of	  a	  CSSO	  is	  less	  than	  three	  years21,	  and	  the	  tenure	  is	  shortest	  among	  
CSSOs	  in	  this	  structure.	  Existing	  research	  is	  very	  limited	  and	  does	  not	  conclude	  that	  short	  CSSO	  tenure	  
negatively	  impacts	  educational	  improvement.	  However,	  it	  would	  also	  be	  hard	  to	  argue	  that	  short	  CSSO	  
tenure	  improves	  success	  rates.	  If	  stability	  of	  leadership	  is	  a	  priority	  for	  a	  state,	  this	  governance	  structure	  
may	  not	  be	  the	  best	  option.	  As	  shown	  below,	  we	  see	  that	  among	  the	  currently	  serving	  appointed	  CSSOs,	  
only	  one	  who	  was	  appointed	  by	  a	  Governor	  has	  served	  for	  more	  than	  three	  years,	  whereas	  seven	  of	  the	  
21	  CSSOs	  appointed	  by	  a	  State	  Board	  have	  served	  more	  than	  three	  years22.	  

Figure	  19	  
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As	  noted	  above,	  State	  Boards	  may	  have	  varying	  levels	  of	  authority	  under	  this	  model	  –	  they	  may	  have	  full	  
authority	  and	  independence	  in	  setting	  policies	  and	  standards	  or,	  at	  the	  other	  extreme,	  may	  only	  serve	  
an	  advisory	  role.	  	  
	  
The	  authors	  of	  a	  1993	  report	  from	  the	  Education	  Commission	  of	  States	  suggest,	  “If	  the	  most	  important	  
value	  is	  to	  ensure	  coordination	  in	  education	  reform	  efforts	  and	  the	  efficient	  implementation	  of	  
decisions,	  a	  system	  that	  streamlines	  governance	  and	  centralizes	  decisions	  in	  the	  governor’s	  office,	  for	  
example,	  may	  be	  considered	  the	  ‘best’	  system.”	  They	  point	  to	  the	  opportunity	  for	  greater	  “cohesion	  at	  
the	  executive	  level,	  which	  can	  facilitate	  statewide	  planning	  and	  coordination”	  and	  diminished	  influence	  
of	  “competing	  political	  agendas	  on	  education	  reform	  efforts.”	  	  	  

In	  a	  review	  by	  Manning	  in	  2006,	  he	  concludes	  that	  there	  are	  limits	  to	  the	  benefits	  of	  streamlined	  
governance:	  

My	  empirical	  findings	  strongly	  suggest	  that	  states	  perform	  better	  when	  governors	  are	  
empowered	  to	  appoint	  leaders	  of	  SEAs	  [State	  Education	  Agencies],	  but	  that	  performance	  
wanes	  if	  governors	  can	  appoint	  agency	  leaders	  and	  board	  members.	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21	  www.statewideafterschoolnetworks.net/content/chief-‐state-‐school-‐officers	  	  
22	  www.ccsso.org/who_we_are/meet_the_chiefs.htm	  



 

38 

Most	  important,	  perhaps,	  is	  the	  finding	  from	  the	  student	  outcomes	  measures	  that	  
gubernatorial	  power	  appears	  most	  likely	  to	  produce	  desirable	  results	  in	  institutional	  
arrangements	  that	  give	  governors	  control	  over	  SEA	  chiefs	  but	  not	  boards.	  States	  
appear	  to	  pay	  a	  price	  in	  achievement	  when	  they	  centralize	  too	  much.	  That	  finding	  
suggests	  that	  there	  are	  some	  benefits	  to	  limiting	  the	  governor’s	  reach,	  but	  giving	  a	  
governor	  a	  strong	  hand	  in	  appointing	  the	  leader	  of	  the	  state	  education	  bureaucracy	  
appears	  to	  pay	  dividends.	  It	  may	  be	  that	  more	  independence	  from	  governors	  helps	  
state	  board	  members,	  who	  are	  less	  engaged	  in	  day-‐to-‐day	  policy	  management,	  to	  
provide	  more	  detached,	  critical,	  and	  useful	  oversight	  of	  state	  education	  systems.	  23	  

Board	  independence	  from	  governors	  could	  come	  in	  several	  forms,	  such	  as	  statutory	  policy-‐making	  
authority	  or	  a	  hybrid	  board	  in	  which	  some	  members	  are	  appointed	  and	  some	  are	  elected.	  

	  
D. Governor	  Appoints	  Board,	  Public	  Elects	  Chief	  State	  

School	  Officer	  
This	  is	  the	  governance	  structure	  currently	  in	  place	  in	  
Wyoming.	  The	  number	  of	  states	  with	  this	  governance	  
structure	  has	  been	  in	  decline	  since	  the	  late	  1940s,	  falling	  
from	  a	  high	  of	  33	  states	  to	  the	  current	  12	  states.24	  

Under	  this	  general	  structure,	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  
Education	  may	  have	  any	  of	  the	  3	  levels	  of	  authority	  
described	  above:	  policy	  and	  reform	  initiation	  and	  
approval,	  veto	  power,	  or	  the	  advisory	  role.	  	  

In	  all	  remaining	  states	  that	  have	  an	  elected	  CSSO,	  that	  
office	  is	  established	  within	  the	  state	  constitution.	  In	  
three	  of	  those	  states,	  the	  ballot	  is	  a	  non-‐partisan	  ballot.	  	  

Twelve	  states	  currently	  use	  this	  governance	  structure	  or	  
a	  variation	  of	  it:	  Arizona,	  California,	  Georgia,	  Idaho,	  Indiana,	  Montana,	  North	  Carolina,	  North	  Dakota,	  
Oklahoma,	  South	  Carolina,	  Washington,	  and	  Wyoming.	  Variations	  include:	  

• In	  South	  Carolina,	  the	  Legislature	  appoints	  16	  of	  the	  17	  Board	  members	  and	  the	  Governor	  
appoints	  one.	  	  

• The	  State	  Board	  in	  Washington	  is	  composed	  of	  14	  appointed	  and	  elected	  voting	  members:	  
o Five	  elected	  by	  regional	  district	  directors,	  
o One	  elected	  by	  members	  of	  state-‐approved	  private	  schools,	  
o Seven	  appointed	  by	  the	  Governor,	  and	  
o The	  elected	  State	  Superintendent.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
23	  http://pmanna.people.wm.edu/research/Manna2006_APSA.pdf,	  pg	  12.	  
24	  Paul	  Manna	  and	  Patrick	  J.	  McGuinn,	  “Education	  Governance	  for	  the	  Twenty-‐first	  Century:	  Overcoming	  the	  Structural	  
Barriers	  to	  School	  Reform,”	  Brookings	  Institution	  Press,	  2013.	  
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Points	  to	  consider:	  	  Under	  this	  model,	  the	  level	  of	  staffing	  assigned	  directly	  to	  the	  State	  Board	  tends	  to	  
vary	  based	  on	  level	  of	  Board	  responsibility	  and	  authority.	  In	  Wyoming,	  the	  State	  Board	  has	  the	  highest	  
level	  of	  authority	  and	  its	  responsibilities	  have	  expanded	  in	  recent	  years.	  However,	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  
funding	  currently	  provided	  to	  support	  the	  work	  of	  the	  select	  committee	  on	  education	  accountability,	  the	  
Board	  must	  rely	  on	  the	  good	  will	  of	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  for	  staff	  support	  to	  fulfill	  those	  duties.	  This	  
misalignment	  of	  responsibility	  and	  staffing	  causes	  periodic	  dysfunction	  between	  the	  State	  Board	  and	  
Superintendent,	  which	  can	  -‐	  and	  has	  -‐	  caused	  delays	  in	  the	  fulfillment	  of	  Board	  duties.	  

This	  structure	  stands	  apart	  from	  the	  previous	  three	  structures	  in	  two	  important	  ways:	  

1. The	  elected	  CSSO	  can	  only	  be	  held	  accountable	  every	  4	  years,	  rather	  than	  annually.	  While	  the	  
State	  Board	  could	  be	  charged	  with	  providing	  an	  annual	  performance	  review,	  it	  would	  have	  no	  
meaningful	  consequences,	  as	  elected	  officials	  can	  only	  be	  removed	  from	  office	  under	  extreme	  
circumstances.	  In	  addition,	  the	  State	  Board	  currently	  relies	  on	  the	  voluntary	  cooperation	  of	  the	  
State	  Superintendent	  for	  staffing	  support	  to	  carry	  out	  its	  duties,	  which	  would	  make	  candid	  
performance	  evaluations	  difficult.	  

2. The	  pool	  for	  CSSOs	  is	  restricted	  to	  residents	  of	  the	  state,	  whereas	  the	  pool	  for	  candidates	  under	  
the	  other	  structures	  is	  a	  national	  one.	  The	  residency	  requirement	  has	  benefits:	  certainly,	  
knowledge	  of	  state	  policies	  and	  systems,	  the	  political	  and	  stakeholder	  group	  leaders,	  and	  shared	  
state	  values	  helps	  a	  CSSO	  “hit	  the	  ground	  running.”	  These	  considerable	  benefits,	  however,	  need	  
to	  be	  considered	  along	  with	  the	  drawbacks	  of	  this	  restriction.	  	  

a. In	  Wyoming,	  as	  in	  other	  states,	  few	  citizens	  are	  willing	  to	  run	  for	  statewide	  elected	  
office	  given	  the	  demands	  of	  such	  campaigns.	  In	  the	  2008	  Citizen	  Political	  Ambition	  Panel	  
Study,	  a	  national	  sample	  of	  adults	  from	  the	  four	  professions	  that	  most	  often	  yield	  
political	  candidates	  for	  offices	  (law,	  business,	  education,	  and	  politics)	  found	  that	  only	  6%	  
of	  women	  and	  8%	  of	  men	  in	  these	  select	  groups	  were	  willing	  to	  run	  for	  a	  statewide	  
office.25	  

b. In	  Wyoming,	  high-‐level	  district	  administrators	  would	  experience	  a	  significant	  reduction	  
in	  pay	  in	  return	  for	  greater	  responsibility	  as	  State	  Superintendent,	  with	  those	  in	  large	  
districts	  losing	  up	  to	  40%	  of	  their	  current	  salaries.	  

A	  review	  of	  all	  candidates	  for	  Wyoming	  State	  Superintendent	  over	  the	  last	  five	  election	  cycles	  
found	  that,	  of	  the	  of	  21	  people	  who	  sought	  the	  office,	  only	  three	  had	  prior	  experience	  leading	  a	  
school	  district	  as	  a	  Superintendent	  or	  Assistant	  Superintendent.	  None	  of	  these	  candidates	  had	  
led	  a	  medium	  to	  large	  district	  or	  one	  recognized	  for	  making	  notable	  improvements	  in	  student	  
learning.	  One	  of	  these	  three	  people	  had	  recently	  had	  his	  contract	  terminated	  by	  the	  local	  school	  
board,	  one	  had	  been	  the	  Superintendent	  of	  a	  Wyoming	  district	  with	  600	  students,	  and	  one	  had	  
been	  the	  Superintendent	  of	  a	  similarly	  small	  district	  in	  another	  state.	  	  
This	  is	  not	  to	  say	  that	  there	  have	  not	  been	  strong	  candidates	  for	  State	  Superintendent.	  
However,	  it	  raises	  concern	  when	  the	  current	  method	  of	  selection	  does	  not	  attract	  individuals	  
with	  the	  strongest	  relevant	  experiences	  and	  best	  track	  records.	  	  

Two	  noteworthy	  benefits	  are	  attributed	  to	  this	  model:	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25	  Jennifer	  L.	  Lawless	  and	  Richard	  L.	  Fox,	  Why	  Are	  Women	  Still	  Not	  Running	  for	  Public	  Office?,	  Brookings,	  May	  2008.	  
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1. The	  election	  of	  the	  CSSO	  causes	  voters	  to	  pay	  attention	  to	  public	  education	  issues	  and	  gives	  the	  
voters	  a	  direct	  voice	  in	  the	  future	  direction	  of	  public	  education	  in	  the	  state.	  	  

As	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  6,	  however,	  this	  process	  also	  creates	  for	  Wyoming	  voters	  a	  false	  impression:	  
while	  voters	  believe	  they	  are	  choosing	  the	  individual	  who	  will	  set	  the	  course	  for	  the	  educational	  
system,	  the	  authority	  for	  policies,	  standards,	  and	  goals	  lies	  with	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education.	  
Superintendents	  who	  strive	  to	  deliver	  on	  their	  campaign	  commitments	  may	  find	  themselves	  unable	  
to	  do	  so	  if	  their	  goals	  do	  not	  align	  with	  those	  of	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education.	  The	  result,	  as	  
Wyoming	  has	  experienced	  repeatedly	  over	  the	  last	  100	  years,	  are	  periods	  of	  strain	  and	  leadership	  
stagnation.	  

2. Having	  the	  CSSO	  as	  one	  of	  the	  few	  elected	  statewide	  officials	  gives	  significant	  stature	  to	  the	  role	  and	  
to	  public	  education.	  	  
Ideally,	  this	  would	  allow	  the	  CSSO	  to	  be	  an	  effective	  advocate	  for	  the	  desires	  of	  the	  citizens	  in	  
working	  with	  the	  Legislature,	  Governor,	  State	  Board,	  higher	  education	  institutions,	  and	  other	  
stakeholder	  groups.	  At	  times,	  this	  has	  been	  true	  in	  Wyoming.	  But	  Wyoming’s	  many	  attempts	  to	  “fix”	  
its	  education	  governance	  structure	  over	  the	  years,	  along	  with	  the	  fact	  that	  21	  states	  have	  decided	  to	  
move	  away	  from	  the	  elected	  State	  Superintendent	  model,	  seems	  to	  indicate	  that	  it	  has	  often	  not	  
worked	  as	  effectively	  as	  desired.	  	  

	  
Are	  some	  structures	  better	  than	  others?	  

The	  central	  question	  of	  whether	  or	  not	  there	  is	  an	  optimal	  education	  governance	  structure	  for	  Wyoming	  
remains.	  Unfortunately,	  there	  is	  no	  simple	  answer.	  As	  discussed	  above,	  each	  structure	  has	  strengths	  and	  
weaknesses,	  and	  each	  has	  variations	  that	  can	  be	  used	  to	  align	  with	  the	  values	  and	  priorities	  of	  a	  given	  state.	  	  
As	  a	  1993	  report	  from	  the	  Education	  Commission	  of	  the	  States	  concludes:	  

The	  optimum	  governance	  model	  depends	  on	  the	  political	  philosophy	  and	  educational	  
goals	  and	  priorities	  within	  a	  given	  state.	  As	  state	  education	  policy	  activity	  has	  
intensified	  during	  the	  past	  decade	  or	  so,	  different	  views	  on	  the	  purposes	  of	  
education	  and	  the	  state's	  role	  in	  school	  improvement	  efforts	  have	  been	  evident.	  
Alternative	  goals	  (e.g.,	  ensuring	  the	  efficiency	  and	  effectiveness	  of	  schools	  or	  their	  
responsiveness	  to	  citizens'	  expectations	  or	  their	  ability	  to	  serve	  as	  change	  agents	  to	  
resolve	  society's	  chronic	  and	  emerging	  problems)	  have	  implications	  for	  how	  schools	  
are	  governed.	  And	  alternative	  views	  on	  the	  state's	  role	  in	  achieving	  the	  purposes	  of	  
education	  are	  not	  always	  compatible	  with	  one	  another.	  There	  is	  no	  design	  for	  
education	  governance	  that	  is	  likely	  to	  achieve	  all	  the	  desirable	  objectives	  for	  
education.26	  

The	  challenge	  for	  Wyoming	  is	  to	  determine	  the	  governance	  structure	  that	  best	  aligns	  with	  the	  educational	  
goals	  and	  governance	  priorities	  of	  its	  citizens.	  In	  the	  next	  chapter,	  we	  explore	  the	  views	  and	  priorities	  of	  
Wyomingites	  regarding	  state-‐level	  education	  governance.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26	  Martha	  McCarthy	  et	  al,	  State	  Education	  Governance	  Structures,	  Education	  Commission	  of	  the	  States,	  November	  
1993.	  
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Chapter	  5	  

	  

	  

	  

The Views of Wyomingites: Results of a 
Statewide Survey and Interviews on 

Education Governance 
	  

	  

	  

The	  views	  of	  major	  stakeholder	  groups	  are	  essential	  to	  consider	  when	  contemplating	  modifications	  to	  the	  
current	  structure	  of	  state-‐level	  education	  governance	  that	  might	  more	  effectively	  serve	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  
students,	  school,	  districts	  and	  residents.	  To	  better	  understand	  those	  views,	  Cross	  &	  Joftus,	  under	  the	  
guidance	  of	  the	  Legislative	  Service	  Office,	  developed	  a	  short	  online	  survey	  and	  conducted	  in-‐depth	  
interviews	  with	  representatives	  of	  major	  statewide	  stakeholder	  groups.	  

	  

The	  Online	  Survey	  

In	  order	  to	  encourage	  participation,	  the	  survey	  was	  designed	  to	  be	  completed	  within	  10	  minutes	  and	  to	  
allow	  an	  individual	  without	  prior	  involvement	  with	  state-‐level	  education	  policy	  to	  respond.	  A	  complete	  list	  of	  
the	  questions,	  the	  response	  options,	  and	  the	  results	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Appendix	  C.	  

The	  survey,	  announced	  in	  a	  Legislative	  Service	  Office	  press	  release,	  opened	  on	  July	  14,	  2014	  and	  was	  
available	  through	  August	  22,	  2014.	  Newspapers	  and	  radio	  stations	  provided	  information	  about	  how	  to	  
access	  the	  online	  survey.	  In	  addition,	  the	  leaders	  of	  statewide	  stakeholder	  groups	  who	  were	  interviewed	  
were	  asked	  to	  alert	  their	  memberships	  about	  the	  survey.	  	  

The	  response	  was	  much	  stronger	  than	  expected:	  1,496	  residents	  responded	  to	  the	  online	  survey.	  A	  review	  
of	  the	  Internet	  Service	  provider	  (ISP)	  addresses	  of	  the	  computers	  used	  by	  respondents	  provided	  strong	  
evidence	  that	  the	  responses	  were	  legitimate.	  Only	  three	  respondents,	  or	  0.2%,	  questioned	  the	  objectivity	  or	  
wording	  of	  questions	  on	  the	  survey.	  	  
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Survey	  Respondents	  

The	  nearly	  1,500	  respondents	  represented	  a	  wide	  distribution	  of	  the	  public.	  Individuals	  were	  asked	  to	  
identify	  their	  primary	  role	  relative	  to	  the	  education	  system,	  and	  the	  results	  were	  as	  follows:	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Figure	  21	  
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Although	  employees	  of	  the	  educational	  system	  –	  teachers	  and	  administrators	  –	  understandably	  made	  up	  
slightly	  more	  than	  one-‐third	  of	  all	  respondents,	  participation	  of	  most	  other	  stakeholder	  groups	  was	  large	  
enough	  to	  include	  them	  in	  the	  following	  analyses	  of	  the	  survey	  results.	  	  

The	  number	  of	  local	  school	  board	  members	  who	  responded	  to	  the	  survey	  was	  insufficient	  to	  include	  them	  as	  
a	  separate	  group	  in	  the	  analysis;	  therefore,	  they	  have	  been	  combined	  with	  other	  local	  and	  state	  elected	  
officials	  in	  the	  following	  charts.	  	  	  

Approximately	  two	  months	  after	  the	  conclusion	  of	  this	  online	  survey,	  the	  Wyoming	  School	  Boards	  
Association	  circulated	  a	  survey	  that	  included	  some	  of	  the	  Cross	  &	  Joftus	  online	  survey	  and	  interview	  
questions.	  Nearly	  one-‐third	  of	  local	  school	  board	  members	  (104	  of	  338)	  responded	  to	  that	  WSBA	  survey.	  
Because	  the	  responses	  were	  gathered	  after	  the	  results	  of	  the	  Cross	  &	  Joftus	  online	  survey	  had	  been	  made	  
public,	  and	  the	  WSBA	  responses	  could	  therefore	  be	  impacted	  by	  those	  statewide	  results,	  the	  WSBA	  
responses	  are	  shown	  next	  to,	  but	  separate	  from,	  the	  Cross	  &	  Joftus	  online	  survey	  responses.	  The	  complete	  
WSBA	  survey,	  including	  the	  questions,	  which	  were	  at	  times	  slightly	  augmented,	  and	  the	  distribution	  of	  
responses	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Appendix	  E.	  
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Overall	  Satisfaction	  with	  the	  Public	  Education	  System	  

Wyomingites	  are	  fairly	  satisfied	  with	  their	  statewide	  system	  of	  K-‐12	  education,	  giving	  it	  an	  average	  grade	  of	  
B-‐.	  When	  we	  look	  at	  the	  responses	  by	  stakeholder	  group,	  we	  see	  that	  employees	  of	  the	  system	  and	  elected	  
officials	  gave	  significantly	  more	  A’s	  and	  B’s	  than	  the	  other	  stakeholder	  groups.	  	  

Figure	  22	  

Ques!on: What grade would you give to our statewide system of K-12 educa!on?
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In	  a	  question	  asking	  for	  educational	  priorities	  (Figure	  23),	  participants	  were	  asked	  to	  check	  all	  items	  that	  
they	  consider	  to	  be	  most	  important.	  (Note:	  57	  people	  chose	  none,	  and	  later	  in	  the	  survey,	  an	  open-‐ended	  
question	  invited	  participants	  to	  make	  any	  comments	  or	  recommendations	  they	  desired	  to	  pass	  on	  to	  
Legislators.)	  	  
	  
	  Interestingly,	  there	  was	  significant	  agreement	  across	  the	  stakeholder	  groups	  on	  the	  top	  four	  priorities	  from	  
this	  list.	  The	  following	  four	  actions	  were	  ranked	  among	  each	  group’s	  “top	  three”	  priorities	  23	  out	  of	  the	  24	  
possible	  times:	  

1. Increase	  parental	  involvement	  and	  parental	  expectations	  for	  children.	  
2. Set	  clear	  expectations	  at	  the	  state	  level	  and	  then	  give	  schools	  and	  districts	  greater	  authority	  and	  

flexibility.	  
3. Provide	  stronger	  leadership	  at	  the	  state	  level,	  with	  a	  clear	  vision	  for	  our	  schools.	  
4. Create	  a	  long-‐term	  improvement	  plan	  and	  stay	  the	  course	  for	  at	  least	  5	  years.	  

	  
These	  same	  four	  priorities	  were	  the	  most	  commonly	  selected	  ones	  in	  the	  WSBA	  survey,	  as	  well.	  	  

Increasing	  parental	  involvement	  and	  expectations	  was	  rated	  as	  the	  top	  priority	  among	  all	  of	  the	  non-‐
educator	  groups	  in	  the	  Cross	  &	  Joftus	  survey,	  and	  is	  an	  issue	  that	  is	  typically	  addressed	  by	  chief	  state	  school	  
officers	  in	  collaboration	  with	  community	  and	  district	  leaders.	  The	  other	  three	  top	  priorities,	  in	  contrast,	  
reflect	  a	  leadership	  problem	  across	  the	  state	  education	  governance	  entities.	  
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	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Figure	  23	  
	  

Ques!on: What are the most important things Wyoming should do 
to improve the educa!onal system? Check all that are high priori!es. 
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Selection	  of	  the	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  

The	  next	  question	  on	  the	  online	  survey	  addressed	  the	  question	  of	  central	  importance	  to	  this	  study:	  the	  
method	  for	  selection	  of	  the	  State	  Superintendent.	  Because	  the	  method	  of	  selection	  also	  determines	  who	  
holds	  that	  individual	  accountable	  for	  progress	  and	  how	  often,	  the	  question	  was	  worded	  to	  make	  the	  
participant	  aware	  of	  the	  consequences	  associated	  with	  each	  option.	  

The	  survey	  revealed	  that	  a	  minority	  of	  respondents	  (41%)	  prefer	  the	  current	  method	  of	  selection:	  public	  
elections	  every	  four	  years.	  The	  remaining	  59%	  favored	  a	  revised	  governance	  structure	  in	  which	  the	  CSSO	  is	  
appointed,	  with	  48%	  preferring	  appointment	  by	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  and	  11%	  preferring	  
appointment	  by	  the	  Governor.	  
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	  	  	  	  	  Figure	  24	  

Ques!on: Ideally, who do you think should hold the State Superintendent accountable 
for quality leadership of Wyoming’s public school system, and how o"en?
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When	  the	  responses	  to	  this	  question	  are	  viewed	  by	  stakeholder	  group	  (Figure	  25),	  we	  see	  that	  a	  majority	  of	  
every	  stakeholder	  group	  preferred	  a	  revised	  governance	  structure	  in	  which	  the	  chief	  state	  school	  officer	  is	  
appointed.	  	  	  

While	  the	  percent	  supporting	  an	  elected	  State	  Superintendent	  was	  slightly	  higher	  in	  the	  WSBA	  survey	  (47%),	  
again	  a	  majority	  preferred	  an	  appointed	  chief	  state	  school	  officer.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  	  Figure	  25	  
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Interviews	  with	  Stakeholder	  Group	  Leaders	  

Most	  citizens	  –	  even	  most	  educators	  –	  do	  not	  regularly	  interact	  with	  state-‐level	  education	  governance	  
entities	  or	  issues,	  so	  they	  may	  not	  have	  insights	  regarding	  what	  is	  working	  well	  and	  what	  could	  be	  done	  to	  
improve	  the	  efficiency	  and	  effectiveness	  of	  education	  
governance.	  In	  order	  to	  gain	  such	  insights	  from	  people	  who	  
do	  regularly	  participate	  in	  state-‐level	  education	  discussions,	  
in-‐depth	  interviews	  were	  conducted	  with	  31	  representatives	  
of	  Wyoming	  stakeholder	  organizations.	  The	  groups,	  listed	  to	  
the	  right,	  represent	  a	  broad	  range	  of	  citizen	  and	  professional	  
groups,	  including	  K-‐12	  educators	  and	  administrators,	  
business	  leaders,	  higher	  education	  leaders,	  advocates	  for	  
gifted	  children	  and	  for	  children	  with	  disabilities,	  foundations,	  
and	  statewide	  public	  service	  organizations.	  	  

A	  standardized	  interview	  protocol	  was	  used	  and	  provided	  to	  
interviewees.	  As	  part	  of	  that	  protocol,	  background	  
information	  regarding	  Wyoming’s	  performance	  on	  the	  
National	  Assessment	  of	  Educational	  Progress	  (pages	  19	  -‐	  23)	  
and	  the	  four	  common	  education	  governance	  models	  (pages	  
34	  -‐	  40)	  were	  shared	  with	  each	  interviewee.	  The	  handouts	  
provided	  with	  this	  background	  information	  can	  be	  found	  in	  
Appendix	  F,	  along	  with	  a	  complete	  summary	  of	  the	  areas	  of	  
consensus	  and	  themes	  that	  were	  recorded	  across	  interviews.	  

In	  the	  following	  section,	  the	  major	  themes	  that	  emerged	  
across	  the	  interviews	  are	  discussed,	  as	  well	  as	  noteworthy	  
recommendations	  or	  concerns.	  

Need	  for	  a	  Shared	  Statewide	  Vision	  and	  Plan	  

The	  most	  common	  concern	  expressed	  by	  interviewees	  was	  
the	  lack	  of	  agreement	  across	  state	  entities	  -‐	  the	  State	  
Superintendent,	  State	  Board,	  Legislature,	  and	  Governor	  –	  on	  the	  educational	  vision	  for	  the	  state	  and	  the	  
action	  plan	  to	  reach	  it.	  Frequent	  changes	  in	  direction	  have	  caused	  widespread	  frustration.	  One	  long-‐term	  
educator	  described	  it	  as	  follows:	  “It	  feels	  as	  though	  we	  are	  told	  to	  run	  a	  marathon	  to	  Cheyenne	  but,	  when	  
nearly	  there,	  another	  state	  group	  tells	  us	  to	  run	  to	  Jackson	  instead,	  and	  when	  nearly	  there	  another	  group	  
says,	  ‘oh,	  no	  –	  run	  to	  Laramie	  -‐	  and	  hurry	  up!’”	  	  

While	  concern	  was	  high,	  so	  was	  the	  willingness	  to	  work	  toward	  the	  solutions.	  “We	  need	  to	  pull	  together	  as	  a	  
state	  –	  the	  State	  leaders,	  districts,	  higher	  education,	  pre-‐K	  educators	  –	  and	  hammer	  out	  a	  vision	  and	  plan,”	  
urged	  another	  interviewee.	  A	  parent	  leader	  expressed	  the	  optimism	  heard	  from	  many	  interviewees	  when	  
she	  said,	  “We	  take	  care	  of	  our	  kids.	  I’m	  hopeful	  we’ll	  become	  who	  we	  should	  be.”	  

Crafting	  a	  statewide	  vision	  and	  plan	  for	  education	  requires	  sustained	  commitment	  and	  broad	  engagement,	  
but	  several	  states	  have	  done	  this	  effectively.	  A	  review	  of	  such	  efforts	  is	  beyond	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  governance	  
study,	  but	  useful	  exemplars	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Appendices	  I	  and	  J.	  

	  

Stakeholder	  Organizations	  Interviewed	  
	  
Public	  Education	  and	  Educator	  Organizations	  
Wyoming	  Association	  of	  School	  Administrators	  

and	  Regional	  Leadership	  
Wyoming	  Curriculum	  and	  Instruction	  Leaders	  
Wyoming	  Department	  of	  Education,	  current	  and	  

former	  leadership	  
Wyoming	  Education	  Association	  
Wyoming	  Professional	  Teaching	  Standards	  Board	  
Wyoming	  School	  Boards	  Association	  
Wyoming	  School	  Facilities	  Department	  
Wyoming	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  
	  
Higher	  Education	  
University	  of	  Wyoming,	  President’s	  Office	  
University	  of	  Wyoming,	  College	  of	  Education	  
Wyoming	  Community	  College	  
	  
Stakeholder	  and	  Community	  Groups	  
The	  Elbogen	  Foundation	  
Wyoming	  Advisory	  Panel	  for	  Students	  with	  

Disabilities	  
Wyoming	  Association	  for	  Gifted	  Children	  
Wyoming	  Association	  of	  Public	  Charter	  Schools	  
Wyoming	  Business	  Alliance	  
Wyoming	  League	  of	  Women	  Voters	  
Wyoming	  Liberty	  Group	  
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Views	  on	  the	  Preferred	  Governance	  Structure	  

Each	  interviewee	  was	  asked	  to	  use	  the	  information	  provided	  concerning	  governance	  models	  as	  a	  “starting	  
point”	  and	  to	  describe	  the	  structure	  they	  felt	  would	  best	  serve	  Wyoming,	  borrowing	  from	  or	  altering	  aspects	  
of	  the	  models	  as	  needed.	  	  

The	  preferences	  for	  the	  general	  governance	  structure	  are	  as	  follows:	  

• Governor	  Appoints	  Board,	  Public	  Elects	  CSSO	  (current	  structure):	  20%	  
• Governor	  Appoints	  Board,	  Board	  Appoints	  CSSO:	  20%	  
• Public	  Elects	  Board,	  Board	  Appoints	  CSSO:	  27%	  
• Governor	  Appoints	  Board,	  Governor	  Appoints	  CSSO:	  27%	  
• Other:	  6%	  (includes	  both	  an	  elected	  State	  official	  with	  narrower	  role	  and	  an	  appointed	  CSSO)	  

These	  leaders	  of	  statewide	  stakeholder	  groups	  are	  even	  less	  supportive	  of	  the	  current	  governance	  structure	  
than	  the	  survey	  respondents,	  with	  74%	  of	  interviewees	  favoring	  a	  transition	  to	  an	  appointed	  CSSO.	  
Regardless	  of	  the	  appointment	  method,	  the	  large	  majority	  wants	  the	  structure	  to	  include	  a	  process	  by	  which	  
the	  Governor,	  Board,	  and	  legislative	  leadership	  agree	  to	  support	  the	  CSSO	  appointment.	  This	  could	  happen	  
through	  screening	  of	  sets	  of	  finalists,	  approval	  of	  the	  final	  selection,	  or	  some	  other	  means	  by	  which	  
agreement	  to	  support	  the	  final	  candidate	  is	  gained.	  

A	  high	  level	  of	  agreement	  was	  also	  found	  regarding	  the	  preferred	  roles	  for	  each	  state-‐level	  entity	  in	  the	  
governance	  structure,	  which	  are	  summarized	  in	  the	  following	  section	  and	  in	  Figure	  26.	  

The	  “Other”	  structure	  recommended	  by	  6%	  of	  interviewees	  included:	  

a) A	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  appointed	  by	  the	  Governor	  and	  assigned	  responsibility	  for	  establishing	  
the	  policies,	  standards,	  and	  goals	  of	  the	  system;	  

b) A	  Governor-‐appointed	  CSSO	  responsible,	  with	  the	  assistance	  of	  the	  Department	  of	  Education,	  for	  
implementing	  the	  policies	  of	  the	  Board	  and	  driving	  educational	  improvement	  through	  support,	  
technical	  assistance,	  and	  leadership	  to	  the	  districts;	  and	  

c) An	  elected	  CSSO	  whose	  responsibilities	  would	  be	  limited	  to	  compliance	  and	  performance	  
monitoring,	  with	  a	  small	  professional	  staff.	  

This	  structure	  will	  be	  discussed	  further	  in	  Chapter	  6.	  

Selection	  and	  Qualifications	  of	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  

As	  noted	  above,	  74%	  of	  interviewed	  stakeholder	  group	  representatives	  feel	  Wyoming	  would	  be	  better	  
served	  by	  a	  governance	  structure	  with	  an	  appointed	  CSSO,	  and	  another	  6%	  prefer	  a	  structure	  that	  includes	  
both	  an	  appointed	  and	  an	  elected	  education	  official.	  In	  a	  subsequent	  question	  that	  asked	  specifically	  how	  
they	  felt	  the	  CSSO	  should	  be	  selected,	  a	  majority	  of	  interviewees	  preferred	  a	  Governor-‐appointed	  CSSO	  
(44%)	  rather	  than	  a	  Board-‐appointed	  CSSO	  (30%)	  or	  an	  elected	  CSSO	  (26%).	  

Two	  concerns	  about	  the	  current	  election	  process	  for	  the	  CSSO	  arose	  frequently.	  First,	  many	  expressed	  
concern	  that	  this	  method	  does	  not	  serve	  to	  bring	  forward	  the	  strongest	  in-‐state	  candidates.	  “Running	  for	  
office	  just	  isn’t	  in	  the	  blood	  of	  most	  educators,”	  explained	  one	  educational	  leader.	  A	  review	  of	  all	  candidates	  
for	  Wyoming	  State	  Superintendent	  over	  the	  last	  five	  election	  cycles	  found	  that,	  of	  the	  21	  people	  who	  sought	  
the	  office,	  only	  three	  had	  prior	  experience	  as	  a	  district	  Superintendent	  or	  Assistant	  Superintendent.	  	  
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The	  second	  concern	  commonly	  expressed	  about	  the	  election	  of	  a	  State	  Superintendent	  is	  the	  partisan	  ballot.	  
Because	  candidates	  must	  align	  with	  one	  political	  party,	  it	  can	  make	  it	  difficult	  to	  then	  serve	  as	  the	  “unifier”	  
who	  facilitates	  the	  development	  of	  a	  shared	  vision	  and	  works	  with	  the	  Legislature	  and	  State	  Board	  to	  make	  
sure	  that	  statutory	  and	  policy	  changes	  align	  to	  that	  vision,	  or	  to	  move	  changes	  through	  the	  legislative	  
process	  if	  the	  other	  party	  holds	  the	  majority	  there.	  

Other	  majority	  views	  of	  note	  concerning	  the	  CSSO	  are:	  

• 64%	  feel	  the	  CSSO	  should	  be,	  by	  statute,	  a	  member	  of	  the	  Governor’s	  Cabinet.	  

• 86%	  believe	  that	  the	  qualifications	  for	  the	  CSSO,	  which	  are	  currently	  that	  the	  individual	  is	  at	  least	  
twenty-‐five	  (25)	  years	  of	  age,	  a	  citizen	  of	  the	  United	  States,	  and	  qualified	  as	  an	  elector	  (a	  resident)	  in	  
the	  state	  of	  Wyoming	  (a	  resident),	  should	  be	  increased.	  	  However,	  there	  was	  little	  agreement	  on	  the	  
specific	  qualifications:	  43%	  felt	  a	  college	  degree	  should	  be	  required,	  10%	  felt	  an	  advanced	  degree	  
should	  be	  required,	  19%	  would	  like	  to	  require	  a	  “proven	  track	  record	  as	  a	  leader	  in	  education,”	  and	  
24%	  support	  requiring	  both	  a	  college	  degree	  and	  a	  proven	  track	  record	  as	  a	  leader	  in	  education.	  

The	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  

Nearly	  all	  interviewees	  (90%)	  support	  the	  continuation	  of	  the	  current	  role	  and	  authorities	  for	  the	  State	  
Board	  Education.	  An	  even	  larger	  percentage	  (97%)	  believes	  that	  the	  Board	  should	  be	  provided	  with	  either	  
additional	  staffing	  or	  designated	  funding	  to	  ensure	  that	  it	  can	  fulfill	  those	  responsibilities	  well.	  Support	  was	  
also	  high	  for	  maintenance	  of	  the	  designated	  representatives	  on	  the	  State	  Board	  and	  the	  annual	  selection	  of	  
the	  Board	  Chair	  by	  the	  members	  of	  the	  Board.	  

However,	  two	  changes	  gained	  strong	  support:	  	  

a) If	  the	  CSSO	  becomes	  an	  appointed	  position,	  then	  some	  of	  the	  State	  Board	  members	  should	  be	  
elected,	  making	  the	  Board	  a	  mix	  of	  elected	  and	  Governor-‐appointed	  members.	  The	  designated	  
representations	  on	  the	  Board	  should	  be	  maintained	  through	  the	  appointed	  positions.	  The	  elected	  
members	  should	  be	  elected	  by	  geographic	  region	  through	  a	  non-‐partisan	  election	  process.	  	  

b) Training	  of	  new	  Board	  members	  should	  be	  required	  by	  statute.	  (See	  Appendix	  G	  for	  information	  
regarding	  state	  board	  member	  training.)	  

The	  Wyoming	  Department	  of	  Education	  

Many	  interviewees	  expressed	  strong	  respect	  for	  the	  hard-‐working	  professionals	  within	  the	  Wyoming	  
Department	  of	  Education	  (WDE),	  but	  also	  concern	  that	  in	  recent	  years	  too	  many	  well-‐meaning	  individuals	  
were	  assigned	  to	  roles	  that	  they	  did	  not	  yet	  have	  the	  experience	  and	  knowledge	  to	  fulfill	  well	  or	  efficiently.	  
Educators	  described	  frustration	  with	  the	  inability	  to	  quickly	  get	  clear	  answers	  to	  questions	  about	  compliance	  
issues	  or	  state	  or	  federal	  program	  requirements.	  When	  asked	  how	  well	  the	  WDE	  currently	  provides	  supports	  
to	  schools	  and	  districts	  for	  educational	  improvement,	  80%	  responded	  “not	  well.”	  	  

The	  primary	  theme	  that	  emerged	  concerning	  the	  WDE	  is	  that	  the	  department	  needs	  to	  see	  its	  primary	  
mission	  as	  building	  district	  capacity	  to	  improve	  student	  learning,	  supporting	  expansion	  of	  best	  practices,	  and	  
providing	  accurate,	  timely	  responses	  to	  inquiries.	  Several	  commented	  that	  they	  believe	  the	  WDE	  personnel	  
currently	  see	  their	  primary	  mission	  as	  serving	  the	  Legislature,	  rather	  than	  students,	  schools,	  and	  districts.	  
Specific	  recommendations	  surfaced	  for	  changes	  that	  the	  CSSO	  may	  wish	  to	  consider	  to	  improve	  the	  ability	  of	  
the	  WDE	  to	  support	  educational	  improvements	  (See	  Appendix	  H).	  
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The	  Legislature	  

The	  interview	  protocol	  did	  not	  ask	  about	  the	  performance	  of	  the	  Legislature,	  but	  nearly	  every	  interviewee	  
expressed	  concerns.	  The	  general	  theme	  of	  these	  comments	  was	  that,	  despite	  good	  intentions,	  the	  
Legislature	  is	  prone	  to	  “going	  outside	  their	  lane,”	  as	  one	  described	  it,	  and	  being	  too	  prescriptive.	  This	  is	  most	  
often	  seen	  when	  the	  other	  primary	  education	  governance	  entities,	  the	  State	  Board	  and	  Chief	  State	  School	  
Officer,	  are	  not	  working	  in	  tandem	  and/or	  are	  not	  communicating	  well	  with	  the	  legislature.	  Two	  examples	  
were	  cited	  multiple	  times:	  	  

• Legislation	  that	  restricts	  state	  assessments	  to	  the	  use	  of	  multiple	  choice	  questions	  only;	  this	  is	  
perceived	  as	  limiting	  assessment	  options	  available	  which	  could	  also	  limit	  the	  types	  of	  instructional	  
activities	  carried	  out	  in	  the	  classroom.	  

• State	  statute	  assigns	  the	  responsibility	  for	  establishing	  standards	  to	  the	  State	  Board,	  but	  budget	  bills	  
are	  utilized	  to	  curb	  that	  authority.	  

The	  strong	  consensus,	  across	  these	  diverse	  stakeholder	  groups,	  was	  that	  the	  Legislature	  should	  continue	  to	  
be	  responsible	  for:	  

• ensuring	  adequate	  and	  equitable	  funding;	  	  
• setting	  high-‐level	  system	  parameters	  and	  expectations	  to	  ensure	  equity,	  transparency,	  public	  

involvement	  in	  decision-‐making,	  and	  the	  continued	  pursuit	  of	  improvement;	  and	  	  
• defining	  the	  essential	  metrics	  to	  be	  reported	  to	  the	  public	  on	  the	  performance	  of	  the	  system.	  	  

These	  should	  not	  be	  too	  narrowly	  prescribed,	  they	  argued,	  or	  districts	  will	  be	  left	  with	  too	  little	  leeway	  to	  
tailor	  the	  educational	  services	  in	  their	  schools	  to	  the	  needs	  of	  their	  students,	  families	  and	  communities	  and	  
to	  develop	  innovative	  educational	  approaches.	  

The	  Governor	  

As	  discussed	  above,	  a	  majority	  of	  interviewees	  prefer	  transition	  to	  an	  appointed	  CSSO	  and,	  of	  these,	  a	  
majority	  felt	  the	  Governor	  should	  appoint	  this	  leader.	  Interviewees	  also	  felt	  the	  Governor	  should	  participate	  
in	  the	  development	  of	  a	  shared	  statewide	  vision	  and	  expectations	  for	  Wyoming	  public	  education,	  and	  
actively	  build	  public	  support	  for	  them.	  	  

A	  key	  role	  of	  the	  Governor	  that	  was	  not	  mentioned	  was	  his/her	  role	  in	  supporting	  adequate	  funding	  for	  
public	  education	  through	  the	  submission	  of	  the	  annual	  Governor’s	  proposed	  budget.	  	  The	  crafting	  of	  this	  
budget	  provides	  an	  important	  opportunity	  to	  signal	  areas	  of	  strategic	  investment	  or	  to	  recommend	  areas	  in	  
which	  greater	  efficiencies	  can	  be	  achieved.	  
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Summary	  of	  High-‐level	  Priorities	  of	  Wyomingites	  from	  the	  Survey	  and	  Interviews	  

Across	  the	  nearly	  1500	  survey	  responses	  and	  31	  interviews,	  ten	  high-‐level	  priorities	  for	  the	  future	  
governance	  structure	  were	  identified	  that	  gained	  a	  high	  level	  of	  agreement.	  They	  are:	  

1. Wyoming	  needs	  a	  shared	  statewide	  vision	  and	  goals	  for	  the	  public	  education	  system.	  The	  
governance	  structure	  should	  be	  designed	  to	  support	  this.	  

2. A	  plan	  for	  reaching	  the	  vision	  and	  goals	  should	  be	  developed	  in	  collaboration	  with	  the	  local	  school	  
districts,	  P-‐20	  education	  stakeholders,	  and	  the	  public,	  and	  the	  structure	  should	  support	  sustained	  
focus	  on	  reaching	  the	  goals.	  

3. The	  roles,	  responsibilities,	  and	  accountability	  of	  each	  state	  governance	  entity	  need	  to	  be	  clearly	  
defined,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  processes	  by	  which	  final	  authoritative	  decisions	  are	  made.	  

4. The	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  should	  continue	  to	  be	  charged	  with	  establishing	  the	  education	  
policies,	  standards,	  and	  accountability	  metrics.	  

5. The	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  should	  be	  appointed,	  rather	  than	  elected,	  and	  annually	  evaluated	  for	  
leadership	  in	  attaining	  the	  goals.	  

6. The	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  should	  responsible	  for	  facilitating	  the	  development	  of	  a	  shared	  state	  
vision	  for	  public	  education	  and	  implementing	  the	  policies	  and	  standards	  adopted	  by	  the	  Board.	  

7. The	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  should	  a	  member	  of	  the	  Governor’s	  Cabinet,	  either	  formally	  or	  
informally,	  to	  coordinate	  across	  agencies	  and	  advocate	  for	  public	  education.	  

8. The	  Department	  of	  Education	  should	  be	  responsible	  for	  providing,	  upon	  request	  or	  proven	  need,	  
timely	  support	  and	  information	  on	  best-‐practices	  to	  districts	  and	  schools.	  	  

9. The	  structure	  should	  leave	  room	  for	  creative	  local	  leadership	  and	  maintain	  local	  control	  over	  
curriculum	  and	  instruction.	  

In	  addition,	  consensus	  was	  found	  on	  the	  need	  to	  better	  inform	  and	  engage	  parents	  across	  the	  state	  
concerning	  the	  level	  of	  academic	  preparation	  needed	  by	  students	  today	  to	  ensure	  a	  strong	  future.
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Figure	  26	  

Entity	   Interviewee	  Recommendations	  on	  Roles	  and	  Authorities	  

Legislature	   • Clarify	  in	  legislation	  the	  roles	  and	  responsibilities	  of	  each	  entity	  and	  ensure	  the	  
structure	  supports	  clear,	  efficient,	  and	  authoritative	  decision-‐making	  

• Participate	  in	  the	  development	  of	  a	  shared	  statewide	  vision	  and	  expectations	  for	  
Wyoming	  public	  education	  

• Ensure	  adequate	  and	  equitable	  funding	  for	  high-‐quality	  public	  education	  across	  
the	  state	  

• Set	  high-‐level	  system	  parameters	  and	  expectations	  to	  ensure	  equity,	  
transparency,	  public	  involvement	  in	  decision-‐making,	  and	  the	  continual	  pursuit	  
of	  educational	  improvement	  

• Define	  the	  essential	  accountability	  metrics	  to	  be	  reported	  to	  the	  public	  on	  the	  
performance	  of	  the	  system	  

• Avoid	  overly	  prescriptive	  legislation	  and	  legislation	  that	  usurps	  the	  authority	  
designated	  to	  other	  entities	  in	  the	  state	  

• Avoid	  sudden	  or	  frequent	  changes	  in	  direction;	  actively	  support	  sustained	  focus	  
on	  reaching	  shared	  expectations	  

Governor	   • Participate	  in	  the	  development	  of	  a	  shared	  statewide	  vision	  and	  expectations	  for	  
Wyoming	  public	  education,	  and	  actively	  build	  public	  support	  for	  them	  

• Avoid	  sudden	  or	  frequent	  changes	  in	  direction;	  actively	  support	  sustained	  focus	  
on	  reaching	  shared	  expectations	  

State	  Board	  	  
of	  Education	  

• Participate	  in	  the	  development	  of	  a	  shared	  statewide	  vision	  and	  expectations	  for	  
Wyoming	  public	  education,	  and	  actively	  build	  public	  support	  for	  them	  

• Establish	  or	  adjust	  state	  education	  policies,	  standards,	  accountability	  metrics,	  
and	  assessments	  to	  align	  with	  the	  statewide	  vision	  and	  expectations	  

• Develop,	  in	  collaboration	  with	  districts	  and	  the	  public,	  more	  specific	  goals	  for	  
reaching	  the	  shared	  statewide	  expectations	  	  

Chief	  State	  
School	  Officer	  

• Facilitate	  the	  development	  of	  a	  shared	  statewide	  vision	  and	  expectations	  for	  
Wyoming	  public	  education,	  and	  actively	  build	  public	  support	  for	  them	  

• Implement	  and	  administer	  the	  policies	  and	  standards	  established	  by	  the	  Board	  	  
• Lead	  the	  Wyoming	  Department	  of	  Education	  and	  ensure	  that	  the	  primary	  

mission	  of	  that	  agency	  is	  to	  increase	  district	  capacity	  to	  meet	  the	  shared	  
statewide	  expectations	  by	  providing:	  

o Information	  about	  research-‐based	  best	  practices,	  tailored	  to	  the	  specific	  
needs	  of	  a	  school	  or	  district	  

o Facilitation	  of	  sharing	  of	  information	  and	  expertise	  across	  schools	  and	  
districts	  in	  Wyoming	  

o Accurate,	  timely	  responses	  to	  inquiries	  	  
o Direct	  support	  to	  schools	  and	  districts,	  upon	  request	  or	  proven	  need	  

• Ensure	  that	  professionals	  within	  WDE	  have	  the	  experience	  and	  expertise	  needed	  
to	  provide	  the	  highest	  quality	  support	  to	  schools	  and	  districts	  

• Ensure	  that	  required	  compliance	  monitoring	  is	  done	  well	  and	  also	  done	  as	  
efficiently	  as	  possible,	  with	  particular	  emphasis	  on	  minimizing	  the	  time	  required	  
by	  schools	  and	  districts	  to	  complete	  compliance	  reporting	  
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Chapter	  6	  

	  

	  

	  

The Path Forward: Options for Consideration 
	  

	  

	  

As	  described	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  areas	  of	  overlapping	  authority,	  as	  assigned	  or	  perceived,	  between	  the	  elected	  
State	  Superintendent	  and	  the	  Board	  have	  been	  a	  source	  of	  tension,	  debate,	  and	  periodic	  dysfunction	  since	  
the	  early	  1900s.	  No	  fewer	  than	  six	  modified	  education	  governance	  structures	  have	  been	  enacted	  by	  the	  
state	  Legislature	  over	  the	  last	  100	  years.	  Many	  were	  attempts	  to	  bring	  about	  more	  effective	  coordination	  
between	  the	  office	  of	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  and	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education.	  	  

This	  review	  of	  the	  history	  of	  educational	  governance	  in	  Wyoming	  concludes	  that	  the	  primary	  cause	  of	  these	  
periods	  of	  tension	  and	  dysfunction	  is	  a	  structural	  flaw	  within	  the	  governance	  structure,	  which	  creates	  the	  
expectation	  of	  policy-‐level	  authority	  for	  the	  elected	  State	  Superintendent	  in	  the	  eyes	  of	  both	  the	  public	  and	  
the	  Superintendent	  but	  assigns	  only	  “general	  supervision”	  powers.	  This	  structure	  provides	  no	  mechanism	  to	  
resolve	  areas	  of	  dispute	  with	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  and	  create	  a	  shared	  plan	  for	  moving	  forward.	  	  

This	  report	  also	  concludes	  that	  Wyoming	  must	  take	  action	  promptly	  to	  address	  the	  governance	  issue	  and	  
craft	  a	  shared	  statewide	  vision	  and	  goals	  for	  education	  so	  that	  the	  state’s	  students,	  families	  and	  
communities	  can	  be	  confident	  of	  a	  strong	  future.	  	  

This	  report	  provides	  three	  options	  the	  legislature	  may	  want	  to	  consider	  to	  improve	  the	  function	  of	  state-‐
level	  education	  governance.	  Before	  describing	  them,	  however,	  we	  provide	  information	  and	  options	  
regarding	  one	  component	  of	  that	  larger	  structure:	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education.	  	  

	  

Decision	  Point:	  State	  Board	  Member	  Selection	  

Presently,	  the	  Governor	  appoints	  11	  voting	  members	  to	  the	  Wyoming	  State	  Board	  of	  Education,	  with	  the	  
approval	  of	  the	  Senate,	  and	  these	  members	  serve	  six-‐year	  staggered	  terms.	  These	  appointments	  must	  
include	  representation	  from	  each	  of	  the	  state’s	  seven	  appointment	  districts,	  and	  no	  more	  than	  six	  of	  the	  11	  
voting	  members	  can	  be	  from	  the	  same	  political	  party.	  The	  appointments	  must	  also	  include	  a	  classroom	  
teacher,	  an	  administrator,	  a	  local	  school	  board	  member	  and	  a	  business	  representative.	  The	  other	  seven	  
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voting	  members	  are	  lay	  citizens	  “known	  for	  their	  public	  spirit,	  business	  or	  professional	  ability,	  and	  interest	  in	  
education.”	  The	  State	  Superintendent	  also	  serves	  on	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  as	  a	  voting	  member,	  and	  
the	  executive	  director	  of	  the	  Wyoming	  community	  college	  system	  serves	  as	  an	  ex-‐officio,	  non-‐voting	  
member.	  

The	  following	  are	  options	  the	  Legislature	  could	  consider	  for	  the	  selection	  of	  State	  Board	  members	  that	  are	  
consistent	  with	  priorities	  expressed	  by	  Wyoming	  stakeholders.	  

	  

i. (Current	  method)	  Members	  are	  appointed	  by	  the	  Governor	  with	  confirmation	  by	  the	  Senate,	  
adhering	  to	  the	  current	  representation	  requirements.	  

o For	  a	  subset	  of	  the	  members,	  the	  Governor	  could	  be	  required	  to	  select	  individuals	  from	  
a	  set	  of	  finalists	  approved	  by	  a	  Selection	  Committee	  that	  might	  be	  composed	  of	  key	  
stakeholder	  group	  leaders,	  state	  and	  local	  board	  member	  representatives,	  and	  
members	  of	  the	  Legislature.	  

ii. (Revised	  method)	  Some	  Board	  members	  are	  appointed	  by	  the	  Governor	  and	  the	  remainder	  are	  
appointed	  by	  the	  leadership	  of	  the	  Legislature.	  	  

iii. (Revised	  method)	  The	  Board	  consists	  of	  a	  combination	  of	  members	  appointed	  by	  the	  Governor	  
and	  members	  elected	  by	  the	  public.	  Given	  the	  strong	  support	  in	  Wyoming	  for	  the	  designated	  
representations	  on	  the	  Board	  and	  for	  nonpartisan	  ballots	  for	  education,	  it	  may	  be	  best	  to	  elect	  four	  
of	  members	  via	  nonpartisan	  ballots.	  	  

State	  Board	  service	  is	  unpaid,	  volunteer	  service,	  so	  dividing	  the	  state	  into	  election	  districts	  would	  
make	  the	  campaign	  process	  financially	  accessible	  to	  a	  larger	  number	  of	  citizens.	  Doing	  so	  may	  also	  
increase	  the	  engagement	  of	  community	  members	  and	  the	  communication	  and	  responsiveness	  of	  
State	  Board	  members	  to	  those	  communities,	  although	  there	  were	  no	  complaints	  received	  through	  
this	  study	  about	  the	  responsiveness	  of	  current	  State	  Board	  members.	  	  

If	  the	  state	  decides	  to	  move	  away	  from	  an	  elected	  State	  Superintendent,	  the	  election	  of	  regional	  
State	  Board	  members	  would	  ensure	  that	  the	  citizenship	  maintains	  its	  “voice”	  in	  the	  leadership	  of	  the	  
public	  school	  system	  and,	  unlike	  the	  current	  structure,	  selects	  individuals	  who	  are	  authorized	  to	  set	  
the	  goals	  and	  standards	  of	  the	  system.	  

There	  was	  widespread	  support	  across	  all	  stakeholder	  groups	  for	  maintaining	  the	  four	  seats	  reserved	  
for	  teacher,	  administrator,	  local	  board,	  and	  business	  representatives	  on	  the	  State	  Board.	  It	  is	  also	  
highly	  valuable	  to	  have	  on	  the	  Board	  individuals	  with	  expertise	  in	  areas	  such	  as	  finance,	  
organizational	  leadership,	  early	  childhood	  development,	  and	  postsecondary	  education.	  To	  err	  on	  the	  
side	  of	  ensuring	  strong	  capacity	  to	  steer	  the	  long-‐term	  vision	  of	  the	  educational	  system,	  and	  to	  
avoid	  creation	  of	  an	  excessively	  large	  Board,	  we	  recommend	  that	  four	  of	  the	  11	  Board	  members	  be	  
regionally	  elected,	  and	  the	  others,	  including	  the	  four	  designated	  representatives,	  be	  appointed	  by	  
the	  Governor	  with	  Senate	  approval.	  	  
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Education	  Governance	  Models	  for	  Consideration	  

Three	  options	  for	  a	  future	  education	  governance	  structure	  for	  Wyoming	  are	  provided	  for	  consideration.	  
Each	  contains	  strengths	  and	  vulnerabilities,	  and	  none	  can	  guarantee	  the	  acceleration	  of	  educational	  
improvement	  (see	  Chapter	  4).	  Each	  option	  below	  does,	  however,	  incorporate	  the	  following	  two	  attributes:	  

1. Each	  addresses	  the	  structural	  flaw	  described	  above	  to	  ensure	  a	  means	  by	  which	  final,	  authoritative	  
decisions	  regarding	  educational	  policies,	  standards,	  and	  goals	  can	  be	  made;	  and	  

2. Each	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  priorities	  of	  Wyomingites	  described	  in	  Chapter	  5.	  	  

As	  discussed	  in	  the	  preceding	  section,	  the	  question	  of	  how	  the	  members	  of	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  are	  
selected	  should	  be	  discussed	  within	  the	  context	  of	  the	  specific	  governance	  structure	  being	  considered.	  	  

Three	  governance	  structures	  are	  provided	  for	  consideration.	  On	  page	  61,	  a	  chart	  summarizes	  how	  each	  
option	  aligns	  with	  the	  high-‐level	  priorities	  of	  Wyomingites	  gathered	  through	  this	  study.	  

	  

Option	  1:	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  Appointed	  by	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  

Under	  this	  model,	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education,	  consisting	  of	  either	  solely	  appointed	  members	  or	  a	  
combination	  of	  appointed	  and	  regionally	  elected	  members	  serving	  6-‐year	  staggered	  terms,	  would	  select	  the	  
Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  (CSSO).	  The	  Board	  would	  set	  the	  policies,	  standards,	  and	  goals	  for	  the	  educational	  
system.	  The	  CSSO’s	  responsibilities	  would	  be	  those	  listed	  in	  Figure	  26.	  The	  Board	  would	  annually	  evaluate	  
the	  CSSO’s	  performance,	  making	  changes	  in	  
leadership	  if	  needed	  to	  ensure	  ongoing	  educational	  
improvement.	  	  

As	  a	  means	  to	  build	  shared	  support	  for	  the	  selected	  
CSSO,	  Wyoming	  could	  require	  that	  the	  Governor	  
and/or	  legislative	  leadership	  approve	  the	  
appointment.	  	  

Alternatively,	  statute	  could	  require	  that	  a	  Selection	  
Review	  Committee	  be	  appointed,	  with	  some	  of	  the	  
members	  being	  appointed	  by	  legislative	  leadership,	  
some	  by	  the	  Governor’s	  office,	  and	  some	  by	  key	  
stakeholder	  groups.	  This	  committee	  could	  be	  
charged	  with	  interviewing	  a	  list	  of	  semi-‐finalist	  
candidates	  identified	  by	  the	  State	  Board	  and	  
providing	  feedback	  on	  the	  selection	  prior	  to	  Board	  
appointment.	  One	  drawback	  to	  this	  approach	  is	  that	  
some	  candidates	  prefer	  to	  have	  their	  candidacy	  remain	  confidential	  until	  after	  appointment	  in	  order	  to	  
protect	  their	  current	  position	  and	  relationships.	  The	  desire	  to	  create	  shared	  support	  for	  the	  chosen	  CSSO	  
should	  be	  weighed	  against	  the	  need	  to	  ensure	  a	  strong	  candidate	  pool.	  

The	  following	  chart	  evaluates	  this	  governance	  structure	  against	  the	  priorities	  of	  Wyomingites	  gathered	  
through	  the	  surveys	  and	  interviews.	  

Figure	  27	  
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Option	  1:	  	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  Appointed	  by	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  

	  

Strengths	   Weaknesses	  

Appointment	  of	  the	  CSSO	  by	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  
Education	  was	  the	  top	  choice	  among	  the	  nearly	  
1,500	  Wyomingites	  who	  responded	  to	  the	  
education	  governance	  survey.	  	  	  

Wyoming	  stakeholder	  group	  representatives,	  
who	  interact	  with	  the	  state	  education	  
governance	  system	  regularly,	  preferred	  
appointment	  by	  the	  Governor.	  

Because	  more	  people	  are	  willing	  to	  accept	  an	  
appointment	  than	  are	  willing	  to	  run	  for	  
statewide	  office,	  the	  pool	  of	  in-‐state	  candidates	  
for	  CSSO	  is	  larger	  than	  under	  the	  current	  
structure.	  In	  addition,	  the	  pool	  could	  also	  
include	  former	  Wyomingites	  and	  candidates	  
from	  across	  the	  country.	  

There	  is	  a	  benefit	  to	  having	  a	  CSSO	  who	  is	  a	  
resident	  and	  knows	  the	  people	  and	  the	  
educational	  strengths	  and	  needs	  of	  the	  state.	  

Some	  authors	  on	  the	  topic	  of	  state	  education	  
governance	  conclude	  that	  this	  structure,	  in	  
which	  Board	  members	  have	  6-‐year	  staggered	  
terms,	  supports	  sustained	  focus	  on	  a	  long-‐range	  
vision	  for	  education	  and	  makes	  the	  system	  less	  
vulnerable	  to	  the	  political	  pressures	  of	  election	  
cycles.	  

A	  Board-‐appointed	  CSSO	  may	  lack	  the	  political	  
clout	  of	  a	  Governor-‐appointed	  CSSO	  to	  move	  an	  
agenda	  through	  legislative	  enactment.	  	  
	  
Reform-‐minded	  Governors	  are	  less	  able	  to	  act	  
authoritatively	  to	  move	  their	  agendas	  forward	  
given	  the	  staggered	  terms	  of	  Board	  members.	  
	  
If	  the	  system	  is	  not	  working	  well,	  replacing	  a	  
sufficient	  number	  of	  Board	  members	  to	  create	  a	  
stronger	  Board	  with	  greater	  urgency	  for	  
improvement	  is	  difficult,	  although	  it	  has	  been	  
done.	  

The	  Board	  is	  authorized	  to	  create	  the	  contract	  
with	  the	  CSSO,	  the	  incentives	  (if	  any)	  for	  strong	  
performance,	  and	  the	  terms	  for	  contract	  
extension	  and	  termination.	  The	  Board	  can	  
annually	  review	  the	  CSSO’s	  performance	  and	  can	  
adjust	  the	  priorities	  or	  goals	  for	  the	  coming	  year	  
to	  reflect	  changing	  needs	  across	  the	  state.	  

Board	  members	  serve	  as	  unpaid	  part-‐time	  
volunteers	  so	  the	  quality	  of	  the	  Board	  and	  their	  
primary	  leadership	  role	  over	  the	  educational	  
system	  depends	  heavily	  on	  the	  ability	  to	  attract	  
knowledgeable,	  thoughtful,	  and	  dedicated	  
individuals	  to	  the	  Board.	  
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Option	  2:	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  Appointed	  by	  the	  Governor	  

In	  this	  structure,	  which	  was	  the	  top	  preference	  of	  Wyoming	  educational	  stakeholder	  group	  leaders	  
interviewed	  as	  part	  of	  this	  study,	  the	  CSSO	  is	  appointed	  by	  the	  Governor,	  perhaps	  with	  Senate	  or	  other	  
legislative	  approval.	  This	  structure	  increases	  the	  Governor’s	  accountability	  for	  and	  involvement	  in	  
educational	  improvement	  and	  ensures	  the	  alignment	  of	  the	  educational	  agendas	  of	  the	  Governor	  and	  the	  
CSSO.	  

A	  critical	  consideration	  for	  
this	  structure	  is	  the	  role	  of	  
the	  State	  Board	  of	  
Education.	  In	  order	  to	  align	  
with	  the	  key	  priorities	  of	  
Wyomingites,	  the	  Board	  
would	  maintain	  the	  policy-‐
level	  authority	  it	  currently	  
has.	  This	  is	  also	  consistent	  
with	  research	  that	  indicates	  
that	  although	  states	  with	  a	  
Governor-‐appointed	  CSSO	  
are	  more	  likely	  to	  make	  
educational	  improvement,	  there	  is	  a	  negative	  impact	  when	  too	  much	  power	  is	  centralized.	  	  

Even	  though	  some	  or	  all	  of	  the	  Board	  members	  would	  be	  appointed	  by	  the	  Governor,	  members	  serve	  
staggered	  terms	  so	  there	  is	  no	  assurance	  that	  the	  vision	  and	  policy	  views	  of	  the	  Board	  will	  align	  with	  those	  
of	  the	  Governor	  and	  CSSO.	  For	  that	  reason,	  if	  the	  Board	  is	  to	  continue	  to	  have	  this	  high	  level	  of	  authority,	  
the	  process	  for	  selecting	  the	  CSSO	  should	  include	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education.	  That	  involvement	  could	  take	  
a	  number	  of	  forms,	  such	  as:	  

• Development	  of	  a	  document	  by	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  and	  Governor’s	  office	  that	  articulates	  
their	  shared	  vision	  for	  public	  education	  in	  the	  state	  and	  the	  high-‐level	  goals	  that	  the	  successful	  
candidate	  will	  be	  tasked	  to	  achieve.	  This	  document	  would	  then	  be	  used	  to	  frame	  the	  search	  and	  
selection	  processes	  carried	  out	  by	  the	  Governor.	  

• Board	  responsibility	  for	  conducting	  the	  initial	  phases	  of	  the	  search	  for	  a	  new	  CSSO	  and	  preparing	  a	  
slate	  of	  finalists.	  

• Establishment	  of	  a	  Selection	  Screening	  Committee	  that	  includes	  several	  members	  of	  the	  State	  Board	  
and	  the	  Board	  Chair	  as	  well	  as	  other	  key	  stakeholder	  group	  leaders	  to	  conduct	  the	  initial	  phases	  of	  
the	  search	  for	  a	  new	  CSSO	  and	  prepare	  a	  slate	  of	  finalists.	  This	  option,	  however,	  would	  need	  to	  be	  
weighed	  against	  the	  need	  for	  candidate	  privacy	  as	  discussed	  under	  Option	  1.	  

In	  order	  to	  prevent	  periods	  of	  dysfunction,	  a	  structural	  means	  by	  which	  decision-‐makers	  forge	  
agreement	  on	  goals	  and	  broad	  policy	  positions	  is	  essential.	  

The	  following	  chart	  evaluates	  this	  governance	  structure	  against	  the	  priorities	  of	  Wyomingites	  gathered	  
through	  the	  surveys	  and	  interviews.	  

	  

Figure	  28	  
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Option	  2:	  	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  Appointed	  by	  the	  Governor	  

Strengths	   Weaknesses	  

Appointment	  of	  the	  CSSO	  by	  the	  Governor	  was	  
the	  top	  choice	  among	  the	  31	  representatives	  of	  
Wyoming	  stakeholder	  groups	  interviewed	  for	  
this	  study.	  	  	  

This	  structure	  had	  much	  less	  support	  on	  the	  
survey,	  which	  tapped	  the	  views	  of	  those	  less	  
connected	  to	  state-‐level	  governance	  activities.	  

There	  is	  some	  evidence	  that	  states	  with	  
Governor-‐appointed	  CSSOs	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  
make	  educational	  improvements.	  

The	  tenure	  of	  Governor-‐appointed	  CSSOs	  
appears	  to	  be	  shorter,	  on	  average,	  than	  Board-‐
appointed	  CSSOs.	  Sustaining	  a	  long-‐term	  vision	  
and	  improvement	  plan,	  therefore,	  may	  be	  more	  
challenging.	  

Governor-‐appointed	  CSSOs	  benefit	  from	  the	  
political	  clout	  of	  the	  Governor	  to	  move	  their	  
agenda	  through	  legislative	  enactment,	  and	  may	  
be	  better	  positioned	  to	  coordinate	  with	  the	  
leads	  of	  other	  state	  departments	  that	  serve	  
children	  and	  families.	  
	  

Governor-‐appointed	  CSSOs	  are	  often	  seen	  as	  
partisan	  and	  therefore	  may	  be	  less	  effective	  in	  
moving	  an	  improvement	  agenda	  through	  the	  
legislative	  process,	  or	  in	  informing	  legislation	  
under	  discussion	  in	  the	  Legislature,	  when	  the	  
Governor	  is	  not	  of	  the	  same	  political	  party	  as	  the	  
majority.	  

Because	  more	  people	  are	  willing	  to	  accept	  an	  
appointment	  than	  are	  willing	  to	  run	  for	  
statewide	  office,	  the	  pool	  of	  in-‐state	  candidates	  
for	  CSSOs	  is	  larger	  than	  under	  the	  current	  
structure.	  In	  addition,	  the	  pool	  could	  also	  
include	  former	  Wyomingites	  and	  candidates	  
from	  across	  the	  country.	  

There	  is	  a	  benefit	  to	  having	  a	  CSSO	  who	  is	  a	  
resident	  and	  knows	  the	  people	  and	  the	  
educational	  strengths	  and	  needs	  of	  the	  state.	  

The	  CSSO	  serves	  at	  the	  pleasure	  of	  the	  
Governor,	  so	  accountability	  for	  annual	  progress	  
is	  strong	  and	  changes	  in	  leadership,	  when	  
needed,	  can	  be	  made	  quickly.	  	  

Frequent	  changes	  in	  leadership	  can	  create	  
instability	  and	  confusion	  at	  the	  local	  level	  about	  
the	  educational	  direction	  of	  the	  state.	  
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Option	  3:	  An	  Appointed	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  and	  an	  Elected	  Secretary	  of	  	  
Education	  Accountability	  and	  Reporting	  

This	  model	  is	  not	  currently	  in	  use	  in	  any	  state.	  It	  prioritizes	  the	  desire	  for	  a	  statewide	  elected	  official	  for	  
public	  education,	  while	  also	  maintaining	  the	  desire	  for	  a	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  that	  is	  charged	  with	  
establishing	  the	  policies,	  standards,	  and	  goals	  of	  the	  system.	  The	  unique	  potential	  strength	  of	  this	  structure	  
is	  that	  it	  allows	  the	  CSSO	  and	  Department	  of	  Education	  to	  be	  completely	  focused	  on	  educational	  
improvement,	  as	  articulated	  in	  a	  shared	  statewide	  vision,	  because	  the	  responsibility	  for	  monitoring	  and	  
reporting	  to	  the	  public	  on	  the	  performance	  of	  the	  system,	  potentially	  from	  early	  childhood	  through	  
postsecondary	  
education,	  are	  assigned	  
to	  the	  elected	  Secretary	  
of	  Education	  
Accountability	  and	  
Reporting.27	  

This	  model	  could	  be	  used	  
in	  conjunction	  with	  
either	  a	  Governor-‐
appointed	  or	  a	  State	  
Board-‐appointed	  CSSO.	  	  
Therefore,	  all	  of	  the	  
considerations	  listed	  
under	  Option	  1	  and	  Option	  2	  would	  need	  to	  be	  weighed	  and	  that	  appointment	  process	  determined.	  	  

This	  option	  would	  be	  more	  costly	  than	  the	  other	  options	  to	  implement	  due	  to	  the	  two	  high-‐level	  leadership	  
positions.	  Further	  study	  would	  be	  required	  to	  determine	  a)	  the	  level	  of	  staffing	  needed	  within	  the	  
Department	  to	  serve	  only	  the	  educational	  improvement	  and	  policy/standards	  implementation	  duties,	  and	  b)	  
the	  level	  of	  staffing	  required	  within	  the	  office	  of	  the	  Secretary	  of	  Education	  Accountability	  and	  Reporting	  to	  
ensure	  professional,	  efficient	  compliance	  and	  performance	  monitoring.	  

The	  following	  chart	  evaluates	  this	  governance	  structure	  against	  the	  priorities	  of	  Wyomingites	  gathered	  
through	  the	  surveys	  and	  interviews.	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
27	  The	  position	  title	  of	  State	  Secretary	  of	  Education	  Accountability	  and	  Reporting	  is	  used	  for	  illustrative	  purposes	  only.	  

	  	  	  	  	  
Figure	  29	  

appoints

State Board of Educa!on

Governor

monitors, supports

sets 
policy

Chief State School Officer

Local Districts

Electorate

electsor

supports

Secretary of Educa!on 
Accountability and Repor!ng

Monitoring, accountability 
report verifica!on 

(small professional staff)

Appointment by Governor or 
combina!on of appointed and 

regionally elected members

State Board of Educa!on

appoints

monitors, supports

Chief State School Officer

Local Districts

Local Districts

Appointment by Governor or 
combina!on of appointed and 

regionally elected members

 but with monitoring responsibili!es moved 
to elected State Auditor of Educa!on

Either Figure 
25 op!on 

Figure 
26 op!on,



 

59 

	  

	  
	  

	  

	  

Option	  3:	  	  An	  Appointed	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  and	  an	  	  
Elected	  Secretary	  of	  Education	  Accountability	  and	  Reporting	  

Strengths	   Weaknesses	  

The	  public	  maintains	  the	  ability	  to	  directly	  
choose	  a	  state-‐level	  official	  for	  public	  education,	  
without	  creating	  the	  false	  expectation	  that	  this	  
individual	  has	  the	  authority	  to	  establish	  or	  
modify	  the	  policies	  of	  goals	  of	  the	  system.	  

The	  position	  described	  as	  Secretary	  of	  Education	  
Accountability	  and	  Reporting	  has	  not	  been	  used	  
by	  any	  other	  state	  so	  there	  is	  no	  research	  
concerning	  its	  effectiveness	  or	  unintended	  
impacts.	  	  

The	  responsibilities	  of	  the	  Board,	  CSSO,	  and	  
Department	  are	  all	  devoted	  to	  promoting	  and	  
supporting	  educational	  improvement,	  and	  
responsibilities	  for	  compliance	  and	  performance	  
monitoring	  are	  assigned	  to	  a	  separated	  entity.	  
The	  accountability	  of	  the	  CSSO	  and	  Department	  
for	  providing	  effective	  guidance	  and	  support	  to	  
schools	  and	  district	  is	  enhanced.	  

Some	  additional	  cost	  would	  be	  incurred	  due	  to	  
the	  inclusion	  of	  two	  high-‐level	  education	  
officials,	  and	  there	  could	  be	  additional	  staffing	  
costs.	  

Because	  more	  people	  are	  willing	  to	  accept	  an	  
appointment	  than	  are	  willing	  to	  run	  for	  
statewide	  office,	  the	  pool	  of	  in-‐state	  candidates	  
for	  CSSOs	  is	  larger	  than	  under	  the	  current	  
structure.	  In	  addition,	  the	  pool	  could	  also	  
include	  former	  Wyomingites	  and	  candidates	  
from	  across	  the	  country.	  

There	  is	  a	  benefit	  to	  having	  a	  CSSO	  who	  is	  a	  
resident	  and	  knows	  the	  people	  and	  the	  
educational	  strengths	  and	  needs	  of	  a	  state.	  

The	  state	  gains	  the	  ability	  to	  have	  the	  appointed	  
CSSO	  evaluated	  annually	  and,	  if	  needed,	  
replaced.	  	  

No	  corresponding	  weakness	  identified.	  
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Steps	  Required	  to	  Implement	  a	  Revised	  Governance	  Structure	  

Each	  of	  the	  governance	  structures	  offered	  for	  consideration	  would	  require	  a	  change	  to	  the	  state	  
constitution,	  as	  each	  alters	  or	  eliminates	  the	  position	  of	  the	  elected	  State	  Superintendent	  of	  Public	  
Instruction.	  As	  illustrated	  in	  Figure	  30,	  modifications	  to	  the	  state	  constitution	  must	  begin	  with	  the	  approval	  
of	  at	  least	  two-‐thirds	  of	  the	  members	  of	  the	  Wyoming	  State	  House	  and	  Senate,	  in	  separate	  votes,	  of	  a	  
proposal	  to	  revise,	  delete,	  or	  amend	  the	  existing	  language.	  In	  this	  case,	  we	  recommend	  that	  the	  proposal	  
call	  for	  the	  existing	  language	  pertaining	  to	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  to	  be	  deleted	  in	  order	  to	  allow	  the	  
deliberations	  on	  the	  best	  structure	  for	  Wyoming	  to	  include	  all	  possible	  options.	  

If	  the	  proposal	  is	  approved	  by	  both	  the	  House	  and	  the	  Senate,	  the	  amendment	  would	  be	  placed	  on	  the	  
November	  2016	  general	  election	  ballot.	  A	  simple	  majority	  would	  be	  required	  for	  passage.	  	  

The	  Legislature	  would	  then	  have	  approximately	  18	  months	  to	  discuss	  with	  citizens	  the	  best	  governance	  
structure	  for	  Wyoming	  and	  to	  pass	  a	  bill	  that	  lays	  out	  the	  authorities	  and	  accountabilities	  of	  each	  entity.	  In	  
January	  of	  2019,	  when	  the	  term	  of	  the	  State	  Superintendent	  elected	  in	  November	  of	  2014	  expires,	  the	  new	  
structure	  would	  be	  put	  into	  place.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Figure	  30	  
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How	  the	  Governance	  Structure	  Options	  Address	  Key	  Priorities	  of	  Wyomingites	  

	   Source	  of	  priority	  
Option	  1	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

CSSO	  appointed	  
by	  State	  Board	  

Option	  2	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
CSSO	  appointed	  
by	  Governor	  

Option	  3	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Elected	  Secretary	  
of	  Education	  
Accountability	  
and	  Reporting;	  
Appointed	  CSSO	  

1. The	  structure	  supports	  the	  
development	  of	  a	  shared	  
statewide	  vision	  and	  goals	  for	  the	  
public	  education	  system.	  

This	  need	  was	  a	  dominant	  
theme	  across	  the	  survey	  
results	  and	  interviews.	  

Yes	   Yes	   Yes	  

2. The	  structure	  supports	  sustained	  
focus	  on	  reaching	  the	  established	  
goals.	  

A	  top	  priority	  across	  survey	  
respondents	  and	  interviewees	  

Yes	   Yes	   Yes	  

3. The	  roles,	  responsibilities,	  and	  
accountability	  are	  clearly	  defined,	  
as	  well	  as	  the	  process	  by	  which	  
final	  authoritative	  decisions	  are	  
made.	  

The	  need	  for	  clearly	  defined	  
roles	  was	  a	  dominant	  theme	  
across	  the	  survey	  results	  and	  

interviews;	  this	  review	  
identified	  the	  need	  for	  the	  
decision-‐making	  process.	  

Yes	  

If	  the	  Board	  
maintains	  policy	  
authority,	  need	  
to	  ensure	  the	  
alignment	  on	  

goals	  

Depends	  on	  choice	  
of	  Option	  1	  or	  

Option	  2	  

4. The	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  
establishes	  policy,	  standards,	  and	  
accountability	  metrics.	  

Survey	  and	  Interview	  
respondents	  consensus	  

Yes	   Yes	   Yes	  

5. The	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  is	  
appointed,	  rather	  than	  elected,	  
and	  annually	  evaluated.	  

Supported	  by	  a	  majority	  of	  
every	  stakeholder	  group	  in	  the	  
survey,	  and	  a	  strong	  majority	  
of	  the	  interviewees	  (74%)	  

Yes	   Yes	   Yes	  

6. The	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  is	  
responsible	  for	  facilitating	  the	  
development	  of	  a	  shared	  state	  
vision	  for	  public	  education	  and	  
implementing	  the	  policies	  and	  
standards	  adopted	  by	  the	  Board.	  

The	  need	  for	  a	  shared	  state	  
vision	  and	  clear	  expectations	  
were	  top	  priorities	  among	  

survey	  respondents,	  and	  seen	  
by	  interviewees	  as	  critically	  

needed.	  

Yes	   Yes	   Yes	  

7. The	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer	  is	  a	  
member	  of	  the	  Governor's	  Cabinet	  
to	  coordinate	  across	  agencies	  and	  
advocate	  for	  public	  education.	  

Recommended	  by	  64%	  of	  
those	  interviewed,	  but	  a	  

minority	  of	  survey	  respondents	  
Maybe	   Yes	   Maybe	  

8. The	  Department	  of	  Education	  is	  
responsible	  for	  providing,	  upon	  
request	  or	  proven	  need,	  timely	  
support	  and	  information	  on	  best-‐
practices	  to	  districts.	  	  

Recommended	  by	  a	  majority	  of	  
interviewees	  

Yes,	  in	  addition	  to	  
compliance	  and	  
performance	  
monitoring	  

Yes,	  in	  addition	  to	  
compliance	  and	  
performance	  
monitoring	  

Yes,	  exclusively	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
(Monitoring	  

responsibilities	  
moved	  to	  elected	  
Secretary	  of	  Ed	  

Accountability	  and	  
Reporting	  )	  

9. The	  structure	  leaves	  room	  for	  
creative	  local	  leadership	  and	  
maintains	  local	  control	  over	  
curriculum	  and	  instruction.	  

A	  top	  priority	  across	  survey	  
respondents	  and	  interviewees	  

Yes	   Yes	   Yes	  

ADDITION:	  The	  general	  public	  
maintains	  a	  direct	  "voice"	  in	  statewide	  
educational	  leadership	  through	  
elections	  

Not	  preferred	  by	  the	  majority	  
of	  survey	  respondents	  or	  
interviewees,	  but	  may	  be	  a	  
preference	  of	  the	  wider	  
statewide	  citizenry	  

Maybe	  —	  if	  some	  
State	  Board	  
members	  are	  

elected	  

Maybe	  —	  if	  some	  
State	  Board	  
members	  are	  

elected	  

Yes,	  through	  the	  
elected	  Secretary	  of	  

Education	  
Accountability	  and	  

Reporting	  
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Conclusion	  

	  

	  

	  

Laying the Foundation for a Strong Future 
	  

	  

	  

Through	  the	  interviews,	  survey,	  and	  accompanying	  research	  conducted	  for	  this	  legislatively	  commissioned	  
study	  of	  education	  governance,	  a	  compelling	  picture	  emerges	  of	  a	  state	  with	  both	  a	  serious	  challenge	  and	  a	  
tremendous	  opportunity	  before	  it.	  	  

The	  larger	  challenge	  concerns	  the	  state’s	  rate	  of	  educational	  improvement.	  Simply	  put,	  Wyoming	  is	  not	  
currently	  on	  track	  to	  meet	  the	  educational	  needs	  of	  the	  state’s	  students,	  families,	  and	  the	  state’s	  economic	  
requirements.	  Unless	  the	  State	  realizes	  significant	  increases	  in	  the	  academic	  preparedness	  of	  its	  students	  for	  
postsecondary	  education	  and	  training	  programs	  and	  the	  workforce,	  the	  future	  well-‐being	  of	  Wyoming	  will	  
be	  jeopardized.	  	  

One	  factor	  that	  has	  impeded	  improvement	  efforts,	  according	  to	  those	  interviewed	  for	  this	  study,	  is	  
disjointed	  and	  contentious	  state	  education	  governance.	  Mixed	  messages	  regarding	  the	  direction	  of	  the	  
state,	  slow	  or	  inadequate	  implementation	  of	  state-‐level	  initiatives	  and	  lack	  of	  timely	  responses	  to	  data	  
needs	  have	  resulted	  in	  frustration	  and	  inefficiency	  at	  the	  local	  level.	  The	  state	  governance	  structure	  needs	  to	  
be	  modified	  in	  order	  to	  yield	  clear,	  consistent,	  and	  timely	  guidance	  to	  the	  districts	  regarding	  the	  State’s	  
goals,	  requirements,	  and	  expectations	  of	  the	  educational	  system.	  	  

The	  opportunity	  before	  the	  State	  is	  far	  greater,	  however,	  than	  just	  an	  improved	  state-‐level	  education	  
governance	  structure.	  The	  opportunity	  includes	  development	  of	  a	  structure	  designed	  to	  support	  the	  critical	  
role	  of	  K-‐12	  education	  in	  today’s	  society,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  expanded	  set	  of	  responsibilities	  assigned	  to	  states.	  	  

Further,	  the	  opportunity	  before	  the	  State	  is	  to	  leverage	  key	  strengths	  of	  Wyoming:	  the	  strong	  financial	  
support	  the	  State	  provides	  to	  districts	  and	  schools	  and	  the	  sense	  of	  urgency	  held	  by	  many	  Wyomingites	  for	  
educational	  improvement.	  	  

Wyoming	  is	  a	  state	  that	  invests	  generously	  in	  its	  public	  schools,	  providing	  districts	  with	  the	  funding	  to	  recruit	  
and	  retain	  qualified	  educators,	  maintain	  safe	  and	  up-‐to-‐date	  learning	  environments,	  and	  deliver	  needed	  
additional	  supports	  students	  who	  need	  them.	  In	  fact,	  controlling	  for	  cost	  of	  living	  expenses,	  Wyoming	  has	  
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the	  highest	  per	  pupil	  allocation	  in	  the	  country,	  according	  to	  a	  recent	  report	  from	  the	  U.S.	  Chamber	  of	  
Commerce.	  	  

Wyoming	  is	  also	  a	  state	  in	  which	  residents	  pride	  themselves	  in	  their	  willingness	  to	  work	  through	  differences	  
in	  order	  to	  support	  their	  children.	  The	  recent	  governance	  turmoil	  has	  helped	  to	  bring	  about	  a	  sense	  of	  
urgency	  to	  improve	  public	  education.	  Statewide	  efforts	  are	  best	  implemented	  and	  sustained	  when	  
stakeholders	  from	  across	  the	  state	  participate	  in	  the	  development	  of	  a	  shared	  vision	  and	  set	  of	  goals	  for	  the	  
State’s	  educational	  system.	  The	  interest	  in	  Wyoming	  is	  high.	  The	  need	  is	  great.	  This	  is	  an	  opportunity	  to	  act	  
decisively	  to	  ensure	  the	  future	  for	  generations	  to	  come.	  

Resolving	  the	  governance	  issues	  will	  not	  directly	  bring	  about	  educational	  improvements	  that	  are	  needed	  to	  
solidify	  the	  State’s	  future	  economic	  and	  social	  well-‐being,	  but	  will	  help	  clear	  the	  way	  for	  them	  to	  occur.	  
Resolving	  them	  in	  a	  way	  that	  emphasizes	  sustained	  focus	  on	  shared	  statewide	  goals	  and	  accountability	  for	  
improvement	  will	  also	  send	  a	  strong	  signal	  to	  the	  public	  education	  system	  that,	  while	  local	  control	  for	  
instructional	  decisions	  will	  be	  maintained,	  the	  State	  must	  be	  resolute	  that	  it	  will	  provide	  strong,	  clear	  
direction	  and	  leadership.	  The	  students	  and	  families	  of	  Wyoming	  deserve	  no	  less.	  
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This	  report	  was	  prepared	  for	  the	  Wyoming	  Joint	  Education	  Interim	  Committee	  
for	  the	  purpose	  of	  informing	  discussions	  concerning	  the	  possible	  restructuring	  

of	  state-‐level	  education	  governance.	  
	  

Prepared	  by	  Cross	  &	  Joftus	  
	  

November,	  2014	  
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Program Evaluation Division                                                                                December 2005 
 
Purpose 
Three entities constitute the state level of 
Wyoming’s educational system: the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, the 
Department of Education supervised by the  
Superintendent, and the State Board of 
Education.  Statutes create a complex and 
interdependent structure that assumes a 
cooperative relationship will exist between 
these entities.  However, at times there has 
been tension between the Superintendent and 
the State Board, as their responsibilities 
intertwine.  This report reviews this 
relationship and describes the evolution of 
many responsibilities delegated to each, as 
well as the potential barriers to cooperation.   
 
Background 
In 1889, the Wyoming Constitution established 
that supervision of public education would be 
entrusted to the Superintendent in the manner 
determined by the Legislature.  As one of 
Wyoming’s five elected officials, the 
Superintendent serves on multiple education-
related boards and on four major state boards, 
and is accountable to the public for education 
matters.  The Superintendent’s education-
related duties have changed over the years but 
remain primarily adminis-trative, those of the 
Department’s chief executive officer.   
 
The State Board, created by the Legislature in 
1917, consists of 11 members appointed by 
the Governor for staggered, six-year terms.  

The Board has long had the duties of 
prescribing standards for education programs 
and evaluating and accrediting schools.  These 
responsibilities, along with that of assessing 
student performance, became critical in state 
school reform of the late ‘90s.   
 
In the past two decades, the Legislature has 
made numerous statutory changes to address 
issues of authority believed to be creating 
tension in the Superintendent/State Board 
relationship, and to add to the duties of each.  
Further, since 1997, the Legislature itself has 
become more involved in guiding education 
through reform efforts.  Finally, federally 
mandated “No Child Left Behind” 
requirements have created specific demands 
affecting this relationship by linking academic 
standards and student assessments more 
closely to federal funding issues. 
 
Principal Findings 
One perspective is that tension results because 
the Superintendent, as the primary public face 
of education in the state, has accountability 
but not authority for critical education 
decisions made by the Board.  Candidates for 
Superintendent campaign on specific 
education issues with the belief that as an 
elected official and the chief education 
officer, the Superintendent should have a 
leadership role in all areas of education, even 
those that have been legislatively delegated to 
the State Board. 

 

Wyoming Legislative Service Office 
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Another source of contention is that the State 
Board must rely on the Department to provide 
almost all the information and research it 
needs to conduct business.  Each new 
Superintendent can reconfigure the 
Department’s organization and allow the 
Board a different degree of access to the 
Department’s staff and resources.   
 
Superintendents may also disagree with 
Boards as to their roles and scope of 
authority.  The Superintendent and the 
Department need the Board to perform 
specific statutorily- designated duties, while 
some Boards see a broader role for 
themselves in becoming more proactive and 
bringing about “big picture” discussions to 
enhance education.  Because pursuing such a 
role requires Department support, it can strain 
Department resources already pledged to 
support other responsibilities, some assigned 
by the Legislature.  Complicating matters 
further, the Legislature’s education reform 
measures from 1997 on have given many new 
responsibilities to this lay board that has no 
staff.   
 
Most states use one of four basic models of 
education governance.  Wyoming and ten 
other states use the same basic structure:  an 
elected Superintendent and a Board appointed 
by the Governor.  Significant variation occurs 
from state to state and no one model or 
organizational variation is ideal or more 
functional than the others.  While other states 
may at present have a cooperative 
relationship, the balance can be tenuous. 
 
Options to Reduce Tension 
Our research suggests that radical changes to 
the structure are not necessary.  Instead, the 
following are several options available to 
address the sources of tension:   
 

 Make the orientation currently 
provided only to State Board members 
also available to candidates for 

Superintendent.  Expand the 
orientation by incorporating the 
Attorney General’s Office to review 
statutes, roles, and responsibilities.   

 
 Enhance State Board resources by 

providing a staff analyst to do some 
research and information gathering. 

 
 Empower the Superintendent with a 

vote on the State Board to help 
balance accountability with authority.   

 
 Make the State Board an advisory 

body, thus eliminating questions of 
authority and allowing the State Board 
to focus on discussion of improving 
education. 

 
 Maintain the status quo if the 

Legislature is comfortable with the 
creative tension that occasionally 
occurs. 

 
Agency Comments 
The Superintendent generally agrees or 
partially agrees with the report’s findings and 
desires that the current structure be retained.  
The Superintendent is committed to 
cooperating and communicating with the 
State Board and will institute various changes 
within the Department to assist the Board. 
 
The State Board also favors maintaining the 
current system, believing minor adjustments 
will help it be more effective. The Board 
disagrees, however, with the options of giving 
the Superintendent a vote on the Board; of 
making the Board advisory; and of having the 
Legislature focus the Board on only its 
decision–making responsibilities.   
 
 
Copies of the full report are available from the Wyoming 
Legislative Service Office.  If you would like to receive the 
full report, please fill out the enclosed response card or 
phone 307-777-7881.  The report is also available on the 
Wyoming Legislature’s website a legisweb.state.wy.us 
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Option Locator 
 

Agency Response Page 
Number 

Option 
 Summary 

Party 
Addressed 
(indirectly) 

Superintendent State 
Board 

 
35 

Independent orientations in which the Office of the Attorney General 
participates to explain the statutory roles of the Superintendent and the 
State Board could better communicate the roles of the two.  It would be 
helpful to orient candidates for the Superintendent office.  Department 
personnel would also benefit from an independently-presented 
orientation. 

Superintendent 
State Board 

Political Parties 

 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
36 

To be able to secure more information and research, the Board could 
have a dedicated policy analyst.  However, the Department would still 
serve as the Board’s primary source of expertise in educational issues.   

Superintendent 
State Board 
Legislature 

 
Partially Agree 

 
Agree 

 
38 

The Board might also benefit from more travel funds so that members 
would maintain greater contact with education system constituents and 
thus better represent their concerns in state-level governance. 

Superintendent 
State Board 
Legislature 

Agree Agree 

 
39 

A Superintendent vote on the State Board could help to balance authority 
with accountability. 
 

Legislature Agree Disagree 

39 The Legislature could make the State Board an advisory body. Legislature Partially Agree Disagree 

40 The Legislature could focus the State Board upon its decision-making 
responsibilities. 

Legislature Partially Agree Disagree 

41 The Legislature could maintain the current arrangement. Legislature Agree Agree 
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INTRODUCTION 

Scope and Acknowledgements 
 

- i - 

 Scope 
    

 W.S. 28-8-107(b) authorizes the Legislative Service Office to 
conduct program evaluations, performance audits, and analyses of 
policy alternatives.  Generally, the purpose of such research is to 
provide a base of knowledge from which policymakers can make 
informed decisions. 

  
 In June 2005, the Management Audit Committee directed staff to 

review K-12 education governance at the state level, with a focus 
on the working relationship between the State Superintendent of 
Public Instruction and the State Board of Education.  We 
addressed the following questions:   

• What is the history of the Superintendent position and the 
Board, how were they originally intended to share 
authority at the state level, and how has that relationship 
evolved? 

• Do barriers to cooperation exist between the 
Superintendent and the Board? 

• How do other states with similar governance structures 
reconcile superintendent/board differences?   

• What options does the Legislature have in adjusting state-
level education governance responsibilities? 

  
 Acknowledgements 

    
 The Legislative Service Office expresses appreciation to those 

who assisted in this research, especially the State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction, members of the State Board of Education, 
and staff of the Department of Education.  We also thank the 
many other individuals who contributed their expertise including 
former superintendents, former state board members, and other 
agency officials. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Background 
 

- 1 - 

    
 
 
 
 

Three state-level 
entities guide 

education:  State 
Board, Department,  

and Superintendent. 

Three entities form the triad responsible for the state level of 
Wyoming’s educational system:  the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, the Department of Education, and the State Board of 
Education.  As the chief state school officer, the Superintendent 
provides for the general supervision of public schools; as an 
elected official, the Superintendent has the status and political 
power to be the state’s primary spokesperson for public education.  
The Department is the system’s operational vehicle and the 
Superintendent’s support staff.  The Board’s activities, although 
often less visible than those of the Superintendent, are of 
fundamental importance:  statutes charge the Board with 
establishing policies for public education and implementing and 
enforcing uniform standards for educational programs through 
school accreditation.   
 
Historically, the Legislature has struggled to create a 
straightforward organizational structure and a workable balance of 
duties between the Board and Superintendent.  Just in the past 20 
years, it has passed two major pieces of legislation to clarify 
duties and has made numerous additions to the responsibilities of 
both (see Chart of Statutory Duties 1969 - Present, pp. 10-13). 

    
 State’s Constitution established the office of 

Superintendent, while the Board was a later 
legislative creation 

    
By Constitution, the 
Legislature sets the 

Superintendent’s 
duties. 

The Wyoming Constitution, ratified in 1889, entrusts general 
supervision of the public schools to the State Superintendent of 
Public Instruction.  The Constitution holds that other powers and 
duties of the office of Superintendent “shall be as prescribed by 
law,” thus allowing the Legislature to decide at a more detailed 
level how to assign specific educational responsibilities.   
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The State Board was 
created 30 years 
after the office of 
Superintendent. 

The Superintendent is one of five constitutionally-designated 
statewide elected offices, along with the Governor, Secretary of 
State, Auditor, and Treasurer.  As the chief executive officer of 
the Department of Education, the Superintendent’s duties are 
further prescribed in the Education Code, Title 21 of Wyoming 
Statutes.  Those duties are primarily administrative functions, such 
as maintaining a uniform statewide reporting system for student 
assessment, printing forms, and promulgating rules for the 
acceptance of federal funds, but the Superintendent also has the 
key responsibility of administering the school finance system. 
 
A State Board of Education was not part of the initial state-level 
administrative structure for public schools, and was created by the 
Legislature nearly thirty years after the Constitution’s ratification.  
The Board’s members are appointed by the Governor with the 
Senate’s consent.  In addition to the duties mentioned above, the 
Board also sets high school graduation standards and implements 
a statewide assessment system.   
 
Together, the Superintendent and the Board have authority to take 
appropriate administrative action, including changing 
accreditation status, against any school district or state institution 
that does not comply with applicable laws or with student content 
and performance standards prescribed by the Board. 

    
 The Legislature established a system based 

on shared and separate authority 
    

 
 
 

Superintendent and 
Board purposes are 
closely intertwined. 

 
 
 
 
 

Since its creation in 1917, the Board’s authority has included 
prescribing statewide policies for education; at the same time, the 
Constitution entrusts the Superintendent with “the general 
supervision of the public schools.”  Because these purposes are so 
closely intertwined, a cooperative relationship between the 
Superintendent and the Board has been the custom.  The statutory 
allocation of duties between the two has necessitated that they 
coordinate their actions and work together to achieve mutually 
agreed-upon goals.  However, the legislative history of the 
Superintendent’s duties, the State Board’s functions, and the 
practical means of sharing these authorities as laid out in statutes, 
reflects that at times, an unhealthy tension has resulted.    
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Soon after the 
Board’s creation, 

issues about 
overlapping authority 

came up. 

State Board established in 1917.  The Legislature’s intent in 
creating a State Board of Education appears to have been to 
coordinate and readjust the relationship between state and local 
education communities, reversing the traditional (local) seat of 
organizational authority.  Legislative assignment of certain duties 
to the new State Board did not, however, fully clarify which entity 
was to do what, since creation of the Board impinged on what had 
been for nearly 30 years the Superintendent’s exclusive authority.  
 
Questions about proper assignment of duties and the possibility of 
overlapping authority soon arose.  For example, the 1917 
legislation stated that “general supervision of public schools shall 
be entrusted to a State Department of Education at the head of 
which shall be a State Board of Education which shall administer 
the state system….”  Notably absent from the 1917 legislation was 
any reference to the Superintendent’s position, to which the 
State’s Constitution had already assigned “general supervision of 
schools.”  In addition, this framing of the new Board as “head” of 
the professional Department and as administrator of the state’s 
education system was less than clear.    
 
The Legislature reversed some of its Board-related direction two 
years later, presumably to clarify the overlap in responsibility it 
had created.  In 1919, it eliminated the Board’s “general 
supervision” authority and its authority over the Department.  
  

 
 
 
 

The Commissioner of 
Education was staff 

to the Board (and 
Department). 

Commissioner of Education.  The same legislation that 
created the State Board in 1917 also authorized the Board to 
appoint a Commissioner of Education.  The Commissioner served 
several masters:  he was staff to and responsible to the Board, but 
also served as the chief officer of the Department’s teacher 
certification division.  In addition, statutes designated the 
Commissioner as “the executive head of the public school system 
of the State.”  Under this somewhat confusing format, and for the 
next forty years, the Superintendent was head of the Department 
and supervised the Commissioner.  The Board prescribed policies 
and standards and “recommended” rules and regulations, while 
the Commissioner, as the Board’s executive officer and agent, 
executed its policies.   
 

 Fundamental changes in 1959 and 1969.  Amendments to 
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After elimination of 
the Commissioner 

position, the Board 
no longer had its 

own staff. 

the Education Code in 1959 eliminated the position of 
Commissioner, transferring the position’s powers and duties to the 
State Board.  With this transfer of functional responsibilities came 
a further depletion of the Board’s autonomy, as it no longer had 
staff of its own through which to carry out these duties.  As a 
result, the Board became more dependent on the Superintendent 
and the Department staff who report to the Superintendent. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Statutory changes in 
1969 made the Board 

part of the 
Department. 

Ten years after elimination of the Commissioner position, the 
Education Code of 1969 set up yet another model.  This 
legislation stated that the Department of Education consisted of 
the State Superintendent, the State Board, and necessary 
departmental divisions.  Under this model, the Board was a part of 
the Department and had authority to approve the Superintendent’s 
departmental organization and staffing decisions.  The Department 
had the explicit charge of assisting both the Superintendent and 
the Board with “the proper and efficient discharge of their 
respective duties.” 
 
Further complicating the arrangement was a statutory provision 
(since repealed) that required the Board “with or without the 
assistance of the State Superintendent” to enforce its own rules.  
While the original intent of this provision may have been to 
restore to the State Board its pre-1959 ability to act on its own, the 
Board no longer had staff that would enable it to take independent 
action. 

  
 1985 LSO audit found the Board had 

assumed an ambiguous role 
  

 
 

An ’85 LSO audit 
found the Board 

lacked a separate 
identity. 

 
 
 

By 1984, questions about effective functioning and the 
appropriate division of responsibilities were being raised and the 
Legislature scheduled the State Board for a sunset review.  A 1985 
LSO audit reviewed the powers and duties of the Superintendent 
and the State Board as well as the functional relationship between 
them.  The report described the State Board at that time as 
“lacking its own separate identity” and as having taken an 
“auxiliary position to the Superintendent and the Department.”  It 
concluded that the proper role of the Board in the state’s 
educational scheme still needed to be sorted out. 
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The Legislature has 
continued to add and 
shift duties between 

the two. 

The two decades since that analysis have been characterized by 
continuing legislative efforts to re-frame and streamline the role of 
the State Board, and to some extent that of the Superintendent, 
and to clarify their respective duties.  During the late 1980s and 
early 1990s, different pieces of proposed legislation would have 
provided staff for the Board, made the Board more advisory, 
allowed the Superintendent to make Board appointments, and 
would have abolished the State Board altogether, transferring its 
duties to the Superintendent.  While the Legislature did not enact 
these proposals, it did approve certain others.  Chapter 2 examines 
legislative changes made since 1987 and their implications for the 
state-level educational governance system. 
 

 State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Superintendent, 
a non-voting member 

of the Board, 
provides information 

to it on request. 

The Superintendent is a partisan office elected every four years.  
In 2004, the Legislature approved a FY ’05/’06 budget for the 
office of Superintendent of $1,220,881 in General Funds.  The 
entire Department overseen by the Superintendent had 104 full-
time employees and a biennial budget of $231 million, not 
including the School Foundation Program, school construction, or 
court-ordered placement funding.  The current Superintendent has 
reorganized the Department’s FY ’07/’08 budget request, the 
structure and amounts of which were not available as of this 
writing.  However, as in the past, the Superintendent’s Office 
budget request will include support staff costs for the State Board.  
 
In addition to serving as the Department’s chief executive officer 
of, the Superintendent is an ex-officio non-voting member of the 
State Board of Education.  As administrator of the policies created 
by the Board, statute requires the Superintendent to “assist the 
state board in the performance of its duties and responsibilities, 
including providing information to the board upon request.”  The 
Superintendent also participates in task forces and committees to 
develop strategies, review programs, and implement plans for 
improving education in the state.     

 Superintendent serves on several other boards 
 
 
 

The State Superintendent serves with the state’s other four 
statewide elected officials on the State Loan and Investment 
Board, the Board of Land Commissioners, the State Building 
Commission, and the Board of Deposits.  Further, the State 
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As one of the state’s 
top five elected 

officials, the 
Superintendent sits 
on four major state 

boards. 

Superintendent serves as an ex-officio non-voting member on the 
Community College Commission, the State Advisory Council for 
Innovative Education, and, by Constitution, the University of 
Wyoming Board of Trustees.  In addition, the Superintendent 
serves on a number of boards created by both statute and 
executive order, including the School Facilities Commission 
(W.S. 21-6-202), and other education-related commissions. 
 
Because of legislation passed in 2005 (ch. 242), the 
Superintendent (or any state elected official) may authorize a 
designee to act as the official’s personal representative to any 
board or commission, except those to which the official is 
appointed by the Wyoming Constitution or which is comprised 
solely of state elected officials (W.S. 9-1-103).   

  
 State Board of Education 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

For staffing, the 
Board has a 

Department liaison 
and administrative 

assistance. 
 
 
 
 
 

Of the State Board’s 11 members, at least one must be from each 
of the state’s seven appointment districts.  One at-large member is 
a certified classroom teacher; one is a certified school 
administrator; and two are representative of private business or 
industry.  The other seven members are lay citizens “known for 
their public spirit, business or professional ability, and interest in 
education.”  No more than six members can be from the same 
political party; members serve six-year terms and are not eligible 
for reappointment except to fill an unexpired term.   
 
By statute, the Board meets at the call of the Board Chairman, the 
Superintendent, or the Governor.  In 2004, the Board held eight 
meetings and in 2005 it will hold ten, some of which are 
teleconference meetings.  The Superintendent appoints a high-
level Department staff member to act as Board liaison and also 
provides administrative assistance.  However, the Board relies 
upon the Superintendent and the full Department staff to give 
members the substantive and analytical information necessary to 
make informed policy decisions.  The Board has no separate staff 
of its own with which to accomplish duties; its work is carried out 
“through” and “with” the Superintendent and Department. 
 
Department staff prepare the Board’s budget request and submit it 
to the Legislature as part of the Department’s request.  Board 
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The Legislature has 
approved budget 

increases to support 
additional Board 

activities. 
 
 
 
 

members receive per diem, mileage, and travel expenses but no 
salary.  The Board’s approved budget for the current biennium is 
$135,987, a large increase over its FY ’01/’02 budget (see Figure 
1.1).  The increase is primarily to cover membership in, and out-
of-state travel to, the National Association of State Boards of 
Education (NASBE) as well as additional in-state travel costs and 
increased communications related to charter school 
responsibilities.  
 

 
 

Figure 1.1  
Budget by Biennium 

 
2001-2002 2003-2004 2005-2006 

State Superintendent 
$856,091 $960,129 $1,220,881 

 ’01/’02 – ’03/’04  
change: 
+12% 

’03/’04 – ’05/’06  change: 
+27% 

 ’01/’02 – ’05/’06  change: 
+43% 

State Board of Education 
$51,905 $89,379 $135,987 

 ’01/’02 – ’03/’04 
change: 
+72% 

’03/’04 – ’05/’06  change: 
+52% 

 ’01/’02 – ’05/’06    
change: 
+162% 

Source:  LSO 
  

   
 Need for further examination  

of respective roles 
  

 
 
 

An informal A.G.  

Following the election of 2002, friction became evident in the 
working relationship between the newly-elected Superintendent 
and the Board.  Some held this to be a failing of cooperation 
between individuals, while others saw it as a governance or 
structural problem.  In 2003 the Board requested clarification from 
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opinion in ’03 has  
not fully satisfied 

concerns. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The next chapters  
will review statutory 

duties in Wyoming 
and governance in 

other states. 

the Attorney General of its authority and responsibilities in the 
performance of its duties as set forth in law.  The Attorney 
General responded with an informal opinion that the State Board 
establishes education policy, while the Superintendent assists the 
Board in implementing policy and directs the expenditure of 
appropriated funds in order to carry out those policies.   
 
While seemingly clear in theory, some tension has continued in 
practice, with several factors coming into play.  For example, the 
Superintendent is elected in part for political views presented to 
the electorate, while Board appointees are chosen by a Governor 
not always from the same political party as the Superintendent.  
The Board is dependent upon the Superintendent for information 
and staff support, while the Superintendent depends upon the 
Board to set standards and policies for statewide public education.  
Although they are structurally interdependent, both entities are 
unlikely to have parallel views on every issue at all times.   
 
In the nearly 90 years during which the Board has had a role in 
state-level education governance, the Legislature has shifted and 
refined the Board’s role as well as that of the Superintendent.  
This study reviews how the statutory allocation of duties sets up 
tension, describes governance arrangements in similarly structured 
states, and concludes with options for the Legislature to consider 
if it wishes to make further system changes. 
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Chart  

Statutory duties 1969 to present 
 
 
Key: 
 

Statutes enacted or amended: 
Statutory duties assigned on or before 1969:   

Statutory duties assigned 1985 to 1987:   

Statutory duties assigned 1990 to 1994:   

Statutory duties assigned in 1997 and after:   
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Selected Superintendent Duties, 1969 – Present 
Not including the Superintendent’s board and commission assignments, or school finance duties in Title 21, Chapter 13 

 
Responsibility/Authority  1969 1987 1994 1997  

General supervision of the public schools, with powers and duties prescribed by law. 
Art. 7, § 14, Wyoming State Constitution; W.S. 21-2-201 

Superintendent Superintendent Superintendent Superintendent 

Serve as an ex officio member of the University of Wyoming Board of Trustees. 
Art. 7, § 17, Wyoming State Constitution 
 Serve on the Board of Land Commissioners.  Art. 18, § 3, Wyoming State Constitution 

Superintendent Superintendent Superintendent Superintendent 

Supervise the Department of Education and organize and staff it the way the 
Superintendent deems necessary to help him discharge his duties.  W.S. 21-2-104 

Superintendent 
State Board 

Superintendent 
Amended 

Superintendent Superintendent 

Make rules, consistent with the education code, for the proper and effective administration 
of the state educational system, but not in areas specifically entrusted to the State Board.  
W.S. 21-2-202(a)(i) 

Superintendent Superintendent Superintendent Superintendent 

Consult with and advise the state board, local school boards and administrators, teachers 
and citizens to develop public support for a complete and uniform system of education for 
the citizens of the state.  W.S. 21-2-202(a)(ii) 

Superintendent Superintendent Superintendent Superintendent 

Enforce the provisions of the education code and the rules and regulations provided for in 
it.  W.S. 21-2-202(a)(iv) 

Superintendent Superintendent Superintendent Superintendent 

Along with the State Board, report to the governor and recommend legislation and 
appropriations for education and educational activities.  W.S. 21-2-306 

Superintendent 
State Board 

Superintendent 
State Board 

Superintendent 
State Board 

Superintendent 
State Board 

Assist the State Board in the performance of its duties and responsibilities, including 
providing information to the board upon request.  W.S. 21-2-202(a)(vii) 

Superintendent Superintendent 
Amended 

Superintendent 
 

Superintendent 

Print and distribute school laws, regulations, forms, reports to local district boards, 
administrators and other persons.  W.S. 21-2-202(a)(ix) TRANSFERRED FROM BOARD  

State Board 
 

Superintendent 
Amended 

Superintendent Superintendent 

Promulgate rules for the acceptance and disbursement of federal funds apportioned to the 
state for school lunch, milk, and other commodities distribution programs.   
W.S. 21-2-202(a)(x)  TRANSFERRED FROM BOARD 

State Board Superintendent 
Amended 

Superintendent Superintendent 

Except as otherwise provided by law, decide controversies arising from the administration 
of the state school system involving rules, orders, or directives promulgated by the State 
Superintendent, State Board, or the State Department of Education.  This decision will be 
the final administrative determination..  REPEALED IN 1994 

Superintendent Superintendent Repealed NA 

Inform the State Board of applications from school districts to the Farm Loan Board for 
loans or grants for capital construction.  REPEALED IN 1994 

NA Superintendent Repealed NA 

For purposes of the statewide assessment of students, have authority to assess and collect 
student educational assessment data from school districts, community colleges, and the 
University, in accordance with Board rules.  W.S. 21-2-202(a)(xiv) 

NA NA Superintendent Superintendent 
Amended 
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Responsibility/Authority  1969 1987 1994 1997  
Assist the professional teaching standards board (PTSB) in the performance of its duties, 
including providing information to the Board upon request.  Added in 1993, when PTSB 
was established. ch. 217.  W.S. 21-2-202(a)(xvi)   

NA NA Superintendent 
1993  

Superintendent 

Include in the Department’s budget request recommendations for school foundation 
program account appropriations and appropriations to the account necessary to fund 
payments to school districts as required by law, and recommendations for appropriations 
for special programs.  Added 1993, ch. 125  W.S, 21-2-202(xvii)(A) and (B) 

NA NA Superintendent 
1993  

Superintendent 

Promulgate rules assuring children with disabilities receive free and appropriate education. 
TRANSFERRED FROM THE STATE BOARD.  W.S. 21-2-202(a)(xviii) 

State Board State Board Superintendent Superintendent 

Serve as the agency to accept all federal funds, establish a state plan to qualify the state 
for federal funds, provide technical advice to local educational agencies to obtain federal 
funds.  W.S. 21-2-202(a)(xix)  TRANSFERRED FROM BOARD 

State Board State Board Superintendent Superintendent 

Designate an employee of the Department to serve as liaison to the State Board. 
W.S. 21-2-202(b) 

NA State Board Superintendent Superintendent 

Take appropriate action with the State Board, including but not limited to changing 
accreditation status, against any school district or state institution failing to comply with 
any applicable law or with the uniform educational programs standards specified under 
W.S. 21-9-101 and 21-9-102 and the student content and performance standards 
prescribed by the State Board.  W.S. 21-2-202(c) 

NA NA Superintendent Superintendent 
with the  

State Board 
2002 

Develop and implement a statewide education technology plan.  W.S. 21-2-202(a)(xx) NA NA NA Superintendent 

Establish and maintain a uniform stateside reporting system based upon the statewide 
student assessment implemented by the State Board.  W.S. 21-2-202(a)(xxi) 

NA NA NA Superintendent 

Administer the school finance, data management, and reporting system for school funding.  
W.S. 21-2-203(c)(i) 

NA NA NA Superintendent 
1998 

Promulgate rules to administer the school finance, data management and reporting system 
for the funding of public schools.  W.S. 21-2-203(c)(i) 

NA NA NA Superintendent 
1998 

Establish guidelines for school districts for the safe storage and disposal of toxic chemicals 
and other hazardous substances.  W.S. 21-2-201(a)(xxii) 

NA NA NA Superintendent 
2001 

Establish statewide guidelines for adequate special education staffing levels, monitor 
school district special education service delivery practices, develop procedures.  W.S. 21-2-
202(a)(xxii) – (xxv) 

NA NA NA Superintendent 
2003 

Develop a process and procedures for waivers for career-vocational programs, a grant 
program, monitoring, and district reporting of vocational education expenditures to 
implement and administer W.S. 21-13-329, the adjustment to the foundation program 
formula for vocational education.  W.S. 21-2-202(a)(xxvi) – (xxix)   

NA NA NA Superintendent 
2003 

Employ legal counsel to review contracts entered into by the Superintendent.   
W.S. 21-2-202(a)(xix)(J) 

NA NA NA Superintendent 
2004 
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Selected State Board Duties, 1969 – Present 
 

Responsibility/Authority  1969 1987 1994 1997  
Hold a meeting during the first quarter of a calendar year and select a chairman.  Meet at 
the call of the Superintendent, the Governor, or the Board chairman.  May hold other 
meetings at regular intervals as the duties require.    W.S. 21-2-301(b) 

State Board State Board State Board State Board 

Prescribe minimum standards for public schools, including general education programs, site 
selection and building of public schools.   W.S. 21-2-304(b)(i)  REPEALED IN 1997 

State Board State Board State Board Repealed 
(replaced) 

Through accreditation of school districts, implement and enforce the uniform standards for 
education programs prescribed under W.S. 21-9-101 – 102.  W.S. 21-2-304(a)(ii) 

State Board State Board State Board State Board 

Enforce the uniform state educational program standards imposed by W.S. 21-9-101 and 
21-9-102 and the uniform student content and performance standards established by rules 
and regulations by taking appropriate administrative action with the Superintendent, 
including but not limited to changing accreditation status.  W.S. 21-2-304(b)(ii) 

State Board 
with or without 

the 
Superintendent 

State Board 
with or without 

the 
Superintendent 

State Board  
with the 

Superintendent 

State Board 
with the 

Superintendent 

Initiate or facilitate discussions regarding the need and means for improving education.  
W.S. 21-2-304(b)(v) 

State Board State Board  State Board State Board 

Along with the Superintendent, report to the governor and recommend legislation and 
appropriations for education and educational activities.  W.S. 21-2-306 

State Board 
Superintendent 

State Board 
Superintendent 

State Board 
Superintendent 

State Board 
Superintendent 

Act with the Superintendent as the “State Committee” to approve or reject proposals for 
organization or reorganization of school district boundaries.  W.S. 21-6-202, 21-6-210(a) 

State Board 
Superintendent 

State Board 
Superintendent 

State Board 
Superintendent 

State Board 
Superintendent 

Approve or disapprove agreements to form BOCES.  W.S. 21-20-104(a) State Board State Board State Board State Board 
Prescribe rules for administering the laws governing the certification of school 
administrators, teachers and other personnel.  W.S. 21-2-304(b)(iii)  REPEALED IN 1993 

State Board State Board  PTSB 
1993 

PTSB 

Print and distribute to local school districts the school laws, regulations, forms and reports.  
W.S. 21-2-304(b)(vi)  REPEALED IN 1987 - TRANSFERRED TO SUPERINTENDENT 

State Board Repealed 
Transferred 

Superintendent Superintendent 

Promulgate rules under which the Superintendent may accept and disburse federal funds 
for school lunch programs.  W.S. 21-2-304(b)(ix)  REPEALED IN 1994 - TRANSFERRED  

State Board State Board Repealed 
Transferred 

Superintendent 

Serve as the state agency to accept all federal funds for education, and to supervise the 
programs.  W.S. 21-2-304(b)(xii)  REPEALED IN 1994 - TRANSFERRED  

State Board  State Board  Repealed 
Transferred 

Superintendent 

Review actions of the Department of Education by which school districts are aggrieved.  
W.S. 21-2-304(b)(xii)  REPEALED IN 1994 

State Board State Board Repealed NA 

Promulgate rules assuring children with disabilities receive free and appropriate education.  
W.S. 21-2-304(a)(xi)  REPEALED IN 1994 - TRANSFERRED TO THE SUPERINTENDENT   

State Board State Board Repealed 
Transferred 

Superintendent 

License private schools as provided under W.S. 21-2-401 – 407.  W.S. 21-2-304(b)(x)  State Board State Board State Board 

Approve or reject alternative scheduling for districts requesting to operate for less than 175 
days in a school year.  W.S. 21-2-304(b)(viii) 

NA State Board 
1985 

State Board State Board 
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Responsibility/Authority  1969 1987 1994 1997  
Establish minimum standards for trade, correspondence, distance education, technical, 
vocational, business or other private schools and all degree-granting post secondary 
schools not accredited and insure Department inspects them.  W.S. 21-2-401(d) 

 State Board 
1985 

State Board State Board 

Establish policies for public education consistent with the Wyoming Constitution and 
statutes.  May promulgate rules necessary to implement Title 21 and its responsibilities 
under this title.  Shall not have rulemaking authority in any area specifically delegated to 
the Superintendent.  W.S. 21-2-304(a)(i) 

NA State Board State Board State Board 

Establish improvement goals for public schools.  W.S. 21-2-304(b)(xiv)  1990 NA NA State Board 
1990 

State Board 

Promulgate rules for the development, assessment and approval of school district teacher 
performance evaluation systems.  W.S. 21-2-304(b)(xv)  1993 

NA NA State Board 
1993 

State Board 

Implement, administer, and supervise, through the Superintendent, education programs 
for visually handicapped and hearing impaired adults.  W.S. 21-2-304(b)(xvi) 1993 

NA NA State Board 
1993 

State Board 

Establish statewide goals for Wyoming public education.  W.S. 21-2-304(e) NA NA State Board State Board 

Serve as the State Board of Vocational Education, promulgate rules, and review district 
career-vocational education plans.  W.S. 21-12-101, W.S. 21-2-307(b) 

State Board State Board State Board State Board 

Perform ongoing review of state board duties and make recommendations regarding board 
duties to the Legislature.  At least every 5 years, evaluate and review the educational 
program standards and student content and performance standards and report findings 
and recommendations to the Joint Education Committee.  W.S. 21-2-304(c)  

NA NA State Board State Board 

In consultation with local school districts, promulgate rules to prescribe uniform student 
content and performance standards for the common core of knowledge and common core 
of skills specified under W.S. 21-9-101(b) and promulgate uniform standards for programs 
addressing the special needs of student populations specified under W.S. 21-9-101(c).  
W.S. 21-2-304(a)(iii) 

Replaced 
repealed W.S. 
21-2-304(b)(i) 

Replaced 
repealed W.S. 
21-2-304(b)(i) 

Replaced 
repealed W.S. 
21-2-304(b)(i) 

State Board 
in consultation 

with school 
districts 

Establish requirements for a high school diploma as measured by each district’s body of 
evidence assessment system.  W.S. 21-2-304(a)(iv) 

NA NA NA State Board 
2002 

Implement through the Superintendent a statewide assessment system for measuring 
student progress based upon uniform educational program and student content and 
performance standards imposed by law and Board rules.  W.S. 21-2-304(a)(v) 

NA NA NA State Board 
through the 

Superintendent 

Grant or deny requests by charter schools for release from state statutes and rules, decide 
appeals from district board decisions relating to charter schools. W.S. 21-3-305(c), W.S. 
21-3-310(b) 

NA NA NA State Board 
2001 

From school year 2005-2006 on, through the Superintendent and in consultation with local 
districts, establish a statewide accountability system in rules.  W.S. 21-2-304(a)(vi)  2004 

NA NA NA State Board 
through the 

Superintendent 
2004 
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CHAPTER 2 

Fundamental tension exists in state-level  
education governance 
 

- 15 - 

 Chapter Summary 
 
 
 

The Legislature is 
also a major player in 
state-level education 

governance. 
 

Since 1987, the Legislature has enacted a series of statutory 
changes that have created both a system of checks and balances 
and a basis for tension in state-level education governance.  This 
period has also seen major reforms in how the state handles 
education, assigning more control than ever before at the state 
level.  Throughout this reform process, by creating task forces and 
playing a major role itself, the Legislature has broadened state-
level policymaking in education beyond the Superintendent and 
the State Board of Education.  Yet, tension has developed between 
these two players with respect to how they interact to meet their 
statutory responsibilities.  This chapter discusses the primary areas 
of contention between the State Board and the Superintendent, and 
how the statutory allocation of duties between the two may have 
created the potential for this tension.  If policymakers believe such 
a tension is detrimental rather than constructive, they may 
consider options to alleviate it, as discussed in Chapter 4. 

  
 Tension became more apparent during the 

former Superintendent’s administration 
    

 
 
 

The Management 
Audit Committee 

questioned whether 
there is a structural 

basis to this tension. 

Although tension between the elected Superintendent and the 
appointed State Board has arisen from time to time, it became 
especially evident in recent years.  This tension prompted the 
Board to request an Attorney General clarification of its statutory 
authority and responsibilities, and the Superintendent to request a 
Joint Education Committee study of the of the State Board’s role.  
After the Superintendent’s resignation, the Management Audit 
Committee undertook this review to determine if there is a 
structural basis for such tension, apart from the individuals 
involved in the relationship at any particular time.   
 

  
 The Attorney General responded to the State Board’s request with 
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The Attorney General 

said statutory 
language is “clear 

and unambiguous.” 
 
 
 
 

The Superintendent’s 
view was that there 

is not clear 
differentiation 

between the roles. 
 
 
 

a straightforward answer:  The statutory language is “clear and 
unambiguous,” assigning the State Board with establishing 
education policy in the state and the State Superintendent with 
administering and implementing that policy.  Further, the 
Superintendent directs the expenditure of appropriated funds in 
order to carry out State Board policies. 
 
Notwithstanding the Attorney General’s view, the 
Superintendent’s position was that the Board’s duties have 
evolved significantly but not necessarily strategically over the 
course of education reform, and that there should be a clear 
differentiation between advisory roles and responsibility for 
leadership and implementation of education policy. 
 
The Attorney General also said that the statutory language 
“clearly contemplates a cooperative relationship between the State 
Board and the State Superintendent.”  Through numerous 
interviews with individuals who have been involved in this 
relationship over time, we identified the following as the major 
sticking points that interfere with what the Attorney General 
interpreted as intended cooperation. 

    
 Superintendent:  Has the accountability but 

not the authority to make final decisions in 
many critical areas 

    
 
 
 

Superintendents 
want leadership in 

making educational 
decisions important 

to voters. 
 
 
 
 

From the Superintendent perspective, a major source of tension in 
the relationship with the appointed State Board is that the public 
holds the Superintendent accountable for most if not all of State 
Board policies and decisions.  Many State Board decisions involve 
aspects of education important to voters, such as graduation 
requirements and student performance assessments.  Unless they 
take a leadership position in those issues, Superintendents believe 
they cannot fully take charge of their political futures.   
 
Wyoming statutes have traditionally given the State Board 
authority to set standards for learning, and to evaluate and accredit 
schools.  Throughout its school reform efforts beginning in 1997, 
the Legislature has maintained State Board authority in these key 
areas, and has assigned it policy- and decision-making in other 
critical areas, such as assessment implementation and graduation 

189



State-Level Education Governance Page 17 
 

 
In its school reform 

measures, the 
Legislature has 

assigned the State 
Board decision-

making authority in 
critical areas. 

 
 
 
 

These are also policy 
areas of great 

interest to citizens 
and Superintendents. 

requirements, among others.  These aspects of education 
governance are of great importance to the public as well as to 
candidates for the Superintendent office, and ultimately, the 
Superintendents themselves.  
 
An aspect of discord became apparent in 2004 when the 
Legislature modified the statewide assessment system required by 
statute (W.S. 21-2-304(a)(v)) to comply with federal No Child 
Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) requirements.  The State Board 
is responsible, “through the superintendent and in consultation and 
coordination with local school districts,” for implementing a 
statewide assessment system.  However, the Superintendent 
wanted a dominant role in changing the statewide assessment 
because it was an issue on which he had campaigned.  Provisions 
in the final legislation effectively gave the Superintendent primary 
authority to work with the statewide task force that law created to 
revise the assessment.  The Board’s role was relegated to 
receiving reports on the task force recommend-ations and the 
proposed transitional plan to the new assessment.   

    
 State Board:  Must rely upon the Department 

for information and resources necessary to 
carry out its responsibilities 

    
 
 
 
 

The Board’s capacity 
for independent 
policymaking is 

thwarted. 

The State Board has limited ability to act independently from the 
Department, which is supervised by the Superintendent.  Thus, its 
ability to be independent in its policymaking or adjudicatory 
duties in complex and nuanced educational areas is thwarted 
because it must rely upon the Department for most information.  
Professional Department staff to do the “leg work” and provide 
the information necessary for the Board to make informed 
decisions.  As a Board member said, “It is difficult for us to get 
research and information behind a policy.  We are not really 
capable of doing that sort of research.”  For legal guidance, the 
Board can turn the Attorney General’s Office, and during the 
former Superintendent’s administration, the Board became more 
reliant upon that assistance. 

 
 
 

Superintendent 

Difficulty can arise if there is a disagreement between the 
Superintendent and the Board about how to proceed on a policy.  
Board members have not always been able to obtain the 
information they believe they need because different admin-
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administrations have 
allowed the Board 
varying access to 
Department staff. 

 

istrations have allowed varying degrees of access to individual 
staff members, ranging from complete and open to none.  If a 
Superintendent does not want Department staff to provide support 
to the Board, members feel they have no recourse.   
 
On their own, board members have some access to general 
expertise and research through the Board’s membership in 
NASBE.  NASBE membership primarily provides board 
development opportunities through conferences, publications, 
technical assistance, and field services.  Wyoming’s State Board 
has received assistance from NASBE in conducting an annual 
planning retreat, and one member currently serves in an elected 
leadership post in the organization.   

  
 The Superintendent’s control of Department resources 

can leave the Board unable to “implement” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Without the 
Superintendent’s 

resources, the  
Board cannot do 

what statute directs. 
 
 
 

Statutes charge the State Board with implementing, enforcing, and 
establishing a number of items, including uniform standards and a 
statewide assessment.  Throughout most recent Superintendent 
administrations, a shared understanding has existed that the 
Superintendent and the State Board must reach collaborative 
agreements and go forward with fulfilling the duties required by 
statute.  Provisions in statute state that neither the Superintendent 
nor the Board will make rules in areas specifically delegated to the 
other, but disputes arise in areas other than rulemaking.  For 
example, there can be disagreement between the Board and the 
Superintendent over communications and the deployment of 
Department resources.  The Superintendent could choose not to 
notify the Board of information pertinent to its statutory 
responsibilities, or not to direct Department resources in support 
of Board responsibilities. 
 
An example from 2003 of the stalemate that can occur between 
the two involved the implementation of the body of evidence 
assessment (BOE).  By 2006, statute requires each district to have 
a BOE assessment to measure high school graduation 
requirements, and the Board to promulgate rules for these 
assessments.  The Superintendent pulled back Department 
resources from assisting districts with their BOE assessments, and 
told the districts they were no longer required to work on them.  
The Board wanted to continue to have Department assistance 
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available, and believed the Superintendent undermined its efforts 
in implementing BOE assessments. 

  
 Superintendent and Board can differ on the 

scope of the Board’s role 
  

 
 
 

Statute tells the 
Board to be both 

action-specific and 
contemplative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Board members are 
increasingly 

interested in the 
broader policy-

making role. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Currently, the Board 
wants to better 

The Department, led by the Superintendent, prefers for the Board 
to focus on those duties which require specific Board actions on 
work products developed by staff, such as reviewing and 
approving educational program standards, approving or 
disapproving alternative school district scheduling, or 
promulgating rules in the various areas for which it has 
responsibility for rules.  As one former official put it, “The board 
has a pretty darn big job description.  If they start nosing around in 
other stuff, they won’t get to what they are legislatively required 
to do.”  
 
However, statutes tell the Board to be contemplative and probing.  
They charge the State Board with establishing policies for public 
education in the state consistent with the Constitution and statutes, 
initiating discussions about the needs of and means for improving 
education, and setting statewide goals for Wyoming public 
education.  Board members are increasingly interested in this 
broader role.  Some chafe at a narrow interpretation of the Board’s 
role that makes it simply reactive to information presented by the 
Department in the form of recommended action items at their 
meetings.  Board members have sensed that they were not 
encouraged by the Department and Superintendent to be 
proactive, but believe they can best contribute by engaging 
policymakers in a wider dialog about education in the state.   
 
For example, the current Board has an interest in developing a 
larger role with respect to career and technical education (CTE), 
which is also an issue in current school finance litigation.  The 
Board sees two fronts in which it would like to become more 
active.  One is in reviewing the state’s career/vocational education 
content and performance standards to ensure that high school 
students receive the skills they need, and the other is in better 
defining its role as the State Board of Vocational Education.  
Although it has the statutory option, the Board has not adopted 
rules in this capacity.  The Department sees a limited Board CTE 
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define its role as the 
State Board of 

Vocational Education. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Superintendent 
must balance Board 
requests with other 

priorities, many 
assigned by the 

Legislature.  

responsibility, that of reviewing standards, which is scheduled to 
be done again in 2008.   
 
Regardless of what the Board takes up as its initiatives, the 
Superintendent and other Department officials must balance 
requests for assistance with other priorities, many assigned 
directly by the Legislature.  This can leave Department staff in a 
bind, especially if they sense that the Superintendent does not 
share the Board’s interest in a topic.  There is also the potential for 
the Board to abuse Department resources, but no one we 
interviewed indicated that had happened.  As one Department 
official noted, “Somehow we make it happen.” 
 
Even though the Board has the authority to prescribe uniform 
student content and performance standards, and to implement a 
statewide assessment system, it is not clear that it must approve 
what the Department, design teams, and task forces develop as 
these products.  Further, the Legislature itself makes many of the 
significant decisions affecting the Board’s responsibilities, and 
requires reports be made directly to its committees 

    
 Statutory allocation of duties  

sets up the tension 
     

 
The scope and 
content of their 

respective duties 
have changed and 

grown. 

LSO looked at how statutes have changed over the last two 
decades to see if changes in assigned duties may have contributed 
to increased tension between the two state-level entities.  As 
illustrated in the chart on pages 10-13, the scope and content of 
the respective duties of the Superintendent and the State Board 
have been considerably changed and enhanced.  Unless otherwise 
indicated, the changes we discuss below are still in place. 

  
 1987 legislation broadened State Board purview 

 
 
 
 
 
 

In 1987, the Legislature passed a bill that consolidated State 
Board duties into one chapter and added to them.  A key addition 
to the Board’s responsibilities was the charge of establishing 
policies for public education in the state consistent with the 
Constitution and statutes.  This legislation also created a new 
section to consolidate the responsibilities of the State Board acting 
as the State Board of Vocational Education.   
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1987 changes placed 
the Department 

solely under the 
Superintendent’s 

supervision. 
 
 

 
Legislative changes in 1987 clarified the duties of the State 
Superintendent.  One clarification was to put the Department 
solely under the Superintendent’s supervision, staffed with the 
personnel he determined necessary to assist him in the discharge 
of his duties.  The 1987 additions also included requirements for 
the Superintendent to provide the State Board with information it 
requested, and a Department liaison to field requests for staff 
assistance.  

    
 1990 legislation charged the State Board with setting 

comprehensive goals for state public education 
 
 
 
 

The Legislature gave 
the Board duties that 

would become 
central in school 

reform. 
 
 
 
 
 

In 1993, PTSB took 
over teacher 

certification from the 
State Board.  

 

As part of a large bill that primarily addressed school finance (’90 
Laws, Ch. 122), the Legislature added to both the membership of 
the State Board and its duties.  Two at-large positions representing 
private business or industry were added, enlarging the Board to its 
current membership of eleven.  The Legislature also required the 
State Board to prescribe minimum standards for assessment of 
student progress and to establish goals for education.  Thus, in 
1990, the Legislature placed the Board in a central policy role in 
what was to evolve into the state’s school reform effort.   
 
This legislation also directed the Department to transfer funding 
from its budget to cover a full-time position, separate and 
independent of the Superintendent and the Department, to perform 
duties directed by the State Board.  As implied earlier, such an 
independent position no longer exists.   
 
Two years later, the Legislature moved the responsibility for 
certifying teachers and administrator from the State Board to the 
newly-created Professional Teaching Standards Board (PTSB).  
Since its establishment in 1917, certification had been a major 
State Board responsibility. 

  
 1994 legislation was another attempt to clarify duties 

 
 
 
 

According to former officials, the Department and the Board 
reached a transition point in 1992 that led to the Board’s 
examination of its purpose.  Both the Superintendent and the State 
Board determined that certain duties were misplaced between the 
two.  Thus, they reached agreement and worked with the 

194



Page 22 December 2005 
 

 
 

Responsibility for 
federal programs 

transferred from the 
Board to the 

Superintendent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Because of “No Child 
Left Behind,” federal 

programs are now 
intertwined with 

Board functions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Legislation repealed 
the Superintendent’s 

authority to decide 
controversies with 

the State Board. 

Legislature to pass legislation that once again aimed to clarify 
their respective duties (’94 Laws, Ch. 17).   
 
In its preliminary work sorting out the responsibilities, the Board 
concentrated upon keeping those duties it believed it could 
realistically accomplish without a staff, and on transferring to the 
Superintendent those over which it had little oversight.  Among 
the transferred duties were those of promulgating rules to accept 
and distribute federal funds for commodities programs and to 
ensure that disabled children receive free and appropriate 
education. 
 
Since 1994, the national education environment has changed, 
making another transferred responsibility from then a potential 
area for conflict between the Superintendent and the Board.  This 
was the transfer of the designation as the state agency to accept 
and administer federal funds for education in the state.  Because of 
the change, the Superintendent establishes a plan to qualify the 
state for federal funds, and provides technical advice and 
assistance to school districts for obtaining such funds, among 
other actions.  With the passage of NCLB, this responsibility has 
become intricately intertwined with the same academic policies, 
such as assessment and standards-setting, that are Board functions.  
 
The 1994 legislation also repealed a provision that established 
clear final authority between the Superintendent and the State 
Board.  Until then, it had been the Superintendent’s authority to 
decide controversies arising from the administration of the state 
school system, involving rules or directives promulgated by the 
Superintendent, Department, or State Board.  It also repealed the 
Board’s authority to receive contested case appeals from school 
districts aggrieved by Department actions, and added a provision 
in the Superintendent’s statutory scheme allowing school districts 
aggrieved by an act of the State Superintendent to seek review in 
accordance with the Wyoming Administrative Procedure Act 
(W.S. 21-2-202(d)). 

  
 1997 school reform and its aftermath added 

mostly to State Board statutory 
responsibilities, in theory 
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The Superintendent 
acquired extensive 

duties related to the 
transition to a new 

finance system. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The heart and soul of 
academic school 

reform went to the 
State Board, in 

statutes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Board is charged 
with implementing 

key provisions of 
school reform. 

 

In a 1997 Special Session, the Legislature passed legislation in 
response to the Supreme Court decision in Campbell Co. School 
District No. 1, et al. v. State of Wyoming, et al.  Through this, 
“School Reform-1” (’97 Spec. Session, Ch. 3), the Legislature 
assigned extensive duties to the State Superintendent in order to 
begin the implementation of a new finance system and to assist in 
the development of a school system that ensured equitable 
opportunity for a proper education.  Many of these duties had to 
do with administrative procedures such as collecting information 
on various topics from school districts and developing reporting 
procedure recommendations.  School Reform-1 also directed the 
Department to work with a statewide design team to establish a 
student assessment system.  In contrast, the Legislature did not 
assign the State Board much responsibility in the actual school 
reform tasks during the transition period.  
 
However, in permanent statutes, the Legislature placed the heart 
and soul of the state’s school reform effort with the State Board, 
and charged the Superintendent primarily with information-
gathering tasks.  The State Board’s statutes were greatly 
enhanced, to include such key responsibilities as:  enforcing the 
uniform standards for education (the “basket of educational goods 
and services”) through accreditation of public schools; prescribing 
uniform student performance standards including high school 
graduation standards; and implementing, through the 
Superintendent and in consultation and coordination with local 
school districts, a statewide assessment system for measuring 
student progress. 
 
Thus, the Legislature gave the appointed board instead of the 
elected official the major role of -- not approving or advising upon 
policy -- but of implementing key provisions of school reform in 
the state.  Implementation, by definition, suggests the performance 
of acts necessary to bring into effect some agreed upon plan or 
policy.  Realistically, the Board has no way to implement its 
duties other than through the Superintendent and the Department.  
Statute compensates for this by saying that the Board will 
establish or implement various standards or tasks “through the 
superintendent,” “with the superintendent,” or “through the state 
department of education.”   
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It is the Department, not the Board, that actually does this work, 
by organizing and supporting task forces of experts and school 
district personnel in which it plays a major role.  The Legislature 
has recognized this by appropriating funds to the Department to 
undertake tasks that clearly fall under State Board responsibilities. 

    
 Post 1997 legislation fueled the tension 

 
 
 

2002 legislation 
required the State 

Board to modify 
requirements for 

high school 
graduation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

In addressing voc-ed 
funding in 2003, the 

Legislature assigned 
several tasks to the 

Superintendent. 
 

Since the major reform legislation in 1997, the Legislature has 
modified statutes that affect areas in which tension has arisen.  For 
example, in 2002, it added to the Board’s responsibility the 
establishment of modified requirements for high school 
graduation that incorporated three different kinds of graduation 
endorsements.  This amendment also required the Board to adopt 
rules for districts to follow in developing assessments for students, 
demonstrating they earned diplomas.  This Board responsibility 
became a conflict with the Superintendent, who did not support 
this approach. 
 
The Legislature passed a large bill in 2003 primarily related to 
vocational education financing.  This legislation assigned several 
detailed responsibilities to the Superintendent dealing with 
funding vocational education programs in the districts.  It also 
gave the Board, acting as the State Board of Vocational 
Education, the responsibility of reviewing school district 
vocational education programs to ensure that they satisfactorily 
serve student needs and are aligned with state content and 
performance standards.  Arguably, this is a redundant provision, 
because the State Board already had the responsibility to evaluate 
and accredit all school districts according to the state’s uniform 
standards for educational programs.  However, it may have 
prompted the Board’s interest in more clearly defining a role for 
itself in this high-profile area.   
 
Finally, 2004 legislation added significant amounts to the Board’s 
assessment implementation responsibility to bring it into 
compliance with federal law.  This was also the legislation that 
gave the Superintendent, instead of the Board, primary 
responsibility to work with a statewide task force in developing a 
new assessment, which caused the friction discussed above.   
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 Placing academic school reform 
requirements with the State Board seems 
logical, given its historical duties 

  
 
 

The Board has long 
set academic 

standards and 
accredited schools. 

 
 
 
 
 

But the Board has 
relied upon the 

Department to do the 
actual work. 

State Board statutes serve as a place where the Legislature has 
documented much of the academic content of the state’s school 
reform plan.  Since the State Board has long had the 
responsibilities of setting standards and accrediting schools, this 
seems like a logical extension of its duties.  However, another 
view is that this was intentionally done, so that the Board can 
share with the Legislature and Superintendent the brunt of 
criticism for imposing more state control in public education.   
 
For whatever reason it was done, in assigning this responsibility to 
a volunteer board without staff, the Legislature has acknowledged 
that the Department, under the direction of the Superintendent, 
will be doing the work to develop the assessments, standards, and 
other components of academic school reform.  It does not appear 
that the Legislature contemplated the State Board would actually 
do this on its own, or have the authority to impede what the 
Department, through processes designed to obtain broad input, 
develops.   

  
 Many see benefits to the State Board 

sharing authority 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The chief benefits 
mentioned were that 

the Board brings 
continuity and a lay 
citizen perspective. 

Despite the tension created by this arrangement, many of those we 
interviewed agreed there are advantages to having a State Board.  
Paramount in their thinking was that with Board input, policy in 
critical areas of education can be more consistent.  The Board 
brings continuity through election cycles because its membership 
is staggered in six-year terms, whereas Superintendents can 
change every four years.  Other advantages cited include that the 
State Board: 

• Is a structure through which a group of committed citizens 
can represent the concerns of their districts when 
interacting with the Superintendent and the Department.   

• As a lay board, provides checks and balances to policies 
and initiatives developed by state-level professionals. 
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 • Makes policy in this important area that affects so many 
not under the control of one person, the Superintendent. 

• Helps garner support among both the public and the 
Legislature for the Superintendent and Department in the 
implementation of education policy.  

• Brings increased attention and a celebratory aspect to 
education throughout the state by holding meetings in 
different communities and visiting schools. 

This point of view also holds that conflicts, when they occur, are a 
natural and valuable part of policy development.  Some described 
it as a creative or healthy tension, rather than a negative. 

  
 Superintendent has ability to influence State Board 

 
Influence comes 

through hiring and 
supervising key 

Department 
personnel. 

 
 
 
 
 

The position is more 
powerful than the 
2003 A.G. opinion 

indicated. 

Although having no vote on the State Board, the Superintendent 
nevertheless has considerable influence on its operations and 
decisions.  Our interviews with current and former Board 
members confirmed what might be intuitively assumed:  through 
the hiring and day-to-day supervision of key personnel, and 
through the constant decision-making that is part of education 
administration at the state level, the Superintendent is intricately 
involved in all the Department work done to develop and 
implement Board policies.  Department officials, past and present, 
note that Department work products nearly always go before the 
Superintendent or the Deputy for approval. 
 
In addition to having this subtle influence, the Superintendent can 
exert more overt pressure:  by openly working to persuade the 
Board, by hiring desired experts, by managing the flow of 
information from Department staff to the Board, and simply by 
virtue of his or her participation in Board discussions as one of the 
state’s top five elected officials.  Although the Attorney General’s 
2003 informal opinion held that the Superintendent position is 
meant to be ministerial, it has been historically and is still in 
practice a far more powerful position than that.   

    
 Statutes are based on the assumption that 

the Superintendent and the State Board will 
function cooperatively 
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There seems to be an 
expectation that 

more informed eyes 
make better policy. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Tension can arise, in 
part because the 

Board requires the 
Superintendent’s 

staff and resources. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Through its statutes, the Legislature has set up a complex and 
interdependent state-level governance structure that requires the 
Superintendent and the State Board to work cooperatively.  It does 
not appear that the Legislature expects the two to come forward 
with competing or differing initiatives or proposals, given the 
inability of the Board to either prepare researched positions or 
implement anything on its own.  That does not imply, however, 
that the Board is nominal, in place to rubber-stamp whatever the 
Department presents to it.  Rather, there seems to be an 
expectation that more informed eyes make better education policy, 
and the Board is a means of providing those informed eyes. 
 
Through our interviews, we learned that generally the individuals 
involved in this delicate relationship have worked through their 
differences, driven by a desire to do what is best for public 
education in the state and by respect for one another and the law.  
However, the potential for tension between an elected official and 
a board appointed by another elected official is close beneath the 
surface, especially given that the Board has a statutory-given call 
upon the Superintendent’s staff and resources. 
 
In the next two chapters, we discuss what we learned about other 
states with similar governance structures and offer options that the 
Legislature, Superintendent, or State Board might consider to 
address the points of contention raised in this chapter.  Whether or 
not any of the options is adopted depends upon whether affected 
policymakers believe the tension warrants action. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Other similarly structured states also struggle with 
governance issues  
 

- 29 - 

 Variations on Wyoming’s model of 
education governance 

    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Wyoming has 
considered and 

rejected changing its 
structure. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Other states’ 
structures provide 

options for change. 

Most states are set up according to one of four basic models of 
state education governance, Wyoming being one of 11 with an 
elected superintendent and a governor-appointed state board.  In 
1991, during reorganization of state government, the Wyoming 
Legislature considered establishing an entirely different structure, 
one that would have abolished the office of superintendent and 
replaced it with a Board of Regents responsible for all levels of 
education.  The Legislature rejected that proposal and other major 
changes, ultimately deciding to keep the state’s traditional model. 
 
Because radical change has been considered and rejected, we 
looked at the ten other states with similar education governance 
structures to see if their systems differ from Wyoming’s in ways 
that offer strong advantages.  The purpose was to offer ideas for 
modification that might fine-tune Wyoming’s existing system.  
We found significant variation in the internal organization as well 
as the balance of duties and responsibilities among these other 
states, yet most of them acknowledge that tensions arise 
sometimes between their chief education officer and their state 
board.  Although this creates occasional difficulty and 
organizational challenges, they also acknowledge the importance 
of both the superintendent and the board in contributing to a 
complete picture for the education system.   
 
In this chapter we draw on the similarly-structured states for what 
can be learned with regard to possible modifications.  The features 
are:  (1)  the Superintendent has accountability but not authority; 
(2)  the Board must rely upon Department staff over which it has 
no control; (3)  the scope of the Board’s role; and (4)  which entity 
has the final authority.   
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 Reorganization of state government did not 
produce significant changes in Wyoming’s 
education governance structure 

    
 
 
 
 
 

Past Legislatures 
have considered a 

governor-appointed 
chief education 

officer. 

In 1989, the Joint Legislative-Executive Efficiency Study 
Committee recommended formulation of a cabinet-level 
Department of Education which would encompass all education 
activities at the state level:  elementary and secondary education, 
community colleges, the Western Interstate Commission for 
Higher Education, and the University of Wyoming.  The 1989 
Legislature considered a constitutional amendment that would 
have paved the way for the Governor to appoint the proposed 
Department director.  Although the measure passed the Senate, it 
encountered stiff opposition in the House of Representatives and 
failed. 
 
The Study Committee continued to search for an acceptable 
means of bringing all education sectors under the cabinet 
umbrella, and two years later again recommended revising the 
state’s educational structure, this time into a Board of Regents.  
As noted above, that attempt failed and there have not been 
serious attempts to reconfigure the system since then.   

    
 Eleven states fall under the same model of 

education governance, but still vary greatly 
    

 
 
 

States individualize 
their governance 

structures. 

The National Association of State Boards of Education (NASBE) 
and the Education Commission of the States have developed 
charts that categorize the generally accepted main models of 
education governance currently in practice throughout the United 
States (see Appendix B-1).  Neither organization holds that a 
particular model is superior to others; instead, they explain that 
there is considerable variation among states because each 
developed a preferred structure according to its own customs and 
traditions.  For example, in some states, board members are 
elected and they appoint the chief state school officer; in others, 
the governor appoints the chief officer.  Accordingly, we were 
unable to identify a single “best practice” model for state 
education governance systems. 

 The ten other states that, like Wyoming, elect a superintendent and 
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permit the governor to appoint state board members are:  Arizona, 
California, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Montana, North Carolina, 
North Dakota, Oklahoma, and Oregon.  All but three – Georgia, 
Indiana, and North Carolina – are western states.  Each of these 
states has different demographics, needs, and educational 
priorities which understandably influence the infrastructure of 
their particular system.  Thus we found distinct variations among 
them in how education is organized at the state level. 

  
 Each state’s system may have its own 

strengths and weaknesses  
    

 
 
 

Maintaining a 
balanced 

relationship is also a 
challenge for other 

states. 

We contacted key personnel in these states and learned that their 
systems are not exempt from concerns about the working 
relationship between their state board and superintendent.  Several 
said that even if things are going well now, they may not have run 
smoothly in the past.  The balance in the relationship can be 
tenuous, with several indicating the dynamics are about to change 
because of recent board appointments.  Others indicated their 
current working relationship could change for better or worse 
depending on what happens in the next election.   
 
For the most part, states currently enjoying a smooth relationship 
attribute this cohesiveness to a same-mindedness or political 
synchronicity on the part of their superintendent and board 
members, or alternatively, to strong positive leadership committed 
to providing direction and cooperation.  Given this context, we 
asked questions in several areas we had identified as “sticking 
points” in Wyoming’s governance structure. 

    
 What authority does the Superintendent have?    

 
 

Superintendents 
generally oversee the 

department and 
implement policy. 

 
 

While the superintendents in the ten states we compared are 
elected officials, the responsibilities assigned to them vary 
according to statutory and constitutional requirements unique to 
each state.  Generally, superintendents are in charge of, or the 
chief executive officers of, the education department and are 
responsible for overseeing implementation of education programs. 
The primary exception is Idaho, which has made the state board 
its governing body for all of education in the state including post-
secondary; the superintendent is responsible to the state board 
only when he deals with kindergarten through grade 12 public 
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Several states give 
the Superintendent a 

formal voice on the 
State Board. 

education matters. 
 
Wyoming’s Superintendent, an ex–officio member of the State 
Board, does not have a vote.  Three other states (North Dakota, 
California, and North Carolina) have similar provisions, but five 
states (Idaho, Arizona, Indiana, North Dakota, and Oklahoma) 
make the superintendent a voting member of the state board.  This 
gives the superintendent a formal voice in policy making and a 
say in approving board actions.  Indiana’s Superintendent is also 
the chairman of the state board and thus has considerable 
discretion in setting the board’s agenda.   
 

 Figure 3.1 
State Boards of Education 

Selected Membership Features 
 

 
State 

Number of 
appointed 

members/Length 
of term in years 

Superintenden
t is a voting 

member 

Appointments 
have balanced 

political 
affiliation 

Arizona 11/4 Yes No 
California 11/4 No No 
Georgia 13/7 No No 
Idaho 7/5 Yes No 
Indiana 10/6 Yes Yes 
Montana 7/7 No Yes 
North Carolina 11/8 No No 
North Dakota 6/4 Yes No 
Oklahoma 6/6 Yes No 
Oregon 7/4 No No 
Wyoming 11/6 No Yes 

Source: LSO 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Overlapping 
authority between 

In half the states we contacted, the superintendent is charged with 
overseeing federal programs while the state board has authority 
over standards and graduation requirements.  Officials in these 
states mentioned recent federally-mandated No Child Left Behind 
regulations as providing more of an entree into policy making on 
the superintendent’s part, or at least making the lines of authority 
somewhat more overlapping and on occasion contentious.  
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the Superintendent 
and State Board may 

create friction. 

 
In six of the states, the superintendent also serves on other state 
boards as part of his or her elected official responsibilities.  In 
Idaho for example, the superintendent serves on numerous boards 
and committees.  In most of these six states, superintendents serve 
on their state land board as well as state investment and retirement 
boards.  Staff from several states commented on the considerable 
time their superintendents spend on those responsibilities, which 
often are not directly education-related. 

  
 How does the Board get the information it needs to 

make informed decisions? 
 In Wyoming, the State Board relies on the Department of 

Education to provide complete, accurate, and timely information 
and materials.  In the past, access to department personnel and 
resources has varied based on the individual Superintendent’s 
administrative style and view of the State Board.  The relationship 
has run the gamut from full access to all staff, to Board members 
being required to conduct all inquiries through the staff liaison 
designated by the Superintendent.   
 

State boards have 
support staff based 
on extent of duties. 

In the other similarly structured states, the most common staffing 
structure is an executive director and one or two support staff.  
Idaho is the major exception, in that its board has full authority 
over the entire department as well as the elected superintendent.  
At the other end of the spectrum is North Dakota, whose board 
has very specific and limited authority; it is staffed by a single 
liaison supplied by the department. 

  
 What is the scope of the Board’s role? 

 
 

Wyoming’s State 
Board establishes 

policy. 

Wyoming statutes assign responsibility for establishing state 
education policy to the Board.  Most of the other ten states also 
describe their boards as being responsible for approving policy, 
especially over areas of standards, assessment, graduation 
requirements, and accreditation.  The charge of the California 
board also includes monitoring and implementing standards, and 
overseeing charter schools and federal programs.  Several state 
boards provide an appeal process for teacher licensing and other 
local school board issues.   
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 Who has final authority? 
 
 
 
 

State boards may 
have full authority, 

authority over 
specific issues, or 

almost no authority. 
 

 

As with the other issues we compared, the authority of a state 
board varies in degree, by issue, and by state.  One state we 
contacted has a board with policy making ability and approval by 
law, although in reality policy is developed by the department 
while the board is said to “rubber stamp” their work.  The 
converse is true for three states:  Idaho, Georgia, and North 
Carolina give their state boards final authority on policy matters, 
with Idaho’s board having authority on all educational matters.  In 
North Carolina, the issue of final authority was resolved in favor 
of the State Board after the Superintendent sued the State Board.    
 
In other states, the board may be designated as the state agency for 
specific areas of education, giving it final authority over those 
issues.  Or the state board may have clearly defined authority in a 
specific area such as teacher licensing, and an implied or 
perceived final authority in other areas.  For most states, however, 
the hierarchy of authority is not defined in statute; instead, it is 
subject to the interpretation and customs of the department and the 
individuals involved. 

  
 Other states’ structures appear to contain 

their share of ambiguity and “healthy 
tension”  

  
 
 

Greater collaboration 
may produce better 

results. 

Our review of similar states’ governance models provided 
interesting and almost infinite points of comparison, but did not 
point to specific, inherently superior, adaptations of the system.  
The comparison suggests that, given its model of elected 
superintendent and appointed board, the tension within 
Wyoming’s system is not unusual.  It also suggests that 
interlocking responsibilities, while creating occasional conflict, 
may lead to full discussion of critical issues, and in the end 
generate a more collaborative body of policy. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Options to reduce the potential for tension in the  
State Board/Superintendent relationship 
 

- 35 - 

 Chapter Summary 
 
 
 
 

We did not see 
consequences that 

compel radical 
changes in structure. 

The Superintendent and State Board are traditional institutions in 
Wyoming’s state-level administration of education, and in the 
case of the Superintendent, in other important state-level 
governance arrangements as well.  There are intangible as well as 
practical reasons for maintaining these institutions.  Our research 
did not indicate that the current structure creates consequences 
compelling enough to make radical changes, such as abolishing 
the State Board or changing the Constitution so that the 
Superintendent is no longer a statewide elected official.   
 
Thus, we present some options that apply to the sources of tension 
we learned about in our research, some of which borrow from 
other states with the same basic model.  Implementing any of 
these options depends upon whether policymakers believe the 
potential for occasional tension is untenable, or whether they see 
value in the complex relationship now in place.   

    
 Independent orientations could better 

communicate the roles of the two  
    

 
 
 

The Office of the 
Attorney General 
could provide an 

orientation to 
statutory duties. 

 
 
 

A basic step, and one which is already being implemented to some 
degree with the Board, is to conduct orientations on roles and 
responsibilities for both new Board members and Superintendents, 
preferably when the latter are candidates.  A review of statutory 
responsibilities along with a frank discussion of the cooperation 
required by the state’s governance arrangement could alleviate 
potential misunderstandings on the part of both.  Moreover, 
Department personnel, who may tend to narrowly perceive the 
boundaries of the Board’s role, could benefit from such an 
orientation.  The Office of the Attorney General may be best 
positioned to develop this orientation to statutes, particularly if it 
develops a presentation more nuanced than a list of statutes and its 
2003 informal opinion.   
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NASBE offers 
orientation 

possibilities, as does 
a formal mentoring 

practice for new 
board members. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Orienting 
Superintendent 

candidates about the 
scope and authority 

of the position is 
also an option. 

 
All the states we contacted provide some form of orientation for 
incoming state board members to prepare them for their duties.  
These orientations may be in the form of sending board members 
to a three-day NASBE orientation, having department staff and 
the state board director provide orientation, or having current state 
board members mentor new board members.  In some states, the 
governor’s office sponsors orientations covering state government 
and board service that are required for incoming board members.   
 
In Wyoming, the Department of Education’s liaison prepares an 
orientation manual for Board members, and along with the Board 
chairman, conducts orientation at the new members’ first 
meetings.  But Department officials acknowledged that some of 
the manual’s contents are dated and not consistent with practice.  
Further, the Board has not developed strategic plans in the manner 
required of executive branch agencies, with measurable 
objectives. 
 
Orienting candidates for the office of Superintendent about the 
statutory scope and authority of the position is a more difficult 
proposition.  Some of those with whom we spoke suggested that 
the political parties may be the appropriate entities to undertake 
that sort of communication about the distribution of statutory 
authorities.  However, even with such a primer, candidates for 
Superintendent may not acknowledge in their campaigns those 
key issues that, practically speaking, at the most, they share with 
the State Board. 

    
 Enhancing Board resources would allow it 

to secure more information 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Board’s inability to get information necessary to develop 
policy options other than through the Department is a key source 
of contention in the relationship.  A solution would be for the 
Board to have a staff person to perform the duties it requests.  
Further, whether full- or part-time, this should be a policy analyst 
position rather than an administrative assistant so that the Board 
would have the ability to obtain some independent research on 
policy issues.  NASBE says that boards need staff that will gather 
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A dedicated policy 
analyst would help 
the Board to better 

fulfill its open-ended 
responsibilities. 

 
 
 
 
 

Even with such an 
analyst, the Board 

would still rely upon 
the Department for 

comprehensive 
expertise on issues. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Among other states 
with Wyoming’s 

model, most have an 
executive officer for 

their boards. 
 

information, analyze it, provide alternatives, and make 
recommendations.  Having an analyst would also enable the Board 
to better fulfill those open-ended statutory responsibilities such as 
establishing statewide goals for Wyoming public education, and 
initiating or facilitating discussions about improving education in 
the state.  Under the existing arrangement, we sensed Department 
impatience with assisting the Board in those endeavors that do not 
directly relate to action items. 
 
Most of those we interviewed, including present and past board 
members and Department officials, believed that having a staff 
person empowered to get information from the Department, and 
possibly outside as well, would be a benefit.  The Department 
currently provides administrative assistance to the Board in 
arranging meetings and other such logistical tasks.  Under the 
former Superintendent, the position was dedicated full-time to this 
work, although the practice generally is to have a staff member 
from the Superintendent’s Office provide this assistance part-time.  
 
Even if the Board were to have an analyst position, the state’s 
comprehensive expertise in educational issues would still reside in 
the Department, under the supervision of the Superintendent.  
Further, a one-person staff would not suffice for all the work the 
Department does in accrediting schools, drafting rules, 
implementing a statewide assessment, and the other duties statute 
assigns to the Board.  Thus, the need for cooperation and 
assistance from the Department and Superintendent would 
continue. 
 
The most common staffing arrangement among the other states 
sharing Wyoming’s governance model is to have an executive 
director or executive officer and support staff for the Board.  Only 
North Dakota is similar to Wyoming in appointing a department 
liaison to staff the board.  However, that state’s board has an 
extremely limited sphere of influence and authority compared the 
Wyoming State Board’s wide range of responsibilities. 

    
 Increasing resources could enable the Board to better 

represent their districts in state-level governance 
 The Governor appoints seven of the Board members from the 

appointment districts in Figure 4.1.  Both past and current 
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Reimbursement has 
been for only 

meeting-related and 
out-of-state travel. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Different boards 
make varying 

commitments to this 
outreach role.  

 

members we interviewed spoke of the need to maintain contact 
with school boards, administrators, and citizens to learn how state-
level policies actually affect the local school districts, and to relay 
their concerns.  Further, Board members want to attend other 
educational meetings and forums throughout the state, specifically 
including meetings of the Legislature’s Joint Education 
Committee.  Reimbursement for the costs of travel in these large 
appointment districts would facilitate this model of board 
involvement.  To date, State Board funding has traditionally 
covered only the travel costs generated by attendance at Board 
meetings, and in the last few years, included additional funds for 
some members to travel to NASBE conferences.  Thus, the Board 
may need additional resources to develop this representative role 
more fully.   
 
However, the Board’s role in representing local districts is not 
universally perceived.  Some say Board members do not usually 
bring forth input from the local districts, and districts 
communicate directly with the Department and Superintendent.  
Most agree that the State Board is much lower profile than the 
Superintendent, and that different boards make varying 
commitments to this outreach role.   

  
 Figure 4.1 

State Board Appointment Districts 
 District Counties 

1 Laramie, Goshen, Platte  
2 Albany, Carbon, Sweetwater  
3 Lincoln, Sublette, Teton, Uinta  
4 Campbell, Johnson, Sheridan 
5 Big Horn, Hot Springs, Park, Washakie  
6 Crook, Niobrara, Weston 
7 Natrona, Fremont, Converse 

Source:  W.S. 9-1-218(b)  
    
 A Superintendent vote on the Board could 

help to balance authority with accountability 
    

 We found that the Superintendent has considerable influence on 
Board operations and decisions even though, by law, the position 
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The Superintendent 
perspective is that 

the elected official’s 
position should 

prevail. 
 
 
 
 
 

A vote would give 
the Superintendent 

formal as well as 
informal influence on 

Board decisions. 
 

has non-voting status on the Board.  Nonetheless, the 
Superintendent perspective is that the elected official’s position 
should prevail, because of its implied accountability to the 
citizens.  Superintendents’ positions on the boards in other states 
with Wyoming’s model vary, with some having no vote and no 
power to override the board, to one where the superintendent is 
the board chairman and by virtue of setting the board’s agenda, 
exerts some control over its decision-making. 
 
As noted earlier, in 1994 the Legislature deliberately removed the 
Superintendent’s authority to decide controversies arising from 
the administration of the state school system involving rules or 
directives promulgated by the Superintendent, Department, or 
State Board.  According to the Attorney General, the State Board 
has clear authority to set policy, and many interpret that as the 
authority to make final decisions that should not be undermined 
by the Superintendent (such as the Body of Evidence issue 
discussed earlier).  By giving the Superintendent a vote on the 
Board, the Legislature could give that position some formal 
authority as well as the informal but forceful influence the 
position currently holds.   

  
 The Legislature could make the State Board 

an advisory body 
  

 
 

With the 
Legislature’s heavy 
involvement, there 

may be little 
policymaking left for 

the Board. 
 
 
 
 
 

The public comment 

A source of contention in the current arrangement is that the 
Board is charged with making policies and implementing key 
tasks that it has no way to accomplish other than through the 
Department.  According to a NASBE official, a problem that state 
boards face in the accountability reform era is that they are 
required to implement policies, but have had little input into the 
legislation passed by legislatures.  With the heavy involvement of 
the Wyoming Legislature, through the Joint Education Committee 
(JEC), there may be little policy left for the State Board to 
develop, other than over the implementation of policies essentially 
developed in legislation.  However, in statute, the Superintendent 
has authority over the implementation agency, thus creating the 
potential for tension.   
 
If the Board were to have an advisory role over policy 
implementation, outside input on these decisions would continue 
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aspect of rulemaking 
may suffice for 

public input. 
 
 
 
 

The Board could 
focus upon purposes 
rather than means of 

educational 
improvement.  

 

to come through the public comment requirement of the rule 
promulgation process.  As for the standards, these have 
traditionally been developed in an inclusive process involving 
stakeholders from throughout the state.  Similarly, the Legislature 
has set up statewide task forces to develop the statewide student 
assessment. 
 
In this scenario, the Board might focus more on its role of 
initiating and facilitating discussion regarding the need and means 
for improving education, and upon establishing statewide goals 
for Wyoming public education.  It could focus more upon the 
purposes of standards, assessments, teacher performance 
evaluation systems, and other elements of the educational system, 
rather than the means.  Board members have also said that 
developing a relationship with the Legislature and the JEC so that 
the Board has more involvement at the policy-development level 
is a goal.   
 
The Board has important adjudicatory duties relating to private 
school licensing, charter school appeals, and approving or 
rejecting alternative school district schedules and proposals to 
form boards of cooperative educational services.  Any changes to 
the Board’s authority must make provisions for how these duties 
will be accomplished. 

    
 Alternatively, the Legislature could focus the State 

Board on its decision-making responsibilities 
 

The Legislature 
could repeal the 

Board’s more 
philosophical 
assignments. 

 

Statutes give the State Board responsibility for comprehensive 
discussion and policy making that may be occurring to a large 
degree at the legislative level.  If so, the Legislature could modify 
Board statutes so that they are more focused on those items in 
which the Board has a role in making decisions critical to the 
system’s functioning, such as accreditation and standards, and 
acting in an adjudicatory manner to make the determinations 
discussed above.  Focusing the Board in this way may alleviate 
some of the tension with the Superintendent and Department, 
which may not share the Board’s interest in pursuing its more 
open-ended and philosophical tasks. 

  
 The Legislature could maintain the current 
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arrangement 
    

 
 
 

However, the issue 
of how the Board will 

“implement” would 
continue to create 

discord at times. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This intricate web of 
interdependence 

may not be 
altogether bad. 

 

In roughly the last two decades, the Legislature has passed two 
major overhauls of the Superintendent and State Board statutes, 
and made changes to both schemes to reflect school reform 
requirements.  Most with whom we talked agreed with the 
Attorney General that the assignment of authorities now is clear, 
but contention arises with how the Board will prepare itself to 
make its decisions, and then carry them out.  The Legislature has 
continued to assign the Board implementation roles when there is 
no practical way for it to implement anything without the 
Department, which is controlled by the Superintendent.  The 
Legislature has woven an intricate web of interdependence that is 
not always clear or comfortable for either. 
 
Indeed, some lack of clarity in a governance structure may not be 
altogether bad.  This point of view was eloquently expressed by a 
former Wyoming Superintendent who testified in opposition to a 
restructuring proposal floated during reorganization of state 
government.  She stated that despite various shortcomings and 
problems, Wyoming’s system “works effectively,” and went on to 
add:    
 

“There are admitted ambiguities within the education 
governance system.  Some students of government assert 
that they are inadvertent; others, that a complex system 
must have room for overlapping jurisdictions, duplication 
of duties, and even the absence, in some cases, of explicit 
delineation of responsibilities.  Nevertheless, over time, 
the members of the system have accommodated one 
another in a manner that allows the system, though not 
monolithic, to work effectively.” 

 
 Thus, if it sees the occasional tension as a healthy indication of a 

good system of checks and balances, the Legislature could make 
no changes, and leave the responsibility for making the current 
system work with those who are directly involved.  According to 
many we interviewed, the system has worked well before, 
although it took dedicated effort and leadership on the part of the 
participants.   
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 Decisions on options come down to 
deciding whether and how to benefit from a 
lay board at the state level 

  
 
 

How best can a lay 
board’s involvement 

improve public 
education?  

It has been suggested that, in the past, the Legislature has 
switched authorities around depending upon whether the State 
Board or the Superintendent was in or out of political favor at the 
time.  However it proceeds, if at all, in recommending or 
undertaking action to lessen the tension in the State 
Board/Superintendent relationship, the Legislature needs to make 
decisions based upon whether it wants the involvement of a lay 
board with the benefits described on page 26, and if so, how best 
to use it to improve public education. 
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Appendix	  B	  

Comparable	  States	  

	  

Identifying	  “comparable	  states”	  is	  a	  tricky	  business.	  Which	  factors	  are	  most	  important?	  And	  
how	  much	  variation	  is	  acceptable	  across	  such	  states?	  Members	  of	  the	  Wyoming	  Joint	  Education	  
Interim	  Committee	  requested	  the	  identification	  of	  states	  that	  could	  be	  considered	  to	  be	  
reasonably	  comparable	  to	  Wyoming	  for	  purposes	  of	  comparison	  of	  educational	  performance.	  	  

Below	  is	  a	  chart	  that	  contains	  several	  factors	  of	  relevance	  to	  Wyoming	  and	  includes	  those	  
states	  that	  are	  most	  comparable	  based	  on	  these	  factors.	  

• The	  density	  of	  the	  population	  and	  the	  percent	  of	  residents	  living	  in	  very	  rural	  areas	  are	  
of	  interest	  because	  schools	  in	  rural	  areas	  tend	  to	  have	  a	  much	  more	  difficult	  time	  that	  
their	  peers	  in	  recruiting	  and	  retaining	  highly	  qualified	  teachers	  and	  administrators.	  

• Poverty	  correlates	  with	  educational	  challenge,	  and	  the	  federal	  free	  or	  reduced	  price	  
lunch	  (FRL)	  eligibility	  criteria	  is	  an	  accepted	  proxy	  for	  child	  poverty.	  

• Parental	  educational	  levels	  also	  correlate	  broadly	  with	  student	  academic	  success.	  
• Overall	  child	  well-‐being	  in	  the	  state,	  as	  ranked	  by	  an	  index	  that	  uses	  16	  indicators	  in	  four	  

domains:	  (1)	  economic	  well-‐being,	  (2)	  education,	  (3)	  health,	  and	  (4)	  family	  and	  
community,	  provides	  another	  indicator	  of	  the	  comparability	  of	  populations	  of	  children.	  
(Source:	  The	  KIDS	  COUNT	  Data	  Book,	  2014	  by	  The	  Annie	  E.	  Casey	  Foundation)	  

Average	  per	  pupil	  funding:	  Educational	  expenditures	  do	  not	  correlate	  well	  with	  educational	  
performance	  or	  improvement,	  after	  other	  factors	  such	  as	  those	  above	  are	  taken	  into	  
consideration.	  However,	  Wyoming’s	  high	  investment	  in	  education	  is	  noteworthy	  and	  raises	  
questions	  as	  to	  why	  performance	  is	  not	  stronger.	  

Comparisons	  based	  on	  student	  mobility	  were	  also	  requested.	  Unfortunately,	  such	  data	  is	  not	  
collected	  or	  reported	  in	  a	  uniform	  way	  across	  states,	  making	  such	  comparisons	  inappropriate.	  
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Adult	  Education	  Levels	  (percent	  
of	  persons	  age	  25	  or	  more,	  2008-‐

2012)+	  
	  	  

State	  

Population	  
Density	  2010:	  
People	  per	  
Square	  Mile	  
(State	  Rank)	  

Percent	  of	  
Population	  

Rural	  

Percent	  FRL	  
Eligible	  

Students	  (2011-‐
12)*	  

High	  School	  
graduate	  or	  

higher	  

Bachelor's	  
degree	  or	  
higher	  

State	  Rank	  
for	  Overall	  
Child	  Well-‐

Being	  
(2014)^	   	  	  

Average	  Per	  
Pupil	  

Expenditure,	  
Adjusted	  for	  
Cost	  of	  Living	  

(2012)#	  

Wyoming	   5.8	  (51)	   35.24%	   37.10%	   92.1%	   24.3%	   19	   	  	  
	  $	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16,594.00	  	  

Montana	   6.8	  (50)	   44.11%	   40.30%	   91.9%	   28.5%	   31	   	  	  
	  $	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10,634.00	  	  

South	  
Dakota	   10.7	  (48)	   43.35%	   38.60%	   90.1%	   26.0%	   17	   	  	  

	  $	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8,488.00	  	  

Nebraska	   23.8	  (45)	   26.87%	   43.80%	   90.4%	   28.1%	   10	   	  	  
	  $	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12,486.00	  	  

Population	  Density	  Sources:	  	  US	  Census	   	        
Urban	  and	  Rural	  Populations:	  http://www.census.gov/geo/reference/urban-‐rural.html	   	     
Population	  Density	  1910-‐2010:	  http://www.census.gov/2010census/data/apportionment-‐dens-‐text.php	   	     

*	  Source:	  http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d13/tables/dt13_204.10.asp	   	      
	  +US	  Census	  http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd	  	   	        
^Kids	  Count	  2014	  Data	  Book:	  State	  Trends	  in	  Child	  Well-‐Being	   	       
#Leaders	  &	  Laggards,	  US	  Chamber	  of	  Commerce,	  2014	   	       
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Wyoming	  Survey	  and	  Results,	  August	  2014	  
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Wyoming	Online	Survey	July	2014

1	/	7

15.73% 149

52.59% 498

25.66% 243

6.02% 57

Q1	Are	you	satisfied	with	the	quality	of
education	that	Wyoming	students	are

receiving?
Answered:	947	 Skipped:	10

Total 947

Strongly
satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Strongly
Dissatisfied

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Strongly	satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Strongly	Dissatisfied
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Wyoming	Online	Survey	July	2014

2	/	7

13.19% 125

45.57% 432

28.38% 269

10.34% 98

2.53% 24

Q2	What	grade	would	you	give	to	our
statewide	system	of	K-12	education?

Answered:	948	 Skipped:	9

Total 948

A

B

C

D

F

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

A

B

C

D

F
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Wyoming	Online	Survey	July	2014

3	/	7

35.40%
326

27.47%
253

52.55%
484

28.45%
262

62.32%
574

62.32%
574

35.18%
324

44.52%
410

Q3	What	are	the	most	important	things
Wyoming	should	do	to	improve	the

educational	system?	(check	all	that	are
high	priorities)
Answered:	921	 Skipped:	36

Total	Respondents:	921 	

Raise	the
expectations...

Raise	the
standards	fo...

Prov ide
stronger...

Put	in	place
an...

Increase
parental...

Set	clear
expectations...

Increase
supports	to...

Create	a
long-term...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Raise	the	expectations	(standards)	for	students

Raise	the	standards	for	educators

Provide	stronger	leadership	at	the	state	level,	with	a	c lear	vision	for	our	schools

Put	in	place	an	accountabil i ty	system	that	defines	responsibil i ties	and	how	the	state	entities,	distric ts,	schools,	and	educators	wil l	be	held	accountable	for	doing	those
jobs	well

Increase	parental	involvement	and	parental	expectations	for	their	children

Set	c lear	expectations	at	the	state	level	and	then	given	schools	and	distric ts	greater	authority	and	flexibil i ty	to	decide	how	to	meet	those	expectations

Increase	supports	to	very	rural	schools	and	struggling	schools

Create	a	long-term	improvement	plan	and	stay	the	course	for	at	least	5	years

221



Wyoming	Online	Survey	July	2014

4	/	7

7.55% 70

54.80% 508

37.65% 349

Q4	How	would	you	complete	this
sentence?	"State	leadership	in	Wyoming

should..."
Answered:	927	 Skipped:	30

Total 927

leave	well
enough	alone...

make	targeted
improvements...

make
system-wide,...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

leave	well	enough	alone	–	the	system	is	working	just	fine.

make	targeted	improvements,	but	leave	most	of	the	system	as	it	is.

make	system-wide,	significant	improvements	a	top	priority.
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Wyoming	Online	Survey	July	2014

5	/	7

40.64% 380

48.98% 458

10.37% 97

Q5	Ideally,	who	do	you	think	should	hold
the	State	Superintendent	accountable	for
quality	leadership	of	Wyoming's	public

school	system,	and	how	often?
Answered:	935	 Skipped:	22

Total 935

The	public,
every	4	year...

The	State
Board	of...

The	Governor,
through	annu...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

The	public ,	every	4	years	through	elections	(current	structure)

The	State	Board	of	Education,	through	annual	performance	reviews	and	possible	contract	extensions	(revised	structure)

The	Governor,	through	annual	performance	reviews	and	possible	continued	appointment	(revised	structure)
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Wyoming	Online	Survey	July	2014

6	/	7

Q6	Other	comments	regarding	educational
governance:

Answered:	343	 Skipped:	614
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Wyoming	Online	Survey	July	2014

7	/	7

29.72% 266

4.36% 39

6.26% 56

0.34% 3

0.78% 7

22.91% 205

3.13% 28

0.89% 8

0.78% 7

3.02% 27

4.80% 43

23.02% 206

Q7	What	is	your	primary	role	in	the	current
K-12	education	system?

Answered:	895	 Skipped:	62

Total 895

Teacher

School-level
administrator

District-level
administrator

K-12	Student

College	Student

Parent	of
school-age...

School	board
member

Elected
official	-...

Elected
official	-...

Business	owner
or...

Higher
education...

Taxpayer	and
voter

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer	Choices Responses

Teacher

School-level	administrator

Distric t-level	administrator

K-12	Student

College	Student

Parent	of	school-age	child(ren)

School	board	member

Elected	offic ial	-	local	level

Elected	offic ial	-	state	level

Business	owner	or	representative

Higher	education	faculty	member	or	representative

Taxpayer	and	voter
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Hearing,	  September	  	  9,	  2014	  
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Governance Study

State of Wyoming 
Joint Interim Education Committee

September 10, 2014

Presentation Outline

• Introductions

• Purposes of the Study and of this Hearing

• Online Survey Results 

• Interview Results 

• Major Areas of Agreement
Across the Survey and Interviews
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Introductions of Presenters

• Dave Nelson, Legislative Service Office

• Christopher Cross, Chairman, Cross & Joftus

• Nancy Doorey, Senior Associate, Cross & Joftus

Introduction to the Study

• Charge: A review of state-level governance and 
administration of Wyoming public education

• Engagement of Wyoming education stakeholder 
groups and citizens

– In-depth interviews of major stakeholder 
groups

– Online survey for all citizens

• Purposes of this Hearing
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ONLINE SURVEY RESULTS

Survey Respondents: 1,494 Wyoming Citizens

-50 50 150 250 350 450 550

Teacher

Taxpayer and voter

Parent of school-age child(ren)

School-level administrator

District-level administrator

Higher education faculty or…

School board, local, or state elected…

Business owner or representtive

Other/no response

424 (28%)

325 (22%)

318 (21%)

85 (6%)

65 (4%)

64 (4%)

59 (4%)

40 (3%)

114 (8%)

Teacher

Taxpayer and voter

Parent of school-age child(ren)

School-level administrator

District-level administrator

Higher education faculty or representative

School board, local, or state elected official

Business owner or representative

Other/no response
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What grade would you give to our statewide 
system of K-12 education?

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

A

B

C

D

F

13%

46%

28%

10%

3%

What grade would you give to our statewide 
system of K-12 education?

Responses by Stakeholder Group

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Teachers

School + District…

School board +…

Taxpayers

Parents

Business

Higher ed

Other/Not indicated

A

B

C

D

F

• The employees of the system 
had the highest percentage of 
A’s and B’s

• Roughly half of parents, 
business representatives and 
higher education leaders gave 
the system an A or B, and the 
other half a C, D, or F
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How would you complete this sentence?
"State leadership in Wyoming should..."

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%
make system-wide,
significant improvements a
top priority.

make targeted
improvements, but leave
most of the system as it is.

leave well enough alone –
the system is working just 
fine.

(no response)

What are the most important things Wyoming 
should do to improve the educational system?

0 500 1000

Increase parental involvement and parental expectations for their
children

Set clear expectations at the state level and then give schools and
districts greater authority and flexibility to decide how to meet…

Provide stronger leadership at the state level, with a clear vision
for our schools

Create a long-term improvement plan and stay the course for at
least 5 years

Raise the expectations (standards) for students

Increase supports to very rural schools and struggling schools

Put in place an accountability system that defines responsibilities
and how the state entities, districts, schools, and educators will…

Raise the standards for educators

64%

61%

52%

44%

35%

35%

29%

28%

Increase parental involvement and parental expectations for children

Set clear expectations at the state level and then give schools and districts greater 

authority and flexibility to decide how to meet them

Provide stronger leadership at the state level, with a clear vision for our schools

Create a long-term improvement plan and 

stay the course for at least 5 years

Raise the expectations (standards) for students

Increase supports to very rural schools and struggling schools

Put in place an accountability system that defines responsibilities and

how … entities…will be held accountable for doing those jobs well

Raise the standards for educators

Out of 1,437 respondents

Check all that are high priorities
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Priorities for improvement: 

Strong agreement across stakeholder groups
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1. Increase parental 

involvement and parental 

expectations for children

2. Set clear expectations at the 

state level and then give 

schools and districts greater 

authority and flexibility …

3. Provide stronger leadership 

at the state level, with a clear 

vision for our schools

4. Create a long-term 

improvement plan and stay the 

course for at least 5 years

#1 for group

#2 for group

#3 for group

Observations

These 4 items received 23 of the 
24 “top 3 priorities” across all 
stakeholder groups*

The first is a communication/ 
education issue for the State  
Superintendent

The other 3 reflect a leadership 
issue across State education 
governance entities

* Prioritized by frequency of selection. Higher education’s 
3rd priority not included here.

Ideally, who do you think should hold the State Superintendent 
accountable for quality leadership

of Wyoming's public school system, and how often?

First Choice by Group

Local and state elected 
officials, taxpayers

41%

48%

11%

0% 20% 40% 60%

The public, every 4 years through
elections (current structure)

The State Board of Education,
through annual performance
reviews and possible conrtact
extension (revised structure)

The Goveror, through annnual
peformance reviews and possible
continued appointment (revised

structure)

The public, every 4 years through 
elections (current structure)

The State Board of Education, 
through annual performance 

reviews and possible contract 
extension (revised structure)

The Governor, through annual 
performance reviews and possible 

continued appointment (revised 
structure)

Parents, Business, Higher 
Education, Teachers, School 
and District Administrators

none
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Chief Selection by Stakeholder Group

40%
24%

46% 43% 43% 43% 34% 36%

6%
21%

19%
14% 10% 13%

8% 6%

52% 53%
32% 41% 45% 45%

55% 50%

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%
State Board of
Education
appointment

Governor
appointment

Elections

MAJOR THEMES FROM INTERVIEWS
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Interviews: Stakeholder Groups Represented

Public Education and Educator 
Organizations

• Wyoming Association of School 
Administrators and Regional Leadership

• Wyoming Curriculum & Instruction 
Leaders

• Wyoming Department of Education, 
current and former leadership

• Wyoming Education Association

• Wyoming Professional Teaching 
Standards Board

• Wyoming School Boards Association

• Wyoming School Facilities Department

• Wyoming State Board of Education

Higher Education

• University of Wyoming, President’s Office

• University of Wyoming, College of Education

• Wyoming Community College

Stakeholder and Community Groups

• The Elbogen Foundation

• Wyoming Advisory Panel for Students with 
Disabilities

• Wyoming Association for Gifted Children

• Wyoming Association of Public Charter 
Schools

• Wyoming Business Alliance

• Wyoming League of Women Voters

• Wyoming Liberty Group

31 in-depth interviews conducted

Context Setting:

A Quick and Partial Snapshot of 
Wyoming K-12 Performance
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NAEP 2007 and 2013, Grades 4 and 8
Rank of states, based on percent meeting or exceeding the Proficient score on NAEP

NAEP continued: Rate of Improvement

4th Grade Math                                       8th Grade Math

Rank of states, based on percent meeting or exceeding Proficient score on NAEP

• Wyoming’s rate of 
improvement in math is 
exceeded by several 
neighboring states, and by 
the US average at 8th grade

Wyoming
US Average
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NAEP continued: Rate of Improvement

4th Grade Reading                                     8th Grade Reading

Rank of states, based on percent meeting or exceeding Proficient score on NAEP

• Wyoming’s rate of 
improvement in reading 
is exceeded by several 
neighboring states, and 
by the US average at 4th

grade

Wyoming
US Average

Cause for Celebration…. 

18

Rank of states, based on average score on NAEP
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Cause for Celebration…. 

18

Rank of states, based on average score on NAEP

• Wyoming’s low income students perform in the top 5 when compared to their 
peers in all states

Cause for Celebration…. And Inquiry

18

• Wyoming’s students who do NOT qualify for FRL rank between 32nd and 35th in 
the country on these assessments – a cause for inquiry, not firm conclusions

Rank of states, based on average score on NAEP

237



Is the Wyoming educational system currently performing ABOVE, 
AT, OR BELOW your expectations?

At
30%

Below
70%

Above At Below

Primary Roles Identified by Interviewees 
of State Governance Entities

State Entity Primary Roles Needs to Avoid

Legislature Funding, overall expectations, 
system parameters, essential 
metrics

Micro-management, frequent 
changes in direction, lack of shared 
state vision

State Board of Education Policies, standards,
assessments, and 
accountability system metrics

Lack of shared state vision

State Superintendent Vision, plan, implementation, 
advocacy, coordination across 
state entities

Lack of shared state vision,
frequent changes in direction, hiring 
unproven leaders within WDE 

Wyoming Department of 
Education

Support, clearinghouse for 
expertise, cross-district 
collaboration, monitoring

Over-emphasis on compliance, 
isolation from schools and classrooms

Governor Advocacy, “bully pulpit” Lack of shared state vision
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The Current Governance Structure:

How well does it support clear lines of 
responsibility and accountability?

Moderatey
Well
18%

Requires Significant Change
82%

Very Well

Moderately
Well

Requires
Significant
Change

Electorate

Governor

Chief State 
School Officer

State Board of 
Education

elects

appoints

appoints

Local Districts

Sample State Governance Models

monitors, supports

elects

Electorate

Governor State Board of 
Education

Chief State 
School Officer

appoints

Local Districts

Policy, 
veto or 

advisory

elects

Electorate

Governor

State Board of 
Education

Chief State 
School Officer

Local Districts

appoints

monitors, supports

monitors, supports

monitors, supports

Policy, 
veto, or 
advisory

appoints

Electorate

Governor

State Board of 
Education

Chief State 
School Officer

Local Districts

elects

A B

C D

Based on models developed by ECS

24
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monitors, supports

Elected or 
mix

Appointed or mix

Electorate

Governor

Chief State 
School Officer

State Board 
of Education

elects

appoints

Appoints

Wyoming Support for State Governance Models

Local Districts

monitors, supports

appoints

elects

Electorate

Governor State Board 
of Education

Chief State 
School Officer

Local Districts

policy

elects

Electorate

Governor

State Board 
of Education

Chief State 
School Officer

Local Districts

appoints

monitors, supports

monitors, supports

policy

Appoints w/ SBE

Electorate

Governor

State Board 
of Education

Chief State 
School Officer

Local Districts

elects

A B

C D

20%

27% 20%

27%

E

appoints

State Board 
of Education

Director of 
Educational 

Improvement

Local Districts

elects

Compliance, 
monitoring

supports

6%

Governor

Electorate

State 
Superintendent

25

The Chief State School Officer (CCSO): 
Areas of Agreement

• The primary role of the CSSO is to:

 forge agreement on a vision for Wyoming’s educational 
system, and

 put in place a strong plan for reaching that vision

• 64% think the CSSO should be a member of the Governor’s 
cabinet
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The Chief State School Officer, continued

• Selection: 

– 26% want to maintain the elected CSSO

– 74% prefer an appointed CSSO

• By Governor: 44% of all respondents

• By State Board: 30% of all respondents

• Majority want, in either case, for there to be a 

process through which both entities and Legislative 

leadership agree to support the selection

Elected 
26%

Governor 44%

State 
Board 
30%

The Chief State School Officer, continued

• The qualifications for candidates should be increased* (86%) 
but little agreement on the specifics

– College degree 43%

– Advanced degree 10%

– Proven track record as a leader in education 19%

– Both a degree and a track record 24%

* Current requirements: at least twenty-five (25) years of age, a citizen of the 
United States, qualified as an elector in the state of Wyoming.

Overlap of “advanced” responses
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The Chief State School Officer, continued

• The large salary differential between district superintendents 

and the State Superintendent/ CSSO needs to be addressed in 

order to help draw proven educational leaders into the 

candidate pool.

The State Board of Education: Areas of 
Very Strong Agreement

• The State Board should be charged with policy setting and 
adoption of standards, assessments, accountability system and 
metrics (90%)

• The State Board needs either additional staff or budget to 
ensure that they can fulfill their assigned responsibilities well 
(97%)

• The Chair of the Board should be elected from among the 
members (90%)
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The State Board of Education: Areas of 
Very Strong Agreement, continued

• The provisions for representation on the Board should be 
maintained  (90%)

• The members should be either appointed by the Governor or 
there should be a mix of appointed members and members 
who are elected by geographic region with non-partisan ballots  
(90%)

• New Board member training should be required (81%)

The Wyoming Department of Education:
How well does it currently provide supports to

schools and districts for educational improvement?

As well as 
they can

20%

Not well
80%

Very well

As well as they can, given constraints

Not well
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WDE: Areas of Very Strong Agreement

• WDE needs to see their primary mission as:

– building district capacity to improve student learning, 

– supporting expansion of best practices, and 

– providing accurate, timely responses to inquiries 

• Compliance monitoring, while necessary, needs to be 
streamlined as much as possible so the majority of time and 
effort from the WDE and within District offices can be focused 
on student learning

WDE: Areas of Very Strong Agreement

• Educators with proven track records should 
be hired and assigned as Regional Support 
Coordinators to:

– get to know the strengths and needs of 
their assigned districts and schools well, 
and 

– coordinate supports and information 
sharing with the WDE, other districts, and 
other providers, as appropriate

• Salaries for a small number of key WDE positions need to be increased 
so that people with strong expertise and track records can be recruited
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The Professional Teaching Standards Board

• Strong majority agreed that it has improved recently and structure 
is working well

– 90% support current process of alternating assignments by 
Governor and State Superintendent

– 60% support the independence of the PTSB (as opposed to 
placing it under the WDE or State Board)

– Mechanism needed to ensure licensure/recertification 
requirements and new teacher accountability system are 
aligned

Noteworthy Theme: Role of the Legislature

Primary role concern: Well-meaning but prone to “going outside 
their lane” and changing direction too often

• Example 1: prohibition of item types other than multiple 
choice on state tests – perceived to limit the value of the 
assessments and have negative impacts on instruction

• Example 2: Charging the State Board to establish 
Standards, but then debating/over-ruling them
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Noteworthy Theme: Role of the 
Legislature, continued

• Recommended role (from cross section of interviewees):

• Define the high level goals to be achieved by the 
system, the resources to be provided, the system 
parameters, and the essential performance metrics to 
be reported

• Stay the course for sufficient time to achieve results (at 
least 5 years)

• Leave room for creative leadership and local 
customization

How important is this effort by the Legislature to 
improve educational governance?

0
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80
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0%
10% 14%

76%
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MAJOR AREAS OF AGREEMENT ACROSS 
THE SURVEY AND INTERVIEWS

Major Areas of Agreement
Across the Survey and Interviews

1. The last several years have led to a sense of state-level discord and 
chaos. The public wants state leadership to:

a) set clear, shared expectations,

b) develop a long-term plan for reaching them, and 

c) give districts time (5+ years) and local authority to determine 
how best to accomplish them.
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Major Areas of Agreement
Across the Survey and Interviews, continued

2. Greater clarity is needed concerning the roles and 
responsibilities of the state governance entities.  Consensus 
views:

– Legislature: Funding, high level expectations, system parameters, 
essential metrics

– State Board: Policies, standards, assessments, and accountability 
metrics

– State Superintendent: Consensus-building on vision and long-
term plan, implementation, advocacy, coordination

– Department of Education: Support, best practices clearinghouse, 
collaboration, compliance monitoring

– Governor: Advocacy, “bully pulpit”

Major Areas of Agreement
Across the Survey and Interviews, continued

Elected 

26%

Governor 44%

State 
Board 

30%

0 200 400 600 800

The State Board of…

The public, every 4…

The Governor,…

48%

41%

11%

Online Survey Interviews of
Stakeholder Group Leaders

3. Approximately 60% of survey respondents and 75% of interviewees 
from major stakeholder groups believe a shift to an appointed 
Superintendent would be beneficial, with the large majority of those  
surveyed preferring appointment by the State Board of Education and 
majority of those interviewed preferring appointment by the 
Governor 
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Major Areas of Agreement
Across the Survey and Interviews, continued

4. Statewide efforts are needed to increase parental 
engagement and awareness of the skills and knowledge 
needed today by the end of high school.

Contact Information:

Christopher T. Cross
Chairman

Cross & Joftus, LLC
chris@edstrategies.net

Nancy Doorey
Senior Associate

Cross & Joftus, LLC
nancy@edstrategies.net
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Appendix	  E	  

Wyoming	  School	  Boards	  Association	  Survey	  and	  Results,	  October,	  
2014	  
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25.00% 26

4.81% 5

0.96% 1

61.54% 64

72.12% 75

45.19% 47

10.58% 11

Q1 Which of the following describes you?
(check all that apply)

Answered: 104 Skipped: 0

Total Respondents: 104  

Former teacher

Former
school-level...

Former
district-lev...

Parent/grandpar
ent of...

Taxpayer and
voter

Business owner
or...

Higher
education...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Former teacher

Former school-level administrator

Former district-level administrator

Parent/grandparent of school-age child(ren)

Taxpayer and voter

Business owner or representative

Higher education faculty or representative

1 / 20

Education Governance Survey SurveyMonkey
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10.68% 11

58.25% 60

26.21% 27

3.88% 4

0.97% 1

Q2 What grade would you give to our
statewide system of K-12 education?

Answered: 103 Skipped: 1

Total 103

A

B

C

D

F

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

A

B

C

D

F

2 / 20

Education Governance Survey SurveyMonkey
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36.27% 37

53.92% 55

9.80% 10

Q3 How would you complete this
sentence?“State leadership in Wyoming

should…”
Answered: 102 Skipped: 2

Total 102

make
system-wide,...

make targeted
improvements...

leave well
enough alone...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

make system-wide, significant improvements a top priority.

make targeted improvements, but leave most of the system as it is.

leave well enough alone – the system is working just fine.

3 / 20

Education Governance Survey SurveyMonkey
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64.42% 67

89.42% 93

40.38% 42

54.81% 57

26.92% 28

40.38% 42

33.65% 35

24.04% 25

Q4 What are the most important things
Wyoming should do to improve the

educational system? (check all that are
high priorities)

Answered: 104 Skipped: 0

Total Respondents: 104  

Increase
parental...

Set clear
expectations...

Provide
stronger...

Create a
long-term...

Raise the
expectations...

Increase
supports to...

Put in place
an...

Raise the
standards fo...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Increase parental involvement and parental expectations for children

Set clear expectations at the state level and then give schools and districts greater authority and flexibility to decide how to meet them

Provide stronger leadership at the state level, with a clear vision for our schools

Create a long-term improvement plan and stay the course for at least 5 years

Raise the expectations (standards) for students

Increase supports to very rural schools and struggling schools

Put in place an accountability system that defines responsibilities and how…entities… will be held accountable for doing those jobs well

Raise the standards for educators

4 / 20

Education Governance Survey SurveyMonkey
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47.12% 49

44.23% 46

8.65% 9

Q5 Ideally, who do you think should hold
the State Superintendent accountable for
quality leadership of Wyoming’s public

school system, and how often?
Answered: 104 Skipped: 0

Total 104

The public,
every 4 year...

The State
Board of...

The Governor,
through annu...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

The public, every 4 years through elections (current structure)

The State Board of Education, through annual performance reviews and possible contract extension (revised structure – like used by local
boards)

The Governor, through annual performance reviews and possible continued appointment (revised structure – like used by State agencies)

5 / 20

Education Governance Survey SurveyMonkey
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21.15% 22

33.65% 35

45.19% 47

Q6 Ideally, how should the State Board of
Education be selected?

Answered: 104 Skipped: 0

Total 104

Appointed by
the Governor...

Elected by the
public, with...

A combination
of appointed...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Appointed by the Governor, based on geographic and political diversity (current structure)

Elected by the public, with some mechanism for geographic diversity (revised structure – like used to select legislators)

A combination of appointed and elected representatives (revised structure – allowing for both elected representatives and those representing
certain sectors)

6 / 20

Education Governance Survey SurveyMonkey
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12.50% 13

47.12% 49

40.38% 42

Q7 Is the Wyoming educational system
currently performing ABOVE, AT, or

BELOW your expectations?
Answered: 104 Skipped: 0

Total 104

Above

At

Below

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Above

At

Below

7 / 20

Education Governance Survey SurveyMonkey
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1.96% 2

40.20% 41

57.84% 59

Q8 How well does the current education
governance structure for the State support

clear lines of responsibility and
accountability?
Answered: 102 Skipped: 2

Total 102

Very Well

Moderately Well

Requires
Significant...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very Well

Moderately Well

Requires Significant Change

8 / 20

Education Governance Survey SurveyMonkey
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3.88% 4

39.81% 41

56.31% 58

Q9 How well does the Wyoming Department
of Education currently provide supports to

schools and districts for educational
improvement?

Answered: 103 Skipped: 1

Total 103

Very well

As well as
they can, gi...

Not well
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65.38% 68

34.62% 36

Q10 AGREE or DISAGREE: The primary role
of the Legislature with regard to education

is to provide funding, establish overall
expectations, define system parameters,

and establish essential metrics.
Answered: 104 Skipped: 0

Total 104

Agree

Disagree
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96.12% 99

3.88% 4

Q11 AGREE or DISAGREE: The Legislature
should avoid micro-management, frequent
changes in direction and a lack of a shared

state vision for education.
Answered: 103 Skipped: 1

Total 103
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87.50% 91

12.50% 13

Q12 AGREE or DISAGREE: The primary role
of the State Board of Education with regard
to education is to provide policy, standards,

assessments, and accountability system
metrics.

Answered: 104 Skipped: 0

Total 104
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Disagree
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80.39% 82

19.61% 20

Q13 AGREE or DISAGREE: The State Board
of Education should avoid a lack of a

shared state vision for education.
Answered: 102 Skipped: 2

Total 102
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Disagree
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92.08% 93

7.92% 8

Q14 AGREE or DISAGREE: The primary role
of the State Superintendent with regard to
education is to provide a vision, a plan for

reaching that vision, implementation of that
plan, advocacy, and coordination across

state entities.
Answered: 101 Skipped: 3

Total 101

Agree

Disagree
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91.00% 91

9.00% 9

Q15 AGREE or DISAGREE: The State
Superintendent should avoid a lack of a

shared state vision for education, frequent
changes in direction, and hiring unproven

leaders within WDE.
Answered: 100 Skipped: 4

Total 100

Agree

Disagree
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96.15% 100

3.85% 4

Q16 AGREE or DISAGREE: The primary role
of the Wyoming Department of Education

with regard to education is to provide
support to local districts, a clearinghouse

for expertise, monitoring, and a mechanism
for cross-district collaboration.

Answered: 104 Skipped: 0

Total 104
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Disagree
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88.89% 88

11.11% 11

Q17 AGREE or DISAGREE: The Wyoming
Department of Education should avoid over-
emphasis on compliance and isolation from

schools and classrooms.
Answered: 99 Skipped: 5

Total 99
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67.35% 66

32.65% 32

Q18 AGREE or DISAGREE: The primary role
of the Governor with regard to education is
to provide advocacy and use of the “bully
pulpit” to promote the best interests of the

statewide education system.
Answered: 98 Skipped: 6

Total 98
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80.39% 82

19.61% 20

Q19 AGREE or DISAGREE: The Governor
should avoid a lack of a shared state vision

for education.
Answered: 102 Skipped: 2

Total 102
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2.91% 3

14.56% 15

82.52% 85

Q20 Who should have the greatest
influence in deciding what is taught in

public schools?
Answered: 103 Skipped: 1

Total 103

The federal
government

The state
government

Local school
boards
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Appendix	  F	  

Handouts	  from	  Stakeholder	  Interviews,	  July	  2014	  
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Developed by Cross & Joftus, 2014

Contiguous States Highest-performing States

2013 WY US MT SD CO NE ID UT MA NH MN

Mathematics 4th Grade 48 41 45 40 50 45 40 44 59 58 60

Mathematics 8th Grade 38 34 40 38 42 36 36 36 54 46 47

Reading 4th Grade 37 34 35 32 41 37 33 36 48 45 41

Reading 8th Grade 38 34 40 36 40 37 38 39 48 44 40

2007 WY US MT SD CO NE ID UT MA NH MN

Mathematics 4th Grade 44 39 44 41 41 38 40 39 58 52 51

Mathematics 8th Grade 36 31 38 39 37 35 34 32 51 38 43

Reading 4th Grade 36 32 39 34 36 35 35 34 49 41 37

Reading 8th Grade 33 29 39 37 35 35 32 30 43 37 37

2013 source:
http://nationsreportcard.gov/reading_math_2013/#/state-performance

2007 sources:
Math: http://nationsreportcard.gov/math_2007/m0006.aspx?tab_id=tab4&subtab_id=Tab_1#chart
Reading: http://nationsreportcard.gov/reading_2007/r0006.aspx?tab_id=tab4&subtab_id=Tab_1#chart

NAEP Proficiency in Wyoming & Other States
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Developed by Cross & Joftus, 2014

NAEP Proficiency Charts
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Developed by Cross & Joftus, 2014

Reading  
2013

Reading: 4th Grade Reading: 8th Grade

All FRL Eligible Not Eligible All FRL Eligible Not Eligible

Wyoming 13 4 34 13 1 32

Math  
2013

Math: 4th Grade Math: 8th Grade

All FRL Eligible Not Eligible All FRL Eligible Not Eligible

Wyoming 8 3 34 18 5 35

NAEP by FRL Eligibility

274

NDoorey
Typewritten Text
Rank by Average Scale Score

NDoorey
Typewritten Text

NDoorey
Typewritten Text
3



Developed by Cross & Joftus, 2014

NAEP by FRL Eligibility
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Developed by Cross & Joftus, 2014
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Developed by Cross & Joftus, 2014

Wyoming Education Governance Model
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Appendix	  G	  

Resources	  for	  Training	  New	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  Members	  

	  

The	  National	  Association	  of	  State	  Boards	  of	  Education	  (NASBE)	  is	  the	  only	  organization	  
dedicated	  to	  the	  support	  and	  development	  of	  state	  board	  members.	  Each	  summer	  NASBE	  holds	  
an	  institute	  for	  new	  state	  board	  members	  from	  its	  member	  states.	  	  The	  summary	  of	  the	  
institute	  is	  below,	  followed	  by	  the	  agenda	  from	  the	  2014	  institute.	  	  

NASBE	  also	  sponsors	  study	  groups	  each	  year	  on	  topics	  of	  emerging	  importance,	  through	  which	  
participating	  Board	  members	  have	  the	  opportunity	  to	  hear	  from	  experts,	  practitioners,	  
researchers	  and	  fellow	  policy	  makers	  on	  the	  issues.	  Reports	  from	  past	  study	  groups	  are	  
available	  online.	  In	  addition,	  NASBE	  hosts	  webinars	  for	  members	  on	  selected	  topics.	  	  

	  

Topics	  Addressed	  at	  the	  2014	  NASBE	  NEW	  State	  Board	  Member	  Institute	  

•	   How	  to	  Be	  an	  Effective	  Board	  Member	  

•	   Educational	  Acronyms	  

•	   Federal	  Policy	  Initiatives	  

•	   National	  Issues	  Overview	  

•	   Boardsmanship:	  Working	  with	  Your	  Legislature	  

NEW STATE BOARD MEMBER INSTITUTE 

Each year NASBE gives new state board members the opportunity to gather with 
experienced board members and staff at the New State Board Member Institute. NASBE 
helps support these new members by covering the costs of two members from each 
state. Held every summer in Arlington, Virginia, the Institute is designed to equip new 
board members with skills, knowledge, and insider tips that will enable them to be more 
effective board members. 

Always one of NASBE’s most popular conferences, the program includes case studies in 
policy development; “how to” sessions on dealing with the media and handling state 
board business; special current issues sessions; information on how NASBE can assist 
state boards and individual members; and many opportunities for questions and 
answers and group participation. 
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•	   Boardsmanship:	  Communication	  Best	  Practices	  

•	   Boardsmanship:	  Parliamentary	  Procedures	  

•	   Boardsmanship:	  Your	  Role	  in	  Policy-‐making	  

No	  regularly	  scheduled	  training	  opportunities	  could	  be	  found	  for	  State	  Board	  members	  
concerning	  important	  topics	  such	  as	  the	  state’s	  education	  finance	  system,	  standards	  
development,	  fundamentals	  of	  student	  assessment,	  what	  is	  known	  about	  effective	  professional	  
development	  practices,	  or	  effective	  practices	  in	  developing	  strong	  human	  capital	  pipelines	  in	  
education.	  NASBE	  may	  have	  study	  groups	  on	  such	  topics	  from	  time	  to	  time,	  but	  there	  seems	  to	  
be	  no	  entity	  that	  offers	  orientation	  training	  on	  these	  topics	  for	  new	  State	  Board	  members.	  
Given	  that	  these	  topics	  are	  also	  of	  high	  importance	  to	  local	  school	  board	  members,	  Wyoming	  
may	  want	  to	  craft,	  on	  its	  own	  or	  in	  collaboration	  with	  the	  University	  of	  Wyoming	  and/or	  nearby	  
states,	  professional	  development/orientation	  training	  sessions	  on	  such	  topics	  and	  to	  provide	  
them	  to	  new	  State	  and	  local	  school	  board	  members.	  	  
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Appendix	  H	  

Themes	  from	  Interviews	  for	  
Improving	  Support	  from	  the	  Wyoming	  Department	  of	  Education	  

	  

During	  interviews	  of	  representatives	  with	  Wyoming	  education,	  civic,	  parent,	  and	  business	  
stakeholder	  groups,	  several	  specific	  recommendations	  were	  made	  to	  improve	  the	  capacity	  of	  
the	  Wyoming	  Department	  of	  Education	  to	  support	  educational	  improvements	  in	  the	  districts.	  	  

1.	  Streamline	  compliance	  monitoring:	  Compliance	  monitoring,	  while	  necessary,	  can	  too	  easily	  
become	  extremely	  time-‐consuming	  for	  both	  WDE	  staff	  and	  staff	  within	  schools	  and	  
districts.	  Too	  often,	  interviewees	  stated,	  forms	  are	  sent	  requesting	  extensive	  amounts	  
of	  data	  that	  the	  state	  already	  holds.	  To	  better	  protect	  the	  focus	  of	  local	  educators	  on	  
student	  learning,	  the	  WDE	  should	  a)	  ensure	  that	  compliance	  monitoring	  is	  reduced	  to	  
the	  essential	  level	  of	  information	  collection,	  b)	  collect	  state-‐held	  information	  from	  other	  
state	  entities	  and	  not	  the	  schools	  or	  districts,	  to	  the	  extent	  possible,	  and	  c)	  place	  greater	  
emphasis	  on	  using	  the	  gathered	  information	  to	  add	  value	  to	  the	  local	  improvement	  
efforts.	  	  

2.	  Create	  Regional	  Support	  Coordinators:	  WDE	  personnel	  assigned	  to	  provide	  support	  and	  
guidance	  to	  schools	  and	  districts	  typically	  do	  so	  for	  a	  single	  topic,	  statewide.	  	  The	  
weakness	  of	  this	  structure	  is	  the	  lack	  of	  familiarity	  these	  individuals	  have	  with	  the	  
strengths	  and	  needs	  of	  specific	  schools,	  districts	  and	  communities.	  A	  strong	  interest	  was	  
expressed	  in	  the	  creation	  of	  WDE	  Regional	  Support	  Coordinators.	  These	  individuals	  
would	  be	  assigned	  to	  coordinate	  supports	  and	  guidance	  to	  a	  region	  of	  the	  state,	  and	  to	  
get	  to	  know	  the	  schools	  well	  enough	  that	  they	  can	  do	  so	  in	  a	  more	  customized	  and	  
efficient	  manner.	  This	  small	  cadre	  of	  educators	  should,	  in	  the	  view	  of	  the	  interviewees,	  
be	  carefully	  selected	  educators	  with	  proven	  track	  records	  and	  who	  are	  deeply	  
knowledgeable	  about	  several	  programmatic	  areas.	  	  

	   In	  addition	  to	  coordinating	  supports	  and	  guidance	  to	  a	  region,	  they	  would	  1)	  coordinate	  
information	  sharing	  across	  regions,	  such	  as	  sharing	  of	  best	  practices,	  and	  2)	  regularly	  
look	  for	  emerging	  statewide	  needs	  that	  should	  be	  addressed	  more	  systemically	  by	  the	  
WDE.	  

One	  concern	  was	  raised	  about	  these	  positions:	  currently	  the	  salaries	  within	  the	  WDE	  for	  
high-‐level	  positions	  are	  lower	  than	  for	  similar	  positions	  within	  school	  districts.	  Creating	  
these	  positions	  without	  adequate	  salaries	  to	  attract	  the	  state’s	  most	  qualified	  and	  
respected	  candidates	  may	  result	  in	  less	  impact.	  	  
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Appendix	  I	  

Creating	  a	  Statewide	  Vision	  for	  Public	  Education	  and	  Blueprint	  for	  
Action	  

	  

Numerous	  states	  have	  developed	  long	  term	  strategic	  plans,	  often	  through	  the	  leadership	  of	  the	  State	  
Board	  of	  Education	  or	  Chief	  State	  School	  Officer.	  	  Too	  often	  these	  planning	  processes	  fail	  to	  engage	  the	  
general	  public	  and	  stakeholder	  leaders	  sufficiently	  to	  generate	  the	  level	  of	  support	  needed	  to	  sustain	  
focus	  for	  long	  enough	  to	  have	  real	  impact	  on	  the	  quality	  of	  public	  education	  in	  a	  state	  and	  the	  readiness	  
of	  their	  students	  for	  college,	  the	  workplace,	  and	  citizenship.	  

A	  few	  states	  stand	  out	  as	  having	  created	  thoughtful	  plans	  for	  the	  improvement	  of	  their	  educational	  
systems	  that	  include	  bold	  goals,	  broad	  engagement,	  and	  sustained	  effort.	  In	  this	  section,	  documents	  
from	  three	  such	  initiatives	  are	  provided	  as	  exemplars.	  

• Delaware	  Vision	  2015	  was	  an	  initiative	  begun	  in	  2006	  by	  the	  Business	  Roundtable	  and	  Rodel	  
Foundation.	  The	  initial	  planning	  work	  was	  led	  by	  a	  28-‐member	  steering	  committee	  of	  education,	  
business,	  government,	  and	  community	  leaders.	  The	  Vision	  2015	  blueprint	  has	  served	  as	  the	  
foundation	  for	  Delaware’s	  reform	  efforts	  for	  a	  decade,	  and	  regular	  progress	  reports	  are	  
released.	  The	  2013	  progress	  report	  is	  included	  in	  this	  appendix.	  A	  copy	  of	  the	  original	  blueprint	  
for	  statewide	  education	  can	  be	  found	  at	  http://www.vision2015delaware.org/wp-‐
content/uploads/2011/06/Vision-‐Plan.pdf.	  	  
	  

• Massachusetts	  Business	  Alliance	  for	  Education	  (MBAE)	  issued	  a	  vision	  and	  plan	  in	  1991,	  titled	  
Every	  Child	  A	  Winner.	  That	  plan	  provided	  the	  framework	  for	  the	  Massachusetts	  Education	  
Reform	  Act	  of	  1993.	  	  The	  implementation	  of	  that	  statute	  drove	  improvements	  in	  public	  
education	  to	  the	  point	  that	  Massachusetts	  now	  has	  the	  best	  performing	  students	  in	  the	  nation,	  
as	  measured	  by	  national	  and	  international	  standardized	  test	  results.	  In	  the	  spring	  of	  2014	  The	  
MBAE	  released	  a	  new	  20-‐year	  vision	  for	  the	  statewide	  education	  system,	  The	  New	  Opportunity	  
to	  Lead.	  The	  announcement	  of	  this	  plan	  can	  be	  found	  in	  this	  appendix	  and	  the	  full	  study	  can	  be	  
found	  at	  http://www.mbae.org/wp-‐content/uploads/2014/03/New-‐Opportunity-‐To-‐Lead.pdf	  .	  

	  
• Tennessee’s	  State	  Collaborative	  on	  Reforming	  Education	  (SCORE)	  was	  launched	  in	  2009	  as	  a	  

private,	  citizen-‐led	  initiative	  to	  jumpstart	  long-‐term	  educational	  change	  in	  Tennessee	  and	  
ensure	  that	  every	  child	  graduates	  high	  school	  prepared	  for	  college	  or	  a	  career.	  SCORE	  focuses	  on	  
supporting	  innovative	  education	  initiatives,	  advocating	  new	  policies,	  and	  awarding	  the	  annual	  
SCORE	  prize	  to	  recognize	  significant	  improvements	  in	  student	  achievement.	  	  Recent	  status	  
report	  is	  included	  in	  this	  appendix	  and	  the	  complete	  October	  2009	  five-‐year	  plan,	  SCORE	  
Roadmap	  to	  Success,	  a,	  can	  be	  found	  at	  http://tnscore.org.	  
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Connecting to World-Class Schools
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Chairman’s Message

Implementation Team:  
Voices from the Community

One thing that makes people proud to 
work in Delaware is that we come together 
to tackle tough problems — and stay togeth-
er to see the solutions through. 

In 2005, 28 public, private, and civic leaders 
from throughout the state came together to 
develop the bold Vision 2015 plan to provide 
a world-class education to all public school 
students by 2015. 

As we approach the 2015 benchmark, we 
are thrilled to have the continued leadership 
and passion needed to see this project 
through. Few states can claim the level of 
public-private collaboration that Delaware 
can — it’s exceptional and essential.

With input from hundreds of educators  
and community leaders, the state has made 
tangible gains toward reaching the big ideas 
set forth in Vision 2015. The recommend- 
ations put forward in the plan laid the 
groundwork for Delaware’s first place finish 
in the national Race to the Top competition. 

We have raised standards for both our 
children and the adults that educate them. 
We’ve built a comprehensive strategy to 
support our earliest learners statewide. And 
through efforts like the Vision Network of 
Delaware, we have begun to do something 
we have struggled to do for years: share 
what works. Collectively, this has meant that 
our schools are getting stronger, with 10,000 
more students proficient in English and math 
in 2012 than the previous year, and those 
gains sustained in 2013. 

Yet there is more hard work ahead.
While we are proud of our successes, we 

realize that our world has changed substan-
tially in the last decade. As Managing 
Director of CAI, Inc., a Delaware-based 
information technology firm, I have a front 
row seat on some of those changes. Closer to 
home, my kids are a daily reminder that the 
way young people interact with the world 
has changed — it’s global and instantaneous.  

Superintendent

Indian River  
School District

Executive Director

Christina Cultural  
Arts Center

H. Raye Jones Avery  Dr. Susan Bunting Dr. Paul A. Herdman Dr. Mark Holodick

Ernie Dianastasis
Vision 2015 Chair 
Managing Director, CAI

Superintendent

Brandywine  
School District

President and CEO

Rodel Foundation  
of Delaware

The Vision 2015 Implementation Team includes leadership from a 
broad range of public, private, and civic groups. The Team meets 
regularly to align efforts, evaluate progress, and sustain momentum.
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These and many other changes were not  
squarely in our sights back in 2005, so as we  
look to 2015 and beyond, we know we need to 
do a better job of listening to members of the 
community, educators, and young people so that 
our “vision” remains fresh and responsive.

As a founding member of Vision 2015, and 
now its chair, I am excited to focus on how  
we can help expand innovation throughout  
our state and to redouble our efforts to  
build stronger bridges between our schools, 
communities, and businesses.

On the following pages, you will see how the 
big ideas of Vision 2015 are being implemented 
and becoming a reality. Vision 2015 has played 
an important role in Delaware’s success, and we 
look forward to more opportunities and  
challenges in the years that follow.

Secretary

Delaware Department  
of Education

Chair

Delaware Early  
Childhood Council

Mark Murphy Dr. Daniel RichFrederika Jenner John H. Taylor, Jr.

Executive Director

Delaware Public  
Policy Institute

President

Delaware State  
Education Association 3

Sincerely,

 
Ernie Dianastasis, Vision 2015 Chairman
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Vision 2015 focuses on six student-centered key goals.
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Implement assessments, curriculum, 
and standards to align them with the 
world’s best, while preparing students 
for college and careers. 

Progress to Date
In 2006, consistency of curriculum 

was a challenge not just around the 
state, but sometimes even within 
districts. Delaware students now 
compete with the rest of the world, so 
we need to raise the bar on what we 
expect of them. To do that we need to 
strengthen the quality of the curricu-
lum used to prepare our students and 
build new measures to assess what 
they are learning. Across the board, 
we’re providing students with access 
to more rigorous content. Every child 
from grades K through 12 will be 
engaged in learning through the 

Common Core State Standards 
(CCSS), which are internationally 
benchmarked and move us away 
from rote memorization to more 
applied and practical learning. In 
addition, almost 1,000 students are 
benefiting from new language 
immersion programs from Mandarin 
to Arabic, and we’ve increased the 
percentage of students taking 
Advanced Placement courses  
by nearly 16% since 2002.

What’s Next
We’ve made significant progress, 

but the implementation of the CCSS 
will take considerable work to create a 
Common Core culture in the classroom 
in preparation for the first assessment 
of the Standards during the 2014-15 
academic year. Once implemented, the 

Standards will provide a consistent, 
clear understanding of what students 
are expected to learn, and give 
teachers and parents a roadmap for 
what they need to do to help them  
be college and career ready.

Additionally, our students will truly 
be on equal footing with their peers 
around the world with the implemen-
tation of the new Smarter Balanced 
Assessment exam aligned with CCSS, 
and dual enrollment opportunities 
allowing for students to get a head 
start on their college education.

Get Involved
Learn more about CCSS and how 

they will help our kids reach the  
next level by visiting bit.ly/HSGCCSS.  

Embracing the Highest Standards
At William Penn High School, math teacher Jennifer 

Bonham didn’t wait for the official rollout of the Common 
Core State Standards to start using them.

Two years ago, as she was preparing the student learning 
map for her Advanced Placement statistics course, she 
realized that Delaware’s standards didn’t cover what she 
would be teaching her seniors.

“The student learning map had to be based on stan-
dards,” she recalls. “The state standards really stopped at 
11th grade, and they didn’t cover AP statistics. I started using 
the Common Core Standards to write out my instructional 
planning, because the Common Core goes through 12th 
grade and has a whole strand on statistics.” 

The Common Core Standards, which will be implemented 
statewide for the 2014-2015 school year, are a crucial 
component of the Vision 2015 goal to get Delaware teach-
ers and schools to implement standards, curriculum, and 
assessments that align with the world’s best.

Bonham loves the rigor of the Standards, but is also 
keenly interested in developing state-of-the-art assessments 
that will measure student achievement once the Standards 
are in place — especially through greater use of technology.

In both her classroom and her Ed.D. program at the 

University of Delaware, Bonham is 
exploring ways to use technology  
to assess achievement and student 
growth. She is part of the Colonial 
School District’s “Bring Your Own 
Device” pilot exploring new ways  
to use technology in the classroom, 
and her Ed.D. thesis focuses on 
employing technology for formative 
assessments that take place 
throughout the school year.

“There are apps on which you can put out questions and 
poll kids on cell phones, and I’ll know right that minute did 
most of them get it or not get it and we can have a conver-
sation right then and there,” she explains. “With technol-
ogy, you can also differentiate the learning. I can post 
different videos, TED talks or things I create and they can 
get out their cell phones and their head phones and watch 
the video they need. I can hold office hours at home 
through Twitter or Edmodo. Students can take pictures  
of my Smart Board and we can post them on our website.”

“Technology is the world our kids live in,” she says,  
“so we might as well use it for good rather than evil  
in the classroom.”

IT’S HAPPENING

4

Goal 1: Set Sights High 

Jennifer Bonham,  
Teacher, 
William Penn  
High School
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Ensure every child enters kindergarten 
ready to learn. 

Progress to Date
In 2006, when the first Vision 2015 

report was released, 70% of early 
learning providers were poor to 
mediocre and they did not receive 
sufficient support. In 2011, the state 
invested $22 million — a 35% increase 
— in early learning improvement and 
then won $49 million in the Early 
Learning Challenge. As a result,  
there is a new state Office of Early 
Learning (OEL) that coordinates 
services across major state  
agencies, and since 2007, the Stars 
program provides a statewide 
structure for evaluating quality 
and state subsidies, which increase 
as the quality of service increases. 

What’s Next
The Delaware Early Learner Survey 

has been piloted across the state and 
will be fully implemented by the fall  
of 2015. This survey will give Delaware 
baseline data for kindergarten readi-
ness for the first time and enable 
elementary schools to tailor instruction 
and support services appropriately for 
their youngest students. The data will 
also provide educators and policymak-
ers with a valuable tool in assessing the 
early childhood system and allow for 
thoughtful decision-making. 

In addition, the OEL, in cooperation 
with its managing partner, the 
Delaware Early Childhood Center, 
created Delaware Readiness Teams 
(DEL Teams). These teams are bringing 
together partnerships of families, early 
learning and K-12 educators, health 
care, human services, and civic leaders 
to make school readiness and the 
needs of young children a high priority. 

Get Involved
Learn more about how to  

support young children at  
www.greatstartsdelaware.com.

Goal 2: Invest in Early Learning 

Starting Early  
Learning Really Early

In the Lake Forest School District, 
early learning begins at birth. 
Especially for the families who  
sign up for the district’s innovative 
Spartan Sprouts program.

Launched with Race to the Top 
funds, the program seeks to build 
connections between families and 
the school district at the earliest 
opportunity, and to provide 
support for raising healthy,  
kindergarten-ready students.

“We think it is important for a 
child to get off to a good start and 
we are interested in them as soon 
as they arrive,” says Dr. Dan Curry, 
who implemented the program 
named for the district mascot. 

In the program, trained home 
visitors visit families four times a 
year to help parents discover their 
child’s interests, build structured 
activities around them, and explore 
everyday learning opportunities. 
The home visitors also provide resources to help parents recognize developmental 
milestones from two months to five years, share health and nutrition information, 
screen for special needs, and provide referrals if necessary.

Families also receive a support package that includes such items as backpacks, 
medicine droppers, sippy cups, thermometers, a Sprout baby outfit, and a book.

In addition, the program shares information about a sister program run in 
partnership with the Harrington Library Foundation called Imagination Library in 
which parents of children from birth to fours years old can sign up their child to 
get a free book each month in the mail. 

In its first year, the program served 34 families in the Felton-area district, which 
averages 310 students each year in kindergarten. 

“I have learned so many things through the Spartan Sprouts,” says parent 
Sheena Rosko, whose son was identified with a speech delay through the program. 
“Without this program I would not have known just how delayed his speech is or 
how to go about getting him the help he needs. I am very grateful for everything 
this program has to offer!”

Dr. Dan Curry, Superintendent,  
Lake Forest School District 

IT’S HAPPENING
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Develop and support high quality 
teachers in every Delaware school and 
provide the professional support they 
need to succeed.

Progress to Date
As parents have long known, 

teachers are the most important 
in-school factor in supporting a child’s 
learning. Yet as recently as 2006, there 
was little understanding of the quality 
of teachers coming out of schools of 
education, there were no strategies 
for recruiting, retaining, or supporting 
teachers and leaders in high-need 
schools, and teachers didn’t always 
have meaningful feedback on  
improving teaching practices.

With the impetus of Vision 2015, 
Delaware has made comprehensive 
changes that make it a national 
leader in raising the quality of 
teaching professionals. In the last 
year, passage of the key education bill 
SB51 sets high entry requirements for 

teacher training programs, requires  
at least 10 weeks of a high-quality 
student teaching experience, and 
establishes rigorous exit exams. 
Additionally, teacher training pro-
grams will be required to track and 
report data on the effectiveness of 
graduates during and after the 
program. 

The state has also invested in 
building targeted efforts to bring 
great teachers and leaders into our 
highest-need schools. One example of 
this is the Teach For America program, 
which is thriving, and has expanded  
to Kent and Sussex counties, with 60 
teachers serving high-need students in 
difficult-to-hire subject areas. Another 
initiative, the Vision Network of 
Delaware, is working with teachers 
and leaders in 29 schools across the 
state to build and sustain achievement 
through improved leadership and 
classroom instruction.

Delaware is also one of the few 

states in the country in which every 
teacher in every subject and grade  
is evaluated in a system that looks 
holistically at performance — one of 
the strategies being improved each 
year based on teacher feedback 
through the Teaching, Empowering, 
Leading and Learning Survey (TELL 
Delaware). In addition, the state is 
working to build the capacity of our 
teaching force through Professional 
Learning Communities (PLCs) that 
provide teachers with common 
planning time so they can collaborate 
on data analysis, lesson planning, and 
instructional strategies. 

What’s Next
The state’s new teacher training 

legislation is an important foundation 
for training teachers who can deliver  
a world-class education. So are 
programs that improve career and 
compensation opportunities for 
teachers. Goals for the near future 
include creating new teacher career 
paths. Rewarding teachers through 
more competitive regional pay would 
also help attract teachers in high-need 
subjects and schools. Best practices can 
also provide incentives to expand 
successful teacher training programs. 

We want Delaware to not only be  
a desired destination for the best 
teachers, we want to support already 
established teachers and provide them 
with the tools they need to be success-
ful in the classroom. The launching of 
a recruitment portal to streamline and 
strengthen hiring processes across the 
state — and improving the salary 
structure and career ladder system for 
teachers — will serve to retain and 
attract highly-effective teachers. 

Get Involved
Individuals and groups can support 

Delaware’s teachers. Consider  
supporting a local teacher through 
DonorsChoose.org, or participating in 
the TFA sponsor a teacher program. 
Learn more at bit.ly/TFADelaware. 

Goal 3:  Develop and Support  
High-Quality Teachers 

6
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Charting A New Course  
For Teacher Development

In a successful school, one of the most important skills for 
teachers is the ability to tailor instruction to the individual 
abilities of each student.

Not surprisingly, the training required to develop those 
teachers requires instruction tailored to individual abilities 
— of each teacher.

Most important, notes Dr. Lamont W. Browne, Head  
of School and Principal of East Side Charter School, that 
training needs to be ongoing and systematic, not the 
“one-shot, one-stop” system of evaluation and professional 
development often used in the past.

Browne’s school is one of four charters in Wilmington that 
have banded together to develop a new — and collabora-
tive — approach to evaluating and developing top teachers. 

Approved by the State Department of Education, the 
approach is rolling out this year at East Side, Thomas Edison 
Charter School, Kuumba Academy Charter School, and 
Prestige Academy Charter School, all located within a mile 
and a half of each other.

“All four schools are supporting each other,” Dr. Browne 
says of the groundbreaking collaborative effort. “They  
are coaching each other and learning from each other. 
Hopefully, this can be a model for the state for how schools 
can work together to improve student achievement.”

Co-authored by the four schools, the approach makes 
evaluation and training continuous throughout the school 
year, rather than a process built around a limited number  
of classroom observations or professional development 
sessions.

It still includes schoolwide professional development  
on key trends and topics, but its foundation is a coaching 
system in which instructional leaders work with individual 
teachers, collaboratively develop goals for improvement 
and improve instruction skills in incremental “action steps,” 
rather than acting on a “laundry list” of changes all at once.

Most significantly, Dr. Browne says, the approach includes 
a “dual accountability” process that evaluates the effective-
ness of the evaluators.

“In the past there may not have been any accountability 
that the instructional leader was good at giving feedback,” 
he says. “Our model requires that a coach give specific 
feedback, not just what a teacher did poorly, but how  
they can get better at it.”

At Dr. Browne’s school, each of four coaches works with 
approximately 10 teachers, starting right after a two-week 

period of schoolwide professional development in August. 
Teachers are asked to develop 4-5 professional development 
goals for themselves for the year, and work with the coach 
to pick three top goals for work. Teachers and coaches meet 
weekly or biweekly to assess progress, based on 10-20 
classroom observations and videotaped lessons in which 
teachers can see themselves in action.

By focusing on a limited number of action steps at a time, 
the coaching allows teachers to “build capacity” over the 
year. It also provides flexibility to address individual issues 
that arise, or to identify issues affecting more than one 
teacher.

“Teachers say they love seeing us weekly because it makes 
the classes [that we observe] so much more natural,” Dr. 
Browne says. “They also love that there are just one or two 
action steps at a time. Fewer things to focus on allows them 
to really put their energy into those things.”

“There is immediate accountability,” he adds. “A teacher 
knows that their coach is going to come back next week 
and give feedback, so it is very important they are  
working on this and trying to get better.”

Dr. Lamont W. Browne,  
Head of School and Principal, East Side Charter School

IT’S HAPPENING
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Getting Results With ‘Ownership’
At W.T. Chipman Middle School, leadership is all about 

ownership. Given the authority and flexibility to make key 
instructional decisions at the school level, Principal Douglas 
W. Brown has built a culture of “our” among his staff.

“Our teachers take ownership of their results, ownership 
of the school perception, ownership of the students, and, 
most importantly, they take ownership of their responsibili-
ties,” he explains.

“We work hard on shared decision-making … to build a 
strong instructional leadership team comprised of adminis-
trators, teachers, and specialists.”

As a result, “our school has drastically changed for the 
better from a morale and results standpoint,” Brown says.

Part of the Lake Forest School District, and a member  
of the Vision Network of Delaware, Chipman has created  
a culture in which the WHY of instructional and policy 
decisions is openly shared and explained.

“Most of us want to know WHY am I doing this and how 
this will help,” Brown says. “A good leader has the ability to 
convey the WHY to those that he or she leads.”

Brown, who has been principal at Chipman for five years, 
also is a mentor in the Delaware Leadership Project, the 
innovative statewide program training new principals for 

high-needs schools. As  
a mentor, he is “shad-
owed” by a trainee 
during the school year, 
offering hands-on 
instruction in his school’s 
culture and instructional 
practices.

“Gone are the days 
where school leaders are 
simply managers of the 
school building,” Brown 
says. “The expectation is 
for all of us to be instruc-
tional leaders as admin-
istrators.”

The Delaware 
Leadership Project has 
drawn praise as an 
alternative route to 

certification that emphasizes on-site learning. “I came 
through the traditional way to administration,” Brown says, 
“but I would have loved to have had the opportunity to do 
the work and the on the job training that these prospective 
leaders get.”

Douglas W. Brown, Principal,  
W. T. Chipman Middle School

8

Empower school leaders to be great 
leaders with the knowledge, authority, 
and flexibility to get results.

Progress to Date
Next to teachers, principals are the 

most important adults in any school. 
Delaware has taken significant 
steps to empower principals to 
build strong school cultures and 
support great teaching. To accom-
plish this, the state has employed strat-
egies, including: (1) deploying coaches 
and support programs to help princi-
pals throughout the state; (2) creating 
targeted new strategies to train 
principals to work in our highest need 
schools; and (3) developing statewide 
incentive systems to provide monetary 
awards to those schools that are 
demonstrating excellence. 

Increased use of School Administra-
tion Manager (SAM) programs in 
schools has helped principals better 
manage their time and concentrate 
more on instructional leadership, 
building effective teams, and  
improving student achievement. The 
Delaware Leadership Project (DLP) has 
been created to help the state recruit, 
train, and retain more effective 
principals in high-needs schools. In its 
third year, this 15-month alternative 
certification program provides inten-
sive, hands-on training for aspiring 
principals in school settings.

Lastly, Innovative Schools, a non-profit 
resource center for Delaware public 
schools, is working directly with local 
schools and districts across the state to 
help implement best practice programs 
effectively within their building.

What’s Next
Progress has been made toward 

empowering principals to be great 
leaders; however, there are steps that 
can be taken to continue to improve 
the knowledge, authority, and flexibil-
ity necessary to gain results. Improving 
financial flexibility, such as hiring and 
budgeting freedom would allow 
principals to put funding toward  
areas that they deem most necessary. 

Encouraging broader utilization  
of the Education Insight System will 
enable data-driven decision making 
throughout the education system. 

Get Involved
Support the Delaware  

Leadership Project. Learn more  
at www.innovativeschools.org/ 
delaware-leadership-project.

Goal 4: Empower Principals

IT’S HAPPENING

289



9

Encourage education innovation  
and require accountability from  
all stakeholders. 

Progress to Date
The world is changing rapidly and 

everyone knows that resources are tight. 
To keep pace, the state needs to continu-
ously evaluate what’s working and do 
more of it. Back in 2006, there was sparse 
information on the performance of 
individual schools, no vehicle for support-
ing innovative practices, limited funds to 
invest in high-performing schools, no 
feedback system for educators to improve 
the system, and very limited opportunities 
— outside the vocational schools — for 
young people to get their feet wet in an 
actual workplace. Today, the state is 
working to make information easily 
accessible and has built a new online 
portal for educators to support the 
unique needs of every one of their 
children. A parent portal is also in the 
works to provide updates on students. 

Innovation is emerging from both 
public and private sector strategies. 
Just recently the state invested more 
than $1 million in a range of new 
ideas, the most prominent being a 
four-district partnership looking to 
pilot new teaching methods, such as 
blended and project based learning. In 
addition a new, $2 million performance 
fund was created to prioritize the 
creation or expansion of high-perform-
ing charter schools serving high need 
communities. The private sector has 
supported nine new innovative school 
models through the Innovative Schools-
led Alliance of Model Schools.

What’s Next
Vision 2015 envisions a public 

education system that demands 
innovation and accountability both  
in and out of the classroom. 

The continued efforts to support  
and grow a student-centered learning 
experience through innovative practices 
will allow children to master skills at 
their own pace, allowing teachers  

to meet the needs of each individual 
learner. Personalized learning environ-
ments are already happening in class-
rooms around Delaware to provide 
students across the spectrum the 
opportunity to access individualized, 
rigorous, and rich learning experiences. 
This approach allows teachers to 
incorporate multiple styles of instruc-

tion seamlessly. 

Get Involved
Become a mentor, join community-

based partnerships, and demand data 
and public information on our schools 
to help inform decision making. Visit 
www.vision2015delaware.org/ 
get-involved.

Using Technology  
to Innovate

In the classroom of Paul Ramirez at 
Wilmington’s Howard High School of 
Technology, innovation is the norm, not 
the exception. It’s evident in his use of 
technology to challenge students, in the 
way he uses software to individualize 
learning for each student, in the way  
he uses multi-media “texts” to assess 
students’ analytical abilities in 21st 
century formats. 

It’s also evident in the way he grounds 
high-tech instruction with character 
education traits like “grit” and  
“self-control” through an initiative  
he launched that uses principles of social/emotional learning to develop the 
personal traits students need to succeed.

“In my classroom, I’ve developed lots of ways to use technology,” he says. “My 
students do everything from producing videos to using software and applications 
that allow them to learn at their own pace. Personalized learning systems and 
the opportunities of digital education have the possibility for hugely changing 
the face of education. But I think there’s still a gap in K-12, both in terms of what 
is available and whether schools are using things that are already there.”

Ramirez and his colleagues have seen dramatic results from their innovative 
teaching. He, along with the support from his fellow Howard English teachers, 
have helped students in his classroom achieve the highest growth in reading 
scores in his grade level every year for the last three years – and last year, their 
state assessment scores were 55% higher than the state average for students in 
the same subject and grade.

Named chair of the English department, he is rewriting the curriculum to  
raise the level of rigor across the district. He also is developing new data systems 
to help teachers use digital tools to assess and analyze student data.

“Technology,” he says, “has the possibility of changing what we think of  
as education. I’d love to play a part in doing this.” 

Paul Ramirez, Teacher, 
Howard High School of Technology

IT’S HAPPENING

Goal 5:  Encourage Innovation and Parent  
Involvement, and Require Accountability

9
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More effectively spend taxpayers’ 
education dollars.

Progress to Date
Of the six goals set forth in Vision 

2015, this is the one on which the 
state has made the least headway. 
Delaware’s funding system is largely 
inflexible and unresponsive to the 
needs of the individual students 
within it. Its inflexibility is a problem 
because it all but prevents local 
educators from developing innovative 
ideas or reallocating staff resources  
to meet the needs of their school 
communities.

Yes, there has been some additional 
flexibility in the way we support 
special needs students in recent years, 
but by and large the current funding 
system does not reflect the individual 
needs of each student. This is poten-
tially very problematic in our urban 
and rural areas, where the needs of 
the students are generally higher.

Vision 2015 also calls for finding 
more flexible, productive, and effi-
cient ways to spend currently budget-
ed dollars, before adding new money. 
In January 2008, the Leadership for 
Education Achievement in Delaware 
(LEAD) Committee released a land-
mark report that identified up to  
$158 million in Delaware’s education 
budget that could be spent smarter, 
with funds redirected to priorities that 
would yield powerful, long-term 
benefits. To date, only modest savings 
have been captured, and further 
action is needed to ensure students 
get as much benefit as possible at the 
classroom level.

What’s Next
Establishing a simple and equi-

table funding system is a goal that 
still needs to be addressed in order 
to provide appropriate funding  
for students for the long term. The 
state has made significant changes to 
public education as a result of Race to 
the Top funding, but a modern school 

finance system is needed to create 
sustainable change. Moving forward, 
Delaware must create a funding 
model in which funds are allocated 
based on student needs, as recom-
mended by the LEAD Committee. In 
addition, compensation reform and 
salary supplements can be implement-
ed to better support teachers and 
leaders. 

A compensation reform proposal 
will allow new teachers to be more 
regionally competitive, helping 
Delaware to recruit high-quality 

teachers. Salary supplements will help 
schools recruit and retain teachers and 
leaders in high need schools, high 
need subjects, and master teacher 
roles. Addressing funding will require 
difficult choices; however, making 
these choices are crucial to helping 
every student succeed. 

Get Involved
Speak with your elected officials 

about fair funding, and participate  
in local school board meetings. 

Goal 6:  Establish a Simple and  
Equitable Funding System

“ Without a more effective system, we will  
always be limiting educational opportunities  
for our children based upon their ZIP Code.” 

– Dr. Shawn Joseph, Superintendent, Seaford School District
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Promising Gains in Recent Years,  
Yet Challenges Persist

State Progress  
Maintained
An additional 10,000 students 
were proficient or advanced in 
2012 and 2013 as compared to 
the 2011 DCAS exam.

However, More  
Attention is Needed  
to Prepare Students  
for College
Of the students entering ninth 
grade in 2006, 75 percent of those 
students graduated on time four 
years later, and just 37 percent of 
that group entered college in the 
fall of 2010. Only 30 percent of 
those 2006 ninth grade students 
then returned for their second 
year of college. 

…And More Jobs Will 
Require 2 or 4 Year 
College Degrees
The state’s economic future 
depends on producing more 
college graduates, and we need 
to continue to better prepare 
students for success in earning  
a college degree.
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Looking Ahead… with Secretary Murphy

Significant challenges remain,
and our aspirations are higher than ever.

State Setting the Bar High
If education were sports, the United States is the team 

that had a big lead, but let it slip away.
“In short, our country is behind now,” says Secretary of 

Education Mark Murphy. “Schools in the United States and 
Delaware have improved over the last few decades, but at 

the same time many other countries have improved at a 
faster rate.”

Since its debut in 2006, Vision 2015 has made great strides 
helping Delaware schools regain the competitiveness that 
students will need to succeed in a 21st century world 
economy. But much remains to be done.

“One of the greatest transitions under way right now is 
the implementation of the Common Core State Standards  
in English Language Arts and mathematics and the Next 
Generation Science Standards,” he notes. “The Standards 
establish consistent expectations across Delaware and the 
nation about the progression of skills in each grade, while 
leaving important decisions about lesson delivery to the 
local teacher and school.”

Most significantly, the Common Core Standards “have 
added rigor to make American students more competitive 
in the global marketplace” — a key component of the 
Vision 2015 plan.

To do that, the Standards not only “build on the best and 
highest state standards in the country,” Murphy says, but 
examine “the expectations of other high performing 
countries and study the research and literature available  
on what students need to know and be able to do to be  
successful in college or careers.”

The world outside our schools is changing and there is an opportunity to support  
our schools in meeting 21st century demands. Too many of our graduating students are 
unprepared to be successful after they leave our school system. We need to drastically 
improve our college-going and completion rates; rethink what it means to be educated 
in this rapidly changing, hyper-connected world; and bridge the gap between our schools 
and the workplace such that our schools are in tune with where the world is going.

In 2014, Vision 2015 is committed to working with partners across the state  
to build on the foundation that has already been established, while focusing  
on the future. We invite you to join us.

Join us! Please visit our website,  
www.vision2015delaware.org,  
and sign up for our email newsletter. 

Imagine … the best schools in the world for every student in Delaware.

Mark Murphy, Secretary of Education 
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Source:	  	  http://www.mbae.org/index.php?s=every+child+a+winner	  	  
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For each edition of the Assets & Opportunity Scorecard since 2007, CFED has worked with experts in the field to 
capture detailed stories of noteworthy state policy changes – both policy victories and instructive defeats. These case 
studies appear in the Resource Guides for each policy priority.

Below is a case study from “Resource Guide: Access to Quality K-12 Education,” CFED, October 2011 

A PUBLIC-PRIVATE COLLABORATIVE PUSHES COMPREHENSIVE 
EDUCATION REFORM IN TENNESSEE1

In 2009, former U.S. Senate Majority Leader Bill Frist led efforts to create the Tennessee State Collaborative 
on Reforming Education (SCORE) to bring together key education stakeholders to create a bold plan for 
improving education in Tennessee. Led by a steering committee of 25 business, education and political 
leaders from across the state, SCORE held eight statewide meetings and 82 town hall meetings to learn about 
best practices in education reform and engage the public in discussions about education. SCORE’s research 
fed into a detailed roadmap for how Tennessee could become “first in education” in the Southeast within 
five years. The roadmap contained four key strategies for the state to pursue: 1) embrace high standards, 2) 
cultivate strong leaders, 3) ensure excellent teachers and 4) utilize data to enhance student learning.

In 2010, the U.S. Department of Education announced the $4.35 billion “Race to the Top” school reform 
initiative – a competitive grant program that would award large grants to 12 states that enacted systemic 
education reform. The groundwork laid by SCORE positioned Tennessee to be a serious contender for Race to 
the Top funding. SCORE’s roadmap played a key role in shaping Tennessee’s Race to the Top application and 
was critical in building broad stakeholder buy-in for many of Tennessee’s reforms. 

In January 2010, the Tennessee General Assembly passed the First to the Top Act, the largest piece of 
education legislation in Tennessee since 1992. This legislation received tremendous bipartisan support, 
including from the statewide teachers association. The enacted law requires all teachers and principals to be 
evaluated annually with a new evaluation system that is based on at least 50% student achievement data. 
In addition, the law requires the new evaluation system to be a factor in recruiting, hiring, professional 
development, tenure and compensation decisions in local school districts. The new reforms paid off. In March 
2010, Tennessee was chosen as one of only two winners in the first round of the competition, which will result 
in more than $501 million in federal funding for the state.

After passing the legislation and winning the Race to the Top grant, SCORE worked to build public support 
for these newly-enacted reforms and partnered with the state to provide additional resources to implement 
key reforms. In spring 2010, for example, SCORE coordinated the “Expect More, Achieve More” campaign 
to build support for the state’s new, higher academic standards. To lead this campaign, SCORE partnered 
with more than 30 statewide business and education organizations. SCORE organized five press conferences 
across the state with Governor Bredesen and Senator Frist as well as a parent summit, legislator summit, and 
reporter summit. SCORE also launched a campaign website, distributed over 300,000 “Expect More, Achieve 

ASSETS & OPPORTUNITY

SCORECARD

1 CFED thanks Sylvia Flowers of Tennessee SCORE for her contributions to this section. 

CASE STUDY:

ACCESS TO QUALITY  
K-12 EDUCATION
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More” brochures to school districts across the state, and aired a series of radio and TV public service 
announcements. 

In 2011, SCORE has worked to maintain continuous support for innovative education reform with the new 
Governor and legislators. The organization published a series of policy memos to educate new legislators 
on recent reforms, and played a critical role in advocating for additional necessary tenure reform legislation, 
which was signed by Govenor Haslam in April 2011. Much of SCORE’s success to date has been built on a 
commitment to collaborating across education, business and multiple fields, along with building bipartisan 
support. 

CASE STUDY:  ACCESS TO QUALITY K-12 EDUCATION IN TENNESSEE2
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Appendix	  J	  

Increasing	  Parental	  Engagement	  

	  

A	  synthesis	  of	  51	  research	  studies	  on	  parental	  involvement	  by	  Southwest	  Educational	  Development	  
Laboratory	  found	  that,	  regardless	  of	  family	  income	  or	  background,	  students	  with	  involved	  parents	  are	  
more	  likely	  to:	  

•	  Earn	  higher	  grades	  and	  test	  scores,	  and	  enroll	  in	  higher-‐level	  programs;	  

•	  Be	  promoted,	  pass	  their	  classes,	  and	  earn	  credits;	  

•	  Attend	  school	  regularly;	  

•	  Have	  better	  social	  skills,	  show	  improved	  behavior,	  and	  adapt	  well	  to	  school;	  and	  

•	  Graduate	  and	  go	  on	  to	  postsecondary	  education.1	  

In	  turn,	  schools	  have	  an	  important	  part	  to	  play	  in	  determining	  levels	  of	  parent	  involvement	  (Epstein,	  
2001).	  For	  states	  and	  districts,	  investing	  in	  efforts	  to	  increase	  parental	  engagement	  can	  actually	  be	  cost	  
effective.	  According	  to	  the	  Harvard	  Family	  Research	  project,	  “schools	  would	  have	  to	  spend	  $1000	  more	  
per	  pupil	  to	  reap	  the	  same	  gains	  in	  student	  achievement	  that	  an	  involved	  parent	  brings.”2	  

Increasing	  parental	  involvement	  and	  expectations	  for	  children	  was	  rated	  as	  a	  top	  priority	  by	  more	  
Wyoming	  residents	  than	  any	  of	  the	  other	  options	  in	  the	  Summer	  2014	  online	  survey.	  	  	  

This	  Appendix	  contains	  information	  about	  two	  statewide	  efforts	  to	  increase	  parental	  involvement.	  The	  
Michigan	  “Collaborating	  for	  Student	  Success:	  Parent	  Education	  Toolkit”	  and	  the	  Maryland	  Family	  
Engagement	  Coalition.	  	  

Additional	  research,	  guidelines,	  case	  studies,	  and	  tools	  for	  increasing	  parental	  engagement	  can	  be	  found	  
at:	  

• The	  National	  PTA’s	  National	  Standards	  for	  Family-‐School	  Partnerships	  Implementation	  Guide:	  
http://www.pta.org/programs/content.cfm?ItemNumber=1804	  	  

• The	  National	  Network	  of	  Partnership	  Schools	  at	  Johns	  Hopkins	  University	  
www.csos.jhu.edu/p2000	  	  

• The	  Harvard	  Family	  Research	  Project:	  www.hfrp.org	  	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  A	  New	  Wave	  of	  Evidence:	  The	  Impact	  of	  School,	  Family,	  and	  Community	  Connections	  on	  Student	  Achievement,	  
The	  SEDL	  National	  Center	  for	  Family	  and	  Community	  Connections	  with	  Schools,	  2002.	  
2	  Redefining	  Family	  Engagement	  for	  Student	  Success,	  The	  Harvard	  Family	  Engagement	  Project,	  May	  2014.	  
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When Maryland applied for the U.S. Department of Education’s 
Race to the Top–Early Learning Challenge in 2011, the state already 
boasted a robust set of policies and infrastructure to serve young 
children and their families from birth to age 8. Statewide funding 
supported such programs as the Judith P. Hoyer Early Care and 
Education Enhancement Program (Judy Centers), providing 
evidence-based1 comprehensive early care and education services 
for children aged birth through 5 years; the Maryland Family 
Network, the largest child advocacy organization in Maryland; and 
early childhood home-visitation initiatives across the state. But 
Maryland’s family engagement providers saw room for 
improvement even within this impressive array of programs. They 
wanted to transform parent involvement into “authentic parent 
engagement”—to move away from providing services and assuming 
that families would take advantage of them toward partnering with 
families, being sensitive to their cultural needs, and responding to 
their opinions.  
 
In order to offer a continuum of parent engagement supports that 
would reach families in school and in their communities, Maryland’s 
education leaders knew they would need both a coordinated 
strategic-planning effort and an influx of outside funding. According 
to Linda Zang, branch chief for Collaboration and Program 
Improvement in the Division of Early Childhood Development, the 
Coalition shares an overarching goal: “We want a family, no matter 
what program they enter, to be treated respectfully, to trust 
providers to share resources that they need, and to be able to be 
partners in their child’s early education and care.”2 The almost $50 
million that the state was awarded through the Race to the Top– 
Early Learning Challenge (see text box, At a Glance: Maryland Race 
to the Top–Early Learning Challenge) gave them the opportunity to 
make these improvements. 
 
Maryland has used its Race to the Top–Early Learning Challenge 
funding to convene a Family Engagement Coalition consisting of  
 

Year of Award: 2011 (Phase 1) 
Total Race to the Top–Early Learning 
Challenge Award: $49,999,143 
(2011–14) 
State Department of Early Childhood 
Budget: $133,090,044 (FY 2011) 

 
Selected Family Engagement 
Partners: Maryland Family 
Engagement Coalition, Mid-Atlantic 
Equity Consortium, Judy Centers, 
Maryland Family Network (Child 
Care Resource Center and Family 
Support Center Networks), Healthy 
Families America, Parents as 
Teachers, HIPPY, Early Head Start, 
Head Start, The Policy Equity Group, 
local education agencies, Ready at 
Five, Maryland State Child Care 
Association, Head Start T/TA 
Program, Maryland School-Age Child 
Care Alliance, Maryland Library 
Association, Maryland Parent and 
Teacher Association, Maryland 
Chapter of the American Academy 
of Pediatrics, the Maryland 
Department of Human Resources, 
Maryland State Department of 
Education (Divisions of Early 
Childhood Development, Special 
Education and Early Intervention, 
Library Development and Services, 
and Student, Family, and School 
Support). 
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AT A GLANCE:  
Maryland Race to the Top– 
Early Learning Challenge   
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child care and family support providers from a wide range of sectors and across the state. This diverse 
body has committed to a series of ambitious and measurable goals for family engagement and is 
incrementally building the capacity of stakeholders to achieve them. Capacity-building efforts such as 
training and technical assistance from the Maryland Family Network and the federally supported 
Maryland Head Start Training and Technical Assistance Program (T/TA) allow the state of Maryland not 
only to scale up family engagement approaches like Healthy Beginnings and the Strengthening Families 
Protective Factors, but also to pilot and launch new initiatives. Most promising of all, the Race to the 
Top–Early Learning Challenge grant has enabled Maryland to build the necessary infrastructure to 
ensure that every family in the state benefits from a sustained, consistent family engagement strategy 
implemented by well-trained, skilled early childhood providers.  
 

 
Healthy Beginnings is a set of guidelines and activities for families and early education providers that the Maryland State  

Department of Education, created in partnership with Johns Hopkins University, Center for Technology in Education. 

 

A UNIFYING FRAMEWORK AND DEFINITION OF FAMILY ENGAGEMENT  

The Maryland Family Engagement Coalition is at the heart of the ambitious family engagement 
proposals outlined in Maryland’s Race to the Top–Early Learning Challenge. Charged by the governor’s 
State Advisory Council on Early Care and Education with creating a unifying plan to guide family 
engagement efforts across Maryland, the Coalition developed the Early Childhood Family Engagement 
Framework: Maryland’s Vision for Engaging Families with Young Children (“the Framework”).3 The 
Coalition based the Framework on the Head Start Parent, Family, and Community Engagement 
Framework released in 2011. However, it strategically adapted Head Start’s framework both to reflect 
Maryland’s specific context and to serve as a unifying vision that will enable the state to coordinate its 
efforts as it begins to implement the Race to the Top–Early Learning Challenge grant.4  
 

Maryland’s Definition of Family Engagement5 

The characteristics that define family engagement according to the Maryland Family Engagement Coalition 
include: 

 Family engagement is a shared responsibility of families, schools, and communities for student learning 
and achievement. 

 It is continuous from birth into the school-age years.  

 It occurs across the various early care and learning settings where children are.  

 Family engagement means building relationships with families that support family well-being, strong 
parent–child relationships, and the ongoing learning and development of parents and children alike.  

 It reflects culturally competent and universal design approaches, encompassing the beliefs, attitudes, 
behaviors, and activities of all families as well as early care settings that support all children’s positive 
development.  

 Family engagement happens in the home, early childhood settings, school, and community.  

 Sustainable family engagement operates with adequate resources, including public–private partnerships, 
to ensure meaningful and effective strategies that have the power to impact student learning and 
achievement. 
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Through its Race to the Top–Early Learning Challenge grant, Maryland is embedding a new family 
engagement definition across the entire state (see text box, Maryland’s Definition of Family 
Engagement). This challenging work will take time to fully implement, and it has only been two years 
since Maryland embarked on this journey. However, the definition serves as the foundation of all the 
changes to family engagement policy and infrastructure proposed in Maryland’s Race to the Top–Early 
Learning Challenge application. Therefore, in the future, much of Maryland’s Race to the Top–Early 
Learning Challenge work will involve integrating this definition into statewide policy and infrastructure.   

 
Maryland’s Race to the Top–Early Learning Challenge application commits the Coalition to embedding 
the statewide definition of family engagement in workforce regulations, federal grants, standards, and 
statewide accountability systems.6 Furthermore, state-funded early childhood providers across 
Maryland will be encouraged to use the Framework to ensure that their family engagement strategies 
are consistent with the state’s new definition of family engagement (see graphic, The Maryland Early 
Childhood Family Engagement Framework). In some cases, this adaptive work may involve providers 
reenvisioning their mission, goals, and strategies in order to more closely align their work with the 
state’s new family engagement definition, and with one another.7 For example, Race to the Top–Early 
Learning Challenge funding has supported the Maryland Library Association in its efforts to 
fundamentally redefine how librarians reach out to families and help them support their children (see 
Maryland Library Partnership at the end of this profile). 
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In addition to offering a common definition for talking about family engagement and aligning strategies 
across and between statewide agencies and providers, the Framework also serves as the starting point 
for developing policies to evaluate the effectiveness of family engagement interventions. According to 
Maryland’s Race to the Top–Early Learning Challenge application, the Coalition will be responsible for 
creating “outcome measures” for each outcome in the Framework.8 Eventually, the goal will be to 
create a “process by which Maryland can gauge the success of its family engagement practices.”9   
 
 

 
 

Bringing Local Partners Together: Allegany School Readiness Fair 

 

BUILDING A COMPREHENSIVE AND COHESIVE FAMILY ENGAGEMENT INFRASTRUCTURE 

Given the tremendous coordination required in order to align the family engagement work of countless 
government agencies, schools, and individual providers across an entire state, it is no surprise that 
Maryland has made developing a more robust statewide infrastructure to support family engagement a 
top priority for its Race to the Top–Early Learning Challenge work. Components of Maryland’s growing 
statewide family engagement infrastructure include oversight and governance; cross-agency 
collaboration; mechanisms to facilitate feedback and two-way communication; oversight and 
accountability structures; and opportunities for technical assistance and capacity building. 

 
Oversight and governance  
The governor’s State Advisory Council on Early Care and Education oversees the work of building 
infrastructure for the early learning challenge. In this capacity, the agency oversees the Maryland Family 
Engagement Coalition. However, it has also embedded family engagement into its own mission by 
making one of its three goals promoting the access to the resources “parents need in order to be their 
child’s first teacher.”10 The Coalition also represents an influential oversight body, because it includes 
the leadership of key state agencies, including leaders from local education agencies, libraries, 
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The Maryland EXCELS QRIS 

The Maryland EXCELS Quality Rating and 
Improvement System (QRIS) assesses 
participating statewide child care agencies 
according to a number of different content 
areas, assigns them a score from level 1 to 
level 5, and disseminates the results to 
stakeholders. 
 
Content areas fall into one of five broad 
categories: Licensing and Compliance, 
Staffing and Professional Development, 
Rating Scale and Accreditation, 
Developmentally Appropriate Learning and 
Practices, and Administrative Policies and 
Practices. Within these content areas, 
EXCELS assesses programs on family 
engagement using a number of criteria. The 
state’s Race to the Top–Early Learning 
Challenge application outlines the draft 
family engagement indicators as follows:  

 
Levels 2–3:

1
 Families are provided with 

opportunities to be involved in the program 
in at least two ways.   

 
Level 4: Families are provided with at least 
four ways to be involved in the program, 
including conferences, activities, 
fundraising, decision making, parent 
newsletters, or parent surveys. Program 
requests a copy of a child’s IFSP/IEP (if 
applicable) and works with early 
intervention or special education service 
providers to support child and family 
outcomes. 

 
Level 5: Families are provided with at least 
five ways to be involved in the program, 
including conferences, activities, 
fundraising, decision making, parent 
newsletters, or parent surveys. Program 
requests a copy of a child’s IFSP/IEP (if 
applicable) and works with early 
intervention or special education service 
providers to support child and family 
outcomes.

1
  

nonprofits, Head Start, Early Head Start, Maryland PTA, family and early childhood policy experts, 
special education and early intervention, experts in cultural significance, and other providers of direct 
services to children and families. 

 
Cross-agency collaboration 

If the State Advisory Council is at the top of Maryland’s 
budding statewide family engagement infrastructure, the 
Maryland Family Engagement Coalition is at the center. As the 
architect of the Framework, the Coalition is now responsible 
for ensuring that sufficiently robust infrastructure exists to 
allow all providers statewide to align their work with the 
Framework’s vision and goals. To this end, the Coalition 
convenes agencies and providers, bringing them together to 
ensure that they communicate with each other to align their 
own work. Cross-agency collaboration in support of family 
engagement is not new or novel in Maryland. Prior to the 
state’s Early Learning Challenge Award, the Maryland Division 
of Special Education/Early Intervention Services section 
already regularly connected Preschool Partners, Partners for 
Success, Maryland School for the Deaf, Maryland School for 
the Blind, Parents Place, and Johns Hopkins School of Public 
Health.11  

 
The implementation of the Head Start Framework served as 
an opportunity for the state to develop guidance that would 
help all of these diverse programs improve while remaining 
flexible enough to meet their needs. As Maryland Family 
Network executive director Margaret Williams notes, “We 
serve a broad array of people, and we needed to be sure that 
[our family engagement framework] served child care 
providers of all kinds, from home visiting programs, to family 
support, to advocates of children with special needs.”12 The 
Coalition’s work ensures that cross-agency collaboration 
results in innovative new family engagement programs 
serving Maryland’s neediest children. (For one example of this 
promising collaboration, see text box, Maryland Library 
Partnership.) 

 
Feedback and two-way communication 
Convening so many agencies across the state and aligning 
their work requires the Coalition to develop and refine 
systems to encourage democratic participation. With this 
strategy in mind, the Coalition is prioritizing effective, two-
way communication with families as a key component of its 
work. For example, the Maryland Family Network is helping to 
facilitate a series of community conversations, called Parent 
Cafés, across the state.13 In partnership with other family 
service organizations, including Judy Centers and child care 
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resource centers, the Maryland Family Network’s Parent Cafés enable agencies to engage families using 
the Strengthening Families™ Protective Factors curriculum. According to Margaret Williams, initial 
feedback from families has been overwhelmingly positive.14 That said, Williams points to a number of 
challenges of implementing this model with fidelity across an entire state, including exercising quality 
control over all facilitators and ensuring that every Café has strong parent attendance.15  

 
Oversight and accountability 
Oversight and accountability comprise key components of the statewide family engagement 
infrastructure. One of the pillars of Maryland’s Race to the Top–Early Learning Challenge application is 
the commitment to develop the EXCELS Quality Rating and Improvement System (QRIS), a voluntary 
program that rates education providers across the state. As of January 2014, the system had completed 
its field-testing phase.16 Given the priority that Maryland places on effective family engagement, it is no 
surprise that the EXCELS QRIS includes family engagement benchmarks that are applicable to child care 
homes, child care centers, and school-age programs (see text box, The Maryland EXCELS QRIS).  

 
Mobilizing parents to demand quality and signal their support for this accountability system has been a 
focus of Margaret Williams’s work at the Maryland Family Network. As a co-chair of the Coalition, 
Williams has focused on developing an organized public relations campaign to encourage parents to get 
involved in the EXCELS QRIS “on both the supply and demand side.”17 By motivating parents to talk 
about what quality means to them, and signaling that parents will support providers that commit to 
continuous improvement through the EXCELS QRIS, Williams and her team are promoting a more 
purposeful, comprehensive definition of accountability for family engagement across the state.18 

 

 
An innovative collaboration between the Maryland Association of Public Library Administrators and the Maryland 
State Department of Education, the Library Partnership adopts a client-centered approach that puts 
disadvantaged families and children first. Library partners promote a customer-friendly atmosphere conducive to 
learning, and target their services to individual families’ learning interests and needs. Activities include Library 
Cafés, which involve carefully facilitated training for families, along with relationship- and community-building 
exercises. The libraries also partner with other community-based organizations, including Head Start, GED 
programs, and addiction recovery programs.  

 
In future years, a $500,000 grant will support 
an evaluation of the Library Partnership’s 
curriculum. For now, library administrators 
are proud of their preliminary success: 
increased parent attendance at libraries and 
highly positive feedback about more 
welcoming climates and useful resources.

19
 

Furthermore, librarians across the state have 
embraced the Library Partnership despite 
the tremendous work it requires.

20
 With 

engaged librarians committed to offering 
families warm and welcoming learning 
environments outside of school, Maryland’s 
Library Partnership promises to serve as a 
model for innovative family engagement.  

 

Maryland Library Partnership 
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Technical assistance and capacity building 
Because members of the Coalition understand that accountability must be paired with meaningful 
capacity building, they also give providers the technical assistance they need to make adaptations to 
their work, including guidance, suggestions for strategies, and training directly to educators.21 State 
partners such as the Maryland Chapter of the American Academy of Pediatrics, Maryland Association of 
Public Library Administrators, and Maryland Family Network, are statewide entities with expertise in 
training providers to work with parents using research-based approaches. According to Paul Pittman, 
executive director of Head Start of Washington County, and a Coalition member, the federal Head Start 
program was a natural fit to assist Maryland with its family engagement capacity building, because it has 
experience in providing technical assistance and is grounded in collaboration with families.22 
Furthermore, in some circumstances, the Head Start Training and Technical Assistance Programs offer 
training and technical assistance to other early childhood programs throughout Maryland.  
 

CONCLUSION 

Maryland is developing a solid infrastructure for supporting providers, holding them accountable for 
quality work, and facilitating communication and knowledge sharing among them. It has sometimes 
been a challenge to convince stakeholders that this ambitious realignment is worth the energy and cost. 
However, given the inclusive nature of the Maryland Family Engagement Coalition, stakeholders have 
felt supported and motivated by their peers to proceed with these adaptive changes. Linda Zang 
emphasizes explicitly that the Coalition’s role is to support family engagement providers statewide: “Our 
job is to make sure that all providers are able to work with all kinds of families.”46 In service of this goal, 
Zang and her team focus on developing orientation sessions, responsive professional development, and 
other forms of technical assistance across the state. Combined with a quality rating system, even more 
high-quality providers will have the opportunity to scale, giving more children and families in Maryland 
access to their work.  

Access this article online at: 
 http://www.hfrp.org/publications-resources/browse-our-publications/racing-to-the-top-maryland-s-

promising-practices-in-family-engagement 
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Vision Statement 
Engagement of all parents within Michigan schools is 

based on mutual respect and empowerment. Through full 

partnership, we can increase the achievement 

and success of every child. 

 

Welcome 
Welcome to the new Parent Engagement Webpage and to the “Collaborating for 
Success” Parent Engagement Toolkit.  
 
The Michigan Department of Education (MDE), the State Board of Education and the 
Office of Field Services (OFS) are committed to increasing student achievement and 
supporting Michigan’s districts by providing them with the best possible parent 
engagement resources. Extensive research conducted over the past forty years 
indicates that when parents are engaged in their children’s education academic 
achievement increases. 
 
The Office of Field Services, in collaboration with representatives from other MDE 
departments (including Early Childhood and the Office of Educational Improvement 
and Innovations), as well as intermediate school districts, local educational 
agencies, universities and parents established a Parent Engagement Review 
Committee in June 2011. The committee’s primary role was to: 

1. Improve student academic achievement by providing school teams with 
research based strategies and resources for overcoming barriers to parent 
engagement in schools. 

2. Compile compelling summary and synthesis of research regarding the impact 
of parent engagement on student academic achievement. 

3. Provide parents with a practical tool that informs them of the school system, 
and incorporates strategies and resources conducive to children’s cognitive, 
academic, social and emotional growth. 

Guided by a vision of empowerment and collaboration, the committee provided the 
Department of Education with a sustainable vision for parent engagement to guide 
its efforts.  
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The committee’s work culminated in the development of the “Collaborating For 
Success” Parent Engagement Toolkit. This new resource was designed for all 
districts whether they are at the initial stages of developing a parent engagement 
plan or need additional resources to enhance their existing efforts.  Equally, it was 
designed for parents to access key information to make their engagement with their 
children’s school more productive, enjoyable and beneficial.   
 
Thank you for your ongoing commitment to promoting the academic success of 
Michigan’s youth and for visiting the Parent Engagement Webpage. School teams, it 
is our hope that you will find these resources useful to enhance your efforts. 
Parents, we invite you to read and utilize the information to enable you to become 
more engaged in your child’s educational experience. 
 
We invite you to read and utilize the enclosed information, and welcome your 
suggestions and thoughts regarding this resource. You can reach us by email at: 
parentengagementtoolkit@michigan.gov 
 
Parent Engagement Committee, 2011 
Michigan Department of Education 
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About The “Collaborating For Success” 
Parent Engagement Toolkit 
The Toolkit was designed to be an easy to use “how to” guide to develop, maintain 
or sustain growth of school or district parent engagement work. The toolkit provides 
researched-based information, proven strategies and downloadable tools that can 
be customized to districts’ needs. In addition, it includes extensive sources that are 
accessed with one quick click. The “Collaborating For Success” Parent 
Engagement Toolkit is only of many resources available to schools, districts and 
parents to continue to support academic achievement and success.  

 
How The Toolkit is Organized: 

The toolkit is designed in a simple to use webpage format. There are four sections: 
 
SECTION I   Why Parent Engagement is Important 

       Outlines the need for and benefits of engaging parents in their   
        children’s education.  

 
SECTION II   Legal Requirements 

       Provides an overview of the requirements of No Child Left Behind   
        (NCLB) regarding parent engagement and how these apply to the  
        compliance with federally funded school programs. 

 
SECTION III  Resources For Parents 

  Provides an easy to follow informational guide on Michigan’s school  
  system from pre-kindergarten to high school graduation. 

 
SECTION IV  Resources For Schools & Districts 
        Provides easy to follow guidelines that include proven strategies for 
        engaging parents, strategies for overcoming barriers to parent    
        engagement, and specific topics such as “how to work with      
        translators and interpreters.” 
 
SECTION V   Reference 
        Endnotes, Bibliography and Glossary of Terms 
 
Each section topic includes: an Overview, Strategy(ies), Tools and/or Additional 
Information, and Resources (where appropriate). Embedded in each section are 
hyperlinks to other parts of the Toolkit, enabling the user to immediately reference 
a list of topics and subtopics. 
 
The Resources for Schools & Districts includes links to Tools formatted in MS Word 
that can be downloaded for customization. However, please ensure that you are 
providing the appropriate citation for your adaptation. 
 
Suggestions for improvement and/or topic areas that would be useful to address in 
future updates can be sent to: parentengagementtoolkit@michigan.gov
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Why Parent Engagement Is Important 
What Experts Say 

Overview 

Research over the last forty years provides educators and parents with a 
substantial body of evidence that parent involvement and engagement is associated 
with children’s academic performance1 and social competence2. Comprehensive 
surveys of this research document the following benefits for students, families and 
schools:3 
 

Benefits 

1. Students achieve more, regardless of socio-economic status, ethnic/racial 
background or the parents' education level. 

2. Students have higher grades and test scores, better attendance, and 
complete homework more consistently. 

3. Students have higher graduation rates and greater enrollment rates in 
post-secondary education. 

4. Educators hold higher expectations of students whose parents collaborate 
with the teacher.  

5. Student achievement for disadvantaged children not only improves, but can 
also reach levels that are standard for middle-class children. In addition, the 
children who are farthest behind make the greatest gains. 

6. Children from diverse cultural backgrounds perform better when parents and 
professionals collaborate to bridge the gap between the culture at home 
and at the learning institution. 

7. Student behaviors such as alcohol use, violence, and antisocial behavior 
decrease as parent involvement increases. 

8. Students will keep pace with academic performance if their parents 
participate in school events, develop a working relationship with educators, 
and keep up with what is happening with their child's school. 

9. Junior and senior high school students whose parents remain involved 
make better transitions, maintain the quality of their work, and develop 
realistic plans for their future. Students whose parents are not involved, on 
the other hand, are more likely to drop out of school. 

According to research, the most accurate predictor of a student's achievement in 
school is not income or social status, but the extent to which that student's family 
is able to:4 

1. create a home environment that encourages learning. 

SECTION I 
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2. communicate high, yet reasonable, expectations for their children's 
achievement and future careers.  

3. become involved in their children's education at school and in the 
community. 

These three seemingly simple steps require dedication and commitment from all 
students, parents and school personnel. The resulting benefit of this investment in 
time and effort is well worth the future aspirations and success of every child. 

 

Additional Information and Resources: 

1. A new wave of evidence: The impact of school, family, and community 
connections on student achievement.  
http://www.sedl.org/connections/resources/evidence.pdf 

2. Reframing Family Involvement in Education: Supporting Families to Support 
Educational Equity. http://www.hfrp.org/publications-resources/browse-our-
publications/reframing-family-involvement-in-education-supporting-families-
to-support-educational-equity 

3. Increasing Parental Involvement: A Key to Student Achievement. 
http://www.mcrel.org/pdf/noteworthy/learners_learning_schooling/danj.asp 
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