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TELLURIDE R-1 SCHOOL DISTRICT 
MONTHLY BOARD MEETING         

Tuesday, March 17, 2020 5:15 PM 
Bridal Veil Conference Room 

AGENDA 

1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
3. Approval of Agenda
4. Approval of Minutes

Minutes of Work Session February 18, 2020; Regular Monthly Board Meeting February 
18, 2020; Minutes of Special Work Session February 24, 2020; Minutes of Special Work 
Session/Board Meeting February 25, 2020; Minutes of Special Board Meeting February 
26, 2020

5. Hearing of visitors: (3-minute limit)
6. Student Report
7. Board of Education Committee Reports
8. Administrator(s) Reports

a) Mike Gass, Superintendent Report
b) Susan Altman, TES Principal Report

9. Discussion Item(s)
a) Alumni Survey (Sara Kimble)
b) Policy EL-13: Instructional Materials Selection; Policy GP-2: Governing Style
c) Portrait of a Graduate Discussion
d) COVID-19 Discussion
e) Online Instructional Policy (if available)

10.  Consent Agenda
a) Cash Summary - (Attachment)
b) Personnel Report – (Attachment)
c) Resolution in Support of PublicSchool Funding (Attachment)
d) Johnson Family Foundation Grant (Attachment)
e) Policy EL-13: Instructional Materials Selection; Policy GP-2: Governing Style

11.  Action Items
a) FY 19/20 Budget Adjustments (Attachment)

12.  Self-Review
a) Research and review of several governance models



2 

 

13. Other 
14. Adjourn Monthly Meeting 
15. Future Business 

April 21, 2020 Work Session (3:30PM) Bridal Veil Conference Room; Monthly Board 
Meeting (5:15PM) in Bridal Veil Conference Room  
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TELLURIDE R-1 SCHOOL DISTRICT 

WORK SESSION  
Tuesday, February 18, 2020 3:30 PM                                                                                                         

Bridal Veil Conference Room 

MINUTES  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
The Work Session was called to order at 3:33 pm by Stephanie Hatcher. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
 
Present at Roll Call: Stephanie Hatcher, Jill O’Dell, Jenni Ward. Quorum Present.  
Cheryl Carstens Miller (3:34 pm), Dylan Brooks (3:35 pm) 
Others present for all or portion of meeting: Mike Gass, Superintendent; Wendy Everett, 
Director of Finances; Ken Olson, Director of Operations; Sara Kimble, TMHS Principal;  
Teachers: Ms. Ianacone, Mr. E, Ms. Watkins, Ms. Grace Hennessy, Ms. Nicki Bergstrom- 
Noel, Mrs. Hubbard, Ms. Knechtel, Ms. Lauritzen, Ms. Baffoe 

 
3. DISCUSSION ITEM(S) 

a) TMS Teacher Q&A 
 
Stephanie Hatcher welcomed the TMS teachers present and thanked them for 
coming emphasizing the importance of hearing from TMS teachers directly. Stephanie 
stated that this is a free-flowing discussion so Board will suggest topics but asked those 
present to feel free to introduce any items they would like to address.   
 

• Ski PE.  Amid Ski PE season, the Board inquired about this topic first. The teachers 
present indicated that Ski PE is valued program for relationship building with 
students. It was noted that that there are currently 20 passes provided by the 
resort for student use, and that it would be beneficial to attain more, if possible, 
to allow more students to ski.  It was noted that the way it Ski PE is currently 
structured, teachers do not lose much class time, but it was noted that 
scheduling is difficult for SPED.  There was a question whether full day scheduling 
versus half days could alleviate any scheduling difficulties. Since seniors are 
exempt from participating in Ski PE and not all students ski, there was discussion 
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of Ski PE alternatives, including expanding program options for all students, such 
as offering Nordic, snowshoeing, snow science or other adventure courses. A 
question arose if there might be grant money available for other programs.   

• Assessments. In general, TMS teachers believe the I-Ready assessment is a 
valuable tool for the District, although they are only mid-way through a one-year 
trial and are learning how to best use the program for testing and instruction. 
Currently during the trial, the instructional licenses are targeted to students who 
require significant remediation in math or reading. As teachers gain familiarity 
with the program, they recognize that licenses for instruction for all students 
would be valuable, especially noting that high-performing students could grow 
results with this program. The data from I-Ready is valuable for teachers and 
helps with grouping. There was not a TMS math teacher present to speak to I-
Ready on the math level.   

• Curriculum/Policies. Discussion occurred on the topic of test retakes. Teachers 
believe that subject-matter mastery is important with test remediation. However, 
they recognize there is a balance to be struck with test remediation, and that 
consistency among schools with respect to grading policies is important. In 
addition, teachers would like to see more vertical collaboration between 
schools, to address homework policies, curriculum articulation and professional 
development. It was noted that current expectations around grading policies, 
vertical articulation, differentiation, including support for ELL students and 
students with IEPs, and information literacy is not clear.  It was noted the 
humanities block in middle school is working well.  

• Student Body/Identity. A question was asked how middle is school is dealing with 
a large student body and do they feel as if they have their own identity.  The 
middle school teachers are feeling the strain of a large student body.  Despite 
this, there is a lot of miner pride and the transition from 8th grade to 9th grade is 
becoming easier because of the continuity of schools.  Because TMS class sizes 
are larger, and given the age of these students, the socio-emotional needs are 
high.  While everyone present agreed Sara Baffoe is providing great services, the 
social-emotional needs are too large for one person and the issues are coming 
into classrooms.  There is a growing need for a socio-emotional curriculum and a 
common language that articulates from a younger age and builds into middle 
school years.  

• Worst/Best. Stephanie asked the teachers if there was one item they could take 
off their plate what would it be?   Lunch duty was mentioned several times as 
the teachers would rather spend their time helping with clubs and other support.  
The teachers present stated the need for assistance with curriculum support, 
multi-layering, and differentiation.  There just isn’t enough time to do it all and 
implement AVID strategies.  Expectations need to be clear, and alignment is 
needed. In response to asking teachers what is loved about their job, 
overwhelmingly, teachers responded with their relationships with students and 
fellow staff.     

 
b) Turf Update  
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Mike provided an update on the turf field. Last summer work was done on the field 
to repair drainage issues and get it playable for fall sports.  A consultant from 
Denver provided a 3rd party opinion and a suggested fix.  Upon opening up the 
area it was decided that the issue was caused by the drainage system 
capacity/design/install and the amount of water in the soil below the gravel.  This 
winter the strategy has been to not continually clear the field, instead it will be 
cleared once spring sports start.  Additionally, margins are being opened on the 
field to allow surface water to drain.  The problem is fixed currently; but may not be 
solved long term as it is a wet area.  Ken Olson understands the state of the turf and 
has this institutional knowledge if issues arise during the transition to a new 
superintendent.  

c) Committee Assignments (Mike Gass) 
 

The committee assignments from the last meeting were not saved. Mike brought 
the spreadsheet and asked the Board members to revise and return to Kim.   

d) Space Issues 
 

With the attendance bubble hitting TMHS there is staff rotating in and out of 
classrooms. Leadership toured the campuses to assess options.  Ideas include 
moving 3rd grade back to TES but this has its own set of challenges.  Another option 
is to utilize spaces where the student bubble is now exiting.  For example, there may 
be opportunities to move middle school classes into areas of TIS.  All suggestions are 
welcome.   

 
4. OTHER 

There were no other items to discuss.  

5. FUTURE BUSINESS 
February 23, 2020: Board Dinner with Finalists 6 pm, Rustico 
February 24, 2020: Superintendent Finalist Interviews, 7:45 am-5:15 pm, Upper Palm 
Lobby 
February 24, 2020: Community Meet & Greet, 5:30-6:30 pm, TES Cafeteria 
February 25, 2020:  2nd Round Superintendent Interviews, 7:30 am-12:00 pm, Bridal Veil 
Conference Room 
March 16, 2020 Work Session (3:30PM) Bridal Veil Conference Room  
March 17, 2020 Monthly Board Meeting (5:15PM) in Bridal Veil Conference Room  
 

6. ADJOUN 
 

Stephanie Hatcher asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting. Cheryl Miller made a 
motion to adjourn the meeting with Jill O’Dell seconding the motion.  All were in favor 
and the motion passed.  No additional discussion need occurred.   
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The Work Session adjourned at 5:16 pm.   

 Submitted by KimberLee Spaulding 
Recording Secretary for the Board of Education 
 
___________________________   _______________________________ 
 
Stephanie A. Hatcher    Dylan Brooks 
Board President     Secretary/Treasurer  
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TELLURIDE R-1 SCHOOL DISTRICT 

MONTHLY BOARD MEETING 
Tuesday, February 18, 2020, 2020 5:15 PM                                                                                                        

Bridal Veil Conference Room 

MINUTES  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
The Monthly Board Meeting was called to order at 5:21 pm by Stephanie Hatcher. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
 
Present at Roll Call: Dylan Brooks, Stephanie Hatcher, Cheryl Carstens Miller, Jill O’Dell, 
Jenni Ward. Quorum Present.  
Others present for all or portion of meeting: Mike Gass, Superintendent; Wendy Everett, 
Director of Finances; Sara Kimble, TMHS Principal; Sheree Lynn, TIS Principal; Susan 
Altman, TES Principal; Kari Clements, District Assessment and Gifted Ed Coordinator 

Nicki Borland, Student arrived at 5:26 pm 
 
Jenna Hagen, Greg Lawler, Jessica Heady, Rex Lybrand, Colin Hubbard, Christopher 
Earthtree 

 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 
Stephanie asked for a motion to approve the Agenda knowing Nicki Borland will 
come when she has a break from Fashion Show. Jill O’Dell made a motion to approve 
the Agenda. Cheryl Miller seconded the motion.  All were in favor and the Agenda 
was approved unanimously.  The motion passed.  No additional discussion occurred.  

 
4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

Stephanie Hatcher asked for a motion to approve Minutes of Work Session January 13, 
2020; Regular Monthly Board Meeting January14, 2020; Minutes of Special Board 
Meeting February 10, 2020.   
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Cheryl Miller made a motion to approve the Minutes. Jenni Ward seconded the 
motion.  All were in favor and the minutes passed unanimously.  No additional 
discussion occurred.   
 

5. HEARING OF VISITORS: (3-minute limit) 

There were no visitors present.  
 

6. STUDENT REPORT 
 
Nicki Borland, Student Council member, reported that the provisional dress code has 
been well received by students; however, revisions need to be made to refine wording 
and enforcement. It was noted that it was not presented properly at TES and TIS and 
they will work to remedy this. She also reported Aids Student Fashion Show was a great 
success and Student Council is planning a casino night in the Spring (March). Winter 
Formal on Ice was a huge success with 80-100 kids participating.   
 

7. BOARD OF EDUCATION COMMITTEE REPORTS 

Cheryl Carstens Miller – She is part of Early Childhood Council and they are working on 
next year’s budget for allocation of funds. She attended her first BOCES meeting. 
During the last week of Ski PE Telluride Ski & Snowboard Club parents of TIS students 
dropped equipment off at bottom of Lift 7 and it went well, and there is still the need 
to re-visit process for Ski PE equipment drop-off for next year. She also met with Wendy 
Everett to discuss school finance and discussion ensued on this topic. Cheryl plans to 
attend the upcoming legislative session, and will report back to the Board.   
 
Jenni Ward – She attended the TMHS Accountability where the THS Alumni Survey was 
presented. She also attended TES Accountability where teachers presented on their 
PBLs and discussion occurred regarding the amount of work for curriculum planning on 
the new science standards.  
 
Dylan Brooks – He attended TES Accountability (discussed above) and 4x4 is next 
week.  
 
Stephanie Hatcher – She provided the interview questions developed by each 
Community Interview Committee for the Board’s general information.  Stephanie 
asked for feedback on Superintendent interview schedule, particularly for when the 
Board convenes on February 24, 2020. She also inquired if the Board wanted to send 
any interview questions to candidates ahead of time and asked that 
recommendations be sent via email due to time constraints. The Johnson Family grant 
will be covered in Mike’s report.  

 
8.  ADMINISTRATOR REPORTS           
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a) Mike Gass, Superintendent Report  

Mike presented a PowerPoint (attached) and spoke to each item reviewing the 
activities and events from February.   
Highlights included:  Ursula Cristol is Elk’s Person of the Year; The Johnson Family 
Foundation is providing $20,000 of seed money to start an entrepreneurial elective 
class;  Ken, Mike and Mary Lynne met with Sara Holbrooke from Pinhead and Mike 
asked for guidance from the Board on Pinhead’s contract which is up for renewal.  
Discussion ensued on whether Pinhead is a renter or a partner and it was decided 
more analysis needs to be done on the value of the rental space and it was noted 
that in the Board’s December meeting, no agreements were made with respect to the 
Pinhead contract; Planning meeting for addressing Social Emotional Learning at TSD 
will occur on February 19th; There will be a Youth Summit on April 30th in Norwood for 
the 5 BOCES school districts with student participation.   
 
b) Sheree Lynn, TIS Principal Report  

Sheree spoke to each item on her Power Point (attached).   
Highlights included:  In August Sheree was able to utilize Tammy from UNBOCES to 
review IEPs to ensure staffing and minutes were correct. Since then the Principals have 
worked together around Special Education needs and preparing for future needs and 
alignment; She provided a visual demonstration of i-Ready results and reports; 
According to the i-Ready reports as of the second i-Ready assessment at TIS reading 
growth was up by 110% and math by 71%; Great diagnostic data is available with i-
Ready; Sheree spoke to Visioning and Action Plan(s); MTSS; DI Parent Night; Scheduling 
DI in 6th grade; AAPPL Testing; and other topics. 

 
9. DISCUSSION ITEM(S) 

a) CEA-March 19th Resolution (Greg Lawler, Jessica Heady) 
 

Jessica Heady gave a presentation on the “State of Education” in Colorado 
(slideshow attached).  
Key Points and discussion included:  Eliminating the Budget Stabilization Factor; K-12 
Per Pupil funding for Colorado versus National Average; March 19, 2020 Day of Action 
lobbying for Senate Bill 89.  

 
Dylan Brooks left at 7:19 pm. Quorum still present  
 
b) Alumni Survey (Sara Kimble) 
 
Due to time constraints this PowerPoint will be included in Sara’s TMHS report in March 
meeting. A short discussion ensued regarding communicating with TSD alumni.  

 
c) BOE Policies:  GBEB; GCE/GCF GCE/GCF-R; GDE/GDF; GDE/GDF-R; KDB; KFA  
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This format is the same as last month with changes in red and summary at bottom.  
Discussion ensued on whether the Board works in practice as Policy Governance or an 
Administrative Policy Level. Cheryl will work with Kim to provide more information on 
this distinction and bring to a future meeting.   
 
Stephanie Hatcher asked for a motion to amend Agenda to move Consent Agenda 
to occur prior to Executive Session.  Cheryl Carstens Miller made a motion to amend 
Agenda to move Consent Agenda up on schedule and Jill O’Dell seconded the 
motion.  All were in favor and the motion was approved unanimously.  No additional 
discussion occurred.   
 

10.   CONSENT AGENDA     

a) Cash Summary  
b) FY19/20 Q2 Quarterly Report  
c) Personnel Report – 
d) 2020/2021 Calendar & Preliminary approval of 2021/2022 start/end dates  
e) Update on Superintendent candidates travel arrangements and final schedule 

February 23-26, 2020 
f) Policy EL-10:  Communication and Counsel to the Board; Policy EL-14: District 

Calendar; Policy GP 11: Board Members Conflict of Interest (Attachments) 
g) Approval of Policies:  GBEB; GCE/GCF; GCE/GCF-R; GDE/GDF; GDE/GDF-R; KDB; 

KFA 
 

Stephanie Hatcher asked for a motion to approve the Consent Agenda as presented. 
Jennie Ward made a motion to approve the Consent Agenda and Cheryl Carstens 
Miller seconded the motion.  Roll call was taken, all were in favor and the Consent 
Agenda was approved unanimously as presented.  No additional discussion occurred.   
 

11.   ADJOURN MONTHLY MEETING TO EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 

Stephanie Hatcher asked for a motion to convene in Executive Session for discussion 
regarding real estate authorized by Colorado Revised Statute §C.R.S 24-6-402(4)(a). 
Re: The purchase, acquisition, lease, transfer, or sale of any real, personal, or other 
property interest  
 
Cheryl Carstens Miller made a motion to move into Executive Session and Jennie Ward 
seconded the motion.  Roll call was taken, all were in favor and the motion was 
approved unanimously. No additional discussion occurred.   
 
The Executive Session began at 7:36 pm.    
 
The Executive Session ended at 7:48 pm.  
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Stephanie Hatcher made a motion to re-convene in Executive for discussions 
regarding personnel matters as authorized by Colorado Revised Statute  §C.R.S 24-6-
402(4)(f). Re:  Superintendent Goals & Performance 
 
Cheryl Carstens Miller seconded the motion to re-convene into Executive Session and 
Jennie Ward seconded the motion.  Roll call was taken, all were in favor and the 
motion was approved unanimously. No additional discussion occurred.   

 
The Executive Session began at 7:48 pm.    
 
The Executive Session ended at 8:23 pm.  

 
12.  ACTION ITEMS 

There were no action items to approve at the meeting.  
 

13.  ADJOURN 

Stephanie Hatcher made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Cheryl Miller seconded 
the motion.  All were in favor and the motion passed.  No additional discussion 
occurred.  The Monthly meeting adjourned at 8:24 pm.   
 

14. FUTURE BUSINESS  

February 23, 2020: Board Dinner with Finalists 6 pm, Rustico 
February 24, 2020: Superintendent Finalist Interviews, 7:45 am-5:15 pm, Upper Palm 
Lobby 
February 24, 2020: Community Meet & Greet, 5:30-6:30 pm, TES Cafeteria 
February 25, 2020:  2nd Round Superintendent Interviews, 7:30 am-12:00 pm, Bridal Veil 
Conference Room 
March 16, 2020 Work Session (3:30PM) Bridal Veil Conference Room  
March 17, 2020 Monthly Board Meeting (5:15PM) in Bridal Veil Conference Room  
 
 
 
Submitted by KimberLee Spaulding 
Recording Secretary for the Board of Education 
 
 
___________________________   _______________________________ 
Stephanie A. Hatcher    Dylan Brooks 
Board President     Secretary/Treasurer  
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TELLURIDE R-1 SCHOOL DISTRICT 

WORK SESSION 
Monday, February 24, 2020, 2020 8:15 AM                                                                                                        

Upper Palm Lobby 

MINUTES  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
The Work Session was called to order at 8:48 am by Stephanie Hatcher. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
 
Present at Roll Call: Dylan Brooks, Stephanie Hatcher, Cheryl Carstens Miller, Jill O’Dell. 
Quorum Present. Jenni Ward joined at 9:15 am.  

 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 
Stephanie asked for a motion to approve the Agenda. Cheryl Carstens Miller made a 
motion to approve the Agenda. Jill O’Dell seconded the motion.  All were in favor and 
the Agenda was approved unanimously.  The motion passed.  No additional 
discussion occurred.  

 
4. SUPERINTENDENT INTERVIEWS 
 

a. Interviews 
 

Interviews were conducted by the Board with each candidate and scheduled for an 
hour and a half each. The questions were prepped during the February 10, 2020 Work 
Session during the Superintendent Interview Training and presented at the February 18, 
2020 Regular Board Meeting. The first interview was with Dawn Pare beginning at 10:00 
am with a short recess for lunch.  Interviews resumed with John Pandolfo at 12:30 pm 
and Walt Courter at 2:15 pm, concluding at 3:45 pm.  
 

b. Interview team facilitators meet with Board 
After the interviews, The Board discussed each candidates’ strengths and weaknesses.  
At 4:15 PM, Interview team facilitators, as well as several committee members, arrived 
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to provide a summary of their interviews with each candidate, which concluded at 
5:15 PM.  
 

5.  ADJOURN WORK SESSION 

Stephanie Hatcher asked for a motion to adjourn the Work Session. Dylan Brooks made 
a motion to adjourn the meeting with Jill O’Dell seconding the motion.  All were in 
favor and the motion passed.  No additional discussion occurred.   
The Work Session adjourned at 5:17 pm.   

6.  FUTURE BUSINESS 
February 24, 2020:  Community Meet & Greet, TES Cafeteria 5:30 pm-6:30 pm 
February 25, 2020:  Second round Superintendent Interviews, 7:45 am, Bridal Veil 
Conference Room 
February 26, 2020:  Superintendent Selection, 10 am or 1 pm, Bridal Veil Conference 
Room  
 
 
 
Submitted by KimberLee Spaulding 
Recording Secretary for the Board of Education 
 
 
___________________________   _______________________________ 
Stephanie A. Hatcher    Dylan Brooks 
Board President     Secretary/Treasurer  
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TELLURIDE R-1 SCHOOL DISTRICT 

WORK SESSION/SPECIAL MEETING 
Tuesday, February 25, 2020, 2020 7:45 AM                                                                                                 

Bridal Veil Conference Room 

MINUTES  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
The Work Session was called to order at 8:05 am by Stephanie Hatcher. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
 
Present at Roll Call: Dylan Brooks, Stephanie Hatcher, Jill O’Dell, Jenni Ward. Quorum 
Present. Cheryl Carstens Miller joined at 8:30 am.  

 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 
Stephanie asked for a motion to approve the Agenda. Jill O’Dell made a motion to 
approve the Agenda. Dylan Brooks seconded the motion.  All were in favor and the 
Agenda was approved unanimously.  The motion passed.  No additional discussion 
occurred.  

 
4. CONTINUE SUPERINTENDENT INTERVIEWS 

 
The Board discussed a list of follow up questions to ask each candidate based on the 
feedback received from Interview Committees the previous evening further inquiry the 
Board wished to pursue with each candidate.  

 
5. COME TO ORDER FOR SPECIAL MEETING RE:  SUPERINTENDENT SELECTION 

 
At 8:35 am the Board began a second round of interviews with each candidate 
scheduled for an hour each.  The first interview began at 8:40 am with Walt Coulter, 
followed by an interview with John Pandolfo starting at 9:55 am; the final interview with 
Dawn Pare began at 11:15 am.  Each candidate presented a 100-day plan, and the 
Board was able to ask follow up questions as determined prior to the interviews.  The 
interviews concluded at 12:30 pm.  
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6. DISCUSSION 

 
Superintendent Candidate Interview Discussion  
 
Following a short recess, the Board discussed the interviews and candidates 
determining they would adjourn until the Special Meeting Wednesday, February 26, 
2020 at 10:00 am.  

 
7. ADJOURN SPECIAL MEETING 

Stephanie Hatcher asked for a motion to adjourn Special Meeting until 10:00 am 
Wednesday, February 26, 2020.  Dylan Brooks made a motion to adjourn the Special 
Meeting with Jill O’Dell seconding the motion.  All were in favor and the motion 
passed.  No additional discussion occurred.  The meeting adjourned at 1:43 pm.  

 
8. FUTURE BUSINESS 

February 26, 2020:  Superintendent Selection, 10:00 am, Bridal Veil Conference Room  
 
 
Submitted by KimberLee Spaulding 
Recording Secretary for the Board of Education 
 
 
___________________________   _______________________________ 
Stephanie A. Hatcher    Dylan Brooks 
Board President     Secretary/Treasurer  
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TELLURIDE R-1 SCHOOL DISTRICT 

SPECIAL MEETING 
Wednesday, February 26, 2020, 2020 10:00 AM                                                                                    

Bridal Veil Conference Room 

MINUTES  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
The Special Meeting was called to order at 10:22 am by Stephanie Hatcher. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
 
Present at Roll Call: Dylan Brooks, Stephanie Hatcher, Cheryl Carstens Miller, Jill O’Dell, 
Jenni Ward. Quorum Present.  

 
3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 
Stephanie asked for a motion to approve the Agenda. Jill O’Dell made a motion to 
approve the Agenda. Jenni Ward seconded the motion.  All were in favor and the 
Agenda was approved unanimously.  The motion passed.  No additional discussion 
occurred.  
 

4. DISCUSSION 
 

Superintendent Candidate Interview Discussion  
 
The Board resumed its evaluation of the candidates, the interviews, strengths and 
weaknesses of each candidate, and a fulsome discussion ensued.   

 
5. ACTION ITEM 

 
Resolution to offer a contract to candidate 

 
Stephanie Hatcher began the Resolution Appointing a Finalist as Superintendent of 
Telluride School District.   
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WHEREAS, the Board of Education has considered the candidates included in 
District’s list of finalists for the position of Superintendent; and  

WHEREAS, the Board of Education has selected a finalist to appoint as 
Superintendent; and  

WHEREAS, the Board declared its finalists at least 14 days before the Board of 
Education makes this appointment pursuant to Colo. Rev. Stat. § 24-6-402(3.5); 

NOW, I herby make a motion that John Pandolfo is appointed to the position of 
Superintendent for Telluride School District.   

Jill O’ Dell seconded the motion.   Roll call was taken. All were in favor and John 
Pandolfo was appointed by unanimous vote.   

 
6. OTHER 

 
7.  ADJOURN SPECIAL MEETING 

Stephanie Hatcher asked for a motion to adjourn the Special Meeting. Cheryl Miller 
made a motion to adjourn the meeting with Dylan Ward seconding the motion.  All 
were in favor and the motion passed.  No additional discussion occurred.   
The meeting adjourned at 11:35 am.   

FUTURE BUSINESS 
March 16, 2020 Work Session (3:30PM) Bridal Veil Conference Room  
March 17, 2020 Monthly Board Meeting (5:15PM) in Bridal Veil Conference Room  
 
 
Submitted by KimberLee Spaulding 
Recording Secretary for the Board of Education 
 
 
___________________________   _______________________________ 
Stephanie A. Hatcher    Dylan Brooks 
Board President     Secretary/Treasurer  
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TELLURIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT`  

PERSONNEL REPORT 
March 17, 2020 

 
 Employee    Recommended Effective  
Date Name Position Status FTE Action Date   
 
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF: 
 
 
CERTIFIED STAFF: 
3/1//2020 Cyndi Jurkowski         TIS 3rd Grade DI            Existing    1.0    Approve hire        06/2020 
3/1/2020 Nancy Scarborough TIS 3rd Grade Traditional        Existing  1.0  Approve hire/Gass replace 06/2020 
3/1/2020 Mary Alice Wagner TIS Physical Education Instructor     Existing  1.0  Approve hire/Halliday replace 06/2020 
3/1/2020 Brittany Kohari Elementary Teacher         Existing          .50     Approve Hire      06/2020 
 
LUNCH STAFF: 
 
 
PARAPROFESSIONAL STAFF: 
 
 
CLASSIFIED STAFF: 
3/1/2020 Julie Bain  TIS Admin Assistant  Existing  1.0  Approve Hire/Schuler replace     6/2020  
3/1/2020 Traci Baize  Admin Assistant  New   12 hours/week Approve Hire   3/13/2020 
 
SUPPORT STAFF: 
3/1/2020 Christine Tschinkel School Nurse                           Existing   .8                    Accept Retirement/transition yr 6/2020 
 
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES STAFF: 
 
 
NOTES:  
 Teachers are considered 1.0 FTE with 7.0 hours per day.  
 Support Staff are considered 1.0 FTE with 8.0 hours per day. 
 Professional Services Staff are considered 1.0 FTE with 8.0 hours per day. 
 Paraprofessionals and Lunch Staff employees are considered 1.0 FTE with 7.0 hours per day. 
 TDP employees are considered 1.0 FTE with 8.0 hours per day. 

 



 

Resolution in Support of Public School 
Funding 

WHEREAS, the Telluride Board of Education believes that every student should have the opportunity 
to reach their full potential and to participate meaningfully in the civic and economic life of the 
community; and  

WHEREAS, quality public education develops a competitive workforce that will drive a 
vibrant Colorado economy for decades to come; and  

WHEREAS, Colorado is experiencing a teacher shortage crisis and many teachers in rural districts 
do not have a sufficient salary to meet a rapidly rising cost of living; and  

WHEREAS, Colorado's investment in education is lagging behind other states and has reached the 
bottom in funding; while at the same time, having one of the strongest economies in the country; 
and  

WHEREAS, education has not recovered from the 2008 recession when the legislature cut public 
funding by over one billion dollars; in the 2019-2020 school year, Colorado schools are underfunded 
by $572 million, and the loss to the Telluride School District for 2019-2020 alone is $803,161 and for 
all the years since 2009 is $10,848,637; and  

WHEREAS, turnover not only has a negative fiscal impact, it challenges the Board's ability to 
maintain a stable school climate and culture, respond to every student's needs, and to respond to 
parents and the community on District programs and services; and  

WHEREAS, the Telluride School District Board of Education declares that this is a matter of 
official concern; and  

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Telluride School District Board of Education officially 
declares its commitment to advocate for funding change at the State level, seek opportunities to 
enhance funding at the local level and responsibly dedicate District reserves for salary and benefits 
for all staff to reduce turnover of inspiring and excellent educators.  

ADOPTED AND APPROVED this _________day of March, 2020 

 

____________________________       ____________________________. 
Stephanie Hatcher, BOE President       Jenni Ward, BOE Vice President 







Telluride School District
Board of Education 

March 2020
Adjustments to FY1920 Budget

Fund 10
Sped for outside Preschools

Fund Program Source/Object

Increase in SPED students at outside preschools
 (Rev) Exp 

Current Budget 
 (Rev) Exp  

Final Budget 
 Inc (Dec) to 

Fund Balance 

Sped Tuition to outside preschools 10 0040 0569 25,000             55,000             (30,000)            
 
 25,000             55,000             (30,000)            

Fund 10
Reclassify Title II Part A grant used for AVID 4367

Fund Program Source/Object

Reclassify Title II Part grant used for AVID 4367
 (Rev) Exp 

Current Budget 
 (Rev) Exp  

Final Budget 
 Inc (Dec) to 

Fund Balance 

Math Coach Salaries 10 1100 0110 10,433             -                    10,433              
Math Coach Benefits 10 1100 0200 2,384                -                    2,384                
Instruction Travel 10 0060 0580 1,726                -                    1,726                
District AVID Coordinator Salaries Title Grant 10 2211 0110 -                    10,433             (10,433)            
District AVID Coordinator Benefits Title Grant 10 2211 0200 -                    2,384                (2,384)               
District AVID Travel Title Grant 10 2211 0580 -                    1,726                (1,726)               
 
 14,543             14,543             -                    

Fund 10 
State Library Grant 3207

Fund Program Source/Object

Library Grant 3207
 (Rev) Exp 

Current Budget 
 (Rev) Exp  

Final Budget 
 Inc (Dec) to 

Fund Balance 

Grant Revenue 10 - 3000 -                    (4,500)              4,500                
TES Library Supplies 10 2222 0600 -                    1,500                (1,500)               
TIS Library Supplies 10 2222 0600 1,500                (1,500)               
TMS Library Supplies 10 2222 0600 -                    750                   (750)                  
THS Library Supplies 10 2222 0600 -                    750                   (750)                  
 -                    -                    -                    

Fund 10
Adult ESL Classes Telluride Foundation Grant

Adult ESL Classes Telluride Foundation Grant
 (Rev) Exp 

Current Budget 
 (Rev) Exp  

Final Budget 
 Inc (Dec) to 

Fund Balance 
Program Source/Object

Grant Carryover - 1920 -                    (10,025)            10,025              
Refund the Grant Carryover to TF 0051 0890 -                    10,025             (10,025)            
   Program is no longer provided via TSD
 -                    -                    -                    



Telluride School District
Board of Education 

March 2020
Adjustments to FY1920 Budget

Fund 10 
Walmart Grants

Fund Program Source/Object

Walmart Grants 
 (Rev) Exp 

Current Budget 
 (Rev) Exp  

Final Budget 
 Inc (Dec) to 

Fund Balance 

Walmart Grant Revenue 10 - 1920 (750)                  (3,250)              2,500                
Walmart Grant Math Supplies 10 1100 0600 750                   1,500                (750)                  
Walmart Grant CTE Supplies 10 1000 0600 -                    1,000                (1,000)               
Walmart Grant Tech Class Supplies 10 1600 0600 -                    750                   (750)                  
 -                    -                    -                    

Fund 10 and Fund 25
Counselor grant for THS

Fund Program Source/Object

Just for Kids grant for THS
 (Rev) Exp 

Current Budget 
 (Rev) Exp  

Final Budget 
 Inc (Dec) to 

Fund Balance 

Just For Kids Counselor Grant Revenue 10 - 1920 -                    (2,500)              (2,500)               
Just For Kids Counselor Grant Supplies 10 2120 0600 -                    2,500                2,500                
 -                    -                    -                    

Fund 10 
Move budget allocation for REAP Grant

Fund Program Source/Object

Allocate REAP Grant 
 (Rev) Exp 

Current Budget 
 (Rev) Exp  

Final Budget 
 Inc (Dec) to 

Fund Balance 

REAP Grant Salaries 10 2200 0100 -                    13,500             (13,500)            
REAP Grant Benefits 10 2200 0200 -                    4,222                (4,222)               
REAP Grant Purchased Services 10 2200 0300 30,722             -                    30,722              
REAP Grant Travel 10 2200 0580 10,000             28,000             (18,000)            
REAP Grant Supplies 10 2200 0600 5,000                -                    5,000                
 45,722             45,722             -                    

Fund 10 and Fund 25
Move Trans Software Budget to Fund 25

Fund Program Source/Object

Move Trans Software Budget to Fund 25
 (Rev) Exp 

Current Budget 
 (Rev) Exp  

Final Budget 
 Inc (Dec) to 

Fund Balance 

Trans Software Subscriptions 10 2700 0530 1,045                -                    1,045                
Trans Software Subscriptions 25 2700 0530 -                    1,045                (1,045)               
 
 1,045                1,045                -                    



Telluride School District
Board of Education 

March 2020
Adjustments to FY1920 Budget

Fund 10
Copier Allocation across Programs

Copier Allocation - based on usage July 1 to Dec 
31, 2019

 Current 
Budget 

 (Rev) Exp  
Final Budget 

 Inc (Dec) to 
Fund Balance 

Program Source/Object

INST TES COPIER EXPENSE 10 0600 14,700             8,591                6,109                
INST TIS COPIER EXPENSE 10 0600 15,050             8,215                6,835                
INST TMS COPIER EXPENSE 20 0600 9,150                4,992                4,158                
INST THS COPIER EXPENSE 30 0600 16,140             10,796             5,344                
INST TDP COPIER EXPENSE 40 0600 -                    388                   (388)                  
STUDENT SUPPORT COPIER EXPENSE 2100 0600 -                    6,304                (6,304)               
INSTRUCTION SUPPORT COPIER EXPENSE 2200 0600 -                    3,676                (3,676)               
EXEC ADMIN COPIER EXPENSE 2300 0600 -                    1,050                (1,050)               
TES OFFICE COPIER EXPENSE 2400 0600 -                    1,155                (1,155)               
TIS OFFICE COPIER EXPENSE 2400 0600 -                    1,733                (1,733)               
TMS OFFICE COPIER EXPENSE 2400 0600 -                    1,155                (1,155)               
THS OFFICE COPIER EXPENSE 2400 0600 -                    1,733                (1,733)               
BUSINESS OFFICE COPIER EXPENSE 2500 0600 -                    2,626                (2,626)               
FACILITIES COPIER EXPENSE 2600 0600 -                    525                   (525)                  
HR COPIER EXPENSE 2832 0600 -                    1,576                (1,576)               
FOOD SERVICE COPIER EXPENSE 3100 0600 -                    525                   (525)                  

 55,040             55,040             (0)                       



Telluride School District
Board of Education 

March 2020
Adjustments to FY1920 Budget

Fund 10, 21, 23, 25, 29
Pera On-Behalf Allocation Detail

Fund Program Source/Object

Allocate PERA On-Behalf Allocation Detail
 (Rev) Exp 

Current Budget 
 (Rev) Exp  

Final Budget 
 Inc (Dec) to 

Fund Balance 

PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 0010 0280 39,825.46        39,825.46        -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 0010 0280 9,193.09          9,193.09          -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 0010 0280 58,325.98        58,325.98        -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 0010 0280 29,697.22        29,697.22        -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 0010 0280 63,010.25        63,010.25        -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 0010 0280 14,597.42        14,597.42        -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 2100 0280 19,331.14        19,331.14        -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 2200 0280 8,901.87          8,901.87          -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 2300 0280 19,880.45        19,880.45        -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 2400 0280 8,649.33          8,649.33          -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 2500 0280 9,547.01          9,547.01          -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 2600 0280 2,918.78          2,918.78          -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 2800 0280 5,200.24          5,200.24          -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 3100 0280 4,420.31          4,420.31          -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 2234 0280 4,221.69          4,221.69          -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Expense 10 2710 0280 2,279.76          2,279.76          -                    
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Revenue 10 3010 -                    (283,878.00)    283,878.00      
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Revenue 21 3010 -                    (5,200.24)         5,200.24          
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Revenue 23 3010 -                    (4,420.31)         4,420.31          
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Revenue 25 3010 -                    (4,221.69)         4,221.69          
PERA ON BEHALF ALLOCATION Revenue 29  3010 -                    (2,279.76)         2,279.76          

300,000.00     0.00                  300,000.00      

FB Allocation to Funds 10  6763 (283,878.00)    -                    283,878.00      
FB Allocation to Funds 21 6763 (5,200.24)         -                    5,200.24          
FB Allocation to Funds 23 6763 (4,420.31)         -                    4,420.31          
FB Allocation to Funds 25  6763 (4,221.69)         -                    4,221.69          
FB Allocation to Funds 29  6763 (2,279.76)         -                    2,279.76          

(300,000.00)    -                    300,000.00      

Action Requested
Move to approve the proposed changes to revenue and/or expenditure budgets as proposed.





Superintendent Report
3.17.20



• Cut Levek Loose
• Solar
• Pinhead Contract
• Rascals Contract
• Space plan
• Coronavirus
• AVID funding
• Hiring
• 6th Grade meeting

• Counseling (before/after)
• SEL group

• Testing
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What is Coherent Governance?® 

Linda J. Dawson and Dr. Randy Quinn, senior partners 
The Aspen Group Intl, Inc. LLC 

P.O. Box 1777 Castle Rock, CO  80104   

Ask any board member to identify the primary function of the board. 
Chances are good that eight of the first 10 answers you receive will be 
"policy."  

Now, ask those same board members to list the decisions they made at 
their last board meeting. How many of their actions had anything to do with 
policy? Our experience: virtually none. 

The truth is, boards don't operate at the broad policy level. Most boards 
make decisions at the operational level - the place where the CEO should 
exercise delegated authority, responsibility, and accountability for day-to-
day operations.  

This, probably more than any other factor, is what leads to confusion of 
roles, charges of micro-managing, wasted time, splintered vision and 
frustration due to boards’ inability to make a bigger difference in the lives 
of the organizations they govern.  

The problem is not that boards resist functioning at the policy level. It is 
more due to the fact that boards simply haven't taken the time to assess 
their own performance and consciously discover how board decisions can 
be made at the broad policy level. 

 It is much easier for boards to dabble in the day-to-day affairs of the 
organization, because these are the tangible “things” and the “stuff” that 
can be touched and played with. Creating an organizational vision and 
identifying long-term benefits for the students being served take more 
work—and more leadership. But it is the most important work a board can 
do. Unfortunately, most boards have given away the best part of their jobs! 

Coherent Governance is a model of board governance that, if faithfully 
followed, will compel boards to make policy decisions, not operational 
decisions.  

What is Coherent Governance ? 
 
Coherent Governance is built on all the traditional principles that people 
long have recognized that good boards strive to practice. While virtually all 
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boards will acknowledge the wisdom of the principles, the difficulty that 
boards have in actuality practicing those principles in everyday board life 
is a different matter. This model, better than anything we have found, 
allows boards to be put the principles of good governance into practice. 
The principles and the model enable boards to effectively lead, direct, 
inspire and control organizations through a set of very carefully crafted 
policy statements.  
 
Boards using Coherent Governance adopt a policy that defines the board’s 
job description. This job description includes clear recognition that the 
board serves as a trustee or “owner representative" on behalf of the public.  
Their job?  To lead, represent and serve the people who put them in office.   

Coherent Governance provides a framework to enable boards to lead the 
organization through policy, rather than the usual custom of board 
approval of administrative recommendations. Unlike traditional boards, 
which may try to use policy manuals whose dimensions may be measured 
in feet and pounds, the Coherent Governance board usually manages to 
effectively guide the organization with a policy manual that includes not 
more than 35 to a maximum of 40 policies--total. The policies are grouped 
into four categories, each serving a distinct purpose. The four categories 
are: 

RESULTS: Defined organizational products and outcomes. 
These policies clearly state the "bottom line" which the 
organization is expected to achieve over time: What Results? 
For Whom? At What Cost?                                                                             
The Results policies become the superintendent’s and the 
organization’s performance targets.  They also form the basis 
for judging organizational and superintendent performance.                                          

OPERATIONAL EXPECTATIONS: the board can, through 
policy, control day-to-day operational decisions without 
making them.  It does so through the category of policies 
called Operational Expectations. These policies define both 
the nonnegotiable expectations and the clear boundaries 
within which the superintendent and staff must operate. They 
clarify the latitude and authority the board vests in the 
superintendent and staff. These policies articulate the actions 
and decisions the board would find either absolutely 
necessary or totally unacceptable.                       

Once stated, the superintendent is authorized to make all other 
operational decisions as long as they fall within the board’s 
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stated values. This process enables boards to articulate with 
absolute clarity the superintendent's decision-making 
authority. The result is absolute role clarity—no more 
guessing about whether the decision belongs to the board or 
to the superintendent. The board’s control over organizational 
performance is increased dramatically. 

GOVERNANCE PROCESS: The board defines its own work and 
how it will be carried out. These policies clearly state the 
expectations the board has for individual and collective 
behavior, and also clarify the role and function of any board 
committees. 

Taken in their sum, the Governance Process policies 
constitute the governing culture the board commits to work 
within. They also serve an important long-term function: the 
culture is much more likely to be perpetuated if it is 
deliberately stated in policy, and carefully monitored to assure 
board compliance.  

BOARD-SUPERINTENDENT RELATIONSHIP: The board 
stipulates in policy how authority is delegated by the board to 
its superintendent, and how the superintendent’s performance 
will be evaluated.  

Coherent Governance offers a logical process for boards to govern well, 
and to remove themselves from the daily operational “stuff” that boards 
typically allow themselves to become consumed with. The Aspen Group 
offers the practical help necessary to make the model work in real life.  

For boards that successfully implement Coherent Governance, we promise, 
it will:  

1. Eliminate forever the confusion between board and superintendent 
roles; 

2. Provide a means for the board to add value to the organization it 
governs by focusing on the results that are expected to be achieved 
by students and at a specified cost;  

3. Free the superintendent and staff to do their jobs without the board's 
micro-managing day-to-day decisions;  

4. It will establish governing policy that overlays the typically large, 
unwieldy, and poorly maintained  district policy manual with about 
40 very clear, very dynamic and inclusive board policies;  
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5. It will give the board more control over operational decisions than it 
ever had before, and it will do so in a manner that retains the board’s 
role at the governance level. In other words, the board will be more 
active without also being more intrusive. 

Bold promises, admittedly.  

But these are promises that are entirely possible for the board that 
faithfully commits to the principles of Coherent Governance.  

The Aspen Group International, Inc., has taken the theory of Policy 
Governance®, made it useable by school boards and implemented it in 
their boardroom. The theoretical now is practical. Aspen Group principals’ 
work demonstrates the viability and power of this coherent governance in 
their work with client boards.  

It is the only model of board governance that makes sense.  

 



Ford, M. R., & Ihrke, D. M. (2016). Understanding school boards and their use of different 
models of governance. Journal of Public and Nonprofit Affairs, 2(2), 67-81. 
doi:10.20899/jpna.2.2.67-81 

Governance Symposium 
 

Understanding School Boards and Their Use of 
Different Models of Governance 
Michael R. Ford – University of Wisconsin - Oshkosh 
Douglas M. Ihrke – University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee 
 

In this article, the authors apply Mel Gill’s (2002) description of governance model types to a 
national sample of school board members in the United States. The authors find that the 
majority of school board members take a policy-driven approach to board governance, while a 
substantial percentage take a traditional approach that delegates clear authority to the 
organization executive. Multinomial-logistic regression analysis and a series of analysis of 
variance tests are used to identify the structural and group dynamic differences between 
difference governance model types. The authors find that governance models have an impact on 
the group dynamics of organizations and that board approaches to governance differ 
substantially by area, concluding that future studies of governance models should consider the 
differences in governance strategies across functional areas.      

 
 Keywords: Governance Models, School Boards 

 
Attend any public or nonprofit management conference in which practitioners are involved, and 
you are likely to find certain skepticism regarding best practice governance models designed to 
improve the performance of boards. The authors have been asked firsthand on multiple 
occasions: does this apply to my case? Implicit in the question is the reality that board 
governance is a value-laden enterprise that is impacted by the individuals serving on the board, 
the structure of the organization, the customers the board is serving, the regulatory 
environment, the region, the type of service of services provided, etc. 
 
Despite the complex nature of governance, the pursuit of governance models with potential to 
improve organizational performance remains of interest to scholars and practitioners. Why? An 
approach to board governance that transcends the situation-specific nature of public and 
nonprofit organizations could have a positive impact on public performance. Take, for example, 
the case of public education, the focus of this article. A large body of research, summarized 
nicely in Ravitch’s (2010) sprawling history of the American public education system, 
demonstrated that school and school district performance is largely a function of the types of 
pupils enrolled in a school. Imagine, however, if the governance behaviors on a school board, 
something board members can control, could offset the impact of some of the many things that a 
school board cannot control. Indeed, previous research by the authors (Ford & Ihrke, 2015) and 
others (Grissom, 2014) demonstrated that school board governance can, under the right 
circumstances, have an impact on the academic performance of school districts. Other research 
by Svara (1990), Herman and Renz (2000; 2004), and Brown (2007) similarly suggests and/or 
demonstrates a link between board governance and the performance of public and nonprofit 
organizations. However, research linking governance to performance, while explanatory in 
nature, does not prove the worth or existence of a comprehensive governance model.   
 
In this article, we use Gill’s (2002) descriptive language of four governance models (traditional, 
operational, policy model, and management) and national data from elected school board 
members in 49 states to answer three research questions: 

1. What governance models are school board members using? 

2. Do school district characteristics predict the type of model used by board members? 
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3. Does the specific model type used by board members impact the dynamics and 

performance of a school board? 
 
This study is exploratory in nature. While we hypothesize based on our previous work (Ford & 
Ihrke, 2015) and the work of Herman and Renz (2000; 2004), Brown (2007) and Grissom 
(2014) that board members reporting the use of different models have variation in their board 
dynamics and performance, little research exists to determine exactly how we should expect 
those variables to vary across models. In addition, because we allow survey respondents to pick 
the language that best describes how their board goes about making decisions, the results 
should not be seen as an indictment or celebration of any specific governance model but rather 
an indicator of determinants and impacts of the perceived governance behaviors of school 
boards in our dataset. In the following sections, we first lay out the background of governance 
models and review the corresponding literature; then we provide an overview of our data and 
methodology, followed by answering our research questions one-by-one using various 
quantitative measures. Finally, we provide a discussion of the implications of our findings. 
 
 
Background and Literature Review 
 
Governance is a relatively new topic of study for scholars of organizations. Most scholars agree 
that we have a limited understanding of not only what governance is but also how it works 
(Bradshaw, Hayday, & Armstrong, 2007). Paradoxically, there is a lot of talk by academics and 
practitioners about governance “models,” as if they are an available and accepted option for 
overseeing organizations. We are not sure why this is the case given how little research has been 
done on different governance models as to their effectiveness. 
 
There is increasing pressure for organizations to adapt and change, particularly in a world 
heavily influenced by forces such as globalization and technological innovation. In response, we 
have seen the evolution and emergence of new organizational structures in all three sectors 
(Miles, Snow, Mathews, Miles, & Coleman, 1997). For example, we are seeing more and more 
examples of organizations from the public, private, and nonprofit sectors working together to 
solve problems and, in some cases, save money and other resources. While these organizational 
forms continue to evolve and emerge out of necessity, there is a corresponding need to better 
understand how these forms are to be governed. The options available for governing are often 
referred to as “models” of governance, suggesting there are different ways of going about the 
governing process and that finding the right fit is one of the challenges of leading these new 
emerging forms. Interestingly, we have observed these calls for using models to govern these 
new and emerging forms, but we remain uncertain as to what the research tells us about the 
effectiveness of governance models for single organizations. 
 
Within the nonprofit sector, it is common to hear academics and practitioners discuss different 
models of governance and their experiences with them, both good and bad. Renz (2007), one of 
the foremost thinkers on governance in the nonprofit sector, suggests that “[g]overnance is the 
process of providing strategic leadership to a nonprofit organization. It entails the functions of 
setting direction, making policy and strategy decisions, overseeing and monitoring 
organizational performance, and ensuring overall accountability. Nonprofit governance is a 
political and organizational process involving multiple functions and engaging multiple 
stakeholders” (p. 1). How nonprofits go about governing can vary; ostensibly, we are told that 
this variation can be captured in different types of models. 
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Academics tend to be critical of any kind of claim that there is one model of governance that fits 
all circumstances, particularly in the nonprofit sector (Abzug, 1996; Brudney & Murray, 1998; 
Dornstein, 1988). Practitioners want help with dealing with their boards and the idea of a model 
that helps the board get its work done is attractive because of its simplicity. So what gives and 
how can we contribute to the many challenges of understanding how the governance of 
organization works and why it matters? 
 
There are many examples of models of governance; for the purposes of this research, we will 
utilize only those that pertain to the public and nonprofit sectors. We will further limit our 
discussion to models of governance relevant to local governments, the category of governments 
that schools fall under. Here we will examine four models of governance common in the 
literature on both public and nonprofit organizations. 
 
The authors readily admit that any discussion on the nature and extent of the use of governance 
models is potentially fraught with problems, particularly when any comparisons are done 
between organizational sectors, for a several reasons. With this research, we borrow from the 
literature on nonprofit organizations to inform our research on school boards, normally 
considered a type of local government, but today schools come in numerous alternative forms 
including the nonprofit form. We borrow from the nonprofit literature simply because there has 
been more written about governance models in this literature than in the public sector 
literatures.   
 
We do not consider nonprofit boards to necessarily be the same as traditional public school 
boards, the members of which are elected rather than appointed as with nonprofit boards. This 
institutional feature of how members get on these respective boards has implications for what 
we expect are the dynamics on these boards, such as the amount of conflict board members 
experience while governing. Nonprofit boards, we surmise, tend to have too little conflict due to 
the volunteer nature of board service and the reputations and relationships that must be 
managed by board members in the communities where they serve. By managing reputation and 
relationships, nonprofit boards tend to avoid or suppress difficult discussions on controversial 
topics that could actually lead to better decision-making. We also surmise that traditional school 
boards, with elected board members, tend to have too much conflict. Many school board 
candidates run for office for the simple reason of getting rid of administrators or board members 
currently in place. When they get on the board, they are ready to make changes and are often 
unwilling to work with the other board members to come to solutions about difficult problems. 
 
We have no doubt that the institutional context matters as to the dynamics that take place on 
governing boards in the public and nonprofit sectors. What we do not know, however, is 
whether the institutional context matters in the extent to which boards in these two sectors use 
different governance models, and it is also not the focus on this manuscript. Here, we explore 
the extent to which democratically elected school boards use different types of governance 
models and ultimately whether governance model usage has an impact on the dynamics and 
performance of school boards. 
 
In the public sector, governance refers to processes of regulation, coordination, and control 
(Rhodes, 1997). A traditional distinction found in the literature on cities has involved a 
discussion as to whether their forms of government are “reformed” or “unreformed.” Reformed 
governments are a product of progressive era reactionary reforms intended to take the graft and 
corruption out of governments that had been a part of the spoils early in the 19th century. 
Reformed governments tend to have smaller councils and feature at-large elections with non-
partisan ballots. Unreformed governments have larger councils and feature district elections 
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with partisan ballots. Structural features are what distinguish these governments from one 
another and, as intended by reformers, one ends up getting a different type of governance 
depending upon which form of government is used by a given community. Svara (1990) has laid 
out how governance differs in these two types of communities. 
 
Frederickson, Johnson, and Wood (2004) have taken the government form distinction a step 
further and suggest that cities can range from highly “political” on one end of the continuum to 
highly “administrative” cities on the other end of the continuum. In between these extremes are 
“adapted political,” “conciliated,” and “adapted administrative” cities. Yet research on local 
governments tends to continue to use the traditional dichotomy of government form (Nelson & 
Nollenberger, 2011). 
 
There are other structural features that can vary across boards, such as the extent to which they 
use committees and subcommittees to divide labor. But structural features are not the only 
aspects of governing boards that can vary. They also can vary in terms of who – board and/or 
staff – participates in governance decision-making. Further, they can vary in terms of their 
focus. Some boards will focus on writing policies, while others will focus on the day-to-day 
operations of the organization they govern. Out of all this variation have come numerous 
attempts to categorize boards and how they govern in governance models (Gill, 2002).   
 
Gill identified four models that are commonly used in the public and nonprofit sectors. The 
operational model is the first of these models and, in the nonprofit sector, tends to be the model 
of choice for new organization that have no staff and that must rely largely on board members 
and other volunteers to achieve their aims. Operational boards also have management 
responsibilities but are distinguished from management boards by their lack of staff support. 
With the operations model, the board has as its primary focus the operations of the 
organization.   
 
The second model identified by Gill (2002) is the managerial model. The board manages 
operations, although it may have a staff coordinator. Board members actively manage finances, 
personnel, and service delivery directly or as committee chairs and report directly to the board. 
Staff reports to board member managers either directly or through a dual reporting line to a 
board member and a staff coordinator. With the managerial model, the board has as its primary 
focus the management of operations.   
 
The third model is the traditional model. With this model, the board governs and oversees 
operations through committees but delegates management functions to the CEO. Committees, 
established along functional lines (e.g., finance, human resources, programs) that parallel 
management functions, are used to process information for the board and sometimes do the 
work of the board. The committee structure and ambiguity in roles may invite board 
interference in management functions (Gill, 2002). In most cases, the CEO has a primary 
reporting relationship to the board through the chair. Gill suggests that, with the traditional 
model, the board has as its primary focus the governance of the organization, which Houle 
(1997) supports in his classic work on nonprofit boards. 
 
The final model is the policy model. With this model, the board governs through policies that 
establish organizational aims (“ends”), governance approaches or processes, management 
limitations, and that define the board/CEO relationship. The CEO has broad freedom to 
determine the “means” that will be implemented to achieve organizational aims. The CEO 
reports to the full board. In its purest form, the board does not use committees but may use task  
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Table 1. Comparison of Sample and Population School District Characteristics 

 Sample Population Difference  
Graduation Rate 82.74% 82.10% 0.64%** 
Instructional Spending Per-Pupil $6,999.75 $7,122 $122.25 
Percent Black 7.80% 7.00% 0.80%** 
Percent White 73.00% 72.40% 0.60% 
Percent Hispanic 12.10% 13.20% 1.10%** 
** p<0.01 *** p<0.001 

 
Table 2. Summary Statistics 

 N Mean SD Source 
Conflict Index 3,193 9.98 3.93 Survey 
Regenerative Relations 3,193 24.38 5.18 Survey 
Highly Productive Board 3,193 9.41 3.15 Survey 
Clear Board Leader 3,193 3.60 1.06 Survey 
Relationship Conflict 3,193 2.27 1.19 Survey 
Entrenched Conflict 3,193 2.53 1.11 Survey 
Percent IEP (Special Needs) 3,193 0.14 0.04 NCES 
Percent Minority 3,193 0.27 0.24 NCES 
Percent English Language Learner 3,193 0.05 0.08 NCES 
Log Enrollment 3,193 7.88 1.26 NCES 
Revenue Per-Pupil 3,193 13,455.86 4,511.39 NCES 
Percent Low-Income 3,193 0.33 0.23 NCES 
City Location 3,193 Yes=11.01% No=88.99% NCES 
Suburban Location 3,193 Yes=31.39% No=68.61% NCES 

 
teams to assist it in specific aspects of its work. As with the traditional model, Gill (2002) 
suggests that the policy model has as its primary focus the governance of the organization.    
 
There is a limited amount of literature involving the testing of some of these models as to their 
effectiveness in governing organizations, particularly when it comes to the traditional (Duca, 
1997) and the policy (Brudney & Nobbie, 2002; Nobbie & Brudney, 2003) governance models. 
However, there does not appear to be much in the literature on public organizations and the 
effectiveness of these models, yet we know from experience that these models are commonly 
used in local governments. Our goal with this research is to explore the frequency of usage of 
these models by school boards and then try to assess their effectiveness. 
 
 
Data  
 
The data for this study comes from two sources. The first is an original survey of school board 
members conducted by the authors in late 2013 and early 2014. Individual board members were 
surveyed; thus the board member is the unit of analysis. However, we use the perceptions of 
board members to learn about the boards themselves. The survey instrument was informed by a 
national survey of school board members conducted by Hess and Meeks (2011) in cooperation 
with the National School Boards Association, municipal governance surveys conducted by 
Johnson and Ihrke (2004) and Ihrke and Niederjohn (2005), and original questions developed 
by the authors. The 89-item survey was sent, via the Qualtrics online survey tool, to the over 
28,000 democratically elected school board members with a publicly listed e-mail address in all 
U.S. states excluding Hawaii (which has only one appointed state-wide school board). All e-mail 
addresses were mined from school district websites by the authors.   
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Table 3. Conflict Index 

 N Mean SD 
Conflict among some school board 
members is high 

3,193 2.51 1.22 

School board coalitions tend to form 
along predictable lines 

3,193 2.66 1.25 

During board negotiations, prior 
conflicts often resurface 

3,193 2.53 1.11 

Disagreements between board 
members often become personalized 

3,193 2.27 1.19 

Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.84 
   

Table 4. Regenerative Relations Index 

 N Mean SD 
Members can take each other at their 
word 

3,193 3.67 1.03 

Members do what they say they will do 3,193 3.74 .88 
Members willingly try new things 
without fear of ridicule 

3,193 3.34 1.00 

Members willingly try new things 
without fear of retribution 

3,193 3.44 1.03 

Members are open about their own 
preferences 

3,193 3.29 0.95 

Members are open about how they feel 
about other members’ preferences 

3,193 3.29 0.95 

Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.87   
 
Overall, the authors obtained a 17.7% response rate, a rate slightly lower than the previously 
mentioned Hess and Meeks (2011) and Ihrke and Niederjohn (2005) surveys. As a check against 
the possibility of response bias, we compared the characteristics of school districts represented 
in our sample with the population characteristics of all American school boards. The results, 
displayed in table 1, indicate that the graduation rates, racial demographics, and instructional 
spending of districts included in our sample are fairly similar to the population. While this 
comparison does not rule out the possibility of response bias, the similarities give us a degree of 
confidence in the representativeness of our sample.   
 
Once data collection was completed, each respondent was matched with data from our second 
data source, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The NCES annually collects 
and releases a wide variety of demographic and performance data on each of the almost 14,000 
school districts overseeing the delivery of public education in the United States. The pairing of 
these two data sources enables us to combine soft governance measures collected via survey 
with hard measures of demographics and performance. Table 2 lists the summary statistics and 
their source for the variables used in difference aspects of the forthcoming analysis. The survey 
measures explain difference aspects of the group board dynamic as perceived by school board 
members. The NCES measures are all variables beyond the control of school boards, shown in 
previous research by Hanushek (1997), Ravitch (2010), and Ford and Ihrke (2015), to have an 
impact on the performance and behaviors of public school districts and the boards that oversee 
them. Tables 3 and 4 summarize the survey variables included in two additive indexes used to 
measure board conflict (see Ihrke & Niederjohn, 2005) and the presence of regenerative 
relations (see Golembiewski, 1995) on school boards. As can be seen in tables 3 and 4, both 
additive indexes hold together well with Chronbach Alphas of 0.84 and 0.87, respectively.       
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Table 5. Board Member Agreement with Model Descriptions 

  Percent N 
Traditional: The board governs and oversees operations through 
committees established along functional lines (finance, human 
resources, programs) but delegates the management functions to 
the superintendent 

30.66 979 

Operational: The board manages, governs and performs the work 
of the organization. 

5.29 169 

Policy Model: The board governs through policies that establish 
organizational aims (ends), governance approaches, and 
management limitations. These policies also should define the 
relationship of the board with the superintendent.  The 
superintendent has broad freedom to determine the means that 
will be used to achieve organizational aims. 

61.32 1,958 

Management: The board manages operations through functional 
committees that may or may not have a staff coordinator. 

2.72 87 

 
Results 
 
In this section, we use the data described in the preceding section to explore the previously 
stated research questions. Descriptive statistics are used to answer the first research question: 
what governance model are school board members using? To answer this question, we first 
asked school board members which of the statements, as listed in table 5, best describes the way 
in which their board goes about making governance decisions. The model descriptions were 
adopted word-for-word from Gill (2002). As can be seen, the majority of respondents (61.32%) 
indicated that the description of the policy model best described the way in which their board 
makes decisions. Almost one-third of respondents (30.66%) indicate that the traditional model 
description in which the board oversees operations through committees and gives the executive 
management authority best describes their board governance behaviors. A small percentage of 
board members (5.29%) believe that the operational model in which the board is highly involved 
in the day-to-day operations of the school district best describes their governance behaviors.  
Last, a very small percentage of respondents (2.72%) agree that their board manages 
organizational operations through committees.   
 
At first glance, these results appear to indicate that American school board members generally 
take a policy-driven approach that defines overall organizational goals, and then gives the 
executive broad authority to meet those goals. However, in addition to asking board members 
directly which model description best describes their board, the authors attempted to 
operationalize Gill’s (2002) governance models by asking which of the statements below best 
describes the way in which their board goes about making decisions in each of five key 
functional areas (Gemberling, Smith, & Villani, 2000)1 (as follows): 
 

 Operational: “The board as a whole deliberates and makes decisions.” 

 Management: “The board makes decisions based on committee recommendations.” 

 Traditional: “The board delegates decisions making authority to the superintendent.” 

 Policy: “The board follows its established policies when making decisions.” 
 
 

                                                        
1 The descriptors of Gill’s (2002) model type were developed by the authors in conjunction with staff from 
the Helen Bader Institute for Nonprofit Management at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. 
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Figure 1. Percentage of Respondents Using Model Descriptions in Decision-Making by Area 

 
 
We expected to find consistency in the approach to decision-making in the key areas of financial 
management, personnel management, student academics, public perception of the district, and 
dealing with state government. However, as can be seen in figure 1, the approach to decision-
making varied widely depending on the functional area in which that decision was being made.     
 
In the areas of financial management and managing public perception of the district, board 
members favored a hands-on operational approach to governance. In the areas of personnel 
management, student academics, and relations with state government, board members favored 
a traditional model approach where authority is delegated to the superintendent. Notably, the 
policy model, where the “The board follows its established policies when making decisions” was 
chosen as the best descriptor of board decision-making by about 20% or less of board members 
in each of the key functional areas. Given that over 60% of board members chose the policy 
model description as the best descriptor of their overall governance behavior, there is clearly a 
large disconnect between the ways in which boards view their overall governance behavior, and 
their governance behaviors in regards to specific areas. More discussion of the possible meaning 
of this disconnect is included in the conclusion section of this article. 
 
We answer our second research question (do school district characteristics predict the type of 
model used by board members?) using a multinomial logistic regression model predicting board 
member responses to the statements listed in table 5. Multinomial logistic regression is 
appropriate given the categorical nature of the dependent variable (Long & Freese, 2006). We 
note that all independent variables included in the model were obtained from the NCES, while 
the dependent variable is from the survey instrument, thus mitigating any potential problem of 
common source bias (Favero & Bullock, 2015).  
 
The results of the model, as displayed in table 6, compare the impact of each independent 
variable on the likelihood that a school board member will identify his or her board governance  
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Table 6. Multinomial Logistic Regression Results Predicting Model Type 
(Base Outcomes = Policy) 

 Operational Management Traditional 

 
Coeff. 

(Std. Err) 
Risk 
Ratio 

Coeff. 
(Std. Err) 

Risk 
Ratio 

Coeff. 
(Std. Err) 

Risk 
Ratio 

Percent Minority -0.818 
(0.562) 

0.442 -0.722 
(0.740) 

0.486 -0.650* 
(0.279) 

0.522 

Percent English 
Language Learner 

-0.073 
(1.593) 

0.929 -0.268 
(2.032) 

0.765 -0.507 
(0.795) 

0.602 

Percent Special 
Needs 

0.032 
(2.189) 

1.033 6.100* 
(3.078) 

446.008 6.567*** 
(1.152) 

711.347 

Percent Low-
Income 

0.611 
(0.402) 

1.842 0.597 
(0.554) 

1.817 -0.078 
(0.198) 

0.925 

City 0.005 
(.344) 

1.005 0.324 
(0.410) 

1.382 0.191 
(0.158) 

1.210 

Suburban 0.107 
(.208) 

1.113 0.126 
(0.283) 

1.134 0.219* 
(0.101) 

1.244 

Revenue Per-Pupil 0.000 
(.000) 

1.000 0.000* 
(0.000) 

1.000 0.000*** 
(0.000) 

1.000 

Log Enrollment -0.166* 
(.079) 

0.847 0.021 
(0.115) 

1.022 -0.053 
(0.041) 

0.949 

Responses -0.128 
(.085) 

0.880 -0.038 
(0.109) 

0.962 0.061 
(0.038) 

1.063 

Constant -1.070 
(.749) 

0.343 -4.791*** 
(1.089) 

0.008 -1.699*** 
(0.393) 

0.183 

N 3,193      
LR χ2 149.81***      

 
model as either operational, management, or traditional compared with the base policy model. 
Included in the table are relative risk ratios, which, when “above one” indicates that an increase 
in the independent variable increases the likelihood of a respondent selecting that particular 
model description compared with the policy model description, and when “below one” indicates 
that an increase in the independent variable decreases the likelihood of a respondent selecting 
that particular model description compared to the policy model description.       
 
The results in table 6 show several statistically significant relationships between school district 
characteristics and model type. First, we note that we control for the number of respondents 
per-board to prevent serial correlation. We find that board members overseeing districts with 
higher enrollments are less likely to identify the operational model as the best descriptor of their 
board’s governance behavior. Board members overseeing districts with higher percentages of 
minority pupils are less likely to identify the traditional model descriptor as representing the 
way in which their board makes decisions. In addition, board members overseeing districts with 
higher percentages of special needs students are more likely to identify the traditional and 
management models as the best descriptor of their board’s governance behavior. Board 
members serving in suburban districts are more likely to identify the traditional model. Finally, 
board members overseeing districts with larger per-pupil revenues are more likely to identify 
with the management or traditional model description; however, the size of the effect is 
extremely small and substantively meaningless. Overall, the results support the hypothesis that 
certain district characteristics, including the percentage of minority and special needs students, 
as well as suburban location, does have an impact on governance models reported to be used by 
American school board members. 
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Table 7. Kruskal-Wallis Rank Test Results (Numbers indicate rank sum by group) 

  Operational Management Traditional Policy χ2 
Conflict Index 312,404.0 175,649.5 1,682,865.0 2,936,738.5 68.348*** 
Regenerative 
Relations 

220,005.5 111,232.5 1,464,892.0 3,313,872.0 
60.122*** 

Productivity 227,969.0 131,907.5 1,561,090.5 3,183,983.0 14.548* 
Relationship Conflict 308,558.5 166,209.5 1,630,994.5 2,990,010.0 36.587*** 
Entrenched Conflict 300,070.5 169,010.5 1,663,302.0 2,973,000.0 45.210*** 
Clear Leader 248,308.0 125,676.0 1,641,129.5 3,093,940.5 13.485** 
n=3,193 for all variables but high school graduation rate, where n=2,377 

 
We explore our third research question (does the specific model type identified by the board 
members impact the dynamics and performance of the school board?) through a series of 
Kruskal–Wallis rank tests and one ANOVA test. As discussed in the introduction, part of the 
allure of a comprehensive governance model is that model governance behaviors can be adopted 
by boards and, in turn, improve the dynamics of the board, i.e., reduce conflict, improve 
productivity, enhance leadership, in ways what ultimately improve the performance of a public 
or nonprofit organization. The Kruskal–Wallis and ANOVA methodologies, though limited by 
their inability to show causation, does allow for the identification of differences in the group 
dynamics and performance of boards using different governance models. This is a crucial first 
step, as it is necessary to determine if there are differences by model type if scholars hope to 
explain why those differences exists.   
 
Table 7 displays the rank sums of multiple variables collected from the authors’ survey 
instrument and the NCES, along with a corresponding χ2 statistic showing whether or not the 
group differences are statistically significant using the nonparametric Kruskal–Wallis test. After 
each test, Dunn’s pairwise comparison post-hoc statistics are calculated to see which models are 
significantly different that one another. The first variable, the conflict index, is the previously 
explained additive index of negative conflict types (Ihrke & Niederjohn, 2005; Jehn, 1995). 
There are significant group differences in the level of conflict reported by school board members 
across models, with post hoc tests showing differences between all groups except operational 
and management. The second variable is the regenerative relations index consisting of variables 
measuring the level of trust, and owning of decisions, perceived by board members (see table 4). 
Board members giving a higher score have better perceived group dynamics, which, in theory, 
will improve overall organizational performance (Gabris & Nelson, 2013; Golembiewski, 1995). 
As shown in table 7, there is significant variation in the regenerative relations index, with post 
hoc tests showing differences between all models expect operational and management. 
 
The next variable was obtained from a survey item measured on a 5-point Likert scale where 
board members were asked to state the extent to which they agree their board is highly 
productive. The higher the score, the more strongly board members indicated agreement. Here 
again there is significant variation, though differences only exist between operational and 
traditional and operational and policy. The next two variables, also measured on a 5-point Likert 
scale, are measures of relationship and entrenched conflict included in the conflict index (Jehn, 
Northcraft, & Neale, 1999). Both of these questions also showed significant variation across 
models, with post-hoc tests showing differences between all groups expect operational and 
management for both variables, and operational and traditional for the entrenched conflict 
variable only.   
 
The next variable deals with board member perceptions of leadership. We asked board members 
to state their level of agreement that there is a clear leader on the board. The measures were 
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Figure 2. Mean High School Graduation Rates by Governance Model 

 
 
designed to get a feel for whether or not clear leadership, a key component of effectiveness, was 
present in the eye of board members (Gabris, Golembiewski, & Ihrke, 2001). Significant 
variation existed across groups, though post-hoc tests revealed group-to-group differences are 
limited to operational and management, operational and policy, and management and policy. 
 
Last, we compare the extent to which high school graduation rates vary across identified 
governance models using and ANOVA test. While high school graduation rates are an imperfect 
measure of school district performance, in particular as many school districts in the United 
States do not serve high school students, it is nonetheless one intuitive comparable indicator of 
the extent to which school districts are satisfying their mission. We find significant variation 
across groups, as indicated by a significant F-test of 7.01. However, differences are limited, as 
can be seen in figure 2, to the policy and traditional model, with the traditional model showing 
significantly higher graduation rates. 
 
Overall, we find that measures of group dynamics, and one measure of school district 
performance, vary significantly across identified governance model types. In general, the board 
members who identify traditional and policy model descriptions also perceive lower levels of 
board conflict, higher levels of trust and owning, and higher levels of productivity than board 
members who identify the operational and management descriptors as their governance model. 
In addition, the traditional model boards (as perceived by board members) have higher 
graduation rates than all other identified board types, and the management model shows 
substantially lower levels of perceived board leadership than all other identified board types. In 
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the concluding section, we reflect on the meaning of our results and propose a new approach to 
understanding board governance models. 
 
 
Conclusion and Discussion 
 
In this article, we used data collected as part of the largest study ever conducted on American 
school board members to conduct an exploratory analysis on the school board governance 
models identified by school board members, the extent to which district characteristics predict 
the governance models used by board members, the ways in which governance approaches differ 
by functional area, and the variation of group dynamics and one performance variable across 
identified governance models. Broadly, we find evidence that governance models identified by 
school board members matter.  They are linked to district characteristics as well as perceptions 
of positive group dynamics. Specifically, the traditional and policy model descriptors are chosen 
by board members overseeing higher-functioning boards.   
 
Our study does, however, have numerous limitations. First, a number of board respondents did 
not answer our questions regarding model types. While the specific nonrespondents did not 
have different personal demographics than respondents, and did not oversee districts with 
demographics dissimilar to respondents, there is still the possibility that a population of school 
board members is unable to identify a governance model used by their boards. In addition, the 
descriptors created by Gill (2002) may be imperfect descriptions of specific model-types. Hence 
we caution the reader to remember that board members were agreeing to the description of their 
board governance model—not the actual name of the model. Finally, as we described in the 
results section, board members often differed from their general identified model of governance 
in their approach to governance of functional areas.   
 
Despite these limitations, our findings move the study of governance models forward. The clear 
group dynamic advantage on policy and traditional boards (as identified by board members) 
bears more exploration. Why are identified policy boards higher functioning, and why are these 
same boards not obtaining higher graduation rates than the other board types identified by 
board members? We speculate board members indicating they serve on policy boards, as well as 
traditional boards, set up clear lines between day-to-day operations and governance, enabling 
the boards to stay on task and leave the professional tasks to the professionals. However, future 
studies on specific boards adopting policy and traditional models could help answer the why 
question. 
 
Last, and most important, are the ways in which board members differ in their governance 
approach in specific functional areas. This finding suggests that scholars are being too simplistic 
in their search for a comprehensive model of board governance. In may in fact be that that there 
are functions where an operational model approach works best, others where a policy model 
works best, etc. We suggest that studies of governance models move toward a hybrid approach 
where a governance model for a single board incorporates different governance models broken 
down by functional area. In addition, we believe that the hybrid model must be dependent on 
the organizational needs and structural characteristics. Though the multiple dimensions of such 
a model invite complexity, it would provide a better roadmap to improving organizational 
performance through governance. 
 
Both the nonprofit and public administration literatures continue to advance scholarly 
understanding of the connection between the governance and performance of public and 
nonprofit organizations. Despite the complexities of governance, generalizable knowledge that 
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can be used to improve public and nonprofit performance through governance is attainable 
through research approaches that embrace these complexities. This exploratory study shows, 
using the example of school boards and their members, that the complexities of governance can 
be measured and used to develop the next generation of evidence-based board governance 
models.   
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