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“Traditional” Board Governance

 Board approves policies, programs and curricula 
developed/recommended by staff

 Board serves on committees to oversee staff work

 Board engages in crisis management

 Administration controls Board agenda

 Decision-making and accountability are muddled



Policy Governance 

 Developed by John and Miriam Carver in 1970s

 Focus on strategic leadership, with policies that reflect Board values

 Four categories of policies

 Ends to be achieved (Ends)

 Means to be avoided (Executive Limitations)

 Interface of the board and management (Board/Superintendent Linkage)

 The practice of government (Governance Process)

 Board delegates management authority to Superintendent, within the constraints of 
the Executive Limitations

 Board monitors reasonable progress against Ends and compliance with Executive 
Limitations



Issaquah School Board Governance

 Adopted Policy Governance in 2005 - 2006

 Transition was gradual and not without some “bumps”

 Pure Policy Governance is very rigid

 The concept that the Board did not involve itself in the “means” of the 
organization was difficult for an elected Board

 Board gradually developed a partnership with the Superintendent on 
policy interpretations and evidence



Coherent Governance

 Developed by the Aspen Group in the 2000s

 An offshoot of Policy Governance, targeting elected Boards

 Still delegates management authority to the Superintendent but allows the 
Board to have “Operational Expectations” instead of “Executive Limitations”

 OEs are still based on Board values

 Board familiarity with operations helps it to perform its advocacy role



Advantages of Coherent Governance

 Prohibitive language of ELs is off-putting and difficult for the public to 
understand

 Coherent Governance is more “user-friendly”

 The Board is already operating as if it were using a Coherent Governance 
model

 “Most boards want to remove themselves from preoccupation with the day-to-
day operations of the organization.  Yet they have concerns about those 
operational matters that they must express in order to represent and serve 
the interests of the board’s “owners,” those on whose behalf the board does 
its work.  The range of concerns addressed by OE policies is much broader 
than is acceptable in PG, but our conviction is that the board cannot 
confidently delegate decision-making without first stating its concerns about 
every element of operational performance.”

 From The Art of Governing Coherently, page 4 (emphasis added)



Our Process

 Thorough review of policies from other Coherent Governance Districts

 Lake Washington

 Evergreen

 South Kitsap

 Mercer Island

 Language change

 Ends  Results

 Governance Process (GP)  Governance Culture (GC)

 Board/Superintendent Linkage (B/SL)  Board-Superintendent Relationship (BSR)

 Executive Limitations (EL)  Operational Expectations (OE)

 Linkages  Engagement



Our Process (continued)

 Transitioning Limitations to Expectations

 “Shall not fail to” becomes “will” and “will not”

 Policies were bundled as expectations and prohibitions

 Recommended language to be “borrowed” from other districts

 These changes are highlighted in yellow

 We are not otherwise recommending changes at this point in the process

 Grammar tweaks/general language “clean-up”

 Formatting consistency changes to be made once Board has accepted policies



Sample Formatted Policy



Sample Formatted Policy (continued)



Sample Formatted Policy (continued)
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