
Question 1: 

Does the WJB have a budget range in mind for the future judicial evaluation 
program? No. The WJB anticipates responses to this RFI will establish a budget 
range for the entire project.  However, the vendor is encouraged to ensure the 
design and development phase can fall within a budget range that will fit a 
technical assistance grant. 

Question 2: 

Section 4.3, Solution, requests information and recommendations on program design, 
implementation, administration, and future program needs, while Section 4.4, Cost 
Structure, requests cost information for consulting services, project planning, survey 
development and administration, and implementation support. Does the WJB intend for 
vendors to address and price all phases of a potential engagement, including 
design/development, launch/implementation, and ongoing administration/support of the 
evaluation program in their response, or should the response focus primarily on the design 
and development phase, with ongoing administration after launch addressed at a high level 
only? The WJB encourages Respondents to address and price all phases of a potential 
engagement; however, detailed information about the design and development phase is 
particularly useful. 

Question 3: 

Does the WJB intend for vendors to stay on through the future administration of the 
evaluation program, or is the framework to be handed off to be administered solely by the 
WJB? The WJB intends for the vendor to assist with the design and development initially.  
Dependent upon the design of the program, the WJC may seek administration of the 
evaluation program in the future. 

Question 4: 

Does the WJB anticipate that a future RFP, if issued, would be structured as a single 
comprehensive engagement, or could it be phased/awarded separately (e.g., design phase 
as one award, technology/tool implementation as a separate award)? A future RFP, if 
issued, could be structured in phases, dependent upon the responses received. 

Question 5: 

Does the WJB have initial ideas of who should be asked to participate in the judicial 
evaluation program (e.g., attorneys, court staff, court users, self-evaluation, etc.)? The WJB 
is seeking research, guidance, and recommendations from the vendor as part of the design 



process to determine who should participate in an evaluation.  The WJB is open to all 
stakeholders listed. 

Question 6: 

Does the WJB anticipate procuring or building a dedicated technology platform/tool for 
evaluation administration, or would the WJB like recommendations that rely on existing 
WJB systems or third-party survey/assessment platforms? The WJB is open to considering 
the utilization of both new and existing tools. 

Question 7: 

Will the existing Wyoming State Bar judicial advisory poll continue to operate 
independently, or is the WJB considering integrating, replacing, or supplementing it with a 
new evaluation framework? The WJB anticipates the new evaluation program will replace 
the Wyoming State Bar’s existing poll. The Wyoming State Bar will discontinue the judicial 
advisory poll after the 2026 judicial retention elections. 

Question 8: 

Is the intention for the evaluation to be a) used for internal judicial performance 
improvement, b) provided externally to the public at or near the time a judge is up for 
retention election, or c) both. Both 

Question 9: 

If the evaluation is intended for dissemination to the public, is it the intention for the 
judicial evaluation system to also make a formal recommendation for or against retention, 
or to make an assessment that a judge does or does not meet a set of evaluation 
standards. No, it is not anticipated that recommendations on whether a judicial officer 
should be retained will be made. 

Question 10: 

The current judicial advisory poll is conducted during retention election years. Would the 
WJB envision a future judicial performance evaluation program following the same 
schedule, or being conducted more frequently (e.g., annually or biennially)? If evaluations 
are conducted more frequently, does the WJB have any initial thoughts on when results 
would be reported? The WJB is open to discussing evaluation frequency and result 
publications. 

 

 



Question 11: 

Is the WJB primarily interested in a survey-based evaluation program, or should 
respondents consider additional evaluation methods such as self-assessments, 
courtroom observations, performance measures, peer review, or other sources of 
feedback? The WJB is seeking input from the vendor on program design based on the 
vendor’s research, prior experience, and post-implementation success with other 
programs. 

Question 12: 

Does the WJB anticipate a single evaluation framework for all judicial officers, with 
adjustments as needed for different court types, or separate evaluation approaches and 
survey instruments for Supreme Court, district, circuit, and chancery court judges? The 
WJB anticipates a need to differentiate between different court type, but is otherwise 
seeking input from the contracted vendor on program design.   


