




























































November 9, 2016

Mr. Jetf Mills, Superintendent
Van Buren lntermediate School District
490 South Paw Paw Street
Lawrence, Ml 49064

Dear Mr. Mills,
I thank you for this opportunity to review your school administrator evaluation
procedure. I consider myself qualified to review this procedure for several reasons.
First, I served as principal of a self-contained special education facility for eleven years.
I later worked as a regional special education supervisor for five years. ln this capacity I

assisted severaldistricts in supervising special education programs. I also supervised a
variety of ancillary personnel. ln addition, I have taught special education teacher and
supervisor coursework, at the undergraduate and graduate level, for two universities.
Given my background,lfeelthat I have a unique special education perspective on
teacher and administrator competencies.

To begin my review of your administrator evaluation procedures I examined the relevant
portions of MCL 380.1249. The pertinent portion of the Michigan School Code
mandates that an administrator evaluation be rigorous, transparent and fair. lt should
result in constructive feedback and offer the administrator a detailed analysis of skills
that would assist in the improvement of those skills. lt should be derived from multiple
rating categories. lt should also take into account student growth, when appropriate.

Next, I examined the three documents associated with you administrator evaluation
process. These include the Van Buren lntermediate School District Evaluation Guide,
Administrators as well as two rating forms. One ol these is intended to be used for
administrators supervising programs with students. The other is intended for those
supervising staff without a primary teaching responsibility. The rating forms are both
rigorous and transparent., and they contain ratings in multiple categories. Both forms
examine up to 112 administrator behaviors across nineteen categories. Due to the
nature of some administrator's responsibilities, some of these behaviors are irrelevant.
Hence, those behaviors are omitted without affecting that administrator's evaluation.

ln my opinion, the behaviors assessed are necessary requirements for the position.
Thus, I find the instruments to be a fair assessment. Also, as noted above, some items
do not apply to certain positions and these are omitted without affecting the overall
rating. All competencies are defined in clear terms, and a space for explanation/
elaboration is included. This renders the rating a very transparent view of the
administrator's skills.

As specified by the School Code, those administrators supervising teachers should also
have a portion of their evaluation based on student progress. As noted above, two
rubrics are available. One contains a section to report student progress.



The School Code specifies that this evaluation procedure should serve as a vehicle for
administrator professional growth, and I believe it does just that. According to the
Evaluation Guide the process is to be used annually. lt offers each administrator the
opportunity to first self-assess his or her administrative compenencies. This is followed
by a conference when the administrator, along with his or her superior, can set goals for
professional growth. This is followed by a mid-year and year-end conference during
which time that administrator's performance, as well as progress toward his or her goals
can be evaluated.

Overall, I view this process as comprehensive, fair and transparent. lt meets the
requirements as mandated by MCL 380.1 249, and it should offer the administrator a fair
evaluation as well as an opportunity to grow professionally.

Sincerely,
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