
July 29, 2015

Subject: Battle Ground Superintendent Performance Review

Following are some thoughts and suggestions regarding the Board process for writing the annual 
performance review for the Battle Ground Superintendent (and others who it is deemed are 
appropriate).

I requested a copy of the 2014-2015 performance review for the Battle Ground Superintendent. After 
receiving it I feel compelled to share some feedback and suggestions for changes. 

I have a strong history of writing and training in performance reviews (including 360 feedback). Based 
on my training and experience I note some significant shortcomings in the current system. In this 
document I will outline the issues I see and offer solutions for your consideration.

1) Rating of 1 to 4
Comment: Most systems use an odd number of rating choices. Three (3) or five (5) ratings offer an 
acceptable range. In this case five (5) would be my recommendation so as to allow a middle “3” to 
mean average performance. I would actually suggest that, given this is about education, that we use an 
A,B,C,D,F system to match that which the student receive. This would be easy for any outside party to 
understand and relate to. So, an “A” would be a top performance and an “F” failing. If a grading system
is appropriate for the student why wouldn't it be for those who lead and teach? The current 1 = high and
4= low doesn't make sense in that people expect a higher number to be better and thus is confusing.

2) Performance areas
Comment: The board apparently believes that five (5) areas of assessment plus Other cover all bases 
worth reviewing. That is your call.

3) Performance area examples
Comment: For any rating at least one example of the conduct, action(s) behavior(s), results, etc., should
be given. To support a rating as it moves to one end of the rating spectrum or the other additional 
examples should be used. At the highest or lowest rating three (3) examples that are specific should be 
used so the reader has a clear understanding of why the rating was given. Top/bottom performance 
means there a multiple examples that stand out or the rating wouldn't be given.

In the superintendent's 2014/2015 review there were 34 total rating parameters under six (6) headings. 
Out of the 34 areas for comments 15 had NO examples...not a single example...of actions, behaviors 
and the like to support the rating. That is simply not acceptable under any performance review system. 
Following is a table showing how many ratings 1 to 4 had NO comments or examples:

Rating No Examples Total for this rating Percent with no examples

1 4 8 50%

2 8 16 50%

3 2 8 25%

4 1 1 100%

Total 15 34 44%



4) Regarding Comments (where they exist)

Observation(s): In a number of cases the supporting comments are weak or poor examples. In others 
the comments don't appear to support the rating. Examples: 

“The working relationship appears to be very positive”  Where are the examples? It either is or isn't 
positive. This wording says there is doubt so it could not possibly be a 1 rating.

“He is getting better...”  This was a rating of 1 which means it has to be near perfect and this comment 
says it's not. Thus this rating needs to be reduced to be accurate.

“This is getting better with...”  Again, a rating of 1 means, by the current definition, top level 
performance. It needs multiple examples to justify it and say it is “getting better” means it at best 
average and not a “1”.

“Mark does his best...”  A rating of 2 is, under current systems ratings, an ABOVE average rating. 
Based on the single comment the reader would conclude that, without other examples of above average
behaviors, his performance would, at best, be average which would be below this level.

I could provide more examples but I suggest the board go back with a critical eye and identify the 
ratings where the examples don't justify the rating. 



5) Lack of comments
Observations: Given that 44% of ratings had no examples of the behaviors they either don't exist or the 
effort wasn't made to gather them. This degrades the entire review process and makes it appear it's 
being done because it's necessary but not really important. That's a very bad signal. If I were the 
superintendent I would be angry at receiving this performance review. I would want many examples of 
my performance so I can feel good where appropriate and understand where I need to improve and 
what I need to do.

In the case of the “4” rating:

Why was the rating given? This rating means unacceptable but there needs to be multiple examples 
provided. In addition, there should be a clear path to improve so the superintendent can show progress 
and improvement. Not providing examples and direction is a disservice to all parties.

Summary:

1) I am including the pdf version of the performance review I received from the district (that didn't 
have the rating scale) with embedded comments for your review.

2) I strongly suggest that you go to a five (5) point rating system and consider the A to F to show 
synchronicity with the school system.

3) Establish agreement on the number, specificity and quality of examples to support EVERY rating. I 
would suggest that on either end of the spectrum “5/A or 1/F” provide three (3) examples that are clear. 
For a rating of “4/B” or “2/D” give two examples of behavior and a “3/C” gets one example.

4) In the event of ratings below average provide guidance as to what you want done to show growth 
and improvement. It's unreasonable for anyone to be expected to make changes and grow without 
defining what will constitute improvement.

5) Solicit feedback from staff working with the superintendent as well as the public (ala a 360 feedback
process) that provides specific examples of actions and behaviors that support their point of view. 
These can be invaluable training and development tools. (The key is to get specific examples and not 
opinions and beliefs)

Writing a performance review is hard work. It takes a lot of time and effort. The public needs to know 
that the process is rigorous and as important (if not more) is that the person being reviewed needs to 
have specifics to understand (and agree or disagree) and continue to improve and deliver top notch 
performance. In this specific case I find the review, as written, to have minimal value and signal that it's
really not important. I'm concerned that the Board considers the performance review process a task and 
not an opportunity to guid.

Dick Rylander


