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Oregon Board of Psychologist Examiners

	Performance Target Achievement
	Number

	Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	8

	Number of KPMs at target for most current reporting period
	3

	Number of KPMs not at target for most current reporting period
	2

	Number of KPMs that did not have targets for the reporting period
	3


The Oregon Board of Psychologist Examiners (OBPE) was created for the purpose of examining and licensing all persons in Oregon who engage in the practice of psychology. The Board is also charged with safeguarding the people of the State of Oregon from the dangers of unqualified and improper practice of psychology.  In short, the mission of OBPE is to protect and benefit public health and safety, and promote quality in the psychology profession.

Performance Accomplishments and Agency Influence on Benchmarks

The agency’s performance measures do not have any direct links to Oregon benchmarks. This report reflects calendar year 2004 data. Significant staff and board turnover affected agency performance accomplishments for calendar year 2003, and this report shows significant improvements over 2003, as expected.  From calendar year 2003 to 2004, the number of performance measures at target doubled from 2 to 4, and the number performance measures not at target fell from 3 to 2.  One performance measure did not yet have targets for 2003,and reported at target for 2004.  There is no question that the new staff and board configuration, fully in place since fall 2003, led to significant progress toward agency performance measure goals in 2004.

The performance arenas of excellence in customer service and a positive regulatory climate have seen major improvements.  Stakeholder outreach activities have seen major increases and far exceeded initial targets, and the agency received excellent feedback for its handling of a very difficult customer service issue relative to its October 2003 oral exam administration.   In addition, agency staff instituted new, pro-active outreach measures to increase timely compliance with year-end licensure renewal and continuing education reporting.

A key performance arena for the agency is ensuring that Oregonians receive professional and ethical psychological services.  Both licensing operations and consumer complaint investigations impact this arena.  In general, the data reflects positive trends, especially with respect to decreasing the average time necessary to investigate complaints.  It is also important to set the performance measure reports to follow into the larger context of the Board’s initiatives, and the inherent limitations of numeric measurements given the Board’s operations.

Specifically, the Board’s efforts are focused on improving the oral examination contents and procedures, and effectively and fairly processing consumer complaints against licensees, applicants, and unlicensed individuals. The numeric focus of performance measures cannot capture fully the intense dedication of volunteers, on and off the Board, and the professional staff to continually improve the examinations.  The Board implemented significant improvements in process and content of the oral exam, assisted in part by the recommendations from an advisory group for that purpose.  


Similarly, the considerable efforts by the Board and staff to continually improve the quality of consumer complaint processing cannot be fully captured in the context of performance measures.  In fact, there is an obvious tension between the quality required to ensure due process rights for both parties to a complaint, and the sole focus on the speed of complaint processing by the relevant performance measure, regardless of the type or complexity of a given complaint – not to mention the need for outside parties to cooperate with timely information as well.  Yet timely resolution also remains a legitimate partial component in evaluating the effectiveness of the Board’s complaint resolution process. 


In addition, the Board is justifiably very proud of its other major accomplishments during 2004 – including implementing the final elements of Senate Bill 155 (2003) for  much-improved professional licensing mobility, updating and streamlining the agency rules, and laying the groundwork for Board initiatives for improving the training of psychologists by focusing on the quality of psychologist residency supervision.  Many of these accomplishments and initiatives will not directly show up in the performance measure construct for the Board, but are integral to the Board achieving its mission of protecting and benefiting public health and safety, and promoting quality in the psychology profession.
ality in the public health and safety; and 
Future Challenges

For 2005 and the 05-07 biennium, the agency continues to juggle a very full agenda. The Legislature has already provided major assistance to the agency by passing the two board-sponsored bills for 2005 early in the session, Senate Bills 59 and 60.  Passage of Senate Bill 59, which removed statutory restrictions on exam type and content, will now allow the Board to add to its agenda a full examination and revision of its examination structure as part of the licensing process, including alternatives to the current oral exam. The next piece of the performance challenge, subject to legislative approval in the budget process,  is a permanent increase in resources devoted to the investigation function.  That step will be critical to the Board’s continued performance goal of assuring professional and ethical psychological services delivery.  Other initiatives focus on continued emphasis on outreach, and improving customer service through planning for, and implementing administrative and technological efficiencies in Board operations.  This includes transitioning from annual to biannual licensure renewal beginning late 2005, and increasing e-commerce capabilities in licensing and renewal processes.  Success of these planned initiatives by the Board is expected to result in continuing positive trends on the Boards performance measures.


Annual Performance Progress Report - Part I, Managing for Results
Time Period: Calendar year 2004
	Agency: Board of Psychologist Examiners
	Date Submitted: 03-29-2005
	Version No.: 1

	Contact: Martin Pittioni, Executive Director
	Phone:  503-378-4154 x21
	

	Alternate: Kathy Mann, Program Representative
	Phone:    503-378-4154 x22
	


	Agency Name: 
	Agency No.:

	The following questions shed light on how well performance measures and performance data are leveraged within your agency for process improvement and results-based management.

	1 How were staff and stakeholders involved in the development of the agency’s performance measures?
	Staff was directly involved in the development of the agency’s performance measures by contributing ideas, specific language and options for tracking the performance measurements.  Stakeholders were indirectly involved through their representation on the agency’s Board, which considered and approved the performance measures as part of the agency’s budget process.  The Board intends to fully re-evaluate the agency’s performance measure construct in preparation for the 2007-09 budget development cycle.

	2 How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	The Board reviews performance measure data as part of its budgetary processes and continual updates at Board meetings.  The data is evaluated for guidance as to where the Board can improve efficiency and effectiveness of agency service delivery to licensees, applicants and consumers of psychological services.  

	3 What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	Staff had training provided by Rita Conrad, Oregon Progress Board, who was most helpful in agency staff understanding this process.  In addition, staff has attended briefings on performance measures at the small agency head meetings, and utilized materials from Progress Board trainings.

	4 How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?
	Staff will post this report on the agency’s website at www.obpe.state.or.us and include it in budgetary materials presented to the executive and legislative branch.  Any feedback received from stakeholders will be brought to the attention of the Board to help guide future Board initiatives.  

	5 What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?
	Board and staff experienced significant turnover in 2003, with six of seven board members turning over, and two of three staff positions turning over as well, including a long vacancy in the Board’s administrator position.  Therefore in 2004 the focus was on getting the basics right, training the Board and staff , and emphasizing consumer complaint resolution, outreach to stakeholders, improvements in oral examinations and overhaul of agency rules.  This very full agenda did not allow for a full re-evaluation of the Board’s existing performance measures.  The Board plans to begin regular review of performance measures with the 05-07 biennium, including legislative feedback from the 05-07 budget process. 


Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Calendar year 2004
	Agency Name:  Board of Psychologist Examiners
	Agency No.: 12200

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#01 - Percent of supervisors and residents who rate supervision process “good” or “excellent” as effective preparation for competent and ethical professionals
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	80%
	81%
	82%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Data Source:  Manual Review of Surveys Completed by Residents and Supervisors

Key Performance Measure Analysis


To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
This measure is linked to Goal #1: Assure that Oregonians receive professional and ethical psychological services.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

There is very little data nationally about efficacy in supervision, except for studies that demonstrate a link between supervisor training and effective supervision.  The Board’s approach therefore is focusing on improving the supervision process through enhancing training for supervisors in Oregon.  The Board’s Vice-Chair, Dr. Susan Dale, and a former Board Chair (Dr. Rochelle Silver) are scheduled to provide a workshop on supervision on May 7, 2005, as part of the annual Oregon Psychological Association conference.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

Given the link in the literature between training and supervision, the Board’s efforts to improve supervision via refinement of its oral examination, and bringing together and advisory group to work with the Board on supervision issues, the survey responses should be positively influenced by the Board’s initiatives. The primary influence over this measure is retained by individual licensees serving as supervisors of Oregon resident psychologists.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

This is a new measure and as yet there is no data to analyze.  As of March 2005, the Board has completed a survey instrument that is scheduled to be administered in April 2005.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards: Not applicable.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?

An advisory group of psychologist supervisors is being put together to develop potential Board initiatives to improve the supervision process for psychologists in Oregon.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Administering  the survey instrument to be used for this measure, and begin work on any initiatives the Board may approve in the future arising from feedback from the survey, from the recommendations of the advisory group, and from the workshop participants at the May 2005 workshop.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Calendar year 2004
	Agency Name:  Board of Psychologist Examiners
	Agency No.:  12200

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#02 - Percent of examiners and examinees who rate oral exam “good” or “excellent” as an effective screen for competent and ethical professionals
	Target
	
	
	
	
	75%
	77%
	80%
	80%
	80%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	70%
	57%
	61%
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Data Source:  Manual Review of Surveys completed by Examiners and Examinees

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? 
Goal #1: Assure that Oregonians receive professional and ethical psychological services
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

There are no high-level benchmark or outcome data relative to this goal.  The agency does influence this outcome relatively directly, because responses are likely to be directly influenced by the exam experience.  The limiting factor here is that pre-conceived notions do exist relative to the necessity and  validity of an oral exam in the licensure process.  Nationally, the controversy and litigation surrounding oral exams as part of psychology board licensure processes is on the increase.  


How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

A valid oral examination process will ensure that only competent psychologists are licensed to practice.


Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
It is difficult to know if the drop in performance from 2002 to 2003 is primarily a reflection of the increasing controversy nationally about whether or not an oral exam is a valid way to determine competency to practice, or whether this traces back to an actual drop in how well the exam is administered.  The November 2003 exam administration had an unusually high number of split grades, a problem that was addressed by emergency rule.  The Board prioritized improvement of exam procedures and content in 2004, and the 2004 data does show improvement most likely as a result of these measures.  However, performance remains below target goal notwithstanding the improvement in 2004.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

The Board is not aware of any public or private industry data to compare this measurement to.


What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? Administration of the biannual oral exam.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? The Board is continuing to work on oral exam process and content improvements. 

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Calendar year 2004
	Agency Name:  Board of Psychologist Examiners
	Agency No.:  12200

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#03 - Percent of continuing education reports that meet requirements at first review
	Target
	
	
	
	
	97%
	97%
	98%
	98%
	98%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	95%
	98%
	98%
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? This measure is linked to Goal #1: Assure that Oregonians receive professional and ethical psychological services
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 

There are no high-level benchmark or outcome data relative to this goal.  The agency impacts this goal through the degree of clarity and education about substantive compliance with continuing education rules.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?

Maintaining competency to practice through continuing education is one key element in ensuring delivery of quality psychological services.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

Performance in 2004 remained at high level of 2003. Licensees appear to have become rather familiarized with the requirements of the Board’s continuing education requirements. Maintenance of this high performance will be a challenge, particularly as any changes in CE rules take effect (beginning 2006).

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

The Board is not aware of any public or private industry data to compare this measurement to.


What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Review of continuing education reports at year-end license renewal, and follow-up to any reports that require clarification or additional records.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

Based on the data thus far, no change in the Board’s approach appears necessary.  The main challenge will be maintaining this performance as changes in CE rules take effect.  The Board is scheduled to discuss CE-related rules in fall of 2005, which may yield rules changes.  Statutorily required pain management CE requirements take effect in 2006.  The Board will need to be very proactive in communicating with licensees the effect of these changes, in order to maintain the high performance on this measure.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Calendar year 2004
	Agency Name:   Board of Psychologist Examiners
	Agency No.:  12200

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#04 - Percent of uncontested case consumer complaints investigations completed within six months
	Target
	
	
	
	
	62%
	
	65%
	67%
	70%

	
	Data
	
	46%
	60%
	60%
	48%
	68%
	
	
	


Data Source: Database Report and Manual Review 
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? This measure is linked to Goal #1: Assure that Oregonians receive professional and ethical psychological services
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?
 There are no high-level benchmark or outcome data relative to this goal. The Board is not aware of any national-level data pertaining to his performance measure.  The agency has some direct impact on this measure via the allocation of resources toward the investigative function.  The Board cannot control the timing and complexity of complaints.  In addition, the Board cannot sacrifice speed for quality.  It is critical to appreciate that the quality component in the complaint investigation function has no effective numbers-based performance measure.


How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
A timely resolution of consumer complaints is in the interests of consumers and the profession and is part of the Board’s enforcement function in support of maintaining quality psychological services to Oregon consumers.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
Calendar Year 2004 data represent a significant improvement over 2003 data, which were directly affected by turnover in the investigator position and the agency Executive Director position.   The Board self-funded an increase in resources devoted to the investigation function by funding – on a temporary basis through June 2005 – an increase in the investigator position from half-time to full-time.  The Board has submitted a budget policy package for the 2005-07 biennium to maintain the positive momentum created by this Board initiative, proposing to fund the investigator function at the full time level on a permanent basis.  No fee increases will be necessary to fund this policy package.  If this policy package is approved, the Board will move to reconsider the targets for this performance measure. A discussion of that topic is scheduled for the April 15, 2005 Board meeting.  The proposal under consideration will be to move toward an 80% target if the Legislature approves the investigation-related budget policy package.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

Current Oregon law governing complaint investigations of health licensing boards mandates presentation of an investigation report to the Board within 120 days of the complaint received date (ORS676.165).  The reality is that most Boards do not have the resources to achieve this standard, and repeatedly need to use the option provided by the same law to extend this period by 30 days as often as necessary until an investigation can reasonably be completed.  The standard most Boards use for this performance measure is 180 days.  The data shows that even this more relaxed standard has been a tough standard to meet.  Even if the Board receives approval of a full-time investigator position on a permanent basis, it is unlikely that meeting these targets could happen in much more than 80% of complaint cases.  This is because there are too many cases where parties to the case will delay submission of critical releases or documents for many months. 


What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Investigation of a complaint against a licensee.


What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?

The Board believes this performance measure is just one indicator of how important the devotion of resources toward a quality and timely investigation function is.  The Board has stepped up to the plate and self-funded to the limits of its authority an increase in resources that will positively influence the Board’s performance in this critical arena.  The Board has successfully advocated with the executive branch for permission to seek legislative permanent authority to increase staff time resources devoted to the investigative function on a permanent basis, and is now seeking legislative approval as part of a policy package in its 05-07 budget proposal.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Calendar year 2004
	Agency Name:  Board of Psychologist Examiners
	Agency No.:  12200

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#05 - Average number of “hits” to consumer complaint pages of website in one month
	Target
	
	
	
	
	
	
	UNK
	UNK
	UNK

	
	Data
	
	
	
	40
	166
	38
	
	
	


Data Source: Average number of hits per month to consumer complaint pages of the Board’s web site

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? This measure is linked to Goal #1: Assure that Oregonians receive professional and ethical psychological services

What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? Not applicable.


What is the impact of your agency? 
This is unknown and very difficult to tell, as the reasons for accessing the Board’s consumer complaint section could vary widely and be contradictory in nature.  


How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
The initial idea behind this performance measure was to provide an indicator of how well the Board is reaching consumers via its web site with respect to information on the compliant process available.  To the extent consumers are well informed of their rights and options, the goal of ensuring professional and ethical psychological services is enhanced.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.

There are no targets to compare the data to.  However, it is important to note that hard data does exist on the number of complaints filed with the Board per year.  That number increased to about 60 complaints per year and has held relatively steady for five years.  That data throws doubt on how well this performance measure achieves its intent.  The data shows a sharp increase in consumer complaint pages hits over a 3-year period – the same period in which actual complaints received have held steady.


Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
The Board is not aware of any applicable public or private industry standards.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
None – this is intended as a passive measure of consumer interest in the complaint process information made available by the Board.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?
The Board is proposing elimination of this particular performance measure due to doubts as to whether it provides useful data that would be able to help guide the Board.

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Calendar year 2004 
	Agency Name:  Board of Psychologist Examiners
	Agency No.:  12200

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#06 - Percent of surveyed stakeholders that rate Board service as “good” or “excellent”
	Target
	
	
	
	
	85%
	85%
	85%
	86%
	86%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	84%
	
	
	


Data Source: Percent of surveyed stakeholders that rate Board service as “good” or “excellent”
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? Goal #2: Provide excellent customer service.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?   The Board’s goals do not link to an Oregon benchmark.  


How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
Survey responses should provide a direct indication of how well the Board is doing with respect to customer service.  


Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
This is a new measure that was expected to be collected commencing in 2003.  This goal was not accomplished due to the major staff and board turnover in 2003.  The survey was conducted at the end of  2004  with the mailing of new 2005 licenses (an envelope every licensee is sure to open).  The response rate was high – 378 respondents out of a licensee base of just under 1200.  The first dataset so obtained reflected a positive rating by 84% of respondents – en excellent result – even though technically just under the ambitious target. The written responses reflected opinions about Board services from 2004 and earlier years – with some respondents clearly commenting from a more historical, long-term perspective, and others more focused on recent Board actions, such as improvements to the oral exam, or resumption of the Board’s newsletter.  Notwithstanding this excellent result, this performance measure was not counted as achieving target since it came in just below the desired level.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
The Board is not aware of any general customer satisfaction data directly relevant to licensure boards.  It should be kept in mind that licensure boards have to render decisions that will by necessity not always be popular with licensees or applicants, since the Board’s primary mission is to protect the consumer.  Therefore it is unlikely that performance levels on this measure could be improved significantly over current levels.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Processing of applications, license renewals, and continuing education reports.  Streamlining of rules, and implementation of mobility options facilitating Oregon licensure for out-of-state-licensees. 

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?
The data will need to be analyzed for trends and put into context with the direct feedback received during the Board’s outreach efforts.  The Board is scheduled for a town hall meeting with licensees on May 7, 2005, as part of the 2005 Oregon Psychological Association conference in Eugene.  Feedback from this event, and the feedback received from the customer satisfaction survey will provide the Board with actionable data to help guide further improvements in board operations and procedures.  

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Calendar year 2004
	Agency Name:  Board of Psychologist Examiners
	Agency No.:  12200

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#07 - Percentage of stakeholders involved in annual administrative rule reviews, and attendance at Board Meetings
	Target
	
	
	
	
	5%
	
	10%
	3%
	3%

	
	Data
	
	
	3%
	3%
	1%
	8%
	
	
	


Data Source: Manual Review of Board meeting and administrative rule hearing sign-in sheets, and public comment correspondence.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis
To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? Goal #3: Regulate in a manner that supports a positive climate in Oregon for the psychology profession.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? 
The Board’s goals are not linked to Oregon benchmarks.  The agency impacts this measure by encouraging and facilitating involvement in Board meeting and rule hearing processes.  

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?
Stakeholder involvement is generally considered an essential component of regulating in an effective and positive manner.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
In 2003, the drop in performance is in part a reflection of staff turn-over, and the difficulty of motivating a large and very busy licensee base to participate more fully in Board processes, and the Board’s lack of outreach during this transition year.  In 2004, data reflect the deliberate emphasis by Board and staff to conduct outreach.  In particular, the attendance by almost the entire Board at the 2004 OPA conference for purposes of a town hall meeting with licensees was extremely well attended, allowing the Board to interact directly with 60 licensees in an open, unrestricted question & answer format. That event alone is responsible for almost two thirds of the agency’s performance on this measure.


The data must be read with caution in that involvement can be negatively or positively motivated.  Therefore the data needs to be set into context of other indicators, especially the direct feedback received from outreach methods better captured by measure #8.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.
The Board is not currently aware of an applicable public standard for this measure.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
Holding an administrative rule hearing as part of the rulemaking process, receiving written public comment on a rule, and Board meetings directly geared toward outreach (annual town hall meeting).

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?
It is clear that much of the performance on this measure is dependent on the Board regularizing its appearance at a dedicated town hall meeting with licensees.  The Board will continue to strongly encourage appropriate stakeholder involvement in its proceedings.  In the Board’s view, the 2005 target for this measure is likely set too high given the data-to-date and the size of the Board’s licensee base, and is requesting legislative approval for downward adjustment of this particular target.  The 2004 data received after this legislative request was submitted may indicate an appropriate ceiling for this particular measure.  

Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Calendar year 2004
	Agency Name:  Board of Psychologist Examiners
	Agency No.:  12200

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#08 – Number of public speaking/meeting contacts made by a Board representative in a year
	Target
	
	
	
	
	5
	5
	5
	12
	15

	
	Data
	
	
	
	4
	13
	16
	
	
	


Data Source:  Manual Review of  reports provided to the Board at Regularly Scheduled Board meetings
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? Goal #3: Regulate in a manner that supports a positive climate in Oregon for the psychology profession.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency?
The Board’s goals are not linked to Oregon benchmarks.  The agency has direct influence over this measure as it can decide how much of its time and resources to spend on reaching out to stakeholders.    

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal?  
There is a clear connection between establishing good communication between the Board and its stakeholders and continuing to develop a positive regulatory climate for the profession.  The measure is limited of course in that quantity alone does not establish the quality of any particular public speaking or meeting contact counted by this measure.  

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance.
The new Board and staff constituted in 2003 have strongly emphasized the need to connect with the community of psychologists, and the data reflect this change in course by far exceeding past performance and current targets.  

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure?
One major event in 2004 was appearance by the Board at a town hall meeting with psychologists during the Oregon Psychological Association annual conference on May 1.  The event was specifically geared to allow direct interaction between the Board and a large number of licensees to discuss Board initiatives.


What needs to be done as a result of this analysis?
The Board is requesting upward revision of the 2005 target in light of its strong commitment to performing its mission in close consultation with the psychologist community, and has set the 2006 and 2007 targets much higher (subject to legislative approval).
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