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Annual Performance Progress Report - Executive Summary
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Teacher Standards & Practices Commission

	Contact : Vickie Chamberlain
	Phone: (503)  378-6813

	Alternate: Keith Menk
	Phone: (503) 378-3757


	Performance Target Achievement
	#

	Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	12

	     # of KPMs at target for most current reporting period
	5

	      # of KPMs not at target for most current reporting period
	7


The agency collects and reports data on a fiscal year (July 1 to June 30) basis.
Agencies Influence on How Benchmarks and HighLlevel Outcomes Were Determined:

The agency is governed by a Governor-appointed commission. The goals of the commission align with the statutory mission of the agency.  The agency is accountable to the commission and is regulated by statute and further by administrative rules.

Research shows that teacher quality has a definite effect on student achievement.  The benchmarks related to student achievement therefore are related to the agency’s mission and goals. Unfortunately, like most profession’s, licensed educators are also subject to the influences and quality of their working environment after preparation and licensure.

Therefore, the agency can only set high standards for high quality educators and also for the Oregon approved programs that prepare these educators.  It is up to the school districts to ensure that teaches receive quality professional development, support, guidance and evaluation to ensure student achievement.

The high level outcomes, however, relate to the agency’s ability to provide accountable, high quality service to educators who receive licenses from the Commission.  These we have great control over and strive to find measurements that assist us in providing the highest quality of service possible.

2003-2004 Summary:

Barriers:  The agency is struggling to find good performance measures that tell an accurate story, yet truly measure our performance. The quality of service to educators and the institutions that prepare them appears to be the top desired outcomes by those groups.

In developing the first set of performance measures, we believe they would be good markers of progress and success as it turns out, as we collect data, (or are unable to collect data), we have discovered the following:

Performance Measures:

584-1:  The agency has no influence over this measure. Whether an institution meets or exceeds the desired goals for quality programs is not in the agency’s control.  Setting high standards for programs to meet is a good thing, whether they meet them is also a good thing to report, but it is not truly a performance measure for the agency or the commission.  It only measures our vigilance over these standards.

584-2:  Again, the agency has no influence over this outcome. However, it is good information for the public to have.  Much of the requests for permission to assign teachers to teach out of field have to due with financial and geographical factors that are beyond the district’s control. Often districts are unable to find educators with the appropriate licensure to teach the subjects, particularly in our rural areas of the state. In other areas, sheer volume of need such as second language students, can influence a district’s ability to find sufficient number of appropriately licensed educators. While a good quality indicator for education, it is not a good quality indicator for the agency’s performance.

584-4:  This performance measure would directly relate to delivering quality services, unfortunately, as a small agency, we are dependent upon DAS approval to have online VISA capabilities in order to offer Web access to applications for licensure and licensure renewal.  We have had repeated failure in achieving this permission and have given up, for the time being, on having this as a performance goal.

584-6: We do not have a solid way to measure this information because expedited applications are not a license, but a process.  While we strive to approve 100% of them, we are not always able to do that due to the sheer volume of numbers that come in and other traffic that often accompanies these requests (e.g. beginning of the school year crush by districts and educators to make sure that licenses are active and properly aligned with the teaching assignments for which educators are being hired.)

584-7:  We have been working on an evaluator module that will reduce the amount of time it takes to evaluate and approve an application for licensure. Currently, we do not have the electronic capability to track this well since many applications are received with incomplete materials.  The resources it would take, given our current system, to track this outcome would be disproportionate to the return we would get from having the knowledge of the data.  The goal of faster processing, however, is driving many of our decisions relative to data, workload and information technology.

584-10:  The policy issues that were required to be addressed by the commission, including “Highly Qualified Teachers” and the second-stage “Continuing Teaching License” have consumed the commission’s time at meetings this past year. Unfortunately, we were unable to convene stakeholders and others to review our rules.  It is a top priority for the coming year.

584-11:  Until Spring, 2004 we have only had one investigator. It is our hope, with the additional .5 FTE approved by the 2003 Legislature, that we will be able to provide more information workshops aligned with educator ethics in the future.

584-12:  Workload and sheer numbers of discipline cases prevent us from developing newsletters and other helpful information for the Web at this time.  Our investigators are struggling to get 36% of the currently active cases resolved in 180 days.  Moving these cases along is our top priority at this time.

Successes:  The agency is currently proposing that we reduce the number of performance measures and focus on improving the quality of services we can provide. We have streamlined the application process for Oregon graduates; improved our data processing and entry; improved the quality of information we are able to provide educators; improved our response times on phone calls and email; and also succeeded in seeing that we are all providing uniform and high quality information in our responses.  We have overcome employment setbacks (vacancies) and 
Future Challenges:

TSPC faces several major challenges.  TSPC must develop a customer satisfaction survey to assist in aligning the Commissions vision and mission with customer expectations. This could result in changing performance measures, adapting data tracking systems and reallocation of existing resources as a result of the data collected.

It is critical TSPC continue to work on addressing the issue of cultural competency of the existing education workforce and the future education workforce.  The diversity of the student population continues not to be adequately served.  The Commission has developed a cultural competency work-plan and has committed to developing clear expectations and standards for the education workforce.

TSPC must develop standards for all four authorization levels and content areas within the next year.  This will involve building strong consensus among stakeholder, customer and client groups, will ensuring the standards are aligned with national association standards and Oregon Department of Education standards.

TSPC will continue working towards a paperless process.  The work of scanning documents and reworking internal data systems to improve accuracy of information to applicants continues.  TSPC is still seeking DAS approval to allow TSPC to accept VISA information on line to allow electronic submission of applications.

Annual Performance Progress Report - Part I, Managing for Results
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency:  Teacher Standards & Practices Commission
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	Version No.: 1

	Contact:  Vickie Chamberlain
	Phone: (503)  378-6813
	

	Alternate:  Keith Menk
	Phone: (503) 378-3757
	


	Agency Name:  Teacher Standards & Practices Commission
	Agency No.: 58400

	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?
	TSPC management staff met to discuss the performance measures adopted by the Commission in 2002. The review by staff focused on whether the measures were relevant, measurable and useful in guiding management decision making.  The staff also reviewed whether there were too many measures.  These recommendations were then taken as a information item to the October 2004 Commission meeting for discussion by Commission members and stakeholders.

	2 How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	The measures developed in 2002 were not ideal for the organization.  There were too many measures and the data collected was not ideal for measuring efficiency, effectiveness and accomplishment of the vision.  It has been recommended that several measures be deleted and/or modified.  It has also been recommended a measure on culturally competency be added.

	3 What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	Limited training has been provided to some of the management staff in development and use of performance measures.

	4 How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?
	TSPC reports the performance measures through publication of the Commission’s minutes when the measures are considered. This Annual Report will become part of the Commission’s agenda.  www.tspc.state.or.us

	5 What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?
	TSPC continues to upgrade technology, work on improving proficiency in processing licenses, increased our turn around of email and telephone calls and improved our reputation with the education community. 




Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name: Teacher Standards & Practices Commission
	Agency No.: 58400

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

	# - 584 – 1  Average percent of program standards met by each institutions as assessed by on-site review team
	Target
	
	
	
	0%
	85%
	90%
	95%
	95%+
	95%+

	
	Data
	
	
	
	No data
	94%
	100%
	
	
	


Data Source: Program approval final reports (approximately 4 of the 18 institutions are reviewed annually. Institutions are on a 5 year cycle for review.)
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	Key Performance Measure Analysis:

· This performance measure is linked to the agency goal to “Maintain and enhance Oregon educator professional standards of excellence.”
· By maintaining oversight of institutions offering teacher education programs, the agency is able to reach the goal stated above.

· We are generally a few percentage points over the target goal, which can best be attributed to the standards of excellence that institutions offering teacher education programs impose on themselves.
· An example of an activity the agency does related to this performance measure is we conduct site visit reviews of Oregon institutions offering teacher education programs. 
· The agency has proposed deletion of this performance measure because whether an institution meets or exceeds the desired goals for quality programs is not in the agency’s control


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

	# - 584 – 2  Percent of teachers teaching on conditional assignment permits
	Target
	
	
	
	0%
	1.5%
	1%
	3%
	3%
	3%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	5%
	5%
	5%
	
	
	


Data Source: TSPC database
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	Key Performance Measure Analysis:

· This performance measure is linked to the agency goal to “Maintain and enhance Oregon educator professional standards of excellence.”
· By reducing the number of individuals teaching in areas outside of their licensed area, educator standards improve.
· We are generally within a few percentage points of the target goal, which can best be attributed to the No Child Left Behind Act, which does not consider individuals teaching on conditional assignment permits to be highly qualified.
· An example of an activity the agency does related to this performance measure is we issue and track conditional assignment permits to districts. 

· As a result of this data, the agency needs to make no significant changes.


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

	# - 584 - 3  Number of ad hoc committees appointed by Commission representing broad range of stakeholders
	Target
	
	
	
	0
	6
	12
	12
	12
	12

	
	Data
	
	6
	1
	3
	7
	17
	
	
	


Data Source: Commission minutes
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	Key Performance Measure Analysis:

· This performance measure is linked to the agency goal to “Mobilize stakeholders to achieve professional standards of excellence.”
· By increasing the number of ad hoc committees, stakeholders will have a better opportunity to participate in the Commission’s activity.
· We are generally a few percentage points over the target goal, which can best be attributed to the current Commission’s desire to ensure that all stakeholders are represented.
· An example of an activity the agency does to support this performance measure is we plan, facilitate and document ad hoc committees.
· As a result of this data, the agency needs to make no significant changes.

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

	# - 584 – 4  Percent of total application and renewal forms submitted through the Web site
	Target
	
	
	
	0
	0
	40%
	50%
	60%
	70%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	


Data Source: TSPC Database
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	Key Performance Measure Analysis:

· This performance measure is linked to the agency goal to “Provide high quality services to all stakeholders.”
· By increasing the number of applications received electronically the agency could increase efficiency.

· We have been unsuccessful in obtaining a credit card solution, which would allow us to receive applications online.  The agency has made several attempts to work with DAS to implement credit cards and remains hopeful that one day the agency will be able to accept credit cards online.

· The primary activity of the agency has been to try and obtain an online credit card solution.
· As a result of this data, the agency has proposed deleting this performance measure but continue to work on obtaining a credit card solution.


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

	# - 584 – 5  Number of public service representatives answering phones
	Target
	
	
	
	0
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	
	Data
	
	3
	3
	3
	4
	4
	
	
	


Data Source: Legislatively Adopted Budgets
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	Key Performance Measure Analysis:

· This performance measure is linked to the agency goal to “Provide high quality services to all stakeholders.”
· By increasing the number of public service representatives (PSR), the agency could provide more timely response to customer inquiries.
· As of 2003 we have met the goal of having four PSRs.
· The primary activity of the agency was to seek legislative approval for an additional PSR 
· As a result of this data, the agency has proposed changing this performance measure to measure the percentage of phone calls and email returned within three days.


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

	# - 584 – 6  Percent of completed applications processed in 2 days if expedited
	Target
	
	
	
	0
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	
	90%
	95%
	
	
	


Data Source: TSPC Database
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	Key Performance Measure Analysis:

· This performance measure is linked to the agency goal to “Provide high quality services to all stakeholders.”
· By ensuring a two day turn around of expedited services, the agency allows districts to hire individuals who might otherwise have to have waited for normal processing time.
· We have generally been within a few percentage points of our target.  This can best be attributed to the agencies process surrounding expedited service and the using our pre-evaluator to issue expedites during the summer months.
· An example of an activity the agency does is we input application material into our datasystem.
· As a result of this data, the agency needs to make no significant changes.


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

	# - 584 - 7  Percent of completed applications processed in 20 days
	Target
	
	
	
	0
	85%
	90%
	95%
	100%
	100%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	Unknown
	Unknown
	Unknown
	
	
	


Data Source: 
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	Key Performance Measure Analysis:

· This performance measure is linked to the agency goal to “Provide high quality services to all stakeholders.”
· By striving for a twenty day processing time, customers could anticipate when their license would be issued.
· Our current data system is not capable of tracking this measure.
· The activity of the agency has been twofold.  First, we are working on revising our data system to decrease the processing time though the use of technology.  Second, we have implemented a fast-track system for Oregon graduates so that they can obtain their license within ten days.
· The agency is proposing the deletion of this performance measure but will still maintain its efforts to significantly reducing processing time.

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

	# - 584 - 8  Percent of higher education institutional annual reports responded to in 60 days
	Target
	
	
	
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	0
	0
	100%
	
	
	


Data Source: Coordinator of Teacher Education data records
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	Key Performance Measure Analysis:

· This performance measure is linked to the agency goal to “Provide high quality services to all stakeholders.”
· By ensuring a 60 day response to agency annual reports, the quality and effectiveness of the site visit review process is improved.
· This position has undergone several staffing changes in the past three years so for 2002 and 2003 the agency significantly underperformed but in 2004 with position stabilized the agency me its goal.
· An example of an activity the agency does is the Coordinator of Teacher Education prepares a response to annual reports.
· As a result of this data, the agency will continue to strive to meet the 2004 performance level.

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

	# - 584 – 9  Percent of investigated cases resolved in 180 days (unless pending in another forum)
	Target
	
	
	
	20%
	25%
	30%
	40%
	50%
	50%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	15%
	15%
	36%
	
	
	


Data Source: TSPC data base query
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	Key Performance Measure Analysis:

· This performance measure is linked to the agency goal to “Provide high quality services to all stakeholders.”
· By resolving investigation cases in a timely manner, the agency is able to provide a better service to those under investigation.

· We have generally been within a few percentage points of our target.  The increase in 2004 is attributed to the .5 FTE Investigator the agency was allocated in its 2003-2005 budget.

· An example of an activity done to support this measure is an investigator conducting field interviews and preparing a report for the Commission on their findings.

· As a result of this data, the agency will continue to include the .5 FTE Investigator in its Agency Budget Requests and use the data from this performance measure to document our need.

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

	# - 584 – 10  Percent of administrative rules reviewed for clarity annually
	Target
	
	
	
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	
	Data
	
	
	
	0
	0
	5%
	
	
	


Data Source: TSPC minutes; Secretary of State records
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	Key Performance Measure Analysis:

· This performance measure is linked to the agency goal to “Maintain and develop clear, concise and easy to understand rules.”
· By regularly reviewing rules for clarity, the agency would support the goal stated above.
· There have been several major policy issues, No Child Left Behind and the Continuing Teaching License, which have consumed the Commissions time and diminished our ability to convene stake holders to review rules.

· An example of an activity done to support this measure is the Director maintains a list of rules that have been identified as difficult to understand or unclear in their meaning.
· As a result of this data, the agency will attempt to set aside Commission time for rule review.

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

	# - 584 – 11  Number of discipline-related workshops provided to educators annually
	Target
	
	
	
	0
	5
	10
	15
	15
	15

	
	Data
	11
	6
	6
	6
	5
	6
	
	
	


Data Source: TSPC minutes; Web site; Investigator records
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	Key Performance Measure Analysis:

· This performance measure is linked to the agency goal to “Build awareness of professional conduct requirements.”
· By offering discipline-related workshops, the agency can build awareness of professional conduct requirements.
· We have generally been above or close to our target.  With the addition of a .5 FTE Investigator, the agency should be able to meet or exceed our target.
· An example of an activity done to support this measure is an investigator presenting investigation information to a group of District personnel.
· As a result of this data, the agency continue to seek opportunities to offer these workshops.


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

	# - 584 – 12  Number of newsletters/articles related to discipline published on the Web annually
	Target
	
	
	
	0
	2
	5
	5
	5
	5

	
	Data
	
	
	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	


Data Source: TSPC minutes; Web site; Investigator records
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	Key Performance Measure Analysis:

· This performance measure is linked to the agency goal to “Build awareness of professional conduct requirements.”
· By putting information on the web regarding investigations, the agency hoped to build an awareness of professional practices.
· With the large workload of the investigators and with only 36% of investigation cases resolved within 180 days, the agency has elected to concentrate on resolving cases rather than producing a newsletter for the website.
· At this time, the agency has proposed deleting this performance measure but will continue to support this goal under performance measure number eleven.


Review of Requests to Modify Performance Measures

FINAL

Agency:
Teacher Standards and Practices Commission


Date:  
10/19/2004

Reviewer: 
David Dean

Approved:
Rita Conrad


	Agency Mission:  A.  The Teacher Standards and Practices Commission ensures that every student in Oregon is taught by caring, competent, and ethical educators.  B.  The Teacher Standards and Practices Commission will lead the nation in setting and maintaining high professional standards of excellence for educators.


Summary

The performance measures for the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission (TSPC) meet six of seven criteria set forth in the performance measure guidelines (no customer service measure).

Comments and recommendations specific to basic criteria 

1. Gauge progress towards goals and pertinent benchmarks 

MEETS. TSPC has 13 approved measures of which they are requesting to drop seven and add one, for a new total of eight measures that related to their six goals.  The reviewer recommends approval of all requested changes.  Generally, the measures that are being dropped were redundant or not good measures for their associated goals.  The revised set of measures should provide a reasonable gauge of progress toward agency goals and benchmarks.

2. A few key measures 

MEETS. This set of measures appears to adequately represent the full scope of TSPC’s work.

3. Conforms to standard concepts and definitions 

MEETS. These measures conform to the standard concepts and definitions, including an output, an efficiency measure and intermediate-level outcomes.

4. Targets 

MEETS. Targets appear to be realistic for  this set of key performance measures. 

5. Accurate and reliable data 

MEETS. The Board has submitted the required data source sheet.

6. Link to specific organizational units.

MEETS. Each measure shows an associated link.

7. Include customer satisfaction measures.

MEETS. A customer satisfaction measure is included pending DAS guidance.

Teacher Standards & Practices Commission: 
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