Progress Board Retreat Notes – March 14, 2007

Board Members present: Bob Landauer, James Sager, Tom Potiowsky, Joe Johnson, John Miller, Mike Jordon, Annabelle Jaramillo, Sue Densmore.  Staff present: Rita Conrad, Whitney Temple, Jay Grussing. Laura Rose Misaras (contractor), intern Matt Parsons and facilitator Connie Green.
Location: Office of John Miller, Salem
The March 14, 2007 Progress Board retreat included an examination of 2007 benchmark performance report in the morning session and Oregon Shines III in the afternoon session.  

2007 BENCHMARK PERFORMANCE REPORT
The morning was devoted to a review of 2007 Benchmark Performance Report.  One board member reviewed each section of the report and one board member looked at the entire report for an overall impression.  The guiding questions asked of the board members were: 1) what was clear/unclear, 2) what stands out, 3) what is public message, 4) any insights 
ECONOMY – Tom Potiowsky

· What is clear/unclear – the general layout of the document and the overall narrative.
Not clear – many of the chart features are not explained.  Such as: “How Oregon compares.”  There are no benchmark definitions either; e.g. employment growth per earnings 

· What stands out – nothing in particular stands out, there is broad coverage across the category and since it’s all vying for space nothing really stands out. 

· Public message: There really isn’t a clear public message.  We give the figures, such as employment in rural Oregon, but I’m not sure what to do with this info.  Nothings really clear other than the business cycle is at work.  We miss goals during recession and surpass economic goals in good times. The economy and incomes are increasing while the economic landscape is growing. What we see is that the Oregon economic cycle follows US, with policies assisting on the margins. 
· (Bob) Can we mute the affects of national trends by devices like rainy day fund? 
· (Tom) Yes, the economy is not total destiny and policy at the margins such as the rainy day fund can prepare for downturns which can mitigate some of the negatives. 
· Insights: Job growth – benchmark #4 is 3rd in nationally in 2005, yet unemployment - benchmark #15 is still higher then the US.  This is a concern; it could reflect increases in immigration.  Also business cost are going up in contrast to other indicator, we could explore this in greater detail.
· (Bob) Would employment broken down by “Income Quintiles” and “Seasonal Employment” be helpful in understanding this?
· (Tom) The more urbanized the state, the lower the unemployment.  The more diverse economy of urban areas can withstand some of the shocks while rural areas often have all eggs in one basket.  
· (Mike) Are we urbanizing slower? (Tom P.) Compared to Washington yes; Compared to Idaho, I don’t know.
· Other issues: Should we ask why these are changes are happening versus offering just the facts in this analysis? In performance reports there is some limited editorial comments under the board comments section but otherwise we’re mostly describing what the benchmarks tell us.
· Would it make sense if all or benchmarks were rankings? This would show our competitiveness, and all we can do is make ourselves more attractive.


· Some benchmarks are more policy relevant than others in this section.  Policy doesn’t have a great impact on many the economic benchmarks since the state has limited influence of much of what happens in the economy. 
EDUCATION – James Sager
First off the education concepts and benchmarks need to be defined upfront before presenting the measure results.

· What is clear/unclear
Not clear – There is no disaggregated data that shows the difference in demographics changes that are affecting k-12 education.  (i.e. 3rd grade today vs. 20 years ago – there are vastly different demographics).  Additionally the use of different measures for US comparisons; we can’t compare OR to NAEP measures, methodologies are vastly different, we can only show Oregon to Oregon comparisons. Short titles are not clear either – are we reporting target achievement or benchmark improvement this is not clear (e.g. 3rd grade reading. Comparing 2005 and 2007 report grades what does this mean).

· Public message – We need to tie these results to the Targeted “20-40-40” goals of the governor’s education initiative.
· Insights – K-12 data is public school data and doesn’t include private or home school numbers; we need to be clear on this.  Skills development is mostly privately provided (employer), and should be clear that this doesn’t reflect on the education system.
CIVIC ENGAGEMENT – Bob Landauer

· What is clear/unclear
Not clear – The content is inadequate, it doesn’t describe what I’m looking at. We need a statement to the fact for Benchmark 30; why is participation a core value? Civic Engagement is a partnership between Government and citizens.  If you want less government you might need to volunteer more.  There’s an assumption here as well that volunteering is indicator of community health we need to state this.  Taxes – should this include lottery dollars in our commentary, since roughly 9% of our services are paid for by these funds.  (Analyst note: questions regarding the benchmark are asked about general fund and not the supplemental lottery fund.)  Benchmark #33: Understanding the tax system doesn’t offer any useful information in my opinion.  Those that know the largest expenditures and income categories from the general fund doesn’t clearly mean we have more civically engaged people.  We need to be clearer in our description of Public Sector Performance, the chart implies that its wholly about the bond rating, which is more about economics.  Regarding benchmark #31: Voting, we should look into a different measure rather then national elections.  These elections really don’t capture what we’re looking for in community engagement.  National elections are flashpoints for voting.  We need to measure the involvement in local elections to better gauge civic engagement.  Regarding benchmark #34: Taxes & Charges, this should lead with our overall taxes and fees burden, then break these down.
· What Stands Out? – The lack of leads, we need a way for people to take action.  Where do people go if they look at this to find out more, and to engage in the issues.
· Insights – Comparators should include who were 1st or 2nd and a contact to that state.  This would allow us to see what actions these states were taking and to learn from their success, this could prompt action as well. Also the ∆ (change symbol) is unclear.
- We should articulate that no way does the government have the finances and reach to satisfy all public needs and desires. To meet the mix of needs and desires requires public and private partnerships (groups and individuals).

SOCIAL SUPPORT – Annabelle Jaramillo
· What is clear/unclear
clear – overall layout of the document is fairly clear.  The use of photos and quotes help the document.
unclear – The blanks on charts what do they mean, its not clear in the document.  The lack of comparative data listed is distracting, how do we know if its ‘similar’ in the comparator data if there is ‘no finding’.  (note: no finding has since be changed as well as descriptions of the terminology used).  Need to correct the quote attributed to Ben Boswell. (former) president of the counties association.
· What Stands Out? – The aging issues, but we need to point out that aging will happen even without in-migration.  The gaps in the data stand out.  The lack of overall summary on the page, a summary (in a nutshell) would help for those that skipped the intro section.

· Public message – We’re succeeding in some things while we still have a lot of work to do.  

· (Bob) – is there a way to track tends in foster care?  This might be useful in considering benchmarks.
PUBLIC SAFETY – Joe Johnson 

Clear Content?
· What is clear/unclear
 clear – overall the layout is clear, however the crime categories should be footnoted. There should be a summary paragraph on the page, along with definitions on the page.
· What Stands Out? – That public safety is defined by the crime rate and crime categories.  The High level of property crime in the state.  We have made some progress but have a long way to go.
· Public message – The format lacks this – readers must extract their own message from the document.  Oregon’s crime is about the same as other states except for the high property crime rates.
· Insights – (not necessarily for this publication, ideas for OS3)  May well need to look at other benchmarks for public safety, judicial system for instance, or fire.  Incarceration rates might tell us something in comparison to other states as well.  Police levels would be a good measure to compare to other locations.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENBT – Mike Jordan
· What is clear/unclear
unclear – the layout of the table is confusing along with the use of arrows.  Additionally why are some benchmarks missing arrows, (local bridges) it isn’t clear. 
· What Stands Out?- the drinking water benchmark clearly stands out.  This is a big issue that the public picks up on.  (Offers example of public support when water is was an issue for Metro.)
· Public message – Currently it’s muddled.  We need to emphasis that housing is a big issue and progress isn’t being made.
· Insights – we don’t really have a measure on growth management that resonates in a way that’s connected to Oregonians, maybe the water measure, but not clearly or promoted.  We should use Portland as the descriptive for metro areas. We are losing ground on infrastructure investment, but the danger is the slide – it’s not perceived by the public, its also measured inconsistently across the state.  The housing measures need a west coast context, we’re not doing as badly if put in that light. 
ENVIRONMENT – John Miller 
· What is clear/unclear 
unclear – the ‘No finding’ and ‘New Benchmarks’ don’t really convey enough description in the charts.  Context needs to be added regarding water quality and wetlands benchmarks.
· What Stands Out? – difficult to determine what stands out with the ‘no finding’ throughout.  It clearly looks like a work in progress.
· Public message – care should be taken with the lead in, right now with the measure 37 quote it might not set the right tone.  A message could be, here in Oregon know in some ways as the environmental state we have ‘no data’ on all these environmental benchmarks.  
· Insights – We need to determine between the State and Oregon threatened lists and clarify how our endangered measures connect.  That we’re a work in progress toward evaluating our environmental benchmarks.
Overall Effect – Sue Densmore
· Insights – People want to know how to engage with the board, the cover letter should ask this question.  We also need to lessen the frustration of people who receive this report.  This document should be clear that we’re listening and point them toward OS3.  There could be a section that introduces the Partner Performance Measures and how to get involved in the measures.  Discuss how the benchmarks work and how its important to the legislature.
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· Need a statement to the effect “…we would love for you to use the data to create reports. Call the Progress Board staff for help…”.
· Include a bio of the interns that have help author the report.  this will help with our intern applicants, shows that they are doing something constructive and gives them something for their resume.  Clearly Laura Rose needs prominence in this credits section.
· Include a way for people to reply to the report, such as a online survey or comments blog.

· Clearly articulate the movement of our database from an excel to online sql format and how this new multimode report differs from the past reports. 
OREGON SHINES 
The afternoon of the retreat is dedicated to planning of the basic platform of Oregon Shines III.  Initially observations from Oregon Shines I and Oregon Shines II are heard, with discussions on the structure, audience, and objectives of OS3 to follow.

Duncan Wyse  

Oregon Shines was constructed as a top-down endeavor.  Oregon in the late 1980’s reached a crossroads where a refocusing and a change of direction was required.  Governor Neil Goldschmidt saw this need and tasked the creation of Oregon Shines to supply a strategic vision for all of Oregon.  This process began with leadership and a few key people in constructing the framework for Oregon Shines.  

Key Points
· Creating the Oregon Shines strategies and getting Oregonians behind them requires a champion to rally support.

· OS1 Champion - Goldschmidt challenging Oregonians to think about who they are and where they are headed.

· For OS3 to be a valuable endeavor, leaders must embrace it.  This is important for Oregonians who will promote OS3 and take a leadership role in keeping the process moving forward.  

· The analysis and process need to be tightly focused.  It can’t be seen as an unfocused or a sloppy endeavor or no one will bother to get behind it.  There are too many other opportunities out there to jump onboard a listless ship.

· Simple framework that is easy to understand– where are we, where do we what to go, and how do we get there.

· The documents need to be clearly and concisely written.  Without documents that are understandable and clear it will be impossible to connect with Oregonians, or to get them motivated behind OS3’s proposals.
· OS3 requires a big idea at the center of the endeavor.  This was the transition of a resource economy to knowledge economy at the center of OS.

· Visual expression – something easy to capture and show to Oregonians what you’re up to, similar to the Circle of Prosperity, three interwoven circles.
· Benchmarks are the evidence.  Key to aligning where we want to go.
Reflections on Oregon Shines II

The purpose to Oregon Shines II was to validate the knowledge-based economy and fine-tune the benchmarks process.  The focus was to get people thinking about Oregon and return the spotlight back on the goals that were established in OS.  This meant simplifying the 259 benchmarks down to something that was actually useful and could represent Oregon as a whole.  This transpired in a bottom-up fashion as opposed to OS1’s top-down approach.  

Public involvement and outreach happened throughout the state.  This included public meeting where electronic voting was used to gauge public support.  Community interviews asked the questions of intension and whether the benchmarks and OS goals were clear.  Conducting this outreach was principle in analyzing the ‘what for’ question.

The perception of consensus in Oregon is as important as actually having it.  Through building the public’s awareness of OSII, consensus of where we needed to go was achieved (perceived). 
Remarks on Oregon Shines III
Oregon Shines III needs to be a provocative document that challenges Oregonians.  We can see the challenges that are in place (monitored in the benchmarks).  What are we going to do about these challenges?  This is the document that needs to clearly articulate the facts laid out in benchmarks and motivate Oregonians into action.
Discussion of Duncan’s Ideas – 3 pillars – environmental vision, changing public institutions, and partnerships
· Environmental vision – how do we design what Oregon is going to look like in the coming years.  Do we go on with the current minimal planning or do we manage the landscape over the next century, coming to a balance between growth and the environment.  (state level)
· Redesign the major public institutions – we really have to dig deep and come up with some bold initiatives here.  The demands of the future need to be planned for.  Yet, we’re running on 20th century institutions.

· The transportation system is 100 years old and fundamentally hasn’t changed.  Great challenges here with increases in population and changes to availability of resources.

· The education systems last leap forward was the implementation of the community college system 40 years ago.   Yet the overall education system is fractured and not providing enough or the proper training our future generations need to compete in the marketplace.  We can visualize the institutional changes needed; just need the vision to make it happen.
· Education needs to be interwoven and have alternative tracks available.  We can’t remain with these different institutions slicing and fragmenting the education of future generations and hope to compete globally.

· Partnerships – the inter-linked circles illustrate how partnerships could evolve within OS3.  Bringing in agencies with the expertise need to create a section of the OS3 vision, while the progress board could coordinate these functions.  This would broaden OS3’s appeal and commitment to all of Oregon if the proper partners were included and the Board coordinated these agencies effectively.

· OBC has already picked up many of the jobs/education categories.  

· The Foundations are already well established to the community categories.

· Institute for Natural Resources/ others – are options for becoming key partner in the environment section. (Environment, probably the most difficult to find a partner that would generate consensus.)
· We need a context to frame the OS3 debate, this should be the key objectives identified by the board.  OPB has to truly leading the process (with champions to keep it in the public eye).

· Engage the Governor and get him involved.

· Look at other regional plans.  How are these used? How are these working?  This will help us get back to Oregon’s once prominent position as a pragmatic leader among states.

The purpose of Oregon Shines 3 is to recognize the new realities that encompass the state and renew the strategic direction and focus.   This requires building an infrastructure for action (page 11 – Oregon’s High Altitude Strategic Vision).  Reaffirm our goals:

1. Better Jobs for all Oregonians

2. Engaged, caring, and safe communities

3. Sustained natural environments

Organization of work
Stage 1 – Analytical work of the 3 spheres  
· This includes the trend analysis of the benchmark data.  Once we identify what the data is saying we should look for the ~10 mega tends.  This sets the stage for asking people where do we want to go as a state and what change should be enacted.
· Measure benchmarks against benchmarks should be assessed, choices have to be identified/tradeoffs.

· Look at the 3 goals along with boiling down the benchmarks and focusing on 2 to 3 things, look to see if we really are making progress toward achieving these big objectives?  There is a document waiting to be written – utilizing all the data we’ve already gathered (benchmarks) showing that if we continue on the path we’re on now (path of least resistance) we will never reach these goals.  We will need to trumpet this call of ‘change’.
Stage 2 – Creating the OS3 Vision
· This sets the stage, generates a buzz, while creating engagement and interest.  The timing of this report should be constructed to take advantage of key political and cultural events.

· Collaborative approach – inclusive of the foundations, government, business.

· There needs to be a balance between the few leading OS3 and driving the agenda and the communities at large.  This balance will create the vision of OS3.

· The triple bottom line must always be clear in the focus of the vision.

· Strategy groups formation around the key objectives and should be charged with identify how we move forward.  This need to be inclusive of a multiple interests.  OPB should facilitate this process.

· Need to examine what others are doing.  Find the best ideas out there and model our proposals on these.
Stage 3 – Action (Sustainability work)
s
· The benchmarks are the ongoing work and the foundation for a plan for success.  Benchmarks bring to light key strategic issues, offer trend analysis, and shape the future.

· Relook at the 3 circles and the partners the board includes.  Need to be careful not to be seen as co-opted by advocacy groups.

· OPB needs to be involved in the first draft and shepherd the process.  OPB is the convener of the process.

· Engaging partners in the trend / gap analysis this should be held separately from the strategy groups.

· In creating the trend analysis (next strategic step) it is critical to balance the “passions” and “interests”.

· OPB needs to be the provider of the fact while Oregon Shines is the overall vision.

The Board’s Future

Currently the Board is located under DAS and funded with General Fund, though it is seen as being independent of the government bureaucracy.  The board is seen as being co-owned of both the governor and legislature.  This relationship provides the vital board function of being inclusiveness, while being seen as accessible and transparent.   Currently the board links the agency performance measures to the benchmarks.  In the future the board must retain its independent voice while looking into other sponsorship/partnership arrangements.  In looking into the joint public/private/foundation structure issues of where the board membership will come from, where the board will reside, and how to retain the independence associated with its current arrangement.  Need to engage key senators/representatives and the governor in this evolutionary board process. 
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