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Progress Board Ad Hoc Meeting Notes – December 5, 2007

Board members attending: Tom Potiowsky, Bob Landauer, Joe Johnson, John Miller, Sue Densmore; (via phone) Pat Ackley

Staff: Rita Conrad, Signe Gro Jensen, Jay Grussing
Initial comments
Sue describes the goals in the meeting agenda.

Bob asks what does ‘systems thinking’ mean to the board and how do we present it to Oregonians in an easily understood manner. We need to be clear, concise, insightful, and thorough with descriptions.
Joe comments that the Board and Rita need to align their visions of the project and how we talk about it. We can constrain the concepts of ‘systems thinking’ into the scope of Progress Board objectives.  

We should be able to inform any Oregonian as to what Oregon Shines III is and its goals in 30 seconds.
Signe discusses the summary of board interviews (green sheet).  Question one stimulated board members to verbalize the conceptual nature of the work, which reinforced the notion that we need to simplify the wording and develop talking points.
Board Interview Results

Question 1: When you explain what Oregon Shines III is all about to others, what do you say?
There is overall Board consensus on this question.  However, a uniform talking point is needed to organize the idea. The Board agrees that combining parts of the statute document with parts of the project summary document would articulate the overall objective (John, Bob, Sue, Joe)
· Statutes require updating Oregon’s strategic plan (20 years)

· encourage discussion among all Oregonians, 
· identify social, economic, environmental drivers (national and global)

· propose a strategy and goals

· Summit to the legislature the goals and measurable indicators. 

Note: Prescribed in the statute is statewide engagement: including public testimony, hearings, and workshops.
BOB suggests:  

Oregon and its subdivisions (institutions – possible word change) want to be inclusive, accountable, efficient, and effective over the next 20 years in progressing toward the agreed upon statewide goals of: 

1. Quality jobs for all Oregonians

2. Safe, caring and engaged communities

3. Healthy, sustainable surroundings

John comments that the OSIII message should be revised, we should remove the theoretical terminology and conceptual wording and focusing on communicating with all Oregonians.  The methods (systems theory, etc) are the means to gathering and constructing the goals but not the end results.  The terminology offers little by way of concrete statements understandable to Oregonians.  It’s similar to what does sustainability mean?  It doesn’t meld with the objectives of the statutes.  It proposes that we using new tools – when in fact we need to rely on hard work and communicating with Oregonians in order to succeed.  Joe agrees that we should not use the ‘systems’ verbiage, it will only cause the public to recoil away from the project.
Tom disagrees stating the systems logic was a break with the past and offered a new setting for what OSIII is about.  
Proposed Action Item
Construct an explicit vision of what Oregon Shines III is; include requirements and goals. Summary – to put together a strategy required by law, that includes the three foci (economic, social, and environmental – in statute) and measuring whether we (Oregonians) are going in the right way.  
Mix the statute requirements with Bob’s statement.  This needs to be clear and concise and not ‘written by committee’ (i.e. everyone’s favorite sentence fragments included in the document).
Additional comments

· Remove the methods and focus on the objectives in the project summary documents. (Pat)

· Empower Oregonians in the process.  They will be the ones setting the goals (Sue)

· Results orientated.  Benchmarks measure success and point out weaknesses (Sue)

· Identify where the goals come from.  Otherwise we might be viewed as a social engineering group  (Tom)

· The goals come directly out of OSII.  These are similar to motherhood and apple pie.  Who can really object? (Rita)

· Reaffirm or adjusting the goals in the OSIII process will spread the ownership of the concepts to all corners of Oregon. (Joe)

· The process should help us identify new influences and problems in the state and identify benchmarks that need to be scrapped or adjusted. (Sue)

· The benchmarks are tiered with localities connecting their local measure to that of the state benchmarks. (Sue)

· Statute 285A.150 3(b) dictates what we need to construct out of the process.  Statute 285A.162 3) lays out how.  (John)

· Across the state different requirements are in order.  An example from OSII is the idea that Eastern Oregonians don’t like to be facilitated.  Sue’s description of the approach taken by the OSII facilitator.
· The consultant must be able to get it done on the ground through collaboration with many divergent groups.  It doesn’t matter if the contractor is well versed in the latest theory if it does not help us get results.
· The vision should benefit Oregonians future needs.  (Individuals should find it benefiting them.)

· Include young adults in the process.

· I’m not sure if we need engage everyone initially.  What we need is to capture the key people in the state.  We need to create buzz from the movers and shakers first.  (Joe) 

· This was how it happened in the 70’s with land use.  A meeting structure was used to vet the proposals and created ‘buy in’ regarding from the generations that participated (or choose not to participate, at least they had the option). But all were included in constructing the end result (Bob)
Discussion on question 2: What do you hope the outcome(s) of Oregon Shines III will be?
The board member outcomes did not mesh with Rita’s response.  Bob comments that he sees an incremental evolution of the use of Progress Board products infusing with the decision-making process.  This instrumentalism is success for the Board, by identifying which tactics are effective or not in a measurable way we’re making progress.  

· Continued discussion of the question responses will have to happen at the next meeting.  Possibly expanding the Board meeting or having a separate morning meeting on the 24th of Jan to continue this topic discussion.

Additional comments

· The benchmarks are an early warning system. (Bob)

· Incremental change can itself be success.

· The measures are a floating target, so getting at what exactly is success is difficult across a twenty year timeframe.  Different reference point since we are living in the changing environment.
· We need to get kids, possibly through introducing the benchmarks into school curriculum, involved in measuring progress for the state. (Bob)

· Oregon 150 has asked for our inclusion into their educational curriculum. (Sue)

· We need to be seen as equal with Oregon 150.  The outcomes need to be highlighted more so than the processes.  (John)

· Pat – I would be thrilled if individuals actually used benchmarks in decision making (whether public or private).
· It would be great to see the Progress Board goals and benchmark included legislative and non-profit entity reporting.  Benchmark impact statements  (Pat and Rita)
RFP discussion
· How we submit it with limited funding?
· What is the comfort of the proposal with the board members?
Initial comments

 Jonathan Ward from Department of Justice is invited into the discussion. Jonathan comments that the substance of the work is up to the Board.  He is here to ensure that the substance of the document is enforceable as a contract.  One concern reinforced by Joe and John is that the current language is unenforceable under a contract given the uncertainty inherent in the theoretical language.
The issue of the volunteers and the perception of fairness is a non-issue given the discloser of all information (on the website).  To the extent that previous experts used language that is industry standard, there would not be a bias.  The goal of the RFP process is to obtain a good deal for the state.  As long as we have the RFP open to enough contractors we shouldn’t have a problem.  We can always reject all proposed bids.  If the only bids that work are from the volunteers you can reject them all and rewrite the RFP for greater clarity and inclusively. (Jonathan) 
Options for how to set up the RFP is discussed.  Multiple options are laid out in the agenda.  The difficulty lies in not having the project formalized (monetarily & structural).  Given this uncertainty multiple contracts (RFPs) might offer the best approach given its inherent flexibility.
Board Action
The Board held a consensus vote
 to move forward with hiring an initial contractor (special procurement – personal services contract can be used since it’s under 150 thousand dollars).  This contractor will work with the Board on creating the following:
· Business Plan (for producing OSIII deliverables), including but not limited to:

· Version 2 of Oregon Shines III design (Version 1 is in board-approved Concept)

· Budget tied to outcomes

· Case Statement (for raising money)
Further details:

· 90 days to setup and hire the contractor

· Contract will be for 40-50 thousand dollars. (10 thousand from governor’s office).  Write in the contract ‘with subject to obtaining funding’ since we don’t as of yet have the funds.

· Go to the foundations and governors office for the funds for this initial services contract

· Nothing on the initial contract will exclude the contractor from bidding on the full RFP, given the public nature of the work. (Jonathan vetted this concept).

Additional comments


· We need to get a consultant that can get things done as opposed to who uses the latest terminology.  We need to have someone who can roll up their sleeves and do the hard work. (John)
· We need to be mindful of the involvement of the volunteers and guard against perceived biases. (Pat)  If we keep everything public there shouldn’t be any issues. (Bob)  There is no guarantee that there will not be contractors that might perceive this, but it is up the Board and its criteria to pick the contractor, as long as it’s done to guarantee the best deal for the state this is a non-issue (Jonathan).

· As OSII’s public outreach went out we had to reign in the contractor in rural communities.  We need to be clear with Board oversight on this.  (No one likes to be facilitated to!) (Sue)

· We need to clear up the language removing the jargon that is in the RFP and the guideline document prior to putting this out for proposals.  The theoretical language is unenforceable from the state point of view. (Jonathan) 
· It might take a couple of months to raise the initial 40 thousand dollars from the foundations. (Sue, Pat)

· We need to be clear that the outcomes are the RFP for the OSIII plan.

· The complete OSIII design comes from the contractor after the full contract is in place. This will flesh out the business plan/case statement and might not interest the people who are initially interested in the management and designing of the project. (John)
· We can always write a contract where subcontractors handle various parts all included in a larger single contract.  The main contract has to be able to have some of the numbers in order to setup such a division of labor.  You can also amend the contract – but this requires justice approval.  (Jonathan)
· Sine the special procurement is open to the public; there is no preclusion of that contractor being excluded from the overall project.  It doesn’t have to be the lowest bidder.  (Jonathan)
SELECTION COMMITTEE (Selecting a contractor to design the business plan/case statement)
The morning of the Jan 24th board meeting the selection committee will meet to decide on the process for screening and interviewing for this contract.
Committee members:

Sue Densmore
Pat Ackley
Tom Potiowsky
Rita Conrad
James Sager
Lori Le Veaux (DAS contracts officer)
Next Board Meeting Action items (Jan. 24th)
· We need to discuss the OSIII steering committees at this meeting.  The steering committees need to have the power to make major decisions or key decision-makers are unlikely to make a long-term commitment to the process (Bob).  The representatives for the committee should include the following:  Media and the Environment.
· Invite Oregon 150 to present at the board meeting on Jan 24th.  We can reciprocate by attending/presenting at their next meeting. (Sue)
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� John moves for the Board to construct a special procurement that will engage a contractor to build the business plan/case statement.  Bob seconds the proposal.  The vote is unanimous.
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