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PROGRESS BOARD MINUTES
January 24, 2008

Conference Room A
Attending: Pat Ackley, Sue Densmore, Annabelle Jaramillo, Joe Johnson, Robert Landauer, John Miller, Tom Potiowsky, and James Sager  Staff: Rita Conrad and Jay Grussing

Presenter
Introductions follow the Board approving the meeting minutes for October and December.
1. Executive Director’s Report 

The board vacancies are discussed, attention needs to be given to diversity issues when looking for new board members.  A district three representative is still needed; ideally this member should represent business interests given the board is lacking this perspective.
James mentioned the discussion with Allen Alley on the subject.  Senator Mark Hass and Senator Frank Morse are mentioned as possible replacements for Senator Schrader.

Sue mentions that she might have a possible intern for the Progress Board.  Rita will contact Sue regarding this.

Rita discusses ongoing and upcoming products, such as the Oregon population survey (OPS), the race and ethnicity report, and benchmark target setting.  Bob asks about the feasibility of the American Community Survey (ACS) in replacing the OPS.  The ACS offers information on the basic demographic questions that we had gathered from the OPS.  The Oregon specific benchmarks will still be sourced from the OPS since these questions are not asked in any other survey.  This is a year of transition for the OPS.  The 2006 OPS contract is extendable and we are working with the contractor on getting a contract signed.
The key performance measure system since being absorbed by BAM and LFO are moving forward with greater emphasis on performance management.  Rita continues to monitor the process in order to keep the high level outcomes (benchmark connections) in place.  James adds that there is more energy and focus on cross agency coordination happening throughout state government right now.  Agencies are really moving forward with these connections and the benchmarks have influenced this process.  Bob comments that this process takes time to be absorbed into the institutions; he believes it’s a two generation process.  Sue adds that it would be ideal if we could use this example to illustrate how the Progress Board has had an affect on state government.  This clearly shows the importance of the Board and the role or products play in policy.  The Performance Measure process would never have happened without Progress Board involvement, it would never have been codified in HB 3358.  
Bob comments that support for the Board could expand through connecting with elected officials.  Bob offers (the Board accepts) to draft a form letter to potential candidate for state offices (those registered with the Secretary of State).  We should invite these potential candidates to explore the data that Oregon has invested in and that this data is fundamental to your campaign, also state that your competitor has also been invited to utilize this data as well.  (It’s recommended that this letter writing campaign be taken up at the next outreach committee meeting.)
2. Outreach Committee Report
John comments that it’s interesting that the Progress Board doesn’t have the resources to complete its mission even though the Board and the Benchmarks are world renown.  This is evident in the level of visits and requests from international delegations for the Progress Board.  Just look at the support that is given to the state birthday and compare that with the support we receive to carry out our mission.  We need to figure out how to change this perception and express our value.  It’s clear that this disinterest is not shared with the rest of the world.  
Letter Writing Campaign
Bob explains that there is no downside to continuing with the letter writing campaign that we began with the county data release.  Bob asks if there are particular themes that he should start focusing on.  Once again Bob will write the draft letters and Rita will coordinate/distribute the letters to Board members in or near the target newspaper.  Sue comments that along with the letters to the editor we should look into penning guest editorials.  Bob replies that with guest editorials we need to clearly state that this article is exclusive to the particular paper for a limited amount of time.  This way if the paper doesn’t use it we are free to shop the editorial around to other papers.  Too facilitate this campaign Rita will forward to Bob newspaper clips that relate to current benchmark topics gleaned out of capital clips.  As Pat suggest tying the benchmarks into current topics will generate interest among readers.
Bob mentions that today’s discussion has already generated two ideas for potential candidate letters.  First, the Progress Board has created a trove of valuable data and we need to leverage this in decision making at multiple levels.  Secondly, that the performance measurement system created by the Progress Board is in the process of being institutionalized within state agencies as a valuable performance management system.  John comments that the articles don’t need to focus on the Board itself but can inject our data into a current topic of interest within a community.  For example, if child abuse is being discussed within a community we can punctuate the debate by using benchmark data on the rate for benchmark 51, child abuse.
Annabelle adds that along with statewide candidates we could send letters to local candidates.  We should be able to gather this information from LOC.  Sue suggests that we utilize previous Board members in sending out these letters, we have alumni throughout the state and should be able to cover all corners.
Business Cards
The Board agrees that member should have business cards to distribute.  These cards will not have individual board member information but will have general Board information and enough room for hand written or labels to be added.  Some level of OSIII detail will be spelled out in the card, most Board members prefer version B from the examples.  The web address should link to the Oregon Progress Board not just Oregon Shines.  Bob’s recommendation, “The Oregon Progress Board produces Oregon Shines the statewide strategic plan for all Oregonians.”
A Benchmark Story
Dave Leland, manager of the Drinking Water Program of the Department of Human Services/Public Health shares with the Board his approximately twenty years of experience around the drinking water benchmark.  The benchmark measures the ~3600 public drinking water systems in Oregon.  These systems range from the Portland municipal water system down to the taps at public campgrounds across the state.
The national part of this measure is the EPA and the health standards setup pertaining to what constitutes a safe water system; the benchmark reports on these health standards.  The other leg of the benchmark is the states involvement and here in Oregon this is the public health division of DHS.   Oregon has an arrangement with the EPA that our standards will be no less stringent then the federal guidelines and the feds help with agency support.  

In the 90’s we came up with the current benchmark (rolled out in 1997) – “The percent of Oregonians served by public drinking water systems that meet health-based standards each year.”  Interestingly enough as we were creating the state measure, the EPA was looking into a water system measure of its own.  Dave thinks Oregon’s benchmark beat the federal measure and curiously their measure looks a lot like the state drinking water measure.  Dave believes that we can take some credit for influencing the national measure on drinking water.  

Dave continues that the data is used extensively throughout the year by his agency and others.  On their website a detailed breakdown of the benchmark data along with lists on which water systems failed by year and contaminant are listed.  This benchmark data helps tell the story of how Oregon is doing.  The strength of this particular benchmark is that it captures the entire state and that the agency takes the measure very seriously.  The weaknesses are three-fold: Through measuring just population, small systems are pretty much invisible.  Second, there is a problem with moving targets.  EPA started the health based measure with 24 tracked contaminants and has expanded this up to 91 with additional changes on the way.  Third, comparing across states is difficult.  However, every drinking water policy option package proposed in the state includes the benchmark data.
3. 
Assessment Committee Report

Drinking Water Changes (Benchmark 69)
Dave describes the proposed changes for benchmark 69. These changes will make the benchmark consistent with the federal EPA drinking water measure.  This makes the benchmark comparable across states and links Oregon up with the EPA strategic planning on drinking water.  Additionally moving to a two-part measure where population is balanced with the number of systems corrects the weakness where the failure of small systems is masked by the small population served. 
James asks if there is a difference in the parts 1 and 2, since the term ‘health based’ is absent from part 2.  Dave responds that there isn’t a difference and ‘health-based’ will be added to the definition of the 2nd measure to make these consistent.
Pat asks why the targets have been reduced.  Dave responds that the targets illustrate the moving goal post problem.  The EPA lowered their targets and we recommend following  their lead since additional ‘health based’ standards will be coming online within the next few years and that will likely lower the rate of systems achieving the grade.  There was a national vetting process that preceded the EPA adopting these lowered targets that the states were involved in.
James asks if we were to meet the 91% target it could be argued that we are doing better than if we made the target of 95% under the old standards.  We need to clearly annotate that these additional standards are being included in the measure and data.  This annotation needs to be in the analysis and not just in the ‘about the measure’ section of the report.
Dave adds that the standards will continually be adjusted and new standards come out every couple of years.
John comments that maximum levels are not always the case, some standards are minimums, and can we simply write it as those that meet standards?  Dave agrees that this would be more accurate.  Additionally it would be more accurate if the charts and data stated ‘percent of population’ and percent of systems’.  

The board agrees that this new stratified benchmark offers additional valuable information that was masked in the old benchmark.  Dave comments that we had to articulate this fact to the Legislature, showing that rural systems are not doing OK.  James comments this is the data we need the economic development department to see, it shows why these communities need money for infrastructure.  
The Board approves the benchmark changes with the above corrections.
Bob asks Board staff to contact him regarding this measure.  Rita asks if this data is available at the county level.  Dave responds that it is not meaningful at these small levels.

4
Vision Committee Report

Fundraising
Sue briefs the Board on the fundraising for Oregon Shines III.  Ford Family has contributed and the expectation is that Meyer Memorial and Oregon Community Foundation will follow suit.  However, for the full contract foundations will need to see some level of financial contribution by the state.  We will begin asking smaller foundations and business interests to join in on this project as well.
Bob inquires how we can leverage Association of Oregon’s Counties (AOC).  Annabelle comments that financially AOC will be unable to contribute, but they are willing with in-kind and other support such as letters of support.  Rita replies that the Board will be gathering letters of support from the counties along with other sources (board alumni, civic leaders) in the near future.

James comments that the Governor’s office is not able to contribute unless funds have been initially allocated in the budget process – the Governor’s office does not have discretionary funds that are not allocated.  In order to generate funds mid-stream (intersession) the Governor’s office requests certain departments to fund the project/program.  Tom agrees with James’ point but contends we should still ask.  There is the potential for funding through the legislature where funding can be received through the e-board.  James states that if OSIII timelines falls into the next budget cycle the Board should/can request that the Governor’s budget include funding.
John comments that since Governors office discretionary funding is not possible, could we locate a relevant agency or agencies that could offer financial support.  John mentions DHS, state lands, DEQ, and water resources as options.   Tom and James comment that Economic Development or Lottery might be the best avenue toward generating funding.  James will explore this possibility.
Another avenue for possible funding could come from House Bill 3613/ Senate Bill 1099 – Performance excellence in state government.  This bill is requesting $250,000 in seed money.  Rita mentions that the Board might be able to get a small grant from this and it would also engage BAM and LFO in OSIII.
Selection Committee
Pat briefs the Board on the selection committee and the process that will be used to evaluate the proposals.  By the end of February a contractor should be in place.
Oregon 150
Sue briefs the Board on Oregon 150.   Their mission has a degree of planning in it and the Progress Board might be able to connect via this inroad.   However, Oregon 150 has been unresponsive in past.  One worry is that the Progress Board is following Oregon 150 around to the same funding sources.  There is also a significant possibility that Oregonians might be confused with both of entities circling the state, this could be seen as wasting state resources.
John mentions that Oregon 150 is a step ahead of us with their timeline and promotion; we should make another overture on collaborating.  We clearly can supply Oregon 150 with the planning objective described in their mission statement.
James responds that he will have a discussion with the Governor regarding the roles and expectations for Oregon 150 and Oregon Shines III.  Coming out of this discussion we should be able to draft a proposal on how each organization (O150 and OPB) will coordinate objectives.  Pat agrees that this would clears up the ambiguity that we are currently experiencing.  This will articulate the Governors expectation and imprint his leadership on the process.

James suggests that the Board think about Oregon’s economic clusters as a funding source of small grants. These groups receive benefit from our work and this would cement and legitimize the process if we could include these economic groups (Wine industry, Technology, etc).  We should highlight the long term goals of OSIII in contrast to the short term celebration of Oregon 150.
Revised OSIII timeline
Rita describes the relaxed timeline and how this coordinates with the legislative calendar.  The full RFP is anticipated to begin in the fall of 2008.  Fall of 2009 is the expected completion.
James asks how our timeline intersects with Oregon 150 – what are the events for Oregon 150 in 2009.  Sue replies that the big day is February 14th 2009, activities will be happening from that day through the State Fair in Sept.

John requests that we consider getting some time on the Oregon Business Plan’s Leadership Summit in 2008.  Since we’ll be in the take stock phase we could look at some form of interactive mechanism similar to the polling that happened this last year.
James adds that the timeline we currently have would allow for the Governors office to request funds in the 2009-2011 budget for the backend of the project, such as printing and distribution.  This could articulate the Governors support to the foundations.  

John articulates that the current timelines puts the pressure on the Board to have a finished product by the election cycle in 2010.  Our focus should be on having the product out under the current Governor.   This is Governor Kulongoski’s legacy.
Bob requests that once the campaigns get going we should reach out and articulate what we can provide to the candidates.  As Sue’s story from the Barbara Roberts’ campaign illustrates the Board is/was seen as beyond politics.

James articulates that the question to candidates is not do you support the Progress Board?  Rather, it should be here are the resources the Board supplies and the value we add to policy and civic debate.  Once introduced, candidates will probably come to rely on our services as a general research arm in state government.  The Board supplies a social accountability system that has been put together by past governors for you to lead the state.

The rural counties lean heavily on our data and research since they don’t have the resources internally.  We provide a service that is critical to many agencies throughout various counties.  Bob articulates his experience with Judge Cooper from Crook County and the value his county gets from our research. [Rita’s note:  Judge Cooper shared the same story with Jay and I at AOC.]
The Board has no objections to the new timeline.  However, John suggest that any opportunity to compress it we should take advantage of.  The Board agrees.  
The Board also requests adding into the work plan a proposal to the Oregon Business Council for inclusion into the Leadership Summit.  Rita will add the Leadership Summit request with a due date of 6/1/2008 to the OSIII timetable.

5
OSIII Discussion
Steering Committee Background

Rita offers background on the proposed steering committees (yellow handout).  This is the concept paper with the network of steering committees.  Each steering committee is chaired by locally elected leaders.

Board members express uncertainty on implementing and the purpose of the steering committee structure.  The purpose as is currently envisioned is to: add credibility and weight, to provide direction, to review products, and to assist in implementation.  This is described in the handout, yet this is still in the development state.  The contractor will help us develop how this will actually fall into place.
James sees the state steering committee as being the face of the project; with the regional committees bring the plan into the local communities.  Annabelle comments that tribal representation needs to be included.  James offers that representatives for all nine tribes should be included in the regional steering committees and asks if we should look for a tribal representative for the statewide committee.
Annabelle comments that demographic characteristic for each region should be included when choosing committee membership.  Bob asks if we should look to religious institutions in the regional committees (Jewish community and Catholic diocese examples).
There is still confusion on the purpose of the regional committees, so it might be premature to talk about the make up of the committees.  The way the process is laid out in the concept paper, it’s a four phase process.  Identify the crosscutting issues done by the expert panels will be outside of the steering committees.  The steering committees will vet the prioritized proposals constructed by the analyses teams and the Board.  

How does this prioritization of identified topics get done?   James comments that this is a major amount of work.  This is where the contractor will help us construct lists.

Board members agree that we are premature in discussing who will be on these committees.  
Sue describes Gail Achterman’s vision where the Board brings together the partner panel participants and some other expert in a discussion on the top long-term issues identified in the previous partner panels.  These experts in a facilitated way come up with the primary draft which they vet throughout the state in a series of facilitated meetings in a short timeline – weeks not months.  This is the initial discussion and then they come back and work towards a final document. 
Joe comments that this discussion helps the Board identify who we need on the steering committee.  The committee will be managing and prioritizing the issues that arise and helping construct attainable objectives that will be the basis for OSIII.

Bob adds that one of the complaints heard regarding government is why is it always a process of hiring out for these things when the public has entrusted the entities with the authority and perceived capacity to tackle the issues.  My biggest problem right now is that I don’t see that the statewide steering committee includes the Board with additional key experts joining us (environmental/sustainable/jobs/education people).   I feel strongly that this statewide steering committee must be the Progress Board plus experts.  We have been given the responsibility to come up with this plan and ultimately it comes down to us in prioritizing and simplifying the complexities.   The current vision is trying to create state goals through a democratic groundswell process of reaching across the state is not wholly attainable.  Democracy is more than a show of hands; the Board has been bestowed with the power to define how this process is ultimately carried out and must supply the structure and focus.
John says that want we need is a strong project manager that can take the complexity of OSIII and build accomplishable tasks in a timely matter.  The Board has the ongoing responsibilities and doesn’t have the time to do this management.
Rita addresses Bob’s concerns regarding the statewide steering committee.  Setting up the committee was structured this way to generate support and interest in the project from legislative and other state leaders. The plan will not get implemented without the support of this leadership.   This was the thinking when we were constructing the structure.
James comments that the Board needs to have a discussion and hash out a clear vision of what the process will look like, this might be one of the first tasks for the contractor once hired.
Sue describes the regional involvement laid out in the project concept.  We shouldn’t forget that the American Leadership Forum is positioned throughout the state and is willing to help with the statewide outreach.
James adds Chalkboard as an example; after their goals had been articulated which was supposedly influenced by their statewide outreach, entities from around the state argued that the objectives were not what they believed to be true.  The prioritizing was not clear in Chalkboard’s regional meetings and this frustrated people around the state, and this was just for education.  We are tackling multiple issues.  If we’re using this process we have to have coordination at the top level as to what issues and priorities we believe are essential.  These issues are what we take across the state and fine-tune according to the statewide input.  But we cannot go out with an open ended dialog.  I see this as the job of the statewide steering committee.  
Pat comments that we don’t have to be wed to any of our past documents/diagrams/etc.  The contractor will help us guide our focus and fine-tune the project approach. 
Joe adds that the Board should set a date once the contractor is brought onboard to flesh out the project.  Once this is done we can start discussing who we need reach out to.
Sue agrees, however, we need to make sure we don’t lose the good will, interest, and information we garnered in the partner panels.
The Board agrees that in March a one issue meeting with the contactor should be set up to hammer out the vision and process.  Rita will set this up.
It will be interesting to see how the benchmarks and the higher level vision of Oregon may change coming out of this process.  The last decade has seen a myriad of changes, both gradual and sudden, and how these affect the perception of what the high level vision will be is an interesting proposition.  
Annabelle comments that the vision that arises will be exciting if it captures the distress that is being felt by local communities throughout the state.  Mandates are not going to be tolerated at the local level any more; the resources are not there anymore to absorb these.  Local institutions that were built from old structures and funding mechanisms are failing and new approaches are going to be needed for communities to succeed.

John envisions that the committee would greatly benefit from a key member (maybe chair) that could bring a great deal of resources with them.  University leaders, such as presidents, are an example of such an individual.  This was how the State of the Environment report was done in 2000.  We should keep this in mind when setting up the management structure of the project.
Meeting Adjourned 4:25
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